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Marta: Today is June 19, 2015, and I am speaking with Gordon Pietsch at Great River Energy’s 
(GRE) office in Maple Grove. So Gordon, Terry told me a little bit about what you do here at 
GRE, but can you please start by introducing yourself? 
 
Gordon: Gordon Pietsch, Director of Transmission planning and operations for Great River 
Energy. As the title implies, I manage the operations area, which is 7/24 transmission system in 
conjunction with our generation. The planning side is focusing on identifying transmission plans 
to address future loads, generation interconnections, both to serve GRE load, as well as looking 
at the broader regional perspective as well. I also manage the asset management group within 
GRE. We focus on identifying maintenance activities that need to be performed on an annual 
basis to improve reliability and maintain reliability of the GRE transmission system, as well as 
document our compliance to the various NERC (North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation) standards. Which leads to my other role, with is managing the NERC compliance 
activities for GRE. So I’m primarily focused on the operating and planning standards associated 
with NERC compliance. That sort of describes what I do.  
 
Marta: I’m interested in particular about the CapX2020 projects and how they differ from some 
of the other projects you have worked on in the past. So which comes first, the chicken or the 
egg? As you manage the system, do you go to the higher ups and say “we need more 
transmission to run this system” or does it come from them? 
 
Gordon: I think we take a bottom-up approach. We look at load growth, congestion on the 
system, where we are violating our planning criteria, and identify projects that need to be taken 
care of, and bring that into the MISO (Midcontinent Independent System Operator) MTEP 
(MISO Transmission Expansion Planning) process. We did have an active role in the generation 
interconnect activity as MISO had a lot of that functionality back in the early 2000’s. But, we 
started to get frustrated that MISO was looking at quick fixes to the system, and trying to address 
specific generation interconnects, and we saw a broader need to address a much larger issues. 
That got us thinking about how we need regional transmission and how do we get that built, 
when, as individual utilities the load serving wasn’t necessarily justifying big wire. If you looked 
at generation interconnections on an individual basis, that didn’t suggest large regional 
transmission either. So you needed to bring both of those thing together to identify: what can we 
do to address both of those issues that could be sustainable for a long period of time. So that’s 
sort of how we approached developing the regional plan for CapX.  
 
Marta: Initially, did GRE realize that you need to partner with other utilities in order to make 
this work? 
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Gordon: Yeah. GRE operates within 4 other control areas: Otter Tail, MN Power, Xcel, and 
ITC. So we saw a need that we needed to work with those utilities because we had load-serving 
issues in their areas, they had similar things in ours. We were both experiencing the same thing 
from the generation interconnection side, but none of us on our own could probably address this 
thing, so we needed to collaborate and develop a common study and methodology to address the 
situation we were dealing with.  
 
That’s why the 4 utilities--Otter Tail, Xcel, MN Power, and GRE got together to put together the 
vision team and a study group to sort of address what we were starting to see individually, and 
GRE happened to be party to all of those areas, so we saw things as a state-wide issue. We were 
sort of the natural focal point because we saw things from everyone’s point of view, so we could 
bring that together.  
 
Marta: Those studies were pretty important moving forward. The CapX group used them, MISO 
uses them, everyone in the region uses them.   
 
Gordon: Right. Back then, MISO was still developing their planning processes, and so, we had 
experience in the planning process, being former members of the MAPP (Midcontinent Area 
Power Pool) organization in doing regional transmission planning, so we took it upon ourselves 
to develop what we thought was a short-term plan and a vision for transmission expansion within 
what we deemed the CapX footprint. We brought the planners together to understand what had 
been studied in the past. We were aware of certain sub-regional studies that were ongoing--the 
Red River Valley had experienced low voltages under certain conditions, the load was 
continuing to grow there. We also saw issues in the Rochester-La Crosse area that were being 
studied by specific utilities, and then we also heard from the renewables folks and the resource 
planning people that they needed transmission in order to meet the renewable energy objective at 
the time. We took all those needs into consideration, and tried to figure out if all those plans 
worked together, and could they work together? 
 
We’ve developed a study process that focused on looking at those various solutions and figuring 
out if they worked together, could they work together, both short-term and long-term, under 
various scenarios of load growth, generation dispatch patterns. At the time, the generation queue 
was quite large, and we couldn’t ascertain which generator were most likely to be successful in 
the process that MISO had implemented. So we developed what we call scenario planning, 
where we identified pockets of generation that could expand, and varied those pockets to meet 
the future load growth that we were anticipating.  
 
So, we went about talking to the resource planning folks, talking to the renewable energy 
advocacies to try and identify where they saw growth. We looked that the MISO queue. So we 
build 3 different scenarios: one was Minnesota-centric, one was a little western-centric, and the 
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other one was more eastern-centric when it came to where we thought the generation expansion 
would increase the most--recognizing that we needed to keep some things common amongst 
those 3 scenarios so that we didn’t get diverging results. So, we went about studying those 3 
scenarios, looking at various transmission solutions, leveraging the studies that had been done in 
the past, recognizing that there was good work that had already been done.  
 
And what we found was that they did in fact work together. We contemplated with the broken 
glass solution, where we identified a ring around the Twin Cities that went beyond the existing 
345 ring with spokes coming in from various portions of the region….northwest, northeast, 
southwest, and southeast. What we built, eventually--the spurs to the northwest and the 
southeast--you could argue the Brookings-Hampton was the southeastern spoke. Nothing has 
really materialized out of the northeast, but there are plans underway with MN Power to bring a 
500 kV into Duluth, so that could be contemplated as another spoke in the overall plan.  
 
But, at the time, we were focused on more of the 345 and 230 kV solutions, because that was the 
existing transmission network that we were trying to interconnect to, and we didn’t want to get 
too big too fast.   
 
Marta: Yes, I was wondering about that--why 345’s were mainly chosen. And I’m definitely 
learning….so, 345’s because they fit into the existing system.  
 
Gordon: Yeah, we looked at the substations we were anticipating that we would be 
interconnecting to, and the thought was, we could do it with a 500 kV, which would require us to 
buy very expensive 500 kV transformers, or we could double-circuit 345 kV and get the same 
transfer capability. So, we opted for the 345 kV solution, looking at single-circuit and double-
circuiting those corridors, and it seemed to be the least-cost plan when it came about trying to 
build the system out in a manageable future.  
 
Marta: And that was my other question--I was wondering if the double-circuit meant that the 
line was essentially a 500 kV line. And the whole substations thing. In the past most people have 
used the analogy that the transmission system is like a water pipe, and water flows, and you turn 
your levers to control the flow. But now we have energy going two-ways, so I really have taken a 
liking to the analogy that the transmission system is more like a highway. If we are using that 
analogy, what are substations? Off-ramps? 
 
Gordon: They are the off-ramps. They provide the ability to bring power efficiently on the high 
voltage system to the lower voltage system that which eventually serves the end-use customer. 
There are various off-ramps. You start at 345, drop down to 115, and that network is then 
brought to various communities, and from there it’s dropped down to 69 or 41, to a sub-
transmission voltage level, which eventually finds itself to a residential substation or transformer 
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in a backyard that people are able to get power from. It’s our most efficient way to transfer 
electricity is on the higher-voltage system--the losses are much lower than on the lower-voltage 
system.  
 
Marta: Have there been offshoots from the CapX lines yet? Are they needed? 
 
Gordon: Each of these project provided opportunities for us to do some localized solutions. 
When we were building the 345’s, or when we were starting the 345’s, we also identified 
problems on the sub-transmission--the 115 system--depending on what you want to call it. Those 
were identified and included in the CapX projects themselves, because we recognized that while 
the 345 lines were solving problems, they were also creating some problems that we needed to 
address as well. It was a holistic planning approach, trying to address both the regional as well as 
any localized issues we were seeing. 
 
Marta: Back to the 3 scenario plans that were developed. How was it finally settled upon? Is this 
decision made before anything is applied for, like the Certificate of Need? 
 
Gordon: Well, we developed the 3 different scenarios, because we couldn’t predict what the 
future might be, so we basically created 3 different futures. What we were trying to identify 
where, if we built what we anticipated, would those 3 futures work with that transmission 
expansion. And that’s what the conclusion of the study was. We identified the Monticello-Bison 
project; we had already contemplated the Bemidji-Boswell; Hampton-Rochester-La Crosse was 
also being studied, and so we used those 3 solutions to figure out “were there other transmission 
lines that we could plan for that would connect those various projects and still be useful under 
those 3 scenarios.” And, the conclusion of the study was yes. Those 3 lines worked if you built a 
345 ring further out in the metro ring, and if you connect to those, it would solve the load growth 
issues we were contemplating at the time. In the early 2000’s, GRE was growing at about 5%, 
and that had been happening over the past 3 or 4 years, so that was something we were 
experiencing. Other utilities were experiencing similar load growths. But we also did sensitivity, 
and assumed we had half that load growth, so maybe not all the transmission was necessary for 
load growth, but maybe for generation interconnection. So, we did some sensitivity with slower 
load growth, and saw that even under a slower load growth, those transmission projects were still 
of value. Proving that the original vision would still work, it would just take longer to evolve to 
that ultimate solution.  
 
Marta: With the planning process, we’re talking about scenario modeling. Let’s shift a little bit 
over to policy. I’m wondering how regulatory standards factor into how you plan? 
 
Gordon: Standards themselves were previously sort of guidelines, so we all have planning 
criteria that we follow. What the NERC standards did was codify those guidelines into rules. 
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We’d always follow those rules--in the Upper Midwest, we always had planning criteria. We 
also have operating criteria. So, we always planned to those criteria to make sure we meet that 
criteria. We also have a peer review process in place, prior to MISO, where you brought your 
planning studies in front of your peers, and they evaluated it, looked at the criteria, and made 
sure you didn’t violate any of the other utilities criteria, because we all have slightly different 
criteria when it comes to our systems. So, we made sure that we did in fact, not violate any of 
those.  
 
The NERC stuff really didn’t have a huge play in the whole CapX transmission expansion, but 
we follow those planning criteria that we’ve always had in the past.  
 
Marta: How about MISO. Can we talk about MISO--I know that thing have shifted and grown 
as things progressed over the years.  
 
Gordon: Well, MISO was just sort of getting their legs, and just starting to understand the 
planning process. They were encumbered with a lot of generators wanting to interconnect to the 
system. They started out with the independent power producers, and gas...then moved to the 
wind. So they were overwhelmed with the number of interconnections being requested. So they 
were developing business practices, trying to address the influx of those types of things. Their 
staff was just starting to gain some experience in the regional transmission planning. Many came 
from local utilities or graduated from school recently, so they brought a lot of expertise, but not a 
lot of history of how the transmission system had evolved.  
 
While they were doing that, and they were trying to solve the problems as best they could, we 
saw an opportunity to step in and help. We looked at the scenario planning, looked at trying to 
figure out a broader solution, recognizing that as CapX, we were focused on developing a 
regional solution, whereas individual utilities, we probably weren’t as interested in doing that 
type of stuff...because we had to carry all the cost of regional transmission. The tariffs were still 
evolving, so we didn’t know how they were going to get paid for. It was one of those things that 
as a vision team, they saw an opportunity to work together, sort of look back to what our 
predecessors had done when it came to the original expansion of the network here, and saw an 
opportunity to do some cost-sharing amongst the 4 of us, so it wouldn’t be a burden to any 
individual utility and we could share those opportunities for expansion. So we waited for the 
MISO tariffs to evolve. We were sort of running parallel investment scenarios: the one that was 
traditionally load based, versus what MISO was looking at with regard to reliability project 
investments and generation interconnection type projects.  
 
Marta: This is good, because I am very curious about the evolution of MISO and the regional 
planning, and how much of an influence the CapX group was on that.   
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Gordon: MISO had the transmission expansion planning process going on, where individual 
utilities were bringing in smaller projects to address load serving issues as well as generation 
interconnects. We brought our projects in as a regional package, described to them what we were 
doing. They went about studying those projects in their own independent process, and verified 
that what we were identifying was similar solutions that they could support as well. They took 
those under advisement, and included them in the MTEP process with our support. Because they 
knew that we were willing to pay for these projects, and we saw value in them as well.  
 
There was a lot of coordination, making sure that they had an independent review of our studies, 
and did their own studies, and were able to confirm the limits and violations they were seeing in 
their models were similar to the ones we were seeing in our models. It also brought an 
opportunity for them to do some scenario planning as well, and they developed a futures group in 
MISO to look at various scenarios, and they developed much more sophisticated tools over time 
than we were able to leverage ourselves. We sort of see ourselves as the infancy of this whole 
scenario planning process, and they’ve taken it leaps and bounds past where we ever imagined 
taking it. They’ve incorporated gas futures and that kind of stuff. Ours was pretty simple back in 
2004, but we didn’t have a lot of the information that they have access to.  
 
Marta: So the MVP (Multi-Value Project) lines and MVP designation. Did it influence how you 
planned? Did the CapX group know that being designated an MVP line was an option, and did 
you try to come up with a project that would meet that criteria? 
 
Gordon: At the time, there were 3 projects identified. Bemidji-Boswell, Monticello-Fargo (or 
Bison), and the Hampton-Rochester-La Crosse, and the 4th was the Hampton-Brookings. The 
first 3 were reliability projects. We knew those to be reliability because we experienced some 
reliability issues. And MISO didn’t have a tariff to address reliability projects at that scale. The 
Hampton-Brookings project was for renewables to create a pathway to the Buffalo Ridge and 
into South Dakota where a lot of wind developers were putting generation queue requests in. So, 
the thought was, if we build it they will come. At the time, it wasn’t an MVP project, and so if I 
recall the tariff was the transmission developer invested 50%, and anyone that interconnected to 
it had an investment play as well.  
 
But we were starting to realize that because of the cue, everyone was sort of waiting for someone 
else to pay for it first and ride the coattails of the initial investors, so we weren’t getting a lot of 
interest from the generation interconnection community to invest in those projects, as they were 
waiting to see who was going to fall out of the queue, and who was going to be forced to have to 
pay.  
 
The MVP process came about through MISO. They saw some of our projects getting frustrated 
by tariffs. They saw opportunities to expand the transmission grid outside of the CapX footprint, 
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so they brought a bunch of us transmission planners together and said “Ok, are there projects that 
are value to you, and would you be willing to cost-share projects outside of your footprint?” 
That’s sort of how the MVP process came about. As we identified projects in each of the states 
that provided value to both the state as well as the MISO footprint as a whole. They brought the 
coalition of these various utility entities together to make this much broader MVP portfolio, 
which the Brookings-Hampton project became a part of.  
 
Marta: How do the utilities, or rather how does GRE feel about cost-sharing? 
 
Gordon: I think it’s a challenge. We were first in the MVP process, so we got our projects cost-
shared and people are paying for the Brookings-Hampton. We’re starting to feel the backside of 
that whole socialization of cost-sharing where other projects are starting to get legs and we are 
starting to have to pay for those. I think overall, if it benefits the much broader footprint, and it 
reduces the cost of the marketplace, it’s good for everybody, including the consumers. While we 
were the beneficiaries up front, we also recognize that we are going to pay at the end. Our focus 
has been on reducing the cost of the overall transmission system for the end-use customer.  
 
Marta: How does that work as a MISO member? As a member do you automatically agree to 
the cost-sharing? Was there a vote? 
 
Gordon: If it’s part of the whole developing of the MVP tariff that the transmission owners had 
to agree to that, and once we agreed to it, we agreed to the cost sharing. I think everything looks 
good on paper, until you have to start doling out the money, then the pain comes. But, I think 
we’re all focused on trying to identify the least cost transmission plan as well as reduce the 
generation costs in the overall footprint. When all's said and done, there are winners and there are 
losers, but overall, if we reduce the costs to all the customers in general, it’s a good thing. And 
that’s what MISO’s really all about--creating the least cost solution, both in a transmission and 
generation standpoint.  
 
Marta: Were there any other ideas kicked around that could have been put into play that didn’t 
make it out? 
 
Gordon: No, we sort of latched onto that, but I think the MISO tariff continues to evolve as we 
gain experience in how cost-sharing actually works and what it really does to the planning 
process. We’ve got the market efficiency projects that are being contemplated. Other projects 
that reduce congestion and can pay for themselves long-term. So that’s being vetted out today as 
we speak. As we continue to evolve, the transmission planning process, tariffs will follow to 
address the situation that the current tariffs do not’ necessarily address very effectively. 
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Marta: Let’s shift back to just talking about Minnesota, and some of the hoops you have to jump 
through locally. Certificate of Need’s (CON), routing permits. Can you tell me about where your 
work fits into the process?  
 
Gordon: The Certificate of Need process involves documenting your study results. So we 
included in our CON for this group of projects the Vision Study. We also had individual studies 
that focused more specifically...the Bemidji-Boswell area, Monticello-Fargo, Hamptons-
Rochester-La Crosse, and Brookings-Hampton quarters. So we had done a broad general 
regional study, and we also had specific studies that focused more on the details in the sub-areas. 
All of those were brought forth in the CON process as evidence of the need. We then went 
around the state and talked about the need in public meetings, trying to educate the public as to 
why we were contemplating these large project.  
 
And we hadn’t done anything in the state for many decades, so people weren’t familiar with the 
big transmission projects, so it was an opportunity for us to educate people...answer questions 
about what we saw as a need, and described those as best we could from an engineering 
standpoint so that the public could understand that. And that’s sort of the planning aspect is 
bringing that CON.  
 
The routing process, when we identify these projects in the planning process, we don’t necessary 
look at particular routes. We try to identify corridors that make sense. The I-94 corridor from 
Monticello up to Fargo made sense. The Rochester-La Crosse followed highway 52, and we 
thought that would make an ideal corridor. The Brookings-Hampton corners, we identified areas 
that we felt needed new substations to address current and future load needs, as well as 
opportunities to interconnect generation. We identified sites that made sense in a corridor, not 
necessarily recommending specific locations, but areas where a substation would make sense in 
the future. Bemidji-Boswell followed a highway as well. The planning process identifies 
corridors, and the routing process gets into the details of those corridors with more specific 
routes.  
 
Marta: Is that part of what you do? 
 
Gordon: It’s not part of what I do, I’m more involved in the CON process. I think what was 
interested in our CON process was whether we brought all of these projects together as one 
CON, or individually. What we decided to do was take the Bemidji-Boswell separate, because it 
was a 230 kV line, and it needed to be addressed quicker than bringing the other 3 projects 
together, so that’s why we bifurcated the CON process. There were needs that needed to be taken 
care of immediately with the 230 project. 
 
Marta: So because it was less to look at, they could process it quicker? 
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Gordon:  Yes, exactly. So that was a big undertaking, understanding how best to approach 
CON. Historically it was on a project by project basis, so folks had to talk with state officials to 
get their insight as to what was the best approach, how would they like to handle it, etc. Because 
the Vision Study was maybe part of each of the individual projects, or in combination with a 
single one--so we chose the single approach.  
 
Marta: Did you also have to work on the permits for Wisconsin or the Dakota’s? 
 
Gordon: I did not. My focus was primarily on the Vision Study. I was aware of the individual 
specific studies, but did not have a lot of input on those.  
 
Marta: Is there part of the process that you think could have been done differently? Some of the 
things I’ve been hearing is that people thought the projects were permitted because you were 11 
utilities working together, and that had you not, some of those permits might not have been 
granted.  
 
Gordon: I think the CapX team made these projects possible because they saw not an individual 
utility pushing a particular solution, but four utilities--and when all was said and done, 11 
utilities were behind these projects--and we all saw value in them from a regional transport 
system as well as a local transport system. I think getting all the utilities to buy-in was one of the 
huge successes of this, because I think we all saw opportunities. We all saw the need, we just 
couldn’t justify solving a problem for ourselves, and then having some of our neighbors benefit 
as well.  
 
I think working as a group was successful. We’re a “faith-based” organization, so there’s a lot of 
trust. There has always been a lot of trust in the Upper Midwest, but we were going to spend 
money that hadn’t been spent on transmission in a long time, and there was not a lot of corporate 
interest from some of these utilities to make an investment because there wasn’t a lot of return on 
that investment, and there was a lot of risk associated with putting together a CON, requesting 
routes across 1,000’s of landowners that hadn’t seen anything like this in a long time. So, there’s 
a lot of risks, but as long as we’re all together, and focused on doing the right thing, we were 
successful.  
 
Marta: So these are things I hear all the time--that CapX is a “faith-based” group and it was all 
built on trust. How was that trust built? 
 
Gordon: I think everyone saw the vision. We all saw the need for regional transmission, we just 
didn’t know how to go about it as individuals. So when Will Kaul called his counterparts and the 
talked about it and found they were all on the same mindset….the planners have always worked 
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together, many of whom I have known my entire career. So, we all knew what we needed to 
from a planning standpoint. We all understood how to plan, how to work together because we’d 
done that in the past. Our mechanism was how do we pay for it, and that’s what our Vice 
Presidents were able to address within each of the organization...that they could secure the 
funding to build the plan that we planned, and that was huge.  
 
We wanted to avoid the rigors of contractual obligations. It just seemed to work better as a 
“faith-based” organization. And I think it worked because of the initial 4, and others started 
seeing that 4 utilities could work together without a contractual obligation, and so others started 
joining the CapX community. We grew from 4 to 11, and I think we all see what we’re trying to 
do.  
 
We all fund it based on load-ratio shares and that kind of stuff, so we see it working, and I think 
some of that started out with the Minnesota Transmission Owners Group, which back in 2001, 
legislation required us to develop a transmission plan for the state of Minnesota. Each utility 
would put forward a plan, but utilities in Minnesota realized that if they worked together, they 
could come up with a single plan, a single document, which would probably make life easy for 
the state folks, as well as make our lives easier. So that was the genesis of working 
collaboratively.  
 
We all did our individual planning studies, we brought them together into a single report...at the 
time that was all pretty much “faith-based” as well. We all contributed to a fund to offset the cost 
of printing the studies themselves. To this day, our affiliation is through a memorandum of 
understanding, and anything that we do as a Minnesota utilities, we put out a work scope, and if 
we’re interested in it, we invest in that particular study scope. There’s one in particular that’s 
ongoing called the MN TAC (Minnesota Technical Advisory Committee) group that focuses on 
doing an annual assessment on the state of transmission in the state of MN, and that’s basically 
“faith-based” as well. We contribute either dollars or labor to the effort, and everyone is able to 
use a single report that addresses the needs both in the state as well as the individual load serving 
territories.  
 
Marta: There is clearly a history in Minnesota of utilities working together.  
 
Gordon: What’s interesting is that even the Minnesota Transmission Group has expanded when 
legislation required us to look at renewable expansion to 40%. We’ve got Basin Electric 
participating because they have some load in the state of Minnesota. We have other utilities that 
don’t have transmission but have load that are willing to support this study effort, so they see the 
value of coordinated studies. I’ve never had any issue with funding these studies at all. I think 
everyone sees that working together is a lot cheaper and a lot more efficient than working as 
individuals, and we will continue to do that in the future.  
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Marta: It’s definitely the Midwestern comradery coming through. Let’s talk about some of the 
challenges. What were some of the biggest hurdles that the group had to overcome? 
 
Gordon: I think from a study standpoint, it’s getting everyone to buy into the assumptions. We 
needed an understanding of what the load growth was, what we projected it to be. Was it what 
our resource planning people were seeing? Was it sustainable?  
 
And then there were the intervenors--the people that questioned the studies--the interveners. 
They don’t necessary have the expertise or the knowledge that we have, and they bring good 
questions to the table, but trying to educate them on something that is very technical and bring it 
down to something they can understand can be a challenge. Engineers are notorious for being 
way too technical, and you need people to be able to articulate a story that's very technical into 
layman's terms, and trying to get them to understand that if we don’t do something….or, there 
was a situation that we got very close to maybe blacking some people’s lights out, and so, when 
you started articulating it in a way so they understand the situation, it starts to make sense.  
 
You start understanding that nobody can predict the future, but we’re using scenario based 
assumptions to sort of bound the future that we might see, and I think that helped people 
understand. Originally they thought the load forecast was too large, so we took that under 
consideration, and at their request looked at a slower load growth, and we did that. So we did 
engage with some of the intervener folks that were participating in the planning process.  
 
We were open through the planning process, and MISO’s planning process is open to anyone 
who wants to participate. I was part of the Minnesota transmission planning process as well, 
which is support to be an open planning process. We engaged those people in the process.  
 
The wind folks helped particularly where they thought wind development was going to occur, 
and how much we should put in the base model. And so we took those things under advisement 
and included them in our study scenarios, and tried to represent everyone's needs when we 
developed that. Hopefully we addressed a lot of the controversy that might come up, but when 
all's said and done, it’s difficult to articulate a technical solution to the people that don’t live in 
our world and don’t understand what we are trying to articulate.  
 
If nothing else, it educated the engineers to be better communicators in being able to talk to the 
public about what they do, and be able to articulate that clearly. We didn’t want to operate in a 
vacuum or mislead people, or make assumptions that they just don’t understand. No, we wanted 
to make sure they understood what we were trying to do and accomplish.  
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I think getting out in front of the public ahead of time, and educating them before we got into the 
formal public process, and having lots of open houses, and being able to communicate with those 
that were interested was huge.  
 
When all's said and done, like anything else, nobody wants it in their backyard. We get that. But 
I think they appreciated what we were trying to do by addressing both reliability issues and the 
opportunity to expand renewable energy in the state of Minnesota. 
 
Marta: As an engineer, do you look at any of the EMF (Electric and Magnetic Fields) stuff, and 
field those questions from people? 
 
Gordon: No. But, we’re doing lots of stuff to improve how we operate the system. There’s 
always new stuff coming out, and you have to test it out in the field to see how it does. There’s 
always challenges. Nobody wants it in their backyard. Everyone’s heard the EMF stories, but 
when you look at your house, there’s a lot of EMF going on in there as well, but we don’t talk 
about that because it’s part of our everyday life.  
 
Marta: Is there anything that I haven’t asked you about yet that I should have? 
 
Gordon: I think you’ve done a very good job with your questions. I think I’ve sort of described 
how we started the planning process, how it’s sort of evolved into a “faith-based” group, how we 
did the scenario analysis, how it’s been encompassed in the MISO planning process.  
 
The challenges we have is that it’s easy to plan, but I get to operate for a lifetime. So, we’ll see 
how they operate in the future. We’re starting to see some issues...we probably didn’t have 
enough reactants on the line, so we’re getting high voltages because the generation hasn’t shown 
up yet--they haven’t been loaded up. The planners plan for the extreme, and I get to operate 
everywhere in between. I always tell my planners “you plan for the moment, I operate forever. 
And what you plan for I never operate to.”  
 
Marta: How soon until we start to use some of the double-circuits 
 
Gordon: That will all depend on load growth and expansion of renewables. We were focused on 
a 10% renewable energy objective. That moved to a 25 by 25 renewable standard, and that 
timeframe, all the utilities have either come close or are already meeting their 25 by 25 
renewable energy standard requirement. The lines have just recently been energized, so we 
haven’t fully utilized their capabilities.  
 
They are there for future expansion for renewables. We recently completed a study Minnesota 
Renewable Energy Integration Transmission Expansion Study that the state legislature requested 
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us to do, and we were able though that study, able to leverage the CapX lines and all the MVP 
projects and found where we did not have to a major regional transmission expansion, because 
those lines have been built and will be there for future expansion of renewables of the state so 
desires.  
 
They are there. They will always be there. The beauty of these projects is that they are there for 
future growth opportunities, and will always be there for future interconnection capabilities. 
Load can grow along the particular corridors. Wind expansion can grow. They are there, and 
they will be there for a long, long time. 
 
Marta: Do you see the CapX group continuing to work together in the future? 
 
Gordon: I think they will. I think we’ve created a culture of CapX. It’s part of the leadership 
within each of our organizations, and we continue to spread that culture to the people that follow 
us. There will be tensions along the way, there always will be, but I think as long as we have 
strong leadership and strong fundamentals, CapX should sustain itself.  
 
Marta: Do you think it will take shape in more lines? Or is there something else the group could 
do? 
 
Gordon: Our focus has primarily been on transmission, I think there will be a bit of a hiatus 
when it comes to regional transmission expansion unless there are significant changes in the 
generation patterns that we see today. If 111d rules are such that we have to shut down 
significant amounts of carbon based generation, there may need to be a different transmission 
plan. 
 
Marta: Do you see 111d as one of the most influential thing coming up in the future? 
 
Gordon: Yeah, that’s the big game changer. I think we’ve shown with this recent study that MN 
could move to a 40% renewable energy standard. I think the challenge is moving to that, what do 
I give up along the way? Because I don’t have significant load growth, so I can’t grow into that 
expansion of renewables…..so I might have to retire something or have something that is not as 
cost effective to operate.  
 
Marta: Well, at least it’s never boring. 
 
Gordon: That’s why I’m in operations. 
 
Marta: Well, we are at our time, so I think that’s everything. Thank you very much for spending 
time with me today to talk about CapX2020.  
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Gordon: Alright, thank you.  
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
  
 
  
 
 


