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EN: Today is March 14, 1978. I’m at the office of Dr. Wendell Bradley, Gustavus Adolphus 
College, St. Peter, Minnesota. My name is Ed Nelson. 
 
Dr. Bradley, what is your position here at Gustavus? 
 
WB: I’m an assistant professor of physics and I also teach some environmental studies courses. 
 
EN: And how long have you been doing this? 
 
WB: About nine years. 
 
EN: What sort of background did you have before you came here? 
 
WB: Well, I finished writing my thesis when I came, but I had taught with a Master’s degree at a 
couple of different schools. I teach physics. 
 
EN: When did you become involved with COREG, the Coalition of Rural Environmental 
Groups? 
 
WB: Well, that was formed, I think, in November, when we had a tractor parade in Mankato. I 
believe it was November 22nd. [Governor Rudy] Perpich was down talking to MPIRG 
[Minnesota Public Interest Research Group] and so we knew he was going to be in town. We 
wanted to protest the way we felt the MEA [Minnesota Energy Agency] had handled the last 
certificate of need hearing. So we took that opportunity to bring together people from all over the 
state and that’s the first time we used the name Coalition of Rural Environmental Groups. 
 
EN: When you say “we” who do you mean? 
 
WB: Well, it was just sort of a mutual agreement that we were going to have to unite behind the 
same issues and support one another, whether it would be a power plant or a power line. That we 
should oppose any more power plants or power lines being built in rural Minnesota until a lot of 
other things are looked into and settled. Like the issue of need—what if what we really needed 
could be met by alternatives to huge power plants and power lines and these sorts of things. 
 
EN: So there was a group opposing the NSP [Northern States Power] plant and the ones who 
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were opposed to the 400 +/- kV powerline? 
 
WB: Yes, there were people there from— Well, at that time, I don’t know whether people from 
Kellogg were involved in that or not, but there were people from the Becker side. We had a 
proxy. What we did is each group presented the governor with a proclamation that stated our 
positions and described it. Earlier we got one from Floodwood Fine Lakes [townships] from Ina 
Johnson up there, and also from Citizens Opposed to Power Plant Pollution at Becker, which was 
Malcolm Olson. Then all the groups out along the West Central Powerline at that time. That was 
before GASP had been formed so that groups like Keep Towers Out, Save Our Countryside, 
CURE, SURE and all of them. I don’t know how many there were out there. 
 
Then there was a group that had formed at Granite Falls. Two groups, as a matter of fact, had 
formed at Granite Falls: Circuit Breakers, Inc. and Concerned Citizens there with Paul Imes and 
Myron Peterson, their groups. Then there was the group that had formed in opposition to the 345 
kV branch of this CU project, which was called POLE: Protect Our Land and Environment. 
Then, the newly formed group here opposing the North Mankato Power Plant site, which was 
called SOLE: Save Our Land and Environment. Then the group that was on the other side of the 
river that got the powerline shifted from the west to the east side of the river, which was called 
SELF: Save the Environmental Land for the Future, which stayed active even after it won its 
essential battle. Then there was the group called SAVE. That group, well you could say they sort 
of chased NSP out of Henderson up to Becker. They’re probably the oldest group that I know 
about and I worked with them in opposition to the Anderson Plant, which was quite a number of 
years ago. 
 
EN: Any guesses to the number of people involved? 
 
WB: There are fifteen rural environmental groups that are involved and there are some more 
now that are probably thinking about working jointly to correlate. It’s like the newspapers say—
it’s a loose federation. That’s what it is. There’s no president or no by-laws or no treasury or 
anything. It’s sort of a way of us expressing jointly all our feelings and aspirations and 
supporting one another to prevent us from getting us picked off one by one. 
 
EN: When did you become involved in this opposition to or concern about power plants and 
[unclear]? 
 
WB: I guess it was in the early 1970s with Earth Day and so on that the people from SAVE from 
Henderson came down. They wanted to meet with the people who had an environmental 
orientation hoping that they could get some professional expertise on their behalf and I was one 
of the people who got involved at that time. So in a way I had been involved with earlier, but I 
hadn’t been involved with any specific Save Our whatever organization until that timetable. 
 
EN: When did you first become involved with the controversy over the 400 +/- kV powerline? 
 
WB: Well, I didn’t—you know, they had that need hearing up there and the Minnesota Energy 
Agency didn’t give proper notification. They didn’t notify people all over the state like they’re 
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required by the regulations to do. So I didn’t even know the need hearing was going on until it 
was largely over. 
 
I was really very disgusted about that because I knew that the Minnesota Energy Agency, the 
newly formed Minnesota Energy Agency, was going to be conducting need hearings for various 
projects and I guess I was concerned that they did it in what I would consider a proper way. I 
guess, look at alternatives seriously, look at conservation, look at the effects that rate structure 
might have on need and so on. I was afraid they weren’t going to do it, but I didn’t intervene in 
that because I didn’t even know about it until it was largely over. 
 
Then when I started to find out what was going on there, I really became concerned because, 
indeed, they didn’t do any of that stuff. They let the CU people, UPA, CPA—they let them get 
away with a pure exponential forecast with just equations. No justification in terms of the 
economic situation, employment, how prices might affect it, how conservation might affect it. 
 
Nothing just a simple ten percent per year extrapolation, which wasn’t really an extrapolation. It 
was sort of choosing ten percent per year, as sort of an arbitrary exponential rate factor, that they 
chose to justify all kinds of additional need that I don’t believe will be born out. I don’t think 
they’re going to need energy at the rate that they claim. They had projected something through 
1990 at a ten percent per year growth rate and you figure something growing at ten percent per 
year is doubling every seven years. That means every farmer would have to have two barn 
cleaners where he has one, he would have to have two elevators, two of everything. Where it’s 
true that some people will build a new hog barn or something, everybody is not going to double 
everything. So the farmers know that’s an unreasonable projection to double everything every 
seven years. So right on the face value, that’s an unreasonable estimate of growth for the rural 
areas. 
 
Now it does turn out that some of the areas around the Cities where the suburban sprawl, you 
might say, has moved out into the co-op service area. It’s true, some of these areas are growing 
rather rapidly and one of the big factors in their growth is suburban housing with electric 
resistance heating, Miracle Miles with a lot of advertising and lighting, and hamburger havens 
and small industry, bottling works, golf courses and that kind of stuff. So when I started to see 
what the picture was—that all this energy from our rural co-ops, the main growth factor was 
going to suburban sprawl, I became very, very concerned, very disgusted. 
 
Then when I realized that NSP was claiming the same growth area as the co-ops, then I became 
even more disgusted. I could see Minnesota being way overbuilt in terms of power plants and 
power lines relative to the actual need and mainly because they weren’t challenged by— The 
Minnesota Energy Agency didn’t seem to comprehend what was going on—didn’t take into 
consideration like I said prices, conservation, rate structure and so on. 
 
And that’s how I got very concerned about the CU project, because I could see the hearing was 
going very badly. The MEA was essentially just going with what the utilities said and I felt that 
the utilities were— When I dug into it a little bit I found that they had probably made a deal with 
North American Coal at the top. In other words, the heads of CPA and UPA had probably made 
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a deal with North American Coal to build that plant in Underwood, North Dakota and had 
essentially finalized the deal and then later came to their membership seeking approval of that 
decision. I just felt that’s not the way it should go. Then you can imagine all kinds of scenarios 
where they set about creating needs by promoting electric resistance heating in farm homes and 
all kinds of things. 
 
It’s not in the best interests of the co-op membership and it’s not in the best interest of all the 
people. It seemed like you can see what’s going to happen way down the line. With this 
excessive building program, they’re going to have to pay for it through really high rate 
structures. So people with electric resistance heating are not going to be able to pay their heating 
bills. They’re going to be putting in wood stoves. The same situation has already happened on 
the East Coast. The utilities got into an excessive building program, the rate structures went up 
and the people couldn’t afford the electric heating that they had, even though they were getting 
some special rates in some instances. It still was too hard. 
 
So it just looks to me like it wasn’t a venture of the people—and it didn’t come from the co-op 
membership. It looks to me like it was from some heavy business interests at the top and that the 
MEA was not prepared to present a case for the people and didn’t. Really, I think they felt very 
badly. They didn’t have a forecast of their own. They went into that hearing totally unprepared. 
 
EN: In this particular case, didn’t the need certification come after some things had already been 
done? 
 
WB: Yes, see the power plant itself was built in Underwood, North Dakota and so that has 
nothing to do with the state of Minnesota, So that was beyond the MEA’s jurisdiction. So they 
had already started to build the plant and then they came to the MEA and said, “We’re going to 
have this powerline to carry the energy from this plant into Minnesota.” The MEA said, “Well, 
you don’t even have to go through our rules. You could be grandfathered out of them.” But they 
said, “No, we want to. We want to go through the siting procedures,” the new siting 
environmental policy act of 1973 or whatever that is. 
 
It’s clear now why they wanted to, because they had apparently felt out the agencies and saw that 
the agencies were 100 percent behind the line, thinking that they needed that energy very badly 
and they were convinced by the co-op’s figures and were going to support them. So you can’t 
beat that getting the state behind you for a project. So it turned out that they used the agencies, 
then, in my opinion, to site the line and to approve it and use the whole governmental process to 
their advantage. 
 
I think that the state officials were largely duped because there just was no organized opposition 
at that time so all the decisions had been made before people really became aware of the kind of 
deals that had been made and so on. Then the arrogance of the state officials and the attempts to 
kind of cover up their—I would say—incompetence just sort of compounded the errors—I would 
say—in the project and heightened the opposition to it. 
 
EN: Could you give an example of something like this? 
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WB: Well, there was a lot of arrogance by the state officials at the hearings. They had already 
made up their mind, for example, that the line was needed and they were in the siting process 
before the need hearing was even complete. I know we had a meeting at Mankato where they 
changed the rules on us. It used to be that you could—at the siting hearings you could cross-
examine the power company’s witnesses without having intervener status. Then there was some 
discussion between the hearing examiner’s office and the power plant siting staff as to whether 
or not it was a contested case hearing. The hearing examiner’s office said that all the siting 
hearings are contested case hearings and therefore you have to have intervener status. The new 
year came around and just before we had our hearing in Mankato, which I believe was in 
January, the then head of the power plant siting staff, I can’t remember his name—but anyway 
he had finally decided to go along with the hearing examiners and treat it as a contested case 
hearing. 
 
So whereas all the hearings along the 800 kV part of the line had been non-contested case 
hearings—they suddenly change the rules at Mankato, claiming now it’s a contested case hearing 
and you can’t cross-examine and you can’t be a party, in other words, because you don’t have 
intervener status. So they wouldn’t let us examine the power company’s witnesses and yet the 
power company’s witness could cross-examine us. That’s one example of the kind of fiascoes 
that went on. 
 
But you’ve got to keep in mind, I’ve already said they went into the need hearing without 
notification of at least one paper of state-wide circulation and that was against their rules. They 
went into the need hearing without a forecast of their own which is required by [Minnesota] law 
ll6H.l3. 
 
Then they changed the rules in the siting procedure. They were supposed to have an inventory of 
sites. They were required by law to have an inventory of sites. They were required by law to 
have an inventory of sites for power plants, power lines, the EQB was and they still don’t have 
one. 
 
Well, what else? Then one hearing examiner said—no, not the hearing examiner, but the head of 
the power plant siting staff at the Mankato meeting when we were griping about you can’t 
change the rules and we want to participate fully. We don’t have to have intervener status or if 
we do, can you give it to us here tonight and let’s get on with this thing. He stood up and looked 
over the crowd and he said, “I don’t see anybody here that’s competent enough to be granted 
intervener status.” He said that to the judge like that, looking over the farmers and so on. And 
that kind of arrogance—then the arrogance of one hearing examiner out on the western part of 
the line where he finally got real upset and said—“I hope this line is built even if we have to 
build it over your dead bodies.” 
 
So those are some of the things that we’ve put up with. The state agencies will probably say—
well, those things are questionable, but I don’t think they are. If you look at the law, I think you 
can easily convince yourself that they violated the regulations. When you ask them to uphold the 
law, they say, “Well that’s not the way we interpret it, take us to court.” 
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We have been taking them to court and we have been losing. The reason we have been losing is 
because it appears that the judges in the court system in Minnesota are very highly politicized. 
It’s as though they all are members of the same fraternity and no judge wants the responsibility, 
for example, of going back on this line. They talked to each other and they’re all convinced this 
line is absolutely needed or we’re going to have blackouts. So they’ve kind of formed this, I 
don’t know what, this political fraternity and if one judge for example makes a ruling— Suppose 
that you go to court and you take the MEA and you say the certificate of needs are legal because 
the law requires you to have a forecast against which to measure the selfish claims of the utility 
and the judge says, “Yes, that’s right.” So that certificate of need is invalid then they couldn’t 
build the line. Now that’s a hell of a responsibility, you see. 
 
But these are the kinds of things we’re up against. We’ve not found a judge who will take that 
kind of responsibility and so they usually manage to wiggle out of it. If you look at some of the 
judges’ decisions, they are quick to point out that the thing has been very badly handled right 
from the beginning. But nonetheless they don’t take the responsibility for what I would say is 
upholding the law. They just seem to be afraid. And it’s just too big of a thing. You see, it’s sort 
of like how I felt at the last needs hearing I was at. It’s not a scientific thing anymore. It’s not an 
issue that can be argued on its merits. It’s a political thing. 
 
This leads back to my original contention that it’s kind of an exploitation of the countryside. 
There is what I would call the urbanoid governmental industrial clique, who are—a lot of them 
are appointed, they manage these state agencies for urban interests, they get the juice, we suffer 
the abuse. It’s a political thing and the people in the countryside don’t have the political clout. 
They’re scattered, politically weaker and it makes them fair game for exploitation. Urbanoid 
governmental industrial clique. 
 
EN: Have attempts been made to get it into a federal court or...? 
 
WB: Yes, I’m not familiar with all the details of the various cases that they have there but I 
know one time they wanted me to gather some information for them. It turned out they were 
working under such deadlines that I just didn’t feel like I could put the information together. And 
they said—well, we’re sorry, you know, but that’s the way these things have worked out for us. 
So they’re at a disadvantage that way. So many days to appeal and all this. 
 
Then another problem was that they wanted some information that would show that the urgency 
of building this line was not as great as the CU project people were claiming. For example, if 
NSP was overcertified, then some of their excess energy could be used in a co-op system, then 
we would, for example, review the case and see that appropriate technology—see that, if in fact, 
NSP couldn’t satisfy essentially all their needs and that we don’t need a new line at all. Resets 
the whole electrical energy picture. That’s what we were asking for 
 
I’m getting a little bit—getting a couple of issues confused, but anyway that was one of the 
things that we had to argue when we asked for the moratorium. It was also one of the things that 
they had to argue before the Supreme Court, where it had to do with the urgency of the project 
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not being as great as some people claimed. When I went with them to update my figures to show 
that NSP was in fact selling energy out of the state which could have been sold to the co-ops and 
reduce the urgency, I couldn’t get any cooperation. I couldn’t get any cooperation from the MEA 
until—because they knew what we were going to use it for. In fact it was after the court case that 
I finally got that information. So it just appeared to me, and I don’t know whether this is true or 
not, but I’m guessing that it is, that they just withheld that information hoping that it couldn’t be 
used in the court case. 
 
EN: Can you give me a little more background about the NSP controversy? 
 
WB: Well, I attended the last hearing on need for NSP. They asked for 1600 megawatts and they 
were granted 800. I felt that they shouldn’t have been granted any. I had presented a forecast and 
a lot of data that showed, for example, that they were overestimating economic growth and this 
was central to their forecast. If the economic product, for example, grew at four percent instead 
of five percent, as they were projecting, it meant two less plants. So I presented a lot of data that 
showed no one that I could find was predicting economic products that high and then did a 
forecast of my own. 
 
I also pointed out that price was an important consideration. There were some things that were 
really screwy about their econometric forecast. For example, they had the employment variable 
entering in there with a negative coefficient, which meant that increased employment would 
lower the demand and that’s just contrary to experience and common sense. I felt the forecast 
was just very vulnerable and just didn’t justify the need. 
 
Of course again here it’s four years later and the MEA still doesn’t have a forecast of their own. 
So it was a strange situation because not being a lawyer and intervening, they just didn’t give any 
weight to the things that I brought in. They just said, “Well, here’s this guy. NSP surely wouldn’t 
ask for more plants than they need so they probably need them.” Then the MEA wasn’t really 
challenging them very much so. He’s probably just some environmentalist and he’s just is not 
being serious about this need issue and he just doesn’t want to see the plant built inside of 
Minnesota where he lives kind of thing. 
 
When I think back on it, I realize that no one could understand the facts oftentimes that I was 
presenting and the hearing examiner couldn’t understand scientific arguments. The MEA, the 
head of their research division couldn’t take the derivative of an exponential and gave testimony 
about coal and so on down—[laughs] with the exponentials. You couldn’t even cross-examine 
the head of the MEA research division over his own testimony in any meaningful way. You 
couldn’t really try and bring out the implications or ramifications of his own testimony because 
he couldn’t understand what the questions were. He was too incompetent. You found this with 
NSP’s witnesses. Somebody very cleverly had prepared their testimony, but it was impossible to 
cross-examine the person who gave the testimony because he just wasn’t fully competent, I felt. 
 
So the scientific issues didn’t mean anything. It began to turn into a kind of a situation where if 
you presented it in color, if you presented it with an expensive witness, if you presented ten 
pages instead of one, if you were polished, if you had a lawyer, and that’s the kind of thing I felt 
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had weighed out. Of course I’ve been borne out since then and virtually everything I said at the 
hearing has now been borne out. Now the NSP itself says we should have considered price, we 
should have considered conservation, those things. 
 
It just stands out that if they could indeed have predicted the need from what Bradley and the 
other intervener had said and that’s what the revised forecasts are. So they’re claiming new 
information to save their face. There’s no new information. All this stuff was brought up at the 
need hearing by the interveners. It just wasn’t given any attention. We were just—it just shows 
how hopeless it is for the public to—state agencies and the hearing examiners just don’t give any 
credibility to what the people say. 
 
They can understand the scientific arguments so they go with what’s politically safe and it’s 
politically safe to go with NSP for both the energy agency and the hearing exam. And that’s what 
they did. I would never intervene again. I wouldn’t encourage anybody to give credibility to that 
certificate of need process at all, because you can’t do it. 
 
In the first place if you hire a lawyer, he’s going to charge you. If you get a good one, he’s going 
to charge you around $60 an hour. This hearing’s been going to go on for two months. You not 
only have you have to prepare—you have to hire an expert. The lawyer cannot understand the 
science. So you’re going to have to hire a couple of scientific experts, maybe a couple of Ph.D.s 
and they probably come cheaper than lawyers. Maybe you can get them at $30 an hour, to 
prepare the case. They’re going to have to be Ph.D.s who are not employed because they’re 
going to have to spend almost full time. You see NSP has been working on their application for 
months and months and months. And when they dump it on the public and you’ve got one month 
to read their application and make your counter-arguments, and so on. So you hire these expert 
witnesses. And if you’re going to go up against the kind of witnesses NSP will bring in and their 
reputation and prestige or whatever, you probably have to get somebody from the Stanford 
Research Institute. That’s probably $5,000 a day or something. I don’t know how much—I don’t 
even know what, but a lot of money. So by the time you hire your experts to prepare your case, 
by the time you hire a few professional witnesses, expert witnesses that are really credible, by the 
time you pay a lawyer $60—and you’ve got to have somewhere I’d say between $20,000 and 
$100,000 in it. 
 
Now they expect this to be borne by a single farmers group because two or three farmers’ groups 
can’t intervene and the reason they can’t is because they say well, you have similar interests—
SAVE can represent all the interests of CURE—you’re the same kind of group. So they probably 
wouldn’t allow two different groups, let alone five or six to all have intervener status. So they’re 
asking in effect one farmer’s group to bear the burden of $100,000. There’s absolutely no way 
that I can see that the public can participate in these need hearings. 
 
Even worse than that is they don’t even have to specify what the site of the plant is, so the people 
who are going to be directly affected don’t even know it. NSP knows where they’re going to put 
the plant. They knew at that need hearing that they planned to put the plant in southern 
Minnesota. Probably had one of the three sites—Kellogg, Mankato and Granite Falls. One of 
those, I’m sure, is their preferred site and they set up the other two as strawmen so that EQB 
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chooses—so they know exactly where they want that plant. It’s all kept secret from the public. 
 
I just knew they were going to put it in southern Minnesota because that’s where the water is. A 
power plant has to have water and MP&L [Minnesota Power and Light] has to build up there for 
mining and all that. I knew NSP was going down here—this is their load area—I figured 
Mankato was one of the sites because it had been a site in a previous study by Commonwealth 
Associates. So I figured we were probably due for a big power plant. That’s one of the reasons 
that I intervened on behalf of Save the Environmental Land for the Future. I could hardly get that 
group interested in intervening because they said, “We don’t know we’re even affected.” See? 
 
Then I donated all my time. I didn’t charge them anything and they paid for the Xeroxing and for 
my transportation up there. Otherwise I donated all the time and, of course, like I said, we didn’t 
come in with a lot of witnesses, didn’t have a lawyer and didn’t—looked sort of like stepchildren 
to the process and were treated as such because nobody could understand the facts anyway so in 
all out appearances. 
 
EN: Was it difficult for you to come up with your own needs prediction? 
 
WB: Oh sure, I had to come home. I had to ride four hours on the bus because the hearings were 
all conducted up in the Cities. I had to ride four hours on the bus and then I had to come back 
here. If I wanted to do my own forecast, I had to learn what a multiple regression analysis was. I 
had to try and establish my own database. I had to do the computer printouts. Write up the 
testimony surrounding that. Xerox four or five copies of it. Do all the typing myself and be on 
the bus the next morning. 
 
I don’t know how I did it. Sometimes I did it with only a couple of hours of sleep. I wrote my 
testimony for the next day coming home on the bus and stuff like that. I’m just amazed at how 
few errors I made because I did it almost all by myself. I didn’t even have time to have anybody 
proofread the stuff. I did it when I was tired. I did it riding on the bus under poor light and odd 
hours. I didn’t do as good as I could have done, but I did pretty good. I’m really proud of what I 
did. I don’t think I’d have the energy ever to do that again. I was so damn mad that I was just 
going to do it. Because I could just see the things that they were presenting were not getting 
challenged by the energy agency properly and with no forecast of their own. They were just 
going to do a job on us and that’s what they ended up doing. 
 
That’s one of the things we had was this tractor parade in Mankato about. It was to call attention 
to the governor what a job had been done on us. But we did sufficiently influence the hearing 
examiner. We also had help from the energy agency, one guy in the energy agency, and of 
course, he got fired for recommending against NSP. Well, he didn’t really get fired—he went on 
an extended leave of absence because they took him off the case because he was going to 
recommend against granting a certificate of need. 
 
They removed him laterally off the certificate of need and then Dick Wallin and another guy who 
didn’t even attend the hearing wrote up the findings of fact for the energy agency in two days. 
Now you couldn’t even read the record in two days, let alone appraise it. Well, that’s kind of 
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another story, but it was those kind of things and so on that prompted us to corner the governor 
and say, “Hey, look at here! Your energy agency up there has really not done what it should on 
this need hearing and you’ve got some real problems.” 
 
Dick Wallin is pro-utility. One of his aspirations is to become the head of a small utility. He 
always brags about how when he talks before the utilities they always give him a standing 
ovation. He has a special file in his office where he gets information from the utilities. This is not 
to be made public even though he is a state official. These were things that this Paul Steinbeck 
brought out in a letter that he wrote to me under my encouragement. It brought out even more 
improprieties in the energy agency than I had known about. By the time we gathered some of 
those together, why we approached the governor with them. It’s my feeling that our persistence 
and our letting this be known all over the countryside in letters and testimony before the 
legislature and just bringing to the general public’s attention these improprieties—that put a lot 
of pressure on the governor and [John] Millhone [Director of Minnesota Energy Agency] to do 
something. 
 
I think we’re going to see him go back on this certificate of need. I think they’re going to revoke 
the certificate of need on the last 800 megawatts. Then I think they’re going to also going to 
revoke the certificate of need on Sherburne Four, but that’s not going to be for the right reason. 
What I think they’re going to do there is they’re going to save face. What they’re going—see, 
they’ve already sited Sherburne Three and Four on the Becker site. 
 
Now, it would really look foolish if having already sited them there, that evidence is going to 
show that they’re going to be environmental disasters—and it will make NSP have to come up 
with a siting plan that’s going to be an environmental disaster. Make the EQB siting staff look 
bad to have already given approval to something that’s going to cause acute respiratory problems 
and all kinds of other environmental problems. It will make the PCA [Pollution Control Agency] 
look bad because they would have to issue an environmental impact statement that says it’s 
going to produce acute environmental problems but nonetheless the state would have to go ahead 
and build it. Because after the need is approved after it’s sited, the PCA doesn’t really have the 
authority to go back on it. All they can do is try and ammeliorate the conditions in whatever way 
they can. It’s going to cause them all a lot of problems because the people will say—my God, 
PCA, you can’t allow them to pollute like this and yet the law says that it has to be built. And put 
them in the position of trying to find some patch-up solution to keep people from dying of 
respiratory disease. 
 
They don’t want to be in that position. NSP doesn’t want to be in that position because it’s bad 
for their publicity—their image to be a super-polluter. The siting staff doesn’t want that because 
it shows that the whole process doesn’t work, that they can site things without taking everything 
into consideration, which is what they did. So one way they could get out of that Sherburne Four 
and possibly Sherburne Three would be to claim new information. The need is not as great now. 
 
Then revoke the certificate of need, which means you have to go through the whole siting 
process again. Then site it someplace else and then confuse the issue by throwing in the 
municipals and the co-ops, so it would make the need hearing absolutely impossible I think to 
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unravel. My God, you get three people in there with altogether different systems and needs and 
growth. One of them peaks in the winter and the other guy peaks in the summer, just an 
incredibly complex thing. I don’t know that you’ll find anybody who can intervene and unravel 
that. I’m sure the energy agency can’t and so it will be approved. Then they’ll probably ask for a 
1600 megawatt plant and try to build it in Mankato. So even though they went back on the 800 
that they were going to build down here, they may take the Three and Four from Sherburne and 
build them down here. 
 
I think we’re in a lot of trouble here or at Granite Falls or at Kellogg. One of those sites is going 
to be a 1600 megawatt plant. I guess I don’t see any point in going before the board of hearings. 
The hearings are rigged. They’ve already made up their mind on these issues. They’re made 
behind closed doors. With NSP, the governor and PCA and everybody gets together and makes 
the decision. Then they come out with a hearing and ask us to approve their decisions. I just say 
the hell with that. I’ve seen your hearing process work and I don’t want any more of it. I don’t 
want to lend credibility to a process as bad as this. So my position is they’ll legalize what they 
can’t control and I think that the only thing that people can do to get any justice out of the 
situation at all is for us to go to the barricades. I’ve been promoting that. It’s just impossible, the 
hearing situation is just impossible. 
 
EN: What response did you get from the governor and head of the energy agency over your—? 
 
WB: It’s difficult to tell. The energy agency did, subsequently, hold a hearing reconsidering the 
certificates of need on Sherburne Three and Four and the last 800 megawatts. We put a lot of 
pressure on Millhone to do that. Now whether or not he did it because of that it’s hard to tell. I 
don’t really know. I suspect it is. Not only that, but I think they’re pretty sure we’ve got a pretty 
solid court case. I appealed, I asked for a judicial review of Millhone’s decision. I also asked the 
EQB to review it and they didn’t acknowledge my petition. It was all legal and it was timely and 
everything and they didn’t even acknowledge that they got a petition. Didn’t act on it, didn’t 
notify me or a damn thing. Just ignored it. 
 
That’s another thing. It’s just incredible how they treat the public. But anyway, I think they’re 
afraid of the potential that we have for a judicial review, because there’s nothing in the record 
that Millhone can cite that I consider justifies his granting any higher megawatts. He’s required 
by law to find something in the record. Not only that but the fact that the energy agency didn’t 
have a forecast. I just think they’re in trouble. They have to go to court so this would save them 
on that too. This would make that court case a dead issue because if he withdraws his certificate, 
why, there would be no need for even proceeding with a court case. 
 
So I think we put a lot of pressure on them. If they do anything decent up there, I would say it’s 
because we put pressure on them. I can’t imagine that the same staff suddenly becoming that 
enlightened, you know, in a month’s time or so. They’ve got the same staff, essentially. Wallin 
now is not with the certificate of need—he’s with the policy division, which is working on the 
forecast. And Jacobson now is in the certificate of need—he’s a protégé of Wallin’s. Wallin will 
still run the show. Matushi Chard has a Ph.D. in physics but—this sounds maybe kind of forward 
or crass or something, I don’t know how you’d describe it, bold maybe—but I just feels like 
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she’s afraid of her job. She’s a Filipino and she’s playing safe and she’ll go with him. That’s the 
way you play it safe. 
 
Overbuilt, way overbuilt—then they can’t really accuse you of running shorter and—make the 
public think that you’re looking at alternatives when you’re really not. They don’t have the staff 
to look at all the alternatives. They just don’t have any really top-notch scientific people in the 
Minnesota Energy Agency. That can seriously do these things. 
 
Maybe it’s because they don’t have the budget. I suspect there is a budget problem, but they’ve 
got a lot of people hired. I think they’d do a lot better to have a few competent people up there to 
do research, rather than to have an energy czar like Millhone, to have some kind of citizens-
group in there making the decision. 
 
They should have people in there from a lot of different walks of life. Ultimately these decisions 
are social decisions and too important to be left to technical experts—people who can only think 
in terms of technique and economics. I argued that before the legislature when they formed the 
MEA and I am more cynical than that now. I really doubt that that would work. 
 
After having seen what I’ve seen of the governmental malprocess—I just don’t believe large 
central bureaucratic government works or will work. In order to get justice you’re going to have 
to—obviously you can’t get it through the hearing procedure and you can’t get any good 
information out of the MEA. They just don’t develop any good information. So I think there’s 
really nothing left. There’s nothing left except to not allow them to build it. And that’s the way I 
see it. 
 
It’s going to take Rudy’s Redcoats [state troopers sent by Governor Rudy Perpich] all the way to 
Mankato and then it’s going to take the National Guard. I think we’ve got to take that position. 
It’s the only thing that’s going to move those people. And if they’ve been moved, it’s because of 
that. When they come down here, there’s SELF, there’s SAVE, there’s POLE, there’s SOLE and 
then there’s the coalition. 
 
I mean these people from Granite Falls are not just going to fold up if they don’t put the plant 
there, because they know they might be next. They know maybe ten years from now or 
something they’re going to need our help or five or two even. We know we’ve got to all hang 
together on this and site occupation is a little easier than a line occupation. We’ve got all the 
people right in that area. 
 
You just, so no, like they did in Wahl, Germany—28,000 came in and occupied the site—set up 
temporary residence. Started to raise gardens and said, “You’re not building anything.” I don’t 
know how that finally turned out but they certainly—the police just gave up. Just too many 
people to handle. I think that’s what it will come to. It’s a little late, you see, to do anything 
about some of these projects because they’re already under construction. But there’s people, 
even like SAVE, they got the plant moved out of there but they realize that these power plants 
pollute over really large areas. When you think about the respiratory disease doubling in children 
in Durango, Colorado, which is 60 miles away from the Four Corners, New Mexico plant, that 
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takes in a large chunk of people in Minnesota. A large number of people are in a sixty mile 
radius around Mankato. It’s going to get worse—if they don’t shape up…. They are going to see 
a lot more protests. I suppose they’ll get more violent too. I don’t know I hope not—but that’s 
touchy business. There’s no way that you can control all those people. 
 
So one guy gets a little bit too excited . . . blows something up or something. I think it’s 
inevitable and then, of course, it will reflect on the whole group. It could lose public support for 
them and I don’t know what. But it’s just a situation that’s out of control and there are so many 
things that could happen. Real tragic under the circumstances. 
 
I think that the state officials are starting to realize it. We can’t get away with making these 
decisions up there and then trying to get these dumb farmers to approve. That day is over. 
 
That’s why you know I would really hate to see anything—personally hate to see anybody 
participate with the process like it is. I would say the thing to do at the next need hearing is to go 
up there with the two or three or four thousand people who we can now muster in a special event 
and tell them, you didn’t pay any attention to us. You still don’t listen. The rules are still bad. 
The need hearing is hopeless. We’re here to tell you that we could be here, but we’re not going 
to be and we’re going to oppose whatever decision that you make on this. We’re just not going to 
allow you to build any more power plants or power lines until you get some kind of reasonable 
assessment of the overall electrical energy needs, until you get serious about alternatives, until 
you start thinking about district heat, until you have some kind of a program for conservation and 
until you allow broader public participation in the decision-making process. 
 
EN:I have a question here—what are the issues involved? You’ve mentioned some of them. 
Maybe I can just ask a broad question like that. 
 
WB: Well, I think somewhere in the course of this tape I probably mentioned them all but I 
would say that the big issue is the colonization of the countryside. They come out here because 
we have clean water. There are enough power plants and power lines already built in rural 
Minnesota to satisfy our needs forever. If you build any more is to sort of take advantage of us. 
 
EN: What about the health and safety issue? Is that a factor? 
 
WB: Sure it is. It’s a big factor both the plants and lines. With lines, what they’ve done is, 
they’ve just scaled up the voltage and they are now running into electric fields on the order of 10 
kV per meter. This is at ground level and you’ve got to keep in mind that somebody up higher on 
a hay rack or something working on an implement under the line would be even closer, and not 
only that, but being a relatively good conductor compared to air, that person would tend to 
concentrate the field lines. So it’s my feeling that you could have fields in the order of 100 kV 
per meter in the vicinity of a person with an iron implement. In which case, no one disputes that 
fields of this order will cause or have been shown to cause certain biological effects. Well, the 
research isn’t that good, but there are plenty of reasons to suspect the acute biological effects at 
those fields. 
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A lot of the research is done on rats and mice and amoebas and stuff like that. So we don’t really 
know, but it just doesn’t make sense that you could keep scaling these fields up to higher and 
higher voltages without running into problems. So there’s the problem of the electric field and 
then there is the problem of induced currents. If you happen to be stringing a wire along with 
your pickup and the wire is off the ground and you just parallel the wire for real long distance 
you can get fusion induction effects from an AC line. 
 
If you go out and grab a hold of that line it may be that the current will be grounded out and 
maybe that that current will be sufficient to freeze your muscles. It would be above the let go 
current as it’s called, in which case, then you’d have the current flowing through your body 
through your heart to the ground. If you couldn’t let go, the amount of current will produce 
venticular fibrillation and it is inversely proportional as to the square root of the time. Which is 
to say that as the time increases, the [amount of] current that is going to cause you to go into this 
fibrillation is going to be smaller and smaller. And so if you just sit there with enough time, 
eventually it’s going to get you—so then if you’re a little kid, why it would be worse. 
 
Now I’m not saying that with 345 lines that this is a very likely occurrence, but I think it’s 
possible even with the 345 kV AC line now. That’s why the REA in the little booklet it put out 
recently recommends that you ground your electric fence with a special filter every 200 feet. 
They believe that that’s the only way to be safe. So this will filter out the induction effect, but 
allow the high voltage post to run. These things cost about $40 apiece so every 200 feet you’ve 
got a $40—and the power company doesn’t pay for it. 
 
So you have to take special precautions. Static electricity, a discharged spark will set off the 
gasoline when you are refueling. With a DC line, the effects are a little different. You’ve got 
production of ions and these ions can drift around and collect on things and produce a large 
separation of charge. You can get a current flowing there sort of like a static electric charge and 
you can get large currents flowing from those things. You can get the ions to produce real 
strange electric field anomalies, which in some cases then can be much higher than they would 
be otherwise. Then the DC field effect is somewhere in the order of 10 kV. 
 
I think that’s plenty high and that would be a chronic effect, a long term effect—probably it 
would be something of the type where it would interfere with some kind of biological triggering 
mechanism since we know our triggering mechanisms are electrical. Why it could start a chain of 
events and if something didn’t trigger right, it could start a whole chain of events that somehow 
leads to some kind of sickness. But it would probably be long-term. 
 
So there definitely are health problems. When you talk about power plants, I think that the coal 
fire power plants are just as bad as nuclear plants in terms of health effects. They emit more 
radioactivity in normal operation than a nuclear plant does. They exceed the beryllium standards 
that the EPA has set for incinerators by 100 to 1,000 times. The mercury tends to fall out. 
Whereas there are trace elements in coal and you burn 1,000 tons of coal per hour—I think that’s 
what a big power plant would burn. Then if these elements become volatilized and can’t be 
captured in the pollution control equipment and just go out the stacks and settle out—why I think 
we can expect pretty serious consequences. 
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Then other things like cadmium and lead have recently been linked to learning disabilities in 
children in very small concentrations. Mercury can be concentrated in food chains, as we know. 
So you can end up with maybe a ground level concentration that isn’t too large that falls over the 
lake, falls on the bottom and gets methylated and is concentrated by factor of ten—five or six 
trophic levels, then you’ve gotten some pretty high concentrations of mercury in that big 
northern that you pull out of the lake. So we just don’t know the pathways of a lot of these, but 
we have every reason to suspect that they’re going to cause problems though. 
 
Then there’s the S02 [sulfur dioxide] even if we meet the state standards, there’s testimony 
recently given before the California Air Resources Board that indicates that even if our standards 
were met that it’s going to cause decreased yields of crops, it’s going to cause respiratory 
problems and I don’t believe they can meet the standards. 
 
Right now with the pollution control equipment, it doesn’t live up to design specifications and 
consequently most of our power plants in the United States are exceeding the standards. So now 
we’ve just found out that nitrogen oxides can form acid rains. Then when they get in the soil they 
can form nitrose amines, which are really a potent cancer cause. So now we may have to have a 
whole bunch of new standards on nitrogen dioxide and we don’t even know how to control 
nitrogen dioxide. So there’s NOX, there’s SOX, arsenic, beryllium, mercury, cadmium, lead. 
 
A lot of uranium, about a ton a year I think, would come out of a big power plant. That’s going 
to settle out because it’s a heavy element. That’s going to settle out and maybe it will start 
causing cancer. We just don’t know. You can’t scale these plants up to that size without looking 
at the health effects. 
 
If you can believe it, the draft environmental impact statement for Sherburne Three and Four did 
not include anything on human health effects. So we raised a lot of hell about it and now it looks 
the PCA [Pollution Control Agency] may be really getting serious about that. Their report should 
be out any day—their environmental impact for Three or Four. Maybe they’re holding it up 
because they don’t know where those plants are going to be built, but it’s a scary document. 
They’re estimating premature deaths and so on. 
 
EN: What effects has this controversy had on people who opposed the project that you know and 
yourself personally? 
 
WB: Well, I’ve never known anyone that after they sit down and read some of the facts and put 
some of the pieces together with no special interest that doesn’t end up opposing the plants and 
lines as currently designed. They oppose it either from the health point of view or from the 
inappropriate technology point of view or from the exploitation of the countryside point of view. 
And [we need to] start thinking in terms of alternatives in conservation and maybe plants built 
near the load center where those that want the juice can suffer the abuse. 
 
Maybe it’s more appropriate anyway because you’ve got a large enough market for district 
heating to make it direct. But then there’s the problem of pollution so bad that if you put it near a 
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large urban center, that’s already having some pollution problem, you can’t take care of that, 
then it’s not possible to build them there. Maybe it’s not possible to build them any place. I mean 
why ruin all the air in the state? You know if you can’t build them in the cities where there’s the 
load and the real need is, why build them in the countryside if they’re that polluting? We don’t 
want them. But I would say that most people that can get all the facts end up opposing it. We’ve 
foreseen that. We’re just seeing more and more people opposing these huge power plants and 
power lines. 
 
When you realize that they’re probably not built for economies of scale like they claim. A big 
plant can only operate 55 percent of the time where a little plant can operate 80 percent of the 
time. That means a big plant has to have another plant setting there ready to go in, in case it fails. 
As it has failed more often than little plants, then you’ve got to overbuild for a higher reserve 
market in case of the down time at one of the big plants. 
 
The lines are more susceptible to sabotage. There are just so many things. The reason they build 
the big plants I feel is for control, so they can manipulate through energy blackmail with 
regulations, get the coal under the National Forest, control the rate structure and so on. As a big 
plant like that is really hard to go back on. Oh, sorry we overestimated the need by about 1600 
megawatts so now we can sell it to St. Louis on emergency rates. We’ll get the pollution here 
and St. Louis will get the power, that sort of thing. They’ll say but the law says you can’t do that. 
And I say—yeah—but you’ll have to change the law now because we’ve already got this huge 
plant built and that sort of thing. 
 
EN: Has it been difficult for you personally? Have people been antagonistic towards you or....? 
 
WB: Not really. I never had anybody face up to me at a hearing or to counter the claims I’ve 
been making. I’m almost getting more and more radical wondering if they’re ever going to come 
out and face me sometime. But you know, they just haven’t been able to counter, I feel, the 
things we’ve been saying—me and a lot of other people. I’ve had a lot of people tell me I’d 
better be careful or I’m going to end up like Karen Silkwood, you know. The utilities are going 
to bump me off the way a lot of people think Kerr-McGee did to Karen Silkwood. 
 
But I don’t really think I need to fear that at all. The power companies write letters, have written 
letters to the college saying that this guy is running around—I’ve forgotten just how they say it—
but they sort of say it like you’re president of the college, I’m president of the utility. This guy is 
sort of a nut and we know where our good interests lie by joining together and protecting the 
profit and privilege and interests of the few—sort of letter. And appeal to the president-president 
level and how they ought to get this guy shaped up cause he won’t—like that. But since I don’t 
accept promotion because I don’t believe in quantifying human beings, having other people 
make those kinds of decisions about my economic life, they have no hold over me at all. I have 
tenure now and I don’t allow them to keep a file on me. So it’s something that might come up if I 
was gunning for a promotion and trying to ascend the hierarchy or something. I don’t have 
anything to do with those kinds of gains here at all. I just don’t participate in them. I don’t even 
know who gets promoted or care—so there’s nothing that affects me that way. 
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I would never take a state job. I just don’t believe in large central bureaucratic government and I 
wouldn’t work for them. So it doesn’t endanger my career or anything because I don’t view 
physics as my career. My aspirations is to get enough money so that I can buy a farm and lead a 
ecologically sane, satisfying life and raise most of my own food, locate near a college where I 
could keep alive intellectually and work toward the dissolution of central bureaucracy, toward 
sane energy alternatives—and do some writing and reading. And lead like I say a sane ecological 
life. But you almost have to own the land to do that, in this society. I would hope someday for a 
society where I wouldn’t have to be so obsessed with material things and private property, where 
we really could share and care, and I would work toward that. But if I have to buy land I guess I 
will. So I don’t really know, everything I’ve been saying is coming true. [unclear] 
 
EN: In the interest of time, I guess, do you have any comments on the role of the media? 
 
WB: Yes, we’ve got a situation in the state where all the major media is in there. I don’t think 
they can appreciate the problem of urban exploitation. So I think that that is the real problem for 
them. [unclear] And the same old gripes that everybody has about the media, that they go for the 
sensational stuff, so many dead surveyors a year, and I’ll do the story. 
 
For example, the way state police the highway patrol have been operating up near Lowry. I don’t 
think you could report the way that they’ve actually been acting up there and get anyone to 
believe it. You know when people are sitting and standing in front of a truck, for example, like 
has been done many times, you expect to get a misdemeanor in the city. You expect maybe to be 
hauled away bodily, but what you don’t expect to be is to be pushed over and have your head 
stomped down in the snow and handcuffed and drug away. 
 
I mean that’s just not reasonable. You don’t expect to have half million dollar lawsuits slapped 
on you for protesting. That’s another thing that the law has done and the media hasn’t really said 
much about. If that isn’t one of the most violent things I’ve ever heard of—it’s not physical 
violence, but when you think your life could be ruined, if that suit goes against you and all for a 
protest that you would normally expect to get a misdemeanor charge for. 
 
They punched out John Tripp, a 59-year-old guy. All he was doing was saying, “I want to 
block”—he blocked with his truck. He wanted to stand in front of his truck—“if you want us to 
move, you’ll have to move us.” His hands are arthritic. He can’t even form a solid fist. He has 
heart trouble. He’s not going to start a fistfight with the police. 
 
But it did turn out with them punching him out. They had to carry him away on a stretcher and 
that’s ridiculous. It did turn out that one of those guys did catch something in their face, I guess, 
and made a mess, so they charged him with assault and made it stick. If you—you know when 
they block off those township roads up there in Lowry and say that you can’t stop on the road, 
that’s the kind of thing you do with martial law. That’s not—and you don’t hear those things 
reported. 
 
The police went out with sticks with big long spikes on the end so they could punch them into 
the tractor radiators. They had log chains that they could throw into the snow blowers if the 
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farmers were going to use those. They had balls with spikes so they could throw them around in 
the fields if the farmers came down with their tractors and they’d ruin their tires and used the 
farmers’ snowmobiles. 
 
Now I have not verified all these stories but I’ve seen enough of the activities and so on to 
believe they’re true. They used the farmers’ snowmobiles that they’d confiscated and raced them 
around. Somebody took pictures of them. Then they arrested the guy who took the pictures on 
trumped up charges and then destroyed the film. They destroyed a number of film that caught 
them in damaging activities. So when you get arrested you’ve got a camera, they just take the 
film. So they arrested you if you’re taking pictures of things they don’t want on film and these 
kinds of things. 
 
So a lot of other stories. The media would hardly dare print some of those stories. Because the 
average middle class white person has never really had a run in with the cops. Black people can 
tell you how they do behave under these circumstances. Dogs and fire hoses and stuff but the 
average middle class white person is not going to believe that the police ever act that way and 
they do it. So I don’t know. 
 
That’s their problem but I think the whole story should be told. I think they have an urban 
perspective. That’s too mean. I think they’re convinced that the power is needed. You hear Barry 
Peterson on WCCO, for example, arguing if these farmers hold up that line any more, why we’re 
going to have blackouts. 
 
He has no reason for saying that. I mean has he investigated that? I see no reason to have 
blackouts when NSP has 1,000 megawatts excess at the time of their peak demand right now. 
When they’re selling 600 megawatts out of their system. The entire peak demand for the co-ops 
is around 800 megawatts. If NSP would sell to the co-ops instead of out of state, they’d almost 
double the co-op’s need and that shouldn’t take place for another ten years. So I don’t see any 
great urgency for this line to be built. Not before they investigate the health effects and 
reconsider whether it’s appropriate technology and so on. 
 
I think they just talk to the energy agency who insists this line’s going to be built because they 
don’t want to look bad. Okay, they talked to the EQB, talked to Peter Vanderpoel and those guys 
and formed a little clique in there. They get convinced by these guys to do things that aren’t 
always true. Barry Peterson, at the time of NSP’s peak demand—I think it was last summer, 
maybe it was the summer before—issued a story where he claimed that if we don’t conserve 
energy, NSP is having a hard time meeting its peak demand, we don’t conserve, we may have 
blackouts. 
 
Well, he’s just a propaganda conduit for the company. That makes people think that, my gosh, 
we’re going to need more plants and lines and that isn’t the case at all. If they’re running short of 
energy, it was because they had so many firm commitments for sales outside their system. That 
they didn’t have energy free or something, you know, is mismanagement. Certain reporters—I 
don’t like Barry Peterson for those two instances—have colored all the subsequent reporting. On 
the other hand, I found a number of people I do think are doing good reporting, but by and large I 
would say it gets to be sensational. It doesn’t tend to bring out the police brutality. It always 
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talked about the farmers’ violence whereas almost all the violence that was done up there was 
instigated by the police initially. I don’t think that was ever mentioned or made clear. 
 
EN: Anything that I haven’t touched on? Any summary comments you’d like to make? 
 
WB: Well, I just say what I said earlier—they legalize what they can’t control. I think they’re 
getting out of control and even if the people up at Lowry cool off for a while, it’s bound to break 
out again. I don’t see any chance as long as Peter Vanderpoel is head of the EQB, as long as 
Dick Wallin is calling the electrical energy shots at the MEA and as long as the hearing 
procedures are rigged against rural people the way they are. It’s going to just lead to more and 
more outbreaks and they’ll just keep escalating. Of course that’s what they are calculating to do. 
But we need to change things so there’s a more just system and I think most people realize that 
now. 
 
So you can only go over the state—you can pick people off and you can draw them into the 
hearing process and co-op some of their leaders and citizens’ evaluation committees that don’t 
need to have any power and you can pull this game once in almost every community, but those 
times are about over in southern Minnesota. Almost every community has seen these guys in 
action once and you’re just not going to put up with them any more. 
 
Maybe that’s just a lot of wishful thinking, but we’re going to have a meeting just to draw up a 
simple thing like an easement. We’re going to try and make the power company live up to the 
claims that they made at the hearing. We know darn well that they won’t accept an easement that 
would actually make them live up to the claims. 
 
For example, if you put a clause in the easement that says the power company is liable for any 
health effects that are found to be produced by these lines. See, they claim there were none. They 
won’t allow an easement like that—isn’t that ridiculous? That’s the kind of stuff we’ve had to 
put up with and the more people hear—like we’re going to have a meeting and when you bring 
out points like that to people—why they’re just incensed and they should be. They’re ready to 
say, “My God, if they’re not even going to do that, I don’t think they ought to put the lines up.” 
Oh, no. So there’s no problem with citing the deficiencies in the process and the agency to get 
people stirred up. It isn’t as though someone was just trying to cause problems for the 
government or something like that. 
 
It’s a simple matter of injustice. And it doesn’t particularly take the people into effect with 
regard to the proceeding. So actually, I expect really wide sweeping changes in the whole 
process. I think we’re starting to see more and more and that wouldn’t have happened if we 
hadn’t gotten organized. They would have threw it all on us if we wouldn’t of done that. So I 
think we’ll see maybe Vanderpoel get out. We’ll start putting some pressure on him to get rid of 
him and who knows, they may even give control over our lines back to us. 
 
EN: Thank you. 
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