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April 13, 2026

Chair Aric Putnam

Minnesota Senate Agriculture, Veterans, Broadband and Rural Development Building
1150 Minnesota Senate Building

95 University Ave W

Saint Paul, MN 55155

RE: SF 4479 (Kupec)—Counties Permission to Designate Certain Agricultural Lands as Unsuitable for Electric Power
Facilities

Dear Chair Putnam and Committee Members,

| am writing on behalf of the Minnesota Conservative Energy Forum (MnCEF) and our grassroots field program, the
Minnesota Land and Liberty Coalition. Our organizations champion secure, reliable, affordable, and clean American
energy through an all-of-the-above approach grounded in principles of consumer choice, free markets, and
innovation across Minnesota. The Land & Liberty Coalition includes farmers, landowners and key stakeholders
focused on protecting private property rights, supporting local economic development in their communities, and
being responsible stewards of the land.

We appreciate the opportunity to share concerns with the Committee regarding SF 4479. While we understand the
interestin preserving Minnesota's farmland, we believe this bill raises significant concerns regarding property rights,
economic development, and the broader framework Minnesota has built for siting energy infrastructure.

Property Rights and Landowner Decision-Making

Atits core, SF 4479 changes who gets to decide how private land is used. Rather than landowners making their own
choices about whether to participate in energy development, the bill places restrictions on private land by default
and requires landowners to take affirmative action to avoid restrictions on their own property. Landowners already
have the ability to decline energy development; if they don't want a project on their land, they don't sign a lease.
Energy lease payments can represent a stable, higher-value source of income for farmers, insulating them from
commodity price volatility and providing long-term certainty. Over the years, we have heard concerns about the
impact of energy development on farmland markets and land prices. Those are conversations worth having, but the
answer is to address those dynamics directly, not to restrict what landowners can do with their own property.

Minnesota's Siting Framework

Minnesota has a centralized, statewide siting and permitting process for large energy infrastructure which already
balances local input with statewide priorities like grid reliability, affordability, and long-term planning. The existing
process includes multiple opportunities for public and local government participation including public comment
periods, public hearings, advisory task forces, and direct engagement with the Public Utilities Commission, which
has required additional local engagement when warranted.

Prior to the passage of the 2024 Minnesota Energy Infrastructure Permitting Act (MEIPA), Minnesota's permitting
process had developed a reputation for being opaque and unpredictable, and companies were increasingly
reluctant to investin the state as a result. The MEIPA was specifically designed to address that problem, yet SF 4479
reintroduces exactly the kind of uncertainty that was driving investment away. Local input is crucial to the
successful siting of energy projects, but there is an important distinction between meaningful local participation



and giving counties effective veto power over projects. Once a county creates a priority land list, the only path to a
permit on listed land is a county board resolution consenting to it, requiring the county to publicly reverse its own
prior action.

Energy Demand, Economic Competitiveness, and Rural Communities

Minnesota is experiencing growing electricity demand driven by data centers, electrification, and industrial
expansion. Wind and solar are among the most scalable generation resources available to meet near-term demand,
but they can only be developed in specific areas where the resource and transmission infrastructure align. SF 4479
restricts development in many of those areas, directly undermining Minnesota’s ability to meet growing energy
demand.

Restricting where those projects can be built risks increasing electricity costs and putting Minnesota at a
competitive disadvantage relative to neighboring states. The bill's CPI 75 threshold would also create uneven
conditions across the state and disproportionately restrict development in southern and western Minnesota
counties that have the strongest wind and solar resources, while leaving other counties unaffected.

Energy projects generate significant local economic benefits, including production tax revenue that counties have
used to support property tax relief, public infrastructure and community investment. Counties have already been
facing budgetimpactsinrecentyears due to curtailment, and restricting development in counties with the strongest
resources not only limits energy production, but handicaps economic development in Greater Minnesota
communities where investment and population growth are already limited. When production tax revenue is lost, it
is typically backfilled through property tax increases; costs ultimately borne by local landowners and farmers
themselves.

Farmland and Energy Can Coexist

The premise that energy development permanently removes land from agricultural production is often inaccurate:
Solar projects can coexist with grazing, pollinator habitat, and even crop production, and wind turbines occupy a
small physical footprint and are routinely sited on actively farmed land. Even in cases where land is not actively
farmed during a project's lifespan, allowing soil to rest from intensive agricultural use can improve long-term soil
health and productivity. These projects operate under long-term leases, typically 25 to 30 years, after which the land
can return to full agricultural use. If the goal is truly farmland preservation, it is worth noting that SF 4479 restricts
only energy infrastructure while leaving untouched residential, commercial, industrial, and other forms of
development that permanently remove land from production.

We appreciate the opportunity to share these concerns, and welcome continued engagement as the legislature
considers how best to balance farmland preservation with property rights, economic development, and Minnesota's
energy future. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

ol @ Sruvkany

Rachel Stuckey

Executive Director

Minnesota Conservative Energy Forum
Minnesota Land & Liberty Coalition



