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ORDER 

 
By the Commission: 
 
I. INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
 
 On June 19, 2006, TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, LP (“Petitioner” or 
“Keystone”) filed with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) a verified 
Petition requesting a certificate in good standing pursuant to Section 15-401 of the 
Public Utilities Act (“Act”), 220 ILCS 5/15-401, authorizing Petitioner to operate as a 
common carrier by pipeline a pipeline extending from an entry point into Illinois at the 
Mississippi River near Hartford, Illinois, and traversing Madison, Bond, Fayette and 
Marion Counties to a terminus at Patoka, Illinois.  Petitioner also requested that the 
Commission enter an order pursuant to Section 15-401 of the Act authorizing the 
construction and operation of the proposed pipeline for the transportation of crude 
petroleum in interstate commerce; an order pursuant to Section 8-503 of the Act, 200 
ILCS 5/8-503, authorizing and directing Petitioner to construct, install and maintain the 
proposed pipeline; and an order pursuant to Section 8-509 of the Act, 220 ILCS 5/8-
509, authorizing Petitioner to exercise the power of eminent domain, to the extent 
necessary, to acquire permanent easements and temporary construction workspace 
easements, with the temporary easements to revert to the respective landowners upon 
completion of construction of the pipeline. 
 
 Pursuant to due notice, pre-hearing conferences and status hearings were held 
in this matter before a duly authorized Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) of the 
Commission at its offices in Springfield, Illinois, on July 12, August 10 and September 
18, 2006 and January 24, 2007.  Petitions to intervene were filed by St. Louis Pipeline 
Corporation (“St. Louis Pipeline”), Illinois Petroleum Supply Corporation (“Illinois 
Petroleum”) and Highland Supply Corporation (“Highland”).  Appearances were entered 
at one or more of the pre-hearing conferences or status hearings by counsel on behalf 
of Petitioner, St. Louis Pipeline, Illinois Petroleum, Highland, and the Staff of the 
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Commission (“Staff”).  Subsequently, a Stipulation was filed between Petitioner and St. 
Louis Pipeline and Illinois Petroleum pursuant to which St. Louis Pipeline and Illinois 
Petroleum withdrew as intervenors.  The Commission notes that the final list submitted 
by Petitioner of tracts to be crossed by the pipeline, Keystone Exhibit 9.2, discussed 
below, does not list any tracts owned by St. Louis Pipeline, Illinois Petroleum or 
Highland. 
 
 An evidentiary hearing was held on March 1, 2007.  At the evidentiary hearing 
testimony and exhibits of the following witnesses were submitted on behalf of Petitioner: 
Robert Jones, Vice-President of the Keystone Pipeline Project (Keystone Exhibits 1.0, 
1.1 and Revised 7.0); Dean Cowling, Project Director, TransCanada Keystone Pipeline 
Project (Keystone Exhibits 2.0 and 2.1); Michael Koski, Vice President of Energy 
Service, Trow Engineering Consultants, Inc. (Keystone Exhibits 3.0 -3.5, 6.0, 8.0 
(Corrected), 8.1 (Corrected), 8.2 (Corrected), 8.3 (Corrected), 8.4 (Corrected), and 9.1-
9.4); Glenn E. Simpson and John H. Askounis, ConocoPhillips Company (Keystone 
Exhibits 4.0-4.3 and 10.0); and Thomas H. Wise, Vice-President, Purvin & Gertz, Inc. 
(Keystone Exhibits 5.0 (Corrected) and 5.1).  Mark Maple, a Gas Engineer in the 
Engineering Department of the Energy Division of the Commission, presented direct 
and rebuttal testimony on behalf of Staff (ICC Staff Exhibits 1.0, 2.0 and 3.0).  At the 
conclusion of the March 1, 2007, hearing, the record was marked “Heard and Taken.” 
 
 Based on the status of the proceeding as of the conclusion of the evidentiary  
hearing, the parties waived the filing of briefs.  Petitioner submitted a Draft Order to 
which Staff indicated it had no objection.  An ALJ’s Proposed Order was issued.  No 
exceptions were filed to the ALJ’s Proposed Order.   
 
II. LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
 Petitioner seeks an order granting it a certificate in good standing as a common 
carrier by pipeline pursuant to Section 15-401 of the Act, authorizing Petitioner to 
construct and maintain the proposed pipeline for the transportation of crude petroleum 
in interstate commerce pursuant to Section 15-401, authorizing and directing Petitioner 
to construct, install and maintain the proposed pipeline, pursuant to Section 8-503 of the 
Act, and authorizing Petitioner to exercise the power of eminent domain, to the extent 
necessary, to acquire permanent easements and temporary construction workspace 
easements for the proposed pipeline, pursuant to Section 8-509 of the Act.  Section 15-
401 states in pertinent part as follows: 

  
(a) No person shall operate as a common carrier by pipeline unless the 
person possesses a certificate in good standing authorizing it to operate 
as a common carrier by pipeline. No person shall begin or continue 
construction of a pipeline or other facility, other than the repair or 
replacement of an existing pipeline or facility, for use in operations as a 
common carrier by pipeline unless the person possesses a certificate in 
good standing. 
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(b) Requirements for issuance. The Commission, after a hearing, shall 
grant an application for a certificate authorizing operations as a common 
carrier by pipeline, in whole or in part, to the extent that it finds that the 
application was properly filed; a public need for the service exists; the 
applicant is fit, willing, and able to provide the service in compliance with 
this Act, Commission regulations, and orders; and the public convenience 
and necessity requires issuance of the certificate. 

* * * 

 In its written order, the Commission shall address all of the evidence 
presented, and if the order is contrary to any of the evidence, the 
Commission shall state the reasons for its determination with regard to 
that evidence.  The provisions of this amendatory Act of 1996 apply to any 
certificate granted or denied after the effective date of this amendatory Act 
of 1996. 

 
Section 15-401(b) also requires the Commission to consider, in its determination of 
public convenience and necessity for a proposed pipeline or facility designed or 
intended to transport crude oil and any alternate locations for such proposed pipeline or 
facility, certain evidence that may be presented by the Illinois Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Illinois Department of Transportation, the Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources, local governmental units, property owners who will be affected by the 
proposed pipeline, the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity, and 
other state agencies that may participate in the proceeding, as detailed in Sections 15-
401(b)(1) through (7).  However, other than St. Louis Pipeline, Illinois Petroleum and 
Highland, which intervened as property owners potentially affected by the proposed 
pipeline, none of the aforementioned agencies or entities intervened or appeared in this 
proceeding or sought to present evidence. 
 
 Section 8-503 of the Act states in pertinent part: 
 

Whenever the Commission, after a hearing, shall find that additions, 
extensions, repairs or improvements to, or changes in, the existing plant, 
equipment, apparatus, facilities or other physical property of any public 
utility or of any 2 or more public utilities are necessary and ought 
reasonably to be made or that a new structure or structures is or are 
necessary and should be erected, to promote the security or convenience 
of its employees or the public, or in any other way to secure adequate 
service or facilities, the Commission shall make and serve an order 
authorizing or directing that such additions, extensions, repairs, 
improvements or changes be made, or such structure or structures be 
erected at the location, in the manner and within the time specified in said 
order. . . . 
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Section 8-509 of the Act states in pertinent part: 
 
When necessary for the construction of any alterations, additions, 
extensions or improvements ordered or authorized under Section 8-503 or 
12-218 of this Act, any public utility may enter upon, take or damage 
private property in the manner provided for by the law of eminent domain. 

 
Although Sections 8-503 and 8-509 refer expressly to public utilities, Section 15-101 of 
the Act, 220 ILCS 5/15-101, states that Sections 8-503 and 8-509 “are fully and equally 
applicable to common carriers by pipeline, their rates and services, and the regulation 
thereof.”  
 
 In addition, 83 Illinois Administrative Code Part 300, “Guidelines for Right-of-Way 
Acquisitions”, establishes requirements with which a common carrier by pipeline must 
comply in seeking to negotiate the acquisition of a land right-of-way easement involving 
a project which requires a certificate under Section 15-401 or in seeking an order under 
Section 8-503. 

 
III. RELIEF REQUESTED 
 

A. Keystone’s Evidence in Support of the Petition 
 

1. Description of Petitioner and of the Proposed Pipeline 
 
 Keystone is a limited partnership organized under the laws of the State of 
Delaware.  Keystone is authorized to do business in the State of Illinois.  Keystone’s 
principal office is in Calgary, Alberta, Canada, and its principal U.S. office is in Portland, 
Oregon.  The general partner of Keystone is TransCanada Keystone Pipeline GP, LLC, 
and the limited partner of Keystone is TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, LLC. (Petition, 
¶1; Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 2.)  Keystone is an indirect wholly owned subsidiary of 
TransCanada Pipelines Limited (“TransCanada”), headquartered in Calgary, Alberta.  
TransCanada is a leading North American energy company with over $20 billion (U.S.) 
in pipeline, storage and power supply assets, including a network of approximately 
25,000 miles of pipeline transporting the majority of natural gas production in western 
Canada to Canadian and U.S. markets.  (Petition, ¶2; Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 3.)  
TransCanada has an indirect ownership interest in, and effective April 1, 2007, will 
become the operator of, Northern Border Pipeline Company, which owns and operates 
a 1,249 mile pipeline that transports natural gas from the Montana-Saskatchewan 
border to markets in the Midwest.  (Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 3.)   Additionally, TransCanada 
and ConocoPhillips Pipe Line Company (“CPPL”) are parties to a Memorandum of 
Understanding pursuant to which CPPL has the right, upon certain conditions, to 
acquire up to a 50% participating interest in the Keystone Pipeline Project.  
ConocoPhillips Company (“CP”), the parent company of CPPL, has committed to ship 
crude oil on the Keystone Pipeline Project.  (Id.) 
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 Petitioner is proposing to construct and operate the Keystone Pipeline Project, 
which will be a 1,833 mile crude petroleum, mainline pipeline from Hardisty, Alberta, 
Canada to a terminus near the crude oil storage and pipeline hub near Patoka, Illinois.  
Approximately 760 miles of the mainline pipeline will be located in Canada and 
approximately 1,073 miles in the U.S.  In the U.S., the Keystone Pipeline Project will run 
from the Canadian-U.S. border near Hasket, Manitoba, to Patoka, Illinois.  The 
Keystone Pipeline Project will have the capacity to deliver approximately 435,000 
barrels per day (bpd”) of crude oil from Hardisty, Alberta to terminals at Wood River and 
Patoka, Illinois.  (Petition, ¶3-4, 6; Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 5.) 
 
 Within Illinois, the Keystone Pipeline will enter Madison County from St. Charles 
County, Missouri, near Hartford, Illinois. (Petition, ¶7.)  The pipeline will pass along the 
southern boundary of the Wood River Refinery property at which point it will be directly 
tied in to the Refinery facilities.  (Keystone Ex. 8.0 (Corrected) at 2.)  The pipeline will 
continue approximately 55 miles in an easterly direction through Madison, Bond, 
Fayette and Marion Counties to Patoka.1  (Petition, ¶7; Keystone Ex. 3.0 at 2; Keystone 
Ex. 9.1.)  Petitioner stated that where practicable and permitted by landowners and 
regulatory agencies, the mainline pipeline in Illinois will closely parallel Buckeye Pipeline 
Company’s existing Two Rivers Pipeline.  The Keystone Pipeline will also parallel the 
Platte pipeline and the Marathon pipeline for various distances along the proposed 
route.  Petitioner stated that approximately 54.5 miles of the total 56.4 miles of the 
Keystone Pipeline’s route in Illinois will be located parallel and adjacent to existing 
pipeline rights-of-way.  (Petition, ¶7.)  Keystone Exhibit 9.1 provides the final legal 
description of the proposed route of the Keystone Pipeline within Illinois as presented by 
Keystone in this proceeding.  The Appendix to this Order is a copy of Keystone Exhibit 
9.1. 
 
 Facilities constructed or installed in connection with the Keystone Pipeline in 
Illinois will include one electric-driven pump station south of Hartford, Illinois, and 
facilities for delivery of crude petroleum at the Wood River Refinery and at the pipeline 
terminus south of Patoka.  (Petition, ¶8; Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 5.)  Keystone expects to 
commence construction in early 2008, assuming timely receipt of necessary approvals 
and timely completion of land acquisition activities.  Construction is expected to take 
approximately 18 months for the entire pipeline project, resulting in an estimated in-
service date of November 2009.  (Keystone Ex.1.0 at 7.) 
 
 Keystone stated that upon the pipeline commencing service, Keystone will be an 
interstate common carrier pipeline, regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission with respect to rate and tariff matters and by the Office of Pipeline Safety 
                                                 
1The originally proposed route of the pipeline as described in the Petition included a 1.1 
mile, 30-inch diameter pipeline lateral from the mainline to the Wood River Refinery.  
(Petition, ¶7.)  However, as described by Keystone witness Koski, based on subsequent 
revisions to the proposed route, the mainline pipeline will pass the southern boundary of 
the Wood River Refinery property and therefore the 1.1 mile lateral will not be needed.  
(Keystone Ex. 8.0 (Corrected) at 2.) 
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within the Pipeline Hazardous Material Safety Administration, U.S. Department of 
Transportation (“USDOT”) on construction, safety and operation matters.  Keystone 
stated that construction and operation of the Keystone Pipeline Project will comply with 
all applicable rules, regulations and construction standards.  (Petition, ¶11.) 
   
 Keystone witness Cowling, Project Manager for the Keystone Pipeline Project, 
testified that the pipeline will be designed, constructed, tested and operated in 
accordance with all applicable requirements included in the USDOT regulations at 49 
C.F.R. Part 195, Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline, and other applicable 
federal and state regulations, which are intended to ensure safe delivery of crude oil.  
He stated that among other design standards, Part 195 specifies pipeline material and 
qualification, minimum design requirements, and protection from internal, external and 
atmospheric corrosion.  (Keystone Ex. 2.0 at 2.)  He testified that Keystone will 
implement a Construction, Mitigation and Reclamation Plan containing construction and 
mitigation procedures to be used throughout the project; and a Spill Prevention, Control 
and Countermeasure Plan to avoid or minimize the potential for harmful spills and leaks 
during construction and establish emergency response, release notification and cleanup 
procedures.  When operations commence, Keystone will implement an Emergency 
Response Plan, meeting federal safety requirements under 49 C.F.R. Parts 194 and 
195, to identify emergency personnel and the logical sequence of actions to be taken in 
event of an emergency.  (Id. at 3.)    
 
 Mr. Cowling testified that the pipeline will be designed for full internal inspection 
capability with a minimum of service interruption and loss of product.  In-line inspection 
facilities will be installed at no greater than 300-mile intervals along the pipeline route.  
He stated that because the pipeline will be installed below ground, a method, referred to 
as in-line inspection or “pigging”, is required periodically to inspect the pipeline internal 
and external surface as per USDOT safety regulations (49 C.F.R. Part 195.)  He stated 
that during the inspection procedure a specialized inspection tool outfitted with GPS, 
data recorder and various sensors enters the pipeline through a launcher/receiver barrel 
and travels through the pipeline collecting data.  This data is then analyzed to determine 
if there are any areas of concern regarding pipeline structural integrity requiring further 
investigation.  (Keystone Ex. 2.0 at 10-11.)  Additionally, Mr. Cowling testified that the 
pipeline will be equipped with a Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (“SCADA”) 
system providing the ability to read and adjust measurements such as flow, pressure 
and temperature.  SCADA facilities will be located at all pumping stations, in-line 
inspection facilities and metering stations.  The SCADA system will be capable of (1) 
remote closing and opening of key valves from a central control center, (2) remote 
starting, stopping and control of pumps, (3) remote indication of line pressure and 
temperature, and remote indication of delivery flow and total flow; and will allow 
Keystone to monitor and adjust the operating conditions of the pipeline continuously 24 
hours per day/365 days per year.  (Id. at 11.) 
 
 Mr. Cowling also described the corrosion protection design for the Keystone 
Pipeline.  He stated that cathodic protection in combination with coating the external 
surface of the pipeline with fusion bond epoxy (“FBE”) is an effective and proven 
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method of preventing corrosion and maintaining the structural integrity of the pipeline 
that will be employed on the Keystone Pipeline Project.  He described the design, 
construction and operation of the cathodic protection system.  He stated that cathodic 
test stations will be attached to the pipeline at intervals averaging one mile, at public 
road and railroad crossings, and at foreign pipeline crossings when approved by the 
owner of the other pipeline.  He explained that the primary coating for the exterior 
surface of below ground pipe will be FBE; that welded field joints and line pipe installed 
in a bored or directional drill crossing will be coated with liquid epoxy; and that all above 
ground, uncoated piping and appurtenances will be sandblasted clean, primed and 
painted.  (Keystone Ex. 2.0 at 12-13.) 
 
 Mr. Cowling described the construction methods that will be used for the 
Keystone Pipeline for crossing floodplains, which will include horizontal directional 
drilling methods and open cut wet crossings.  He noted that horizontal directional drilling 
does not involve any intended direct contact with the waterbody, channel bed or banks.  
He described the construction procedures that will be used for open cut wet crossings 
including the methods that will be used to maintain proper depth of the pipeline during 
installation.  He testified that the pipeline will be buried at adequate depth under 
channels, adjacent floodplain and flood protection levees to avoid pipeline exposure 
caused by channel degradation and lateral scour, with the pipeline burial depth to be 
determined based on site-specific channel and hydrologic investigations.  (Keystone Ex. 
2.0 at 8-9.) 
 
 Attachment F to the petition listed the federal and Illinois permits, licenses, 
approvals and consultations that are required for the Keystone Pipeline Project.  Mr. 
Cowling described the major permits and consultations that will be required, including at 
the federal level: (1) a Presidential Permit from the U.S. Department of State authorizing 
construction of the pipeline across the U.S.-Canadian border, which involves among 
other things an environmental review and preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Statement under the National Environmental Policy Act; (2) a permit from the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (“CWA”) regarding 
discharge of dredge and fill materials into U.S. waters including adjacent wetlands; (3) 
possible approvals under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. §403); 
(4) pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”) and 36 
CFR §800.2, an analysis of the effect of the pipeline project on historic resources listed 
or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places; and (5) pursuant to 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, evaluation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service as to whether the pipeline project will adversely impact threatened or 
endangered species or critical habitat.  He described Keystone’s plans to obtain, and 
the status of, each of these permits and approvals.  (Keystone Ex. 2.0 at 4-6.)  In 
Illinois, Keystone will consult with and seek any necessary approvals from a number of 
agencies regarding environmental issues, including: (1) consultation with the Illinois 
State Historic Preservation Officer under Section 106 of the NHPA; (2) consultation with 
the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (“IEPA”) with respect to any necessary air 
quality permitting requirements for the pipeline and associated facilities; (3) consultation 
with the IEPA regarding certification under Section 401 of the CWA, the CWA Section 
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404 process and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits under 
Section 402 of the CWA for temporary construction and hydrostatic test water discharge 
and storm water discharge; (4) consultation with the Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources concerning any necessary floodplain development permits; and (5) 
consultation with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources regarding potential 
impacts on wildlife and state lands.  (Id. at 6-7.) 

 
2. Public Need for the Pipeline and Public Convenience and 

Necessity 
 
 Petitioner stated that the Keystone Pipeline is being constructed in response to 
requests of shippers, including Illinois refineries, for increased access to alternative and 
long-term sources of Canadian crude oil.  Petitioner stated that currently there is 
insufficient pipeline capacity to deliver Canadian crude petroleum to Illinois and the 
Midwest.  Petitioner stated that refineries in Illinois and the region have the capability to 
handle more, and have been seeking increased deliveries of, Canadian crude 
petroleum.  (Petition, ¶12.)  Petitioner stated that crude oil delivered by the Keystone 
Pipeline to the Wood River Refinery will be processed into refined petroleum products 
such as gasoline, ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel and jet fuel which will be distributed to 
markets in Illinois and elsewhere.  The Wood River Refinery represents approximately 
34% of refining capacity in Illinois, and 50% of the refined product output from this 
refinery is consumed in Illinois.  Petitioner stated that crude oil not delivered by the 
pipeline to the Wood River Refinery will be transported to Patoka where it will be 
temporarily stored and/or transferred to other pipelines for delivery to additional refining 
markets.  (Petition, ¶10; Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 6.)  Petitioner asserted that the absence of 
additional pipeline capacity in the region, the potential for unforeseen disruptions of 
existing pipeline capacity in the region, continued increase in long-term demand for fuel, 
and intra-seasonal price volatility demonstrate the current lack of an adequate supply of 
petroleum products to the region.  Therefore, Petitioner asserted, a public need exists 
for the proposed pipeline transportation facilities and services to be provided by 
Keystone.  (Petition, ¶12.)  
 
 Keystone witness Jones testified that construction of the Keystone Pipeline 
Project is necessary to provide another transportation alternative to supply Canadian 
crude petroleum for Illinois shippers, refiners and consumers.  He stated that the 
Keystone Pipeline will offer additional pipeline capacity into the Illinois refining market 
and help to diversify the supply sources (Canadian vs. foreign vs. Gulf Coast crude oil) 
into this market.  (Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 10-11.)  Mr. Jones testified that because existing 
pipeline capacity from Canadian oil producing regions currently is insufficient to 
transport oil production to refining markets, Canadian crude oil shippers have their 
shipments on pipelines reduced or “apportioned.”  Two of the major pipelines from the 
Western Canadian Sedimentary Basin to Illinois are currently in an apportionment 
situation.  He stated that apportionment can lead to reduced deliveries to refineries that 
use the crude oil to produce local consumer products such as gasoline, diesel, jet fuel 
and heating oil.  Further, refineries in Illinois and the region have the capability to 
process more Canadian crude oil and have been seeking increased deliveries.  Thus, 
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there currently is insufficient pipeline capacity to deliver Canadian crude petroleum to 
Illinois and the Midwest to meet the peak public demand for crude oil and its refined 
products.  Apportionment can also lead to pricing volatility that can negatively impact 
local consumers of refined products.  Mr. Jones stated that the Keystone Pipeline will 
help to alleviate or minimize the need for apportionment of Canadian crude oil supplies 
in the future.  (Id. at 11-12.) 
 
 Mr. Jones testified that in November 2005 TransCanada held an Open Season 
during which it accepted binding bids from shippers for transportation capacity on the 
Keystone Pipeline.  In the Open Season, firm, long-term transportation contracts totaling 
340,000 bpd on the Keystone Pipeline were obtained, with a duration averaging 18 
years.  CP, the owner of the Wood River Refinery with a crude oil capacity of 306,000 
bpd, committed to be one of the shippers on the Keystone Pipeline.  (Keystone Ex. 1.0 
at 4.) 
 
 Mr. Jones also testified that crude oil supply from Canada has not experienced 
disruption in service from weather related factors, such as hurricanes, as has crude oil 
supply from the Gulf of Mexico.  He stated that the Keystone Pipeline will help mitigate 
the effects of disruptions that may occur in supplies from the Gulf of Mexico and the 
Middle East.  (Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 11.)  He testified that the absence of plans for 
additional transportation capacity into Wood River, the potential for unforeseen 
disruptions of existing pipeline capacity in the region, a continued increase in the long-
term demand for fuel, and seasonal and intra-seasonal price volatility, all demonstrate 
the current lack of an adequate supply of petroleum products into the region.  He 
concluded that the Keystone Pipeline will provide Illinois and the Midwest with an 
additional reliable supply of crude oil.  (Id. at 12)   
 
 Mr. Jones stated that other benefits of the Keystone Pipeline Project to Illinois will 
be increased capital investment within the State, as well as additional construction and 
refinery jobs the project will create.  Local communities will experience direct economic 
benefits from the project including money spent by construction contractors for food, 
lodging, fuel, spare parts and other construction-related services.  (Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 
12-13.) 
 
 Thomas H. Wise, a Vice-President of Purvin & Gertz, Inc., testified concerning 
the need for the Keystone Pipeline.  Purvin & Gertz is an international energy consulting 
firm providing professional services regarding the petroleum industry such as market 
analysis, planning, project development and feasibility studies.  (Keystone Ex. 5.0 
(Corrected) at 1.)  Mr. Wise testified that the U.S. will need to import more crude oil as 
refinery demand increases and domestic crude production decreases; additionally, 
Canadian crude production will rise due to development of oil sands, so that more 
pipeline capacity will be needed for the U.S. to increase crude imports from Canada.  
He provided data on current and projected U.S. demand for refined petroleum products, 
U.S. refining capacity, U.S. crude oil production and Canadian crude oil production.  He 
stated that Canadian crude oil production is forecast to increase due to major project 
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developments in the Alberta oil sands and that nearly all the volume increase can be 
exported to U.S. refining markets.  (Id. at 2-5.)   
 
 Mr. Wise also provided information on current and projected refinery demand for 
crude oil, demand for refined products and need for pipeline capacity in the Midwest 
(i.e., the Petroleum Administration for Defense District (“PADD”) II) and Illinois.  He 
stated that more pipeline capacity will be needed to deliver to the Midwest the increased 
volume of Canadian crude oil imports that will be demanded.  (Keystone Ex. 5.0 
(Corrected) at 6-8.)  He identified the pipelines through which petroleum can currently 
be delivered to the Wood River Refinery and to Patoka, which is a major hub for 
pipelines from which crude oil can be delivered to other Midwestern refineries in Illinois 
(at Robinson, Lemont and Joliet), Indiana, Ohio, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota and 
Oklahoma.  Some of these pipelines have been reversed to ship crude oil south to the 
Gulf Coast.  He stated that currently, only two pipelines, Enbridge and Platte, deliver 
Canadian crude to PADD II. (Id. at 8-12.)   
 
 Mr. Wise testified that as more Canadian crude oil becomes available, more 
pipeline capacity from the north will be needed, including to supply the refineries 
supplied from Wood River and the Patoka hub.  (Keystone Ex. 5.0 (Corrected) at 8, 16.)    
He stated that prices of Canadian crudes have become more attractive than other 
crudes at refineries in PADD II, and that refineries in PADD II have been increasing their 
use of Canadian crude oil.  Further, projects are being planned or studied at refineries in 
PADD II, including the Wood River Refinery and the Marathon Refinery at Robinson, 
Illinois, to make greater use of the growing supplies of Canadian heavy crude.  Mr. Wise 
testified that 40% to 50% of the output of the Wood River Refinery, and 20% to 35% of 
the output of the Marathon Robinson Refinery, are estimated to be consumed in Illinois. 
(Id. at 12-17, 21-22.) 
 
 Mr. Wise testified that although total pipeline capacity, including capacity from the 
south, is sufficient to meet the Illinois demand for crude oil, the capacity from the south 
provides crude oil which is more costly for Illinois refineries than Canadian crude oil.  He 
stated that there is not sufficient pipeline capacity to Illinois to deliver the Canadian 
crude oil which is expected to be available and more economical for Illinois refineries 
than many other crudes.  He stated that crude oil is supplied to the refineries at Wood 
River and Robinson almost exclusively through pipelines from out of state.  Currently 
there are four main pipelines that supply crude oil to the Wood River-Patoka region, and 
these incoming lines appear to be near capacity, including the two pipelines that 
normally carry Canadian crude oil but recently have been at capacity and on 
apportionment.  Mr. Wise stated that neither of these pipelines appears to be 
expandable without major looping projects.  He concluded that increased transportation 
service for crude oil into the Wood River-Patoka hub will be needed to deliver increasing 
volumes of Canadian crude oil resulting from growth in crude supply from the Alberta oil 
sands.  (Keystone Ex. 5.0 (Corrected) at 18-22.)   
 
 Mr. Wise testified that changes are being planned at refineries, including the 
refineries at Wood River and Robinson, to enable them to use more Canadian crude oil 
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because the supply of Canadian crude is increasing and the prices of Canadian crude 
should be attractive at refineries around the Patoka hub.  He stated that several 
potential shippers have made commitments to the Keystone Pipeline based on an 
agreed tariff structure, which indicates the Keystone Pipeline is considered to be 
competitive relative to other possible routes to transport Canadian crudes to Wood 
River and Patoka.  (Keystone Ex. 5.0 (Corrected) at 22-23.) 
 
 Mr. Wise testified that the alternatives to the Keystone Pipeline for southern 
Illinois are (1) increased dependence on domestic and imported offshore crudes 
delivered from the Gulf of Mexico, (2) other pipelines for Canadian crudes, or (3) 
increased shipments of refined petroleum products to Illinois from Gulf Coast refineries 
which use other foreign crudes.  He explained that Gulf of Mexico crude will not be able 
to satisfy refineries in southern Illinois, due to declining production, specification 
differences and higher delivered price than Canadian crude oil.  With respect to use of 
other pipelines, the existing pipelines are at capacity and on apportionment and so 
cannot supply more Canadian crude to southern Illinois; and there are no other 
regulatory applications in place at this time to increase pipeline capacity for Canadian 
crude oil into the Wood River-Patoka region.  Finally, he stated that while there have 
been instances of pipeline expansion to deliver more refined product to southern Illinois, 
historically growth in demand for refined products in PADD II has been satisfied by 
growth in pipeline deliveries to PADD II and growth in refinery production in PADD II.  
He concluded that for refineries in the Wood River-Patoka region to increase crude oil 
throughput and product output for the Illinois market, more crude oil pipeline capacity 
will be needed.  (Keystone Ex. 5.0 (Corrected) at 23-25.) 
 
 Mr. Wise testified that Canadian crude oil supply is more reliable than offshore 
supply.  He stated that Canadian refineries use all the Canadian crude oil they need and 
that as Canadian crude production grows, nearly all the increased production will be 
exported.  He also explained that Keystone has obtained shipper commitments for 
340,000 bpd on the Keystone Pipeline and that by the nature of the fixed routes and 
delivery points of pipelines, once a pipeline is operational, most of the committed 
volumes will be delivered.  The Keystone Pipeline will provide a facility to ship a heavy 
crude blend from Alberta to the Wood River Refinery and a reliable means of receiving 
crude at this refinery and the Robinson refinery. (Keystone Ex. 5.0 (Corrected) at 25-
26.) 
 
 Mr. Wise testified that in recent years, Canadian heavy crudes delivered to Wood 
River and Patoka have had lower prices than similar heavy crudes imported via the Gulf 
Coast, and that in the future the price of Canadian synthetic crude oil from the oil sands 
may fall below other light crudes available at Patoka.  He stated that if more Canadian 
crude oil is supplied at attractive prices, the Illinois refineries should be able to improve 
their competitiveness against other refineries to the south.  He stated that this should 
contribute to sustainability of operations which benefits refinery employees, providers of 
services and supplies and the State through taxes.  It may also lead to lower prices for 
refined products.  (Keystone Ex. 5.0 (Corrected) at 27-28.)  Mr. Wise testified that the 
Keystone Pipeline will facilitate the continued availability of an adequate supply of crude 
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petroleum to Illinois refineries and will enhance access for Illinois refiners and their 
customers to stable, secure North American sources of crude petroleum.  He noted that 
a significant amount of refined product is currently shipped to Illinois by product 
pipelines from Gulf Coast refineries whose product supply and operations have been 
disrupted by hurricanes.  He stated that by increasing Illinois refineries’ access to low 
cost, inland crude oil supplies, the Keystone Pipeline will help these refineries to sustain 
or increase local production of refined products for Illinois consumers.  (Id. at 28.) 
 
 Mr. Simpson and Mr. Askounis, representatives of CP, testified concerning CP’s 
operations in Illinois and the benefits of increased supply of Canadian crude oil.  Mr. 
Askounis is Manager, Business Analysis for CP’s Refining Services.  At the time the 
direct testimony was filed, Mr. Simpson was Vice President of Crude Oil Marketing and 
Commercial Support for ConocoPhillips Canada Ltd.  (Keystone Ex. 4.0 at 1-3.)  They 
testified that the Wood River Refinery is CP’s largest refinery.  The Wood River Refinery 
has the capacity to process 306,000 bpd of crude oil and to produce 165,000 bpd of 
gasoline and 80,000 bpd of distillates (including diesel and jet fuel).  As of March 31, 
2006, the refinery employed approximately 770 people.  Presently, the refinery receives 
crude oil from a wide variety of sources including the Gulf of Mexico, Canada and 
domestic sources, via pipeline.  The refinery’s refined products are sold into markets in 
the Midwest.  They stated that the Wood River Refinery represents about 34% of the 
total refining capacity in Illinois, and estimated that 40% to 50% of its output is 
consumed in Illinois.  They stated that CP’s annual corporate income tax payable to 
Illinois is approximately $40 million, the vast majority of which is attributable to Wood 
River Refinery operations, and that the refinery pays more than $8 million per year in 
Iocal property taxes.  (Id. at 4-6.) 
 
 Mr. Simpson and Mr. Askounis testified that the Wood River Refinery presently 
can receive crude oil from Canada via three different pipeline systems.  All three 
systems currently suffer from some form of bottleneck, limiting the ability to transport 
Canadian crude oil to the Wood River Refinery.  The Wood River Refinery can also 
receive crude oil from the Gulf Coast or West Texas through two pipelines, one of which 
is currently subject to apportionment.  (Keystone Ex. 4.0 at 7-8.)  They stated that at 
present, the Wood River Refinery is capable of processing more Canadian crude oil 
than it can receive and therefore must process other, more costly crudes.  (Id. at 8-9.)  
They testified that with additional supply available of less expensive Canadian crude oil, 
major capital projects are planned at the Wood River Refinery to increase its capacity to 
process Canadian crude oil.  Investment of more than $1,000,000,000 is planned in the 
Wood River Refinery, which will increase the yield of motor gasoline and ultra low sulfur 
diesel fuel.  Additionally, the new capital investment will result in about 2,500 
construction jobs and an increase of about 50 jobs at the refinery.  They stated, 
however, that additional pipeline capacity to the Wood River Refinery will be needed to 
take full advantage of the increased refinery capacity.  (Id. at 9.) 
 
 Mr. Simpson and Mr. Askounis testified that CP has committed to be a shipper 
on the Keystone Pipeline.  They stated that CP believes the Keystone Pipeline will play 
a critical role in supplying North American crude oil to refineries in the U.S. mid-
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continent region.  They stated that additional supply of Canadian crude into Illinois will 
moderate upward pressure on price in an environment of increasing demand for refined 
products.  Additionally, they testified that construction of additional pipeline 
infrastructure from Canada to Illinois would provide supply security in the event of 
hurricanes or other disruptions to supply through crude oil pipelines coming from the 
Gulf Coast.  (Keystone Ex. 4.0 at 10-11.) 
 
 In supplemental testimony filed in February 2007, Mr. Simpson and Mr. Askounis 
testified that effective January 1, 2007, CP formed a joint venture, named WRB Refining 
LLC (“WRB”), with a subsidiary of EnCana Corporation.  CP is the managing member of 
WRB.  As part of the transaction, CP contributed its interest in the Wood River Refinery 
to WRB; therefore, WRB is now the owner of the Wood River Refinery.  They stated that 
CP will continue to operate the Wood River Refinery under a contract with WRB.   They 
stated that the new ownership structure will not materially change the operation of the 
Wood River Refinery, will not change the plans for additional capital investment at the 
refinery, and will not change CP’s commitment to be a shipper on the Keystone 
Pipeline.  They testified that the new ownership structure would not change the need for 
the Keystone Pipeline to deliver Canadian crude oil to the Wood River Refinery.  
(Keystone Ex. 10.0 at 1 -3.)  
 

3. Petitioner’s Fitness, Willingness and Ability to Construct and 
Operate the Pipeline 

 
 Petitioner stated that through its ultimate parent company, TransCanada, 
Keystone has substantial assets and significant experience in the operation of 
petroleum and natural gas pipelines.  Petitioner stated that it is committed to the 
Keystone Pipeline Project and has the financial, managerial and technical resources 
available to it to complete the project efficiently and economically.  Petitioner stated that 
it is fit, willing and able to operate the proposed pipeline and provide service as a 
common carrier by pipeline in accordance with the Act and regulations and orders of the 
Commission.  (Petition, ¶13.) 
 
 Keystone witness Jones testified that Keystone’s parent company, TransCanada, 
has substantial experience in pipeline operations.  He stated that TransCanada has 
been in operation since 1958 and has over 2,300 employees.  (Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 3.)  
TransCanada is a prominent pipeline project developer, builder and operator in Canada, 
the U.S. and internationally and has 50 years of demonstrated expertise in all aspects of 
pipeline development, from the preliminary phase of engineering planning and 
regulatory approvals through to construction, commissioning, operation and customer 
service.  He stated that TransCanada owns a 24,200 mile natural gas pipeline system 
that is one of the largest and most sophisticated in the world, and also owns jointly with 
others approximately 4,660 miles of pipeline infrastructure in Canada and the U.S.  (Id. 
at 8.)  He testified that during the 1990s, TransCanada directly managed large-scale 
facility expansion programs across North America, with total costs of approximately 
$11.2 billion, that included over 6,800 miles of large diameter pipe, 2,300 megawatts of 
compression and 376 custody transfer meter stations.  From 1995-2000, TransCanada 
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was a 50% joint venture partner in the development and operation of the 1,700-mile 
Express/Platte crude oil pipeline system between Hardisty, Alberta and Wood River. (Id. 
at 8-9.)  He stated that TransCanada has also managed a wide range of successful 
international projects.  Beginning In the 1990’s, TransCanada project teams have 
managed and completed major projects in Mexico, Chile, Argentina, Venezuela and 
Colombia.  He stated that TransCanada has constructed and operated pipeline projects 
in a wide range of geographic conditions, including discontinuous permafrost, jungles, 
mountains, prairies and muskeg and bedrock. (Id. at  9-10.) 
 
 Mr. Jones testified that the total projected capital cost for the Keystone Project is 
$2.1 billion.  He stated that as presented in its 2005 Annual Report, TransCanada has 
total assets of $20.68 billion, net income from continuing operations of $999 million, and 
cash flow of $1.61 billion.  He stated that the Keystone Pipeline Project is expected to 
be financed through a combination of cash from overall operations and access to capital 
markets in Canada and the U.S.  (Keystone Ex. 1.0 at 10.) 
 

4. Land Requirements for the Keystone Pipeline and Petitioner’s 
Landowner Negotiation Activities 

 
 Keystone witness Koski, Vice President of Energy Service with Trow Engineering 
Consultants, Inc., testified that Petitioner will require permanent easements along the 
right-of-way of the pipeline with a width of 50 feet.  He stated that a 50-foot easement is 
required to allow reasonable access to the pipeline for maintenance purposes and 
repairs and to minimize the potential of damage to the pipeline from third parties.  In 
addition, during the construction phase additional temporary construction easements 
will be required with a width of 60 feet on those portions of the pipeline that will be 30-
inch diameter pipe and a width of 45 feet on those portions of the pipeline that will be 
24-inch diameter pipe.  He stated that further additional temporary construction 
workspace easements will be needed in certain areas, to accommodate specific design 
and construction requirements associated with road, river, railway and utility crossings 
and other situations involving varying soil, terrain and structure issues. (Keystone Ex. 
3.0 at 6-7, 11.)  He stated that once construction is completed, the temporary work 
spaces will revert back to the landowners and Keystone will have no further rights to 
utilize this land.  (Id. at 14.)   
 
 Mr. Koski also testified that additional off right-of-way workspace areas will be 
required during construction for three temporary pipe storage yards and one temporary 
contractor yard at various locations near the route of the pipeline.  These yards will be 
restored upon completion of construction.  (Id. at 8.)  Finally, one pump station will be 
located approximately 1.65 miles west of Interstate 70 on Bauman Road near Hartford, 
Illinois, and delivery facilities will be located at the Wood River Refinery and Patoka 
affecting 1.3 acres during construction and 0.1 acre during operation.  (Id. at 9.)  
Keystone will purchase 2.8 acres of privately-owned land, currently used for industrial 
purposes, for the pump station.  (Id. at 11.)  
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 Mr. Koski testified that during construction of the pipeline, top soil will be 
excavated, stored and replaced on agricultural lands.  On forested land, trees will be 
cleared within the construction right-of-way and then allowed to grow back with the 
exception of a 30-foot-wide strip needed for aerial surveillance.  During operation of the 
pipeline, approximately 350 acres of land in Illinois will be converted to utility uses.  He 
stated that Keystone’s permanent right-of-way access requirements will consist of 
periodic woody vegetation maintenance, inspection and repairs. (Keystone Ex. 3.0 at 9.) 
 
 Mr. Koski described the process used by Petitioner to select the route of the 
Keystone Pipeline.  He stated that development of the pipeline route is an iterative 
process which involves a number of factors.  Key factors include (1) the route must be 
designed to meet Keystone’s market delivery points at the Wood River Refinery and the 
interconnection point with other crude oil pipelines at Patoka; (2) the route should be co-
located with existing pipelines, power lines and roadways to the extent possible; and (3) 
constraints such as densely populated areas, parks, wildlife refuges and large water 
bodies should be avoided to the extent possible to mitigate impacts from pipeline 
construction.  He stated that all but about three miles of the pipeline in Illinois will be co-
located with existing rights-of-way.  (Keystone Ex. 3.0 at 3.)  Keystone Exhibits 9.1 and 
9.2 sponsored by Mr. Koski presented, respectively, the legal description for the route of 
the pipeline and the list of tracts of land that would be crossed by the pipeline or on 
which other land rights would be needed, as of the close of the record.  Mr. Koski 
described alternate routes that were considered for the pipeline and why the 
alternatives were rejected.  He stated that the chosen route largely follows the existing 
Two Rivers pipeline corridor from Wood River to Patoka, thereby avoiding creating a 
new pipeline corridor in the area; represents the most direct route and least total length; 
avoids the need to transition between collocation opportunities which would require 
greenfield segments or additional construction workspace; and takes into account other 
routing preferences expressed by landowners.  (Keystone Ex. 3.0 at 4-6.). 
 
 Mr. Koski testified that the pipeline was expected to cross approximately 54 miles 
of private lands.  (Keystone Ex. 3.0 at 10.)  He stated that Keystone developed a project 
specific information package that provides the general public and landowners with 
information concerning the project.  The Informational Packet, to be distributed to 
affected landowners, was filed with the Commission as Attachment G to the Petition and 
Exhibit 3.4 to Mr. Koski’s direct testimony.  (Petition, ¶17; Keystone Ex. 3.0 at 12.)  
Keystone identified record owners of the tracts to be affected by the pipeline from the 
tax assessors’ offices in Madison, Bond, Fayette and Marion Counties. (Keystone Ex. 
3.0 at 13.)  Mr. Koski testified that the Informational Packet was mailed to all affected 
landowners along the proposed route on August 25, 2006, in accordance with 83 Ill. 
Admin. Code Part 300.  (Keystone Ex. 6.0 at 6-7.)  Subsequently, as a result of 
revisions to the route and additional landowner negotiation activities, an Informational 
Packet was mailed to additional landowners on December 22, 2006.   Due to the 
passage of time and intervening developments, this Informational Packet was slightly 
revised from the original packet; the revised Informational Packet was filed with the 
Commission on December 22, 2006.  (Keystone Ex. 8.0 (Corrected) at 3).  Mr. Koski 
testified that Informational Packets were mailed to these landowners at least 14 days 
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prior to Keystone approaching landowners to acquire property rights, in accordance with 
Part 300.  (Keystone Ex. 3.0 at 13; Keystone Ex. 6.0 at 6.)  Subsequently, some 
additional landowners were identified and Keystone mailed the Informational Packet to 
them on February 13, 2007.  (Keystone Ex. 9.0 at 5.)  Additionally, Keystone provided 
the Commission with names and addresses of owners of privately-owned land along the 
pipeline route, in accordance with 83 Ill. Admin. Code §200.150(h), so that landowners 
could be provided with notice of this proceeding.  (Petition, ¶16-17; Keystone Ex. 8.0 
(Corrected) at 3.  Keystone also provided notice of the filing of its Petition to pipelines, 
railroads, telephone and electric utilities, and governmental bodies and agencies as 
listed on Attachment A to the Petition.  (Petition, ¶16-17.)   
 
 Mr. Koski testified that Keystone consulted with the Illinois Department of 
Agriculture (“IDOA”) and reached agreement on the terms of an Agricultural Mitigation 
Agreement setting forth Keystone’s plan to mitigate the impact of the pipeline on 
agricultural land.  He stated that Keystone provided the IDOA with mailing labels for all 
known landowners and tenants along the proposed route of the pipeline to allow IDOA 
and county farm bureaus to distribute the Agricultural Mitigation Agreement to 
landowners.  (Keystone Ex. 3.0 at 15; Keystone Ex. 6.0 at 7.) 
 
 Mr. Koski filed two sets of testimony describing Keystone’s negotiations with 
landowners along the proposed route to acquire easement rights.  (Keystone Exs. 8.0 
(Corrected) and 9.0.)  He testified that Keystone began contacts with landowners on 
October 31, 2006, after landowners received the Information Packet required by 83 Ill. 
Admin. Code Part 300.  (Keystone Ex. 8.0 (Corrected) at 7.)  He stated that Keystone 
initiates individual landowner negotiations first by telephone to establish meeting times 
and places for initial discussions concerning the requested land rights.  The landowner 
negotiation meetings are held at a location chosen by the landowner, typically the 
landowner’s place of residence or business, at the landowner’s convenience.  
(Keystone Ex. 6.0 at 10.)  At the initial meeting, Keystone’s land agent will describe the 
lands for which rights are requested with the aid of a property-specific sketch; provide 
and review with the landowner a copy of the easement agreement; and, where 
applicable, discuss potential damages related to crop losses and other issues.  The land 
agent will use the information gathered to make an offer for land rights based on the fair 
market value of the land rights sought and estimated temporary crop loss.  (Keystone 
Ex. 6.0 at 10; Keystone Ex. 8.0 (Corrected) at 4-5.)  Mr. Koski testified that meeting with 
the landowner enables Keystone to identify and understand any site-specific concerns 
the landowner may have, and ensures that Keystone’s offer takes into consideration the 
specific features and uses of the tract.  He stated that in some instances, more than one 
meeting will be needed before an offer can be made.  (Keystone Ex. 8.0 (Corrected) at 
9.)  He also stated that in a few instances, where indicated by the landowner in a phone 
conversation prior to a face-to-face meeting, Keystone has submitted an offer to the 
landowner in advance of the meeting.  (Keystone Ex. 9.0 at 6-7.) 
 
 Mr. Koski testified that Keystone based the price it offered landowners for 
easement rights on the fair market value of the land area to be affected, based on 
comparable recent sales of similar land between a willing seller and willing buyer.  He 
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stated that comparable sales data was characterized according to tract characteristics 
such as size, land use and location, and this data was used to assess the fair market 
value of specific tracts during negotiations with individual landowners.  (Keystone Ex.  
6.0 at 10.)  Specifically, typical fair market values for areas crossed by the pipeline in 
Illinois were estimated by a licensed real estate appraisal firm, LaSalle Appraisal Group, 
Inc. of Chicago, based on comparable recent sales of similar land between a willing 
seller and a willing buyer in the geographic area.  He stated that Keystone is offering a 
value for permanent easement based on this estimated fair market value for land and is 
offering 50% of the permanent easement value for the temporary easements.  
(Keystone Ex. 8.0 (Corrected) at 6.)  He testified that in addition, Keystone is proposing 
to compensate landowners for crop loss resulting from construction activities in an 
amount equal to 225% of one year’s crop loss within the area of construction 
disturbance (based on an assumption of declining crop loss of 100% in the first year, 
75% in the second year and 50% in the third year).  He stated that Keystone establishes 
these values with landowners immediately prior to construction and compensates 
landowners for all three years at that time.  (Id.) 
 
 In Keystone Exhibit 9.0, Mr. Koski detailed Keystone’s negotiations with 
landowners for easement rights as of February 9, 2007.  He stated that based on 
refinements to the route and determination that certain tracts originally listed do not fall 
within the right-of-way required for the pipeline, the Keystone Pipeline is expected to 
cross 236 tracts of land in Illinois.  (Keystone Ex. 9.0 at 2-4.)  Keystone Exhibit 9.2 listed 
the 236 tracts and the landowner(s) of record of each tract.  Keystone Exhibit 9.3 
provided information on the number of contacts, including meetings, that Keystone had 
held with the landowner(s) of each tract, and the status of negotiations for easement 
rights on each tract, as of February 9, 2007.  Mr. Koski testified that as of February 9, 
2007, Keystone had successfully contacted the landowners of 219 of the 236 tracts for 
the purpose of initiating formal easement negotiations, and had made close to 700 
contacts in total (including meetings) with the landowners of these 219 tracts.  He stated 
that Keystone had entered into easement agreements with the owners of 35 tracts.  
(Keystone Ex. 9.0 at 5-6.)  Additionally, Keystone had made offers to acquire 
easements on 128 additional tracts which the landowners had not yet accepted, and 
had held 131 face-to-face meetings with the owners of these 128 tracts.  (Id. at 6.) 
 
 Mr. Koski testified that as of February 9, 2007, Keystone had held face-to-face 
meetings with the landowners or the landowner’s representative (such as an attorney or 
an adult child) of 152 of the 236 tracts, representing close to 65% of the tracts.  In 
addition, offers had been sent to the landowners of an additional 16 tracts who asked to 
receive proposals prior to, or as an alternative to, a face-to-face meeting.  (Id. at 7.)  He 
stated that overall, as of February 9 there were a total of 168 tracts along the proposed 
pipeline route for which an easement agreement had been signed or an offer had been 
made to the landowner, representing 71% of the tracts on the route. (Id. at 8.)  Mr. Koski 
also stated that as of February 9, 2007, there remained 49 tracts for which contacts with 
the landowner had been made but an initial meeting had not yet occurred or an offer 
provided to the landowner; and 17 tracts (7% of the total tracts) for which an attempt to 
contact the landowner had not been made or had been unsuccessful.  (Id. at 8-9.)  He 
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stated in his testimony filed February 15, 2007, that Keystone expects it will be able to 
meet face-to-face with all remaining landowners over the next two months except those 
landowners who refuse to meet with Keystone or are otherwise unavailable.  (Id. at 8.) 
 
 Petitioner stated that if it is not authorized to use eminent domain to acquire the 
easements necessary to construct and operate the Keystone Pipeline, it may be unable 
to construct the pipeline.  (Petition, ¶14.)  Mr. Koski testified that Keystone would not 
seek to exercise eminent domain authority unless and until all reasonable mutual 
negotiation processes have been exhausted.  (Keystone Ex. 3.0 at 16.)  He stated that 
Keystone would not seek to exercise eminent domain to obtain easement rights on a 
particular tract without first having conveyed a fair market value offer to the landowner, 
and then providing an opportunity to negotiate the offer.  (Keystone Ex. 8.0 (Corrected) 
at 11-12, 14.)  In his prepared testimony filed on February 15, 2007, Mr. Koski indicated 
that as of February 9, 2007, there were two landowners who had been contacted for the 
purpose of initiating negotiations but refused to meet with Keystone, and five other 
landowners who had made demands for compensation that indicated to Keystone an 
unwillingness on the landowner’s part to engage in good faith negotiations. (Keystone 
Ex. 9.0 at 8-9; Keystone Ex. 9.4.)  He stated that while Keystone will continue to attempt 
to negotiate easement agreements with all landowners who are willing to meet and 
negotiate with Keystone, the unwillingness of some landowners to meet, or to engage in 
meaningful negotiations, indicates it is highly unlikely Keystone will be able to acquire all 
the necessary easements in Illinois without a grant of authority to exercise eminent 
domain.  (Keystone Ex. 9.0 at 9.) 
 
 Mr. Koski testified that Keystone is following a structured process of negotiation 
with landowners which involves measured, and usually multiple, interactions with 
landowners.  He stated that, unless requested by the landowner, Keystone does not 
make a compensation offer to a landowner without first engaging in face-to-face 
discussion with the owner concerning the pipeline project, the operation of the pipeline 
and the impact on the landowner’s specific tract.  He also stated that, once an offer is 
made, Keystone does not demand immediate acceptance by the landowner.  
Additionally, Keystone’s offers for easement rights are based on the fair market value of 
the land as estimated by an independent real estate appraisal firm.  Mr. Koski testified 
that the process Keystone is employing to acquire easements is consistent with the 
overall objective of dealing in good faith with landowners whose property is affected by 
the pipeline project.  He stated that the results of Keystone’s land acquisition process 
demonstrated that Keystone has negotiated, and continues to negotiate, in good faith 
with landowners along the proposed route of the pipeline in Illinois and has made and 
will continue to make good faith offers to landowners.  He concluded that Keystone had 
made a sufficient demonstration that it has engaged and is engaging in good faith 
negotiations for easement rights with landowners for the Commission to grant the 
authorizations requested by Keystone in its Petition. (Keystone Ex. 9.0 at 10-11.) 
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B. Commission Staff Evidence 
 
 Mark Maple, Gas Engineer in the Engineering Department of the Energy Division 
of the Commission, testified on behalf of Staff.  Mr. Maple reviewed the overall 
Keystone Pipeline project and the proposed route and characteristics of the pipeline in 
Illinois.  (ICC Staff Ex.1 .0 at 3-4.)  With respect to the requirements of Section 15-401 of 
the Act, he testified that Petitioner’s application was correctly filed.  (Id. at 4.)  He also 
stated that Petitioner demonstrated a public need for the project.  He noted that 
TransCanada has signed long term contracts with shippers for deliveries equal to 78% 
of the designed capacity of the pipeline.  He testified that there is enough demand in the 
region to utilize increased shipments of Canadian crude oil, due to current capacity 
constraints on the amount of Canadian crude oil that can be delivered to the region plus 
refinery expansion projects that are underway or contemplated that would increase the 
demand for Canadian crude oil.  He stated that recent gas prices exceeding $3 per 
gallon demonstrate the inelastic demand for this commodity and the need to find 
cheaper reliable supplies.  (Id. at 5-6.) 
 
 Mr. Maple testified that Petitioner was fit, willing and able to provide the proposed 
services.  He stated that Petitioner’s evidence showed that TransCanada has 
substantial assets, net income and cash flow relative to the cost of the project; that 
TransCanada has sufficient experience designing, constructing and operating pipelines; 
and that Petitioner has shown its willingness to construct and operate the pipeline by 
initiating this proceeding and by applying for a Presidential Permit from the U.S. 
Department of State.  He noted that Petitioner would be required to obtain a number of 
other federal, state and local permits and that the project must meet the minimum 
pipeline safety construction and maintenance standards contained in 49 C.F.R. 195. 
(ICC Staff Ex. 1.0 at 6-8.) 
 
 With respect to the requirement of Section 15-401 that the public convenience 
and necessity require issuance of the certificate in good standing, Mr. Maple testified 
that the proposed pipeline would provide conveniences to the Illinois public.  He stated 
that there is a strong demand in Illinois and the surrounding area for both crude 
petroleum and the resulting products such as gasoline and that the proposed pipeline 
would serve the public by helping to ensure reliable supply and may also help to 
mitigate high gasoline prices in the region.  (ICC Staff Ex. 1.0 at 8.) 
 
 Mr. Maple testified that he and another Staff engineer viewed the entire proposed 
route of the pipeline with representatives of Keystone, and also viewed numerous maps 
of the route.  He stated that he saw no problems with Keystone’s proposed route.  He 
noted that most of the proposed pipeline follows along side the right of way of existing 
pipelines, and that the route seems to avoid the crossing of major roads, waterways, 
homesteads and developed areas.  He stated that Keystone appeared willing to deviate 
the route from a straight line path when landowner or environmental concerns 
necessitate a minor detour.  (ICC Staff Ex.1.0 at 8 -9.) 
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 Mr. Maple testified that Keystone’s negotiations with landowners should be a 
factor in evaluating public convenience.  He stated that the Commission has traditionally 
required a petitioner to demonstrate that it had negotiated in good faith with the 
landowners before receiving the authority to exercise eminent domain.  (ICC Staff 
Ex.1.0 at 9.)  At the time Mr. Maple filed his direct testimony, September 29, 2006, 
Petitioner had not yet begun to negotiate with landowners for easements and therefore 
Mr. Maple was unable to find that Petitioner had engaged in good faith negotiations with 
landowners.  (Id. at 10-11, 14-15.)   
 
 In his rebuttal testimony filed February 22, 2007, Mr. Maple reviewed the 
testimony filed by Keystone witness Koski on January 8 and February 15, 2007, 
describing the actions Keystone had taken regarding landowner contacts.  Mr. Maple 
stated that as a result, Staff believed Petitioner had demonstrated that it has conducted 
good faith negotiations, and thus recommended that the Commission approve 
Keystone’s request for a certificate in good standing and for the authority to exercise 
eminent domain.  (ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 at 2.)  He stated that Keystone had distributed 
informational packets to all the landowners affected by the proposed pipeline.  He 
stated that Keystone had contacted the owners of 219 of the 236 total tracts affected for 
the purpose of initiating easement negotiations, and had contacted many of the  
landowners multiple times.  Mr. Maple also noted that Keystone’s land agents had 
already begun negotiating with landowners and had made 168 offers, 35 of which have 
been finalized. (Id. at 3.)  He stated that Keystone made significant progress in the 
month of January 2007 and the first part of February in contacting landowners.  He 
testified that this progress demonstrated Keystone’s willingness to negotiate in good 
faith.  Therefore, he stated that Petitioner is currently negotiating in good faith with 
landowners.  (Id. at 3-4.)  Accordingly, Mr. Maple recommended that the Commission 
approve Petitioner’s request for a certificate in good standing and for the authority to 
exercise eminent domain.  (Id. at 2.)  
 

C. Commission Conclusion 
 
 Petitioner is requesting issuance of a certificate in good standing pursuant to 
Section 15-401 of the Act authorizing Petitioner to operate the proposed Keystone 
Pipeline in Illinois as a common carrier by pipeline, and an order pursuant to Section 15-
401 authorizing the construction and operation of the proposed Keystone Pipeline for 
the transportation of crude petroleum in interstate commerce.  The Act requires that 
each of the criteria in Section 15-401 be met before Petitioner receives a certificate in 
good standing.  The Commission notes that Staff has concluded that each of the 
requirements of Section 15-401 for issuance of a certificate in good standing has been 
met.  The Commission further notes that there are no intervenors contending that any of 
the requirements of Section 15-401 for issuance of the requested certificate and order 
are not met.   
 
 Based on its review of the record, the Commission concludes that Keystone’s 
Petition was properly filed in accordance with the Act and the requirements of 83 Ill. 
Admin. Code Parts 200 and 300.  The Commission also concludes that the evidence 
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shows Petitioner is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service in compliance 
with the Act, Commission regulations and orders.  The record shows that Keystone’s 
parent, TransCanada, is the operator of one of the largest pipeline systems in North 
America and has extensive experience in constructing and operating natural gas and 
petroleum pipelines.  The record also shows that Keystone’s parent has substantial 
assets, net income and cash flow relative to the cost of the project and has the financial 
wherewithal to finance construction of the Keystone Pipeline.  Finally, the record shows 
that Petitioner is fully aware of other governmental approvals necessary for construction 
and operation of the Keystone Pipeline in Illinois and of regulatory and legal 
requirements pertaining to construction and operation of the proposed pipeline, and is 
fully prepared to meet those requirements.  In particular, Petitioner demonstrated that it 
has detailed plans for meeting the applicable requirements of the Office of Pipeline 
Safety within the Pipeline Hazardous Material Safety Administration, USDOT, in 49 
C.F.R. Part 195, in the design, construction and operation of the Keystone Pipeline. 
 
 The Commission also concludes that the record shows a public need exists for 
the proposed pipeline and for the common carrier service to be provided by Petitioner.  
The record demonstrates that there is a demand for increased capacity to transport 
Western Canadian crude petroleum to refineries in Illinois and the surrounding region, 
which the Keystone Pipeline Project will provide.  The evidence shows that the pipelines 
currently able to transport Canadian crude oil to refineries in southern Illinois are fully 
utilized and on apportionment.  Crude petroleum from western Canada is available at 
lower prices than crude petroleum that can be shipped to Illinois and the Midwest from 
other sources, such as the Gulf of Mexico and other countries; and there is greater 
security of supply for crude petroleum from western Canada than there is for crude oil 
from other regions.  The facts that ConocoPhillips, one of the owners of the Wood River 
Refinery, which currently represents 34% of the refinery capacity in the State of Illinois 
and is a significant refinery in terms of supplying refined products to the public in Illinois, 
has committed to shipments on the proposed pipeline; that the Wood River Refinery is 
planning expansion projects to utilize the increased supply of Canadian crude oil that 
will be delivered by the Keystone Pipeline; and that Keystone has obtained shipper 
commitments for 340,000 bpd, or 78% of the pipeline’s designed capacity, substantiate 
the public need for the Keystone Pipeline.  
 
 Finally, the Commission concludes that the public convenience and necessity 
requires issuance of a certificate in good standing to Keystone to operate the proposed 
pipeline.  In addition to the evidence of public need for the proposed pipeline, 
summarized above, which demonstrates that public convenience and necessity requires 
issuance of the certificate, the record shows that increasing the transportation capacity 
for Canadian crude petroleum into Illinois and the Midwest is likely to benefit the public 
through increased diversity and reliability of crude petroleum supply and therefore of 
refined petroleum products, as well as through stabilization of prices for such products.  
The public convenience and necessity will also be served by the continued or increased 
employment, capital expenditures and state and local tax payments by or at the Wood 
River Refinery and potentially the Marathon Refinery at Robinson, Illinois, and by other 
businesses in connection with construction of the pipeline.  With respect to the route of 
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the proposed pipeline, the record shows that Petitioner has chosen a route that should 
minimize disturbance of new lands and landowners, in that much of the route in Illinois 
parallels an existing pipeline and that all but about three miles of the pipeline in Illinois 
will be co-located with existing rights-of-way.  The planned route of the pipeline, as 
presented in Keystone Exhibit 9.1, is reasonably direct while avoiding the crossing of 
major roads, waterways, homesteads and developed areas for virtually all of the route.  
With respect to Keystone’s negotiations with landowners of tracts along the proposed 
route of the pipeline, the evidence shows that Keystone has engaged and is continuing 
to engage in good faith negotiations with these landowners for easement rights. 
 
 Accordingly, the Commission concludes that Petitioner should be issued a 
certificate in good standing authorizing Petitioner to operate the proposed Keystone 
Pipeline as a common carrier by pipeline, along the route described in Keystone Exhibit 
9.1, with delivery points at the Wood River Refinery in Roxana, Illinois and at the 
terminus of the pipeline at Patoka, Illinois, and that Petitioner should be authorized and 
directed to construct and operate the proposed pipeline for the transportation of crude 
petroleum in interstate commerce along such route.  
 
 Petitioner is also requesting issuance of an order under Section 8-503 of the Act 
authorizing and directing Petitioner to construct, install and maintain the proposed 
pipeline.  Pursuant to Section 8-503, the Commission may issue an order authorizing 
and directing that a new structure or structures be erected whenever the Commission, 
after a hearing, finds that the new structure or structures is or are necessary and should 
be erected to promote the security or convenience of the public or in any other way to 
secure adequate service or facilities.  Section 8-503 is made applicable to common 
carriers by pipeline by Section 15-101 of the Act.  The Commission concludes that the 
evidence of record summarized above with respect to the requirements of Section 15-
401 of the Act also demonstrates that Petitioner should be authorized and directed to 
construct, install and maintain the proposed Keystone Pipeline Project in Illinois along 
the route described in Keystone Exhibit 9.1 with delivery points at the Wood River 
Refinery in Roxana, Illinois and at the terminus of the pipeline at Patoka, Illinois.  The 
evidence summarized above shows that there is a public need for the proposed 
Keystone Pipeline and that its construction and operation in Illinois will promote the 
security and convenience of the public and will secure adequate service and facilities for 
the transportation of additional supplies of Western Canadian crude petroleum for which 
an unfilled demand exists in Illinois and the surrounding area.  Further, there are no 
parties in this case contending that the requirements of Section 8-503 have not been 
met or that the order requested by Petitioner under Section 8-503 should not be issued. 
 
 Finally, Petitioner is requesting issuance of an order pursuant to Section 8-509 of 
the Act authorizing Petitioner to exercise the power of eminent domain to acquire 
permanent easements for construction and operation of the proposed Keystone Pipeline 
and temporary construction workspace easements for construction of the pipeline.  
Section 8-509 is also made applicable to common carriers by pipeline by Section 15-
101 of the Act.  Based on the record evidence, the Commission concludes that issuance 
of an order authorizing Petitioner to enter upon, take or damage private property, in the 
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manner provided for by the law of eminent domain, along the route of the proposed 
pipeline as shown in Keystone Exhibit 9.1 and to the extent of the permanent and 
temporary easements described in the record, is necessary for the construction and 
operation of the proposed pipeline that the Commission is authorizing herein pursuant 
to Sections 8-503 and 15-401 of the Act.  The record shows that Petitioner has 
complied with the requirements of 83 Ill. Admin. Code Part 300 concerning negotiations 
with landowners for acquisition of rights-of-way, including the filing and distribution of 
the necessary Informational Packets.  The record also shows that Keystone is willing to, 
has and will continue to negotiate in good faith with landowners along the proposed 
route of the pipeline for permanent and temporary easement rights, and to make good 
faith offers of compensation for easement rights based on fair market value of the land.  
The record shows that Keystone has engaged and continues to engage in reasonable 
efforts to acquire the necessary easements through negotiations and voluntary 
agreements with landowners.  As described above, the evidence further shows that 
Petitioner has developed a route for the proposed pipeline in Illinois from the entry point 
in Madison County to the terminus at Patoka, Illinois, that is reasonably direct while 
avoiding the crossing of major roads, waterways, homesteads and developed areas, 
and parallels existing pipeline rights-of-way for virtually all of the route.  Further, the 
record shows that Keystone may not be able to secure all necessary land rights for the 
construction and operation of the proposed Keystone Pipeline in Illinois without 
exercising the right of eminent domain.  Staff has concluded that Petitioner should be 
granted authority to exercise eminent domain, and no landowners or other entities have 
intervened in this proceeding and contended that Petitioner should not be granted 
authority under Section 8-509.  The authority to exercise eminent domain granted by 
this Order shall be limited to the tracts of land listed on Keystone Exhibit 9.2 for which 
Keystone has not entered into an easement agreement with the landowner(s) through 
voluntary negotiations, and shall only be exercised with respect to tracts for which 
Keystone has made an offer to the landowner(s) to acquire the necessary permanent 
and temporary easements.  Any temporary construction easements that Petitioner 
obtains through the exercise of eminent domain shall terminate upon placement of the 
pipeline into service and Petitioner shall thereafter have no further rights to utilize such 
temporary easements. 
 
 Keystone should submit annual status reports containing a project overview 
including land acquisition and construction timelines for the entire Illinois portion of the 
project to the Manager of the Engineering Department, Energy Division.  The first report 
should be submitted on January 31, 2008 and the reports should continue until a report 
has been submitted which indicates that the construction project is complete. 
 
IV. FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 
 
 The Commission, having considered the entire record, is of the opinion and finds 
that: 
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(1) Petitioner, TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, LP, is a limited partnership 
organized under the laws of the State of Delaware and authorized to 
conduct business in the State of Illinois; 

 
(2) the Commission has jurisdiction over Petitioner and the subject matter 

hereof; 
 
(3) the recitals of fact and conclusions reached in the prefatory portion of this 

Order are supported by the record and are hereby adopted as findings of 
fact; 

 
(4) as required by Section 15-401 of the Act, Petitioner has properly filed its 

Petition, shown that a public need exists for the proposed pipeline and for 
the services in question, and demonstrated that it is fit, willing and able to 
provide service in compliance with the Act, Commission regulations and 
Commission orders; 

 
(5) as further required by Section 15-401, the public convenience and 

necessity requires issuance of a Certificate in Good Standing authorizing 
Petitioner to operate the pipeline described in this Order as a common 
carrier by pipeline; the area to be covered by the certificate should consist 
of a right-of-way of 50 feet in width along the route of the pipeline 
described in Keystone Exhibit 9.1, a copy of which is the Appendix to this 
Order, and property occupied by the pump station and delivery facilities of 
the pipeline as described in this Order; 

 
(6) Petitioner should make a filing or filings in this docket describing any 

deviations in the route of the pipeline from the route shown on the 
Appendix to this Order as shall become necessary (“Compliance Filing”), 
with such Compliance Filing or Filings to be made within nine (9) months 
following the date of this Order;  

 
(7) the erection, operation and maintenance of the proposed Keystone 

Pipeline in Illinois, as described in this Order, are necessary and ought 
reasonably be made to promote the convenience of the public; pursuant to 
Sections 8-503 and 15-401 of the Act, Petitioner should be authorized and 
directed to construct, operate and maintain the Keystone Pipeline, as 
described in this Order, in Illinois; 

 
(8) pursuant to Section 8-509 of the Act, Petitioner is authorized to exercise 

eminent domain to obtain 50 feet wide nonexclusive permanent 
easements, additional temporary construction easements 60 feet wide 
along the portion of the pipeline that will be 30 inch diameter pipe and 45 
feet wide along the portion of the pipeline that will be 24 inch diameter 
pipe, and such further  temporary construction easements as are needed 
to accommodate specific design and construction requirements 
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associated with road, river, railway and utility crossings and other 
situations involving varying soil, terrain and structure issues, along the 
route described in the Appendix to this Order;  

 
(9) the authority granted pursuant to Section 8-509 should be limited to the 

tracts of land listed on Keystone Exhibit 9.2 for which Petitioner has not 
acquired the necessary permanent and temporary easements through 
voluntary negotiations with the landowners and should only be exercised 
with respect to those tracts for which Keystone has made an offer to the 
landowner(s), at the landowner’s last known address of record, to acquire 
the necessary permanent and temporary easements; 

 
(10) Keystone should submit annual status reports containing a project 

overview including land acquisition and construction timelines for the 
entire Illinois portion of the project to the Manager of the Engineering 
Department, Energy Division commencing January 31, 2008 and 
continuing until a report has been submitted which indicates that the 
construction project is complete; and 

 
(11) any objections, motions or petitions filed in this proceeding that remain 

unresolved should be disposed of in a manner consistent with the ultimate 
conclusions contained in this Order. 

 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that 

TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, LP be, and is hereby, granted a Certificate in Good 
Standing pursuant to Section 15-401 of the Act to operate as a common carrier by 
pipeline and that said Certificate in Good Standing shall be the following: 

 
CERTIFICATE IN GOOD STANDING 

 
 IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, 
LP is authorized pursuant to Section 15-401 of the Public Utilities Act to 
operate as a common carrier by pipeline within an area 50 feet wide and 
extending along the route from the Mississippi River at Hartford, Illinois to 
Patoka, Illinois identified in the Appendix to this Order, as such route may 
be modified as set forth in any Compliance Filing in Docket No. 06-0458. 
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, LP shall file 

within nine (9) months of the date of this Order any Compliance Filing or Filings 
necessary to show any deviations in the legal description of the route of the pipeline 
from the legal description shown in the Appendix to this Order. 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that erection, operation and maintenance of the 

proposed Keystone Pipeline in Illinois, as described in this Order, are necessary and 
ought reasonably be made to promote the convenience of the public; pursuant to 
Sections 8-503 and 15-401 of the Act, TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, LP is 
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authorized and directed to construct, operate and maintain the Keystone Pipeline, as 
described in this Order, in Illinois. 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED pursuant to Section 8-509 of the Act that, in the 

manner provided for by the law of eminent domain, TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, LP 
is authorized to take and condemn 50 feet wide nonexclusive permanent easements, 
additional temporary construction easements 60 feet wide along the portion of the 
pipeline that will be 30 inch diameter pipe and 45 feet wide along the portion of the 
pipeline that will be 24 inch diameter pipe, and such further  temporary construction 
easements as are needed to accommodate specific design and construction 
requirements associated with road, river, railway and utility crossings and other 
situations involving varying soil, terrain and structure issues, along the route described 
in the Appendix to this Order and on the tracts of land listed in Keystone Exhibit 9.2 in 
this Docket for which TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, LP has not acquired the 
necessary permanent and temporary easements through voluntary negotiations with the 
landowners. 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the authority to take and condemn property 

granted by this Order shall only be exercised with respect to those tracts for which  
TransCanada Keystone Pipeline, LP has made an offer to the landowner(s), at the 
landowner’s last known address of record, to acquire the necessary permanent and 
temporary easements. 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Keystone shall submit annual status reports 

containing a project overview including land acquisition and construction timelines for 
the entire Illinois portion of the project to the Manager of the Engineering Department, 
Energy Division commencing January 31, 2008 and continuing until a report has been 
submitted which indicates that the construction project is complete. 

 
IT IS FUTHER ORDERED that any objections, motions, or petitions filed in this 

proceeding that remain unresolved are hereby disposed of in a manner consistent with 
the ultimate conclusions contained in this Order. 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that subject to the provisions of Section 10-113 of 

the Act and 83 Ill. Admin. Code 200.880, this Order is final; it is not subject to the 
Administrative Review Law. 
 
 By order of the Commission this 4 th day of April, 2007. 
 
 
 
 (SIGNED) CHARLES E. BOX 
 
 Chairman 


