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I. WITNESS INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 1 

Q. Please state your name, present position and business address.  2 

A. My name is Hans Detweiler.  I am the Director of Development of Clean Line Energy 3 

Partners LLC (“Clean Line”).  My business address is 5412 N. Clark St., Suite 209, 4 

Chicago, Illinois 60640.   5 

Q. Have you previously submitted prepared testimony and exhibits in this proceeding? 6 

A.  Yes, I have previously submitted prepared direct testimony identified as Rock Island 7 

Exhibit 7.0, and associated exhibits identified as Rock Island Exhibit 7.1 through 7.29, 8 

including a revised version of Rock Island Exhibit 7.16. 9 

Q. What is the subject matter of your rebuttal testimony? 10 

A.  The principal purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the direct testimony of 11 

witnesses for the Illinois Landowner Alliance (“ILA”) and other landowner witnesses 12 

with respect to the concerns they express about the construction of the Rock Island Clean 13 

Line transmission project (the “Project”) on or near their properties.  I also reply to one 14 

concern of ICC Staff (“Staff”) regarding consideration of an AC alternative to the 15 

Project.  Finally, I address comments recently received from the Illinois Department of 16 

Natural Resources (“IDNR”) staff concerning the Preferred Route and the Proposed 17 

Alternative Route of the Project. 18 

Q.  In their direct testimonies, did any intervenor or Staff witnesses take the position 19 

that the Proposed Alternative Routes for the Rock Island Project should be 20 

approved rather than the Preferred Route? 21 

A.  No.  In its Petition and direct testimony, Rock Island presented a Preferred Route 22 

(Preferred Route A for the DC Section and Preferred Route F for the AC Section) and a 23 
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Proposed Alternative Route (Proposed Alternative Route B for the DC Section and 24 

Proposed Alternative Route G for the AC Section).  Several intervenor witnesses stated 25 

concerns regarding the purported impacts of the transmission line on their properties, but 26 

no one testified that the Proposed Alternative Routes should be adopted rather than the 27 

Preferred Route.  Nor did any witness propose any other route alternatives.  Therefore, 28 

for the DC Section, at this point Rock Island considers only Preferred Route A to be 29 

under active consideration.  For the AC Section, Preferred Route F should be understood 30 

to be the presumed route.  However, because Proposed Alternative Route G for the AC 31 

Section is entirely within lands owned by a single landowner, who is the same identical 32 

landowner whose property is crossed by Preferred Route F, Rock Island will continue to 33 

consider both Preferred Route F and Proposed Alternative Route G for the AC Section 34 

because the affected landowner may prefer Proposed Alternative Route G rather than 35 

Preferred Route F.   36 

Q. Does this have an impact on Rock Island’s rebuttal to any landowner testimony? 37 

A. Yes.  For example, the Project should have no impact on the properties which Larry and 38 

Steve Gerdes describe in their prepared testimonies that they own or have an interest in 39 

because none of those properties are crossed by the Preferred Route.  To the best of Rock 40 

Island’s knowledge, all of the properties owned by Larry and Steve Gerdes that they 41 

describe in their prepared testimonies are located 0.5 to 3 miles or more from the 42 

Preferred Route. 43 

 Furthermore, ILA Exhibit 1.01 contains a list of 229 members of the ILA.  Based 44 

on Rock Island’s review of ILA’s response to Rock Island Data Request 2.1, which asked 45 

for certain information relating to the ILA members on ILA Exhibit 1.01, only 126 (or 46 
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about 55%) of the persons listed on ILA Exhibit 1.01 are owners of record of properties 47 

that will be crossed by the Preferred Route, while 103 are not identified as owners of 48 

properties that will be crossed by the Preferred Route.  49 

II.  GENERAL ISSUES RAISED BY LANDOWNER WITNESSES 50 

Q.     Dr. Marshall testifies that the ILA objects to the Project because it is not needed 51 

and most of the power is going to the east coast while “ruining” Illinois land. (ILA 52 

Exhibit 1.0, p. 3, lines 23-25).  Has Rock Island demonstrated that the Project is 53 

needed?  54 

A.  Yes.  The need for and benefits of the Project have been demonstrated in the direct 55 

testimonies of Gary Moland, Dr. Karl McDermott, David Berry, Dr. Wayne Galli, 56 

Leonard Januzik, Dr. David Loomis and me.   57 

Q. Will the land be “ruined” by the Project? 58 

A. No.  As I discuss in greater detail below, although there will be some unavoidable 59 

specific impacts to Illinois lands crossed by the Preferred Route, which will be mitigated 60 

to the extent possible and otherwise compensated for through easement payments, 61 

structure payments and crop damages payments, construction of the Project will not 62 

“ruin” the land. In fact, as Matt Koch shows in his rebuttal testimony, the amount of 63 

easement land actually occupied by the Project’s structures and foundations will be less 64 

than 2 acres in the aggregate in Illinois.  Indeed, ILA states in its response to Rock Island 65 

Data Request 3.19 that “very little land will be permanently taken out of production by 66 

the tower bases.” 67 

Q.  The ILA witnesses and witnesses Larry and Steve Gerdes claim many problems, 68 

obstacles, and hazards will be created by the transmission line Project.   In 69 
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developing the Preferred Route for the Project, did Rock Island attempt to avoid or 70 

mitigate the types of concerns the intervenor witnesses have identified? 71 

A.  Yes.  As demonstrated in my direct testimony and in the direct testimony of Rock Island 72 

witness Matthew Koch, and in the Rock Island Routing Study (Rock Island Exhibit 8.2), 73 

Rock Island has taken many steps in the routing process to identify a route that has the 74 

least overall impact to communities, government, and private property owners as it 75 

traverses the State of Illinois.    Additionally, Rock Island has executed an Agricultural 76 

Impact Mitigation Agreement (“AIMA”) with the Illinois Department of Agriculture 77 

(“IDOA”) (Rock Island Exhibit 7.28) which meets the IDOA’s requirements to minimize 78 

and mitigate impacts of the Project on agricultural activities.   79 

  Moreover, Rock Island will continue to meet with all landowners whose property 80 

will be crossed by the Project, as they are willing, to discuss matters of significant 81 

importance to individual landowners and their properties and operations, such as structure 82 

locations, span lengths, construction access locations, and other concerns, and to attempt 83 

to reach mutually satisfactory solutions to landowners’ concerns. Furthermore, as Rock 84 

Island continues to acquire data that has previously not been available (such as 85 

conservation easement data that is not publicly recorded or geotechnical survey data), 86 

Rock Island will continue to work with landowners to make appropriate adjustments in 87 

light of the new data.     88 

Q. Dr. Marshall testifies that construction of the Project will cause extensive soil 89 

compaction. (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 3, lines 23-28). Additionally, Mr. Rosengren asserts 90 

that soil compaction is a 6-10 year issue, if not longer, and that no amount of deep 91 

tillage can reverse compaction without adequate freeze – thaw cycles. (ILA Exhibit 92 
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3.0, p. 5, lines 85-88).  Will Rock Island employ measures to mitigate soil compaction 93 

and provide compensation to landowners where it occurs? 94 

A. Yes.  First, as Rock Island witness Pierre M. Adam of Kiewit Power Constructors Co. 95 

(“KPC”) describes in his rebuttal testimony, measures can and will be taken during 96 

construction activities to avoid or minimize soil compaction.     97 

 Second, the AIMA that Rock Island agreed to with the IDOA contains specific 98 

provisions relating to soil compaction and restoration: 99 

Restoration of Soils of Compaction and Rutting 100 
 101 

a. Clean Line will restore rutted land to as near as practical to its pre-construction 102 
condition. 103 

b. Unless the Landowner opts to do the restoration work, or specifies other 104 
arrangements that are acceptable to Clean Line, to mitigate compaction impacts:  105 
 (1) Clean Line will decompact soil to a depth of 18” any cropland that 106 
has been traversed by construction equipment used for the construction or 107 
maintenance of the project, and  108 
 (2) Clean Line will chisel to a depth of 12” any pasture that has been 109 
traversed by construction equipment used by Clean Line for the construction or 110 
maintenance of the project. 111 

Thus, Rock Island has committed to decompact cropland where necessary to a depth of 112 

18 inches, and pasture to a depth of 12 inches, and the IDOA has endorsed these depths 113 

of chiseling for decompaction.     114 

Third, Rock Island will compensate landowners for damage to property and crops 115 

to the extent caused by construction activities and maintenance activities for the Project.  116 

With respect to the landowner concerns that damage due to soil compaction may continue 117 

indefinitely, Rock Island is proposing compensation based on 90% of the fair market 118 

value of the area, plus a structure payment, as well as for actual crop damages resulting 119 

from the construction and maintenance of the Project for the life of the easement.  120 
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Q. In addition to the IDOA’s standard AIMA provisions, are there any additional 121 

provisions in the AIMA that are responsive to landowner concerns that have been 122 

expressed to Rock Island? 123 

A. Yes. The AIMA includes (i) a provision requiring Rock Island to employ an independent 124 

Agricultural Inspector to verify Rock Island’s compliance with the provisions of the 125 

AIMA, and who has authority to stop construction activities that are determined to be out 126 

of compliance with the AIMA; (ii) a provision protecting organic cultivation methods; 127 

and (iii) a provision which states that Rock Island will incorporate by reference the terms 128 

of the AIMA in easement agreements executed with landowners on agricultural land in 129 

Illinois. The requirement to employ an independent Agricultural Inspector is very 130 

uncommon for electric transmission line projects, and the provisions protecting organic 131 

farms and agreeing to reference the AIMA in easement agreements are firsts in Illinois.   132 

Additionally, the Rock Island Project is the highest voltage transmission line project in 133 

Illinois for which the public utility owner agrees to limit the use of lattice structure type 134 

foundations.   135 

Q. Dr. Marshall asserts that there is no guarantee in the AIMA that Rock Island will 136 

not traverse wet ground, and that this omission is significant because traversing wet 137 

ground in the area of the transmission line with the equipment needed for this 138 

Project will result in compaction that no amount of remedial efforts can address. 139 

(ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 18, lines 365-369).  Is Rock Island taking steps to avoid such 140 

impacts?  141 
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A. Yes, as discussed in the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Adam of KPC, KPC will employ 142 

appropriate construction methods to avoid and mitigate soil compaction under wet 143 

ground conditions.   144 

Q. Has ILA presented any information on the extent of impacts to crop yields due to 145 

soil compaction that may persist for several years after the compaction occurs? 146 

A. Not in the testimony of the ILA witnesses, but in ILA’s response to Rock Island Data 147 

Request 3.35, the ILA provides (i) a University of Wisconsin study (Sanford et. al. page 148 

43) identifying up to 5% yield reductions over 10 years due to soil compaction, and (ii) a 149 

Pennsylvania State Extension Agronomy Guide (page 1) that identifies 3% reductions in 150 

yield at 10 years.  Further, if the remediation measures required by the AIMA and 151 

described by Mr. Adam were not completely effective, any reduced yields would be 152 

experienced in the relatively small portion of the landowner’s easement property where 153 

construction activities had occurred, not the entire easement property.  Therefore, any 154 

long term impacts from compaction would be rather small in crop yield percentage terms, 155 

and would occur only on a small percentage of the easement area.    156 

Q. Assuming such compaction impacts nonetheless occur, will Rock Island compensate 157 

for damages? 158 

A. Yes.  In addition to the compensation for the easement and the structure payment, Rock 159 

Island will compensate landowners for damage to property and crops to the extent caused 160 

by construction activities and maintenance activities for the Project.  The compensation 161 

that Rock Island intends to provide is shown on Rock Island Exhibit 7.31, which is Rock 162 

Island’s landowner compensation calculation worksheet. 163 
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Q.  Mr. Rosengren asserts that the AIMA does not provide any guaranty that Rock 164 

Island will not use heavy equipment in the fields.  (ILA Exhibit 3.0, p. 9, lines 165-165 

167).  Will Rock Island have adequate protections in place regarding damage from 166 

heavy equipment? 167 

A. Yes.  First, Mr. Adam of KPC discusses measures that will be employed to minimize the 168 

amount of farmland that will be traversed by heavy equipment during the construction of 169 

the Project and the measures employed to mitigate the impacts of heavy equipment in the 170 

field.  Second, as addressed above, with respect to mitigating impacts of the use of heavy 171 

equipment on agricultural lands, the AIMA provides for decompaction measures.   Third, 172 

if such damage nonetheless occurs, Rock Island will compensate landowners for damage 173 

to drainage tiles and for crop damages caused by construction activities or maintenance 174 

activities required by the Project.  175 

Q. Landowner witnesses assert that the Project will cause extensive damage to 176 

drainage tiles.  Does Rock Island have a plan to avoid, mitigate, and/or compensate 177 

for such damages? 178 

A. Yes.  First, prior to commencing construction activities, Rock Island will engage in 179 

extensive efforts to locate all identifiable drainage tile lines by contacting landowners, 180 

tenants, local drainage districts and other appropriate organizations, if any, to obtain 181 

information on the location of drainage tile systems.  If a landowner has had drainage tile 182 

installed by a contractor, the landowner will be asked for contact information for the 183 

contractor and permission to obtain drainage tile location information from the 184 

contractor.      185 
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 Second, the AIMA includes provisions regarding avoiding damage to drainage 186 

tile, and, where such damage occurs, for the repair and replacement of drainage tiles (see 187 

Section 5 of the AIMA, Rock Island Exhibit 7.28). Specifically, the AIMA requires Rock 188 

Island to send out a letter to landowners, prior to construction, inquiring about the 189 

location of drainage tile, so as to avoid directly intercepting such tile. Where directly 190 

intercepting drainage tile cannot be avoided, Rock Island will install tile re-routes near 191 

the existing locations and consistent with Illinois Drainage Code, Circular 1226.  Where 192 

tiles are damaged by construction, maintenance or inspection activities for the 193 

transmission line, Rock Island will repair or replace the tile with tile of equal or better 194 

quality, consistent with local Soil and Water Conservation District or USDA Natural 195 

Resources Conservation Services standards.  For drainage tile cut during construction, 196 

temporary repairs will be made immediately to allow damaged tile to continue to flow 197 

freely without obstructions or blockage, unless otherwise directed by the landowner.  The 198 

landowner or tenant will be given the opportunity to inspect the repaired tile to ensure 199 

that the repairs have been properly made.   Rock Island will also allow landowners to 200 

elect to undertake their own repairs for a negotiated fair settlement price.  After 201 

construction of the transmission line and restoration of the site are completed, Rock 202 

Island will have personnel available to address with the landowner any drainage tile 203 

issues caused by the construction activities that were not evident during the construction 204 

process.  Further, going forward, Rock Island will work with landowners to minimize 205 

potential impacts to planned drainage systems. 206 
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 In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Adam of KPC describes the measures that KPC 207 

takes prior to and during construction to avoid or minimize damage to drainage tiles and 208 

to repair or replace tiles that are damaged.     209 

Q. Dr. Marshall states that evidence of broken drainage tile may not be seen until long 210 

after construction has been completed.  (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 11, line 212 to Page 12, 211 

line 240).  Similarly, Mr. Rosengren asserts that older clay tile systems are not 212 

recorded or mapped, so any damage will not be noticed until much later when the 213 

water actually becomes backed up.  (ILA Ex. 3.0, p. 7, lines 122-125). Does Rock 214 

Island intend to compensate for such tile damage over a reasonable time period?  215 

A. Yes.  Rock Island will compensate landowners for damage to drainage tiles, or for repair 216 

and replacement of the damaged tiles, for a reasonable period of time after completion of 217 

construction, even if damage does not manifest for a period of years, provided the 218 

damage can reasonably be determined to be attributable to Rock Island’s construction 219 

activities.  Additionally, as Mr. Adam of KPC states in his rebuttal testimony, damage to 220 

drainage tile can typically be identified by the following season. 221 

Q. Dr. Marshall testifies that the ILA is concerned that the Project will restrict aerial 222 

application of insecticides and pesticides. (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 3, lines 29-34).  223 

Additionally, Mr. Nelson asserts ground application of insecticides and pesticides 224 

will not work when fields are too wet, and therefore limitations on aerial 225 

applications are particularly concerning. (ILA Ex. 4.0, p. 5, lines 73-75).  What has 226 

Rock Island done to attempt to avoid or minimize impacts to aerial spraying 227 

activities? 228 
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A. In developing the Preferred Routes and the Proposed Alternative Routes, Rock Island 229 

used Routing Criteria that were designed to minimize impacts to aerial application in 230 

several ways, as shown in Table 1 of the Rock Island Routing Study (Rock Island Exhibit 231 

8.2).  Specifically, the Routing Criteria included Sensitivities of Private Airports/ 232 

Airstrips and Aerial Fertilizer and Herbicide Application Ability, and also considered as 233 

Opportunities following field lines, property lines, and Public Lands Survey System 234 

(“PLSS”) lines, all of which are intended to minimize impacts on the utilization of aerial 235 

applications. Based on Rock Island’s investigation of the potential impacts of electric 236 

lines on aerial spraying operations, Rock Island believes that placing the transmission 237 

lines along field lines, property lines, and PLSS lines (generally on east-west or north 238 

south orientations) reduces impacts to aerial applicators, as it allows for a smaller number 239 

of straight-line application runs than diagonal alignments.  For instance, if two route 240 

options were under consideration, and one followed a fence line along a north-south or 241 

east-west alignment, while the other ran diagonally across a field, then, all other factors 242 

being equal, the fence line alignment, which would have less impact on aerial spraying 243 

activities, would have been preferred.  However, in many instances other routing 244 

Sensitivities such as the presence of homes or other factors were present, and so in some 245 

instances diagonal alignments were selected (see for example the discussion in Section 246 

III.E of Rock Island Exhibit 7.0).       247 

 Further, electric transmission and distribution lines are common in the Project 248 

region and throughout agricultural areas in Illinois and elsewhere, and aerial applicators 249 

regularly work in the vicinity of transmission lines. Based on our research into the extent 250 

of difficulties transmission lines may present for aerial applicators, in general, Rock 251 
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Island does not believe there will be any reduction in the ability of aerial applicators to 252 

treat crops outside of the easement area of the Project, with the potential exception of the 253 

internal corner of 90 degree turns. While the aerial applicator needs to maintain a 254 

reasonable distance from the transmission structures and appurtenances, including the 255 

cross arms which will typically extend approximately 40-45 feet from each side of the 256 

centerline of the route, the width of the easement should provide more than enough 257 

clearance to maintain the required distance.  As Dr. Galli testified at lines 634-637 of 258 

Rock Island Exhibit 2.0, the easement width in the DC Section of the route will be 145 259 

feet to 200 feet (i.e., 72.5 feet to 100 feet on each side of the structures), so even 260 

maintaining a 25 foot separation from the cross-arms will generally enable an aerial 261 

applicator to spray so as to cover part of the easement area (based on total cross arm 262 

widths of 90 feet plus 25 feet on either side for separation, or 140 feet total area 263 

potentially unavailable for aerial application). 264 

 Additionally, later in this testimony I discuss the particular situation of one ILA 265 

witness, Mr. Jacobs, concerning the positioning of the transmission line on his property 266 

with respect to aerial spraying.    267 

 Finally, although the ability to employ aerial application may be limited with 268 

respect to some portion of the easement area, and therefore (assuming fertilizer, 269 

herbicides and pesticides are not applied through another means) could result in some 270 

reduction in crop yields within the easement area, Rock Island will be compensating the 271 

landowner for the easement at 90% of fair market value (even though the landowner will 272 

be able to continue to farm within the easement) as well as making an additional payment 273 

to the landowner for each structure placed on his or her property. 274 
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Q.   Please summarize Mr. Nelson’s concerns with respect to potential interference with 275 

aerial spraying activities.   276 

A.   Mr. Nelson asserts he will lose large amounts of aerial spraying business in the vicinity of 277 

the transmission line.  (ILA Exhibit 4.0, p. 7, lines 118-123).  Additionally, he contends 278 

that if any fields near or under the power lines have a pest infestation, the infestation 279 

cannot be aerially sprayed, and the farmer may lose crops, and that his experience leads 280 

him to believe that many farmers would lose tens of thousands of dollars a year due to 281 

lost yields (ILA Exhibit 4.0, p. 7, lines 125-130). 282 

Q. What is your response to these concerns?   283 

A.   First, as I have discussed previously, when developing the Preferred and Proposed 284 

Alternate Routes, Rock Island sought to site the transmission lines along property lines, 285 

field lines, and PLSS lines to the maximum extent possible to mitigate impacts on aerial 286 

spraying. In Grundy County where Mr. Nelson’s business is based, of the 19.4 miles of 287 

the DC and AC sections of the route, there is less than 1 mile of diagonal alignment in 288 

cropland.  289 

  Second, Grundy County already has many high voltage (345 kV and 765 kV) 290 

transmission lines, due to the presence of a number of power plants in or near to Grundy 291 

County as well as other factors.   The existing lines have not ended aerial application on 292 

the impacted fields and the Rock Island transmission line is not significantly different in 293 

this regard. 294 

  Third, regarding the concern that Mr. Nelson will lose business, it is true that 295 

aerial application will be limited near the transmission structures and lines as a result of 296 

safety clearances, but this will have only a very limited impact on the acreage available 297 
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for his business.   As I discussed previously, the area of this impact should be within and 298 

smaller than the footprint of the easement area, with the exception of internal corners of 299 

90 degree turns when the applicator is employing fixed-wing aircraft.  Therefore, in 300 

Grundy County, which had approximately 198,500 acres of agricultural land in corn and 301 

soybean production in 2012,1 and where the DC and AC sections of the Preferred Route 302 

would run for 19.4 miles, approximately 370 acres would potentially be limited or 303 

unavailable for aerial application (assuming that 16.2 miles of a 140-foot-wide area for 304 

the DC segment and that 3.2 miles of a 245-foot-wide area for the AC segment would 305 

potentially be unavailable for aerial application).  That is only about 0.2% of the total 306 

agricultural acres in corn and soybean production in the County. This may be compared 307 

to the decline in the total acres in corn and soybean production in Grundy County from 308 

203,000 acres in 2000 to 198,500 acres in 2011, which appears to be attributable to rapid 309 

population growth and associated housing development in the County over that period.2  310 

Q.  Mr. Nelson also asserts that the Morris Municipal Airport has approximately 311 

$70,000 worth of fuel sales for agricultural aircraft per year, and that airport will 312 

lose at least $10,000 a year due to decreased aerial application.  (ILA Exhibit 4.0, p. 313 

7, lines 130-132).  Do you find any basis for this concern? 314 

A.  No, I do not.  In response to Rock Island Data Request 3.31, the ILA indicates that jet 315 

fuel costs are approximately $1.70 per acre.   As I discussed previously, the DC and AC 316 

sections of Preferred Route in Grundy County could potentially remove approximately 317 

370 acres from aerial application in the County.    A jet fuel cost of $1.70 per acre times 318 

                                                 
1 USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) survey (http://quickstats.nass.usda.gov/results/7D4F6966-
6D16-3901-AF60-1C3D3A6E5196 ) 
2 US Census Bureau 2000 and 2010 censuses (http://censusviewer.com/county/IL/Grundy ).  
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370 acres equals about $629. Even if some fields would otherwise be sprayed more than 319 

once per year, Mr. Nelson’s claim is not substantiated. 320 

Q. ILA witness Nelson contends that the Morris Municipal Airport will also lose money 321 

because the power line will limit precision approaches, and therefore fewer aircraft 322 

will use Morris Municipal Airport during adverse weather. (ILA Exhibit 4.0, p. 7, 323 

line 133 to p. 8, line 137).  Is this concern is well-founded? 324 

A. No.  Matt Koch addresses this concern in his rebuttal testimony.   325 

Q. Dr. Marshall testifies that the ILA is concerned that the Project may potentially 326 

impact modern farming techniques, including the operation of large equipment in 327 

the vicinity of transmission towers. (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 3, lines 29-34). Has Rock 328 

Island worked to minimize, mitigate, and/or compensate for such impacts? 329 

A. Yes.  As I have discussed, Rock Island’s Routing Criteria included a preference for 330 

routing along field lines, property lines, and PLSS lines, as identified in Table 1 of the 331 

Routing Study (Rock Island Exhibit 8.2).  Placement of the transmission line along field 332 

lines, property lines, and PLSS lines minimizes impacts on the use of large farm 333 

equipment near Project structures, as it can reduce the amount of navigation around the 334 

support structures.  Further, Rock Island will utilize long transmission line spans 335 

(typically 1200 feet with single-foundation structures) to the extent practicable, which 336 

will reduce the number of structures needed to be placed on farmland. In particular, 337 

longer spans will be used in specific situations where a longer span will help to mitigate a 338 

landowner’s concern about difficulties in operating equipment around and between 339 

structures.  Further, Rock Island will make payments to landowners per structure placed 340 

on the property as compensation to landowners for, among other concerns, having to 341 
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maneuver equipment around transmission structures.  Also, for straight line runs of the 342 

transmission line, Rock Island typically will use only single-foundation structures (absent 343 

specific engineering reasons to the contrary), which will have a typical foundation 344 

diameter of 7 to 11 feet, as identified in Rock Island Exhibit 9.0, lines 167-169.  345 

Additionally Rock Island will also provide landowners with the GPS coordinates of the 346 

transmission structures so that those landowners using farm equipment capable of self-347 

navigation based on GPS coordinates will be able to continue to utilize such equipment 348 

and methods to navigate around the Rock Island transmission structures. 349 

Q. Dr. Marshall testifies that the ILA is concerned that the Project may potentially 350 

impact the use of GPS related devices (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 3, lines 29-34). Has Rock 351 

Island considered possible interference with GPS systems?  352 

A. Yes, and as discussed by Dr. Wayne Galli in his rebuttal testimony, the line should not 353 

interfere with GPS signals or the operation of GPS systems.   354 

Q.  Dr. Marshall testifies that the ILA is concerned about unknown effects of 355 

“electromagnetic forces” from HVDC on crop and human physiology (ILA Exhibit 356 

1.0, p. 3, lines 36-37).  Has Rock Island considered the possibility of these effects?  357 

A.   Yes.  In his rebuttal testimony, Dr. Galli reviews scientific literature on this topic, and 358 

concludes that there is no credible evidence that static electric and magnetic fields from 359 

HVDC lines have adverse effects on plants, animals or humans. 360 

Q.      Dr. Marshall testifies that the ILA is concerned because farm land will be taken out 361 

of production by the transmission line.  (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 3, lines 28-29).  How 362 

much land will be taken out of production by the transmission line in Illinois? 363 
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A.  Rock Island witness Matt Koch, in his rebuttal testimony, calculates that the transmission 364 

structures will occupy less than two acres of land in the aggregate in Illinois.  As I have 365 

noted, Rock Island will typically use single-foundation structures for straight runs of the 366 

transmission line, which will typically be placed 1200 feet apart, absent other engineering 367 

considerations; depending on soil conditions, topography, and other environmental and 368 

engineering constraints, there will usually be between 4 to 6 structures per mile of 369 

farmland on which the line is situated.  Additionally, not all of the less-than-two acres of 370 

land will be farmland currently in agricultural production.  Further, even if all of the 371 

structures were placed on land which is farmland in production, and even if the structures 372 

were to make it difficult to farm an area 4 times the footprint of the structure, this would 373 

mean that an aggregate of only about 8 acres of farmland would be taken out of 374 

production or impaired in production.    375 

Q. Will landowners be compensated for any land that is taken out of production? 376 

A. Yes.  Landowners will be compensated for land taken out of production by means of the 377 

“structure payment” that is a component of Rock Island’s compensation package. The 378 

landowner may select, at his or her option, either an annual payment or a one-time 379 

payment for the structure payment, which for monopoles would be $500 or $6000, 380 

respectively.  In the event that the landowner selects the annual payment, the payments 381 

will continue for as long as the structures are present on the landowner’s property.  The 382 

complete structure payment methodology is a component of the overall compensation 383 

calculation, as shown on Rock Island’s compensation calculation worksheet, provided as 384 

Rock Island Exhibit 7.31.  Rock Island is offering the annual compensation option based 385 

on input from many landowners that have stated they would prefer to receive recurring 386 
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payments for the placement of structures on their property, rather than a one-time lump 387 

sum payment. Further, in the event of a sale of the property, the right to receive the 388 

ongoing payments would remain with the property.   389 

Q.   Dr. Marshall testifies that the ILA is concerned because they believe that the 390 

easements will impose limitations on future generations of landowners, including 391 

limitations on the ability to build homes, roads, or engage in non-farming activities 392 

such as mining. (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 3, lines 41-44).  What is your response?   393 

A.   I believe this concern is inconsistent with some other concerns raised by ILA, namely 394 

that its members want to continue farming and to pass their land on to future generations 395 

for farming (e.g., ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 4, lines 47-56).  Just one modestly sized housing 396 

development, or the opening of one new mine or quarry, would probably take more land 397 

out of agricultural production than will all of the Rock Island Project’s transmission 398 

structures in Illinois.  In any event, as Mr. Koch discusses in his rebuttal testimony, in 399 

developing the route Rock Island did attempt to identify and take into account known 400 

future developments in the Project Area.  However, concerns about possible future land 401 

uses many years into the future are inherently speculative and should not be a routing 402 

criterion for siting the transmission line. Furthermore, Rock Island will compensate 403 

landowners both for the easement and for the structures placed on the landowner’s 404 

property, as I explained earlier. 405 

III. PROPERTY SPECIFIC CONCERNS 406 

Q.   What is the purpose of this section of your rebuttal testimony? 407 

A. As discussed below in more detail, a total of 8 intervenor witnesses who are landowners 408 

or managers for landowners (2 of whom are discussing the same piece of property) 409 
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express concerns about the Project because of purported impacts of having the 410 

transmission line on their specific parcels, while a ninth intervenor witness expresses 411 

concerns due to purported impacts on his aerial chemical spraying business.  In this 412 

section of my testimony I will respond to these individual property-specific concerns 413 

based on whether the impact claimed by the witness can be mitigated or avoided.  I will 414 

also identify where compensation by Rock Island will be appropriate.  Rock Island 415 

witness Matthew Koch is also addressing some of these concerns in his rebuttal.  416 

 Additionally, in all cases of potential impacts to any landowners along the route, 417 

Rock Island will continue to work with the landowner to determine if the impact can be 418 

avoided or mitigated, e.g., by structure placement, minor deviations of the route on the 419 

landowner’s property, or longer spans between structures, and where impacts remain, to 420 

determine fair and reasonable compensation to the landowner. 421 

Q.  Has Rock Island been inhibited from being able to fully investigate all of the 422 

property-specific concerns identified by the landowner witnesses?   423 

A.  Yes.  ILA witnesses Jacobs, Marshall, Rosengren (or, in the case of Mr. Rosengren, 424 

Judith Rosengren, who is an associated owner of the Rosengren parcel) have each sent 425 

Rock Island letters specifically stating that each landowner denies Rock Island physical 426 

access to their land and instructing Rock Island not to contact the landowner except by 427 

letters sent through the U.S. mail (i.e. no telephone calls or personal visits to the 428 

property).  These letters are provided in Rock Island Exhibit 7.32. Furthermore, Mr. 429 

Simpson has verbally denied survey access.   Obviously, the landowners’ position in this 430 

regard makes discussion of the Project with the landowner and the development of 431 

potential solutions to the landowners’ concerns difficult or impossible.  In the case of 432 
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these landowners, Rock Island has not been able to enter their property to view the 433 

specific conditions or concerns they discuss in their testimonies. 434 

 Nonetheless, Rock Island is fully committed to working with all landowners to 435 

understand their concerns and to develop plans to address them.        436 

A. Paul Marshall – Property Specific Concerns 437 

Q.   Dr. Marshall states that he has a clay tile system and is concerned about the future 438 

cost of maintaining an effective tile drainage system and about the cost of lost crop 439 

production if the drainage system fails. (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 12, lines 234-236).  Will 440 

Rock Island provide compensation for any such damages? 441 

A.   Yes.  As agreed to in the AIMA, Rock Island will first work to avoid and minimize 442 

damage to the drainage tile.  Rock Island and KPC will take the steps described in 443 

Section II of this testimony and by Mr. Adam of KPC to identify the location of drainage 444 

tiles prior to construction and to avoid or minimize damage during construction.  To the 445 

extent that such damage does occur from the construction of the Project, Rock Island will 446 

either repair the drainage tile or compensate for such repairs performed by the landowner 447 

or the landowner’s contractor, at the landowner’s preference.  To the extent construction 448 

activities or maintenance activities of the Project cause crop damages, Rock Island will 449 

provide compensation for those damages. 450 

Q.  Regarding Rock Island’s representations to compensate landowners for damage, 451 

Dr. Marshall asserts that the problems from extensive soil compaction and altered 452 

drainage could be expected to last a number of years and could limit crop 453 

productivity.  Dr. Marshall also asserts that the particular soil on his property has 454 

shown that it is unable to be adequately remediated. (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 12, line 245 455 
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to p. 13, line 252).  Will Rock Island compensate for drainage tile damage and crop 456 

damages over a reasonable time period? 457 

A.   Yes.  Rock Island will compensate landowners for crop damages resulting from initial 458 

construction activities for the Project, and will compensate for crop damages resulting 459 

from maintenance activities throughout the life of the easement  to the extent that damage 460 

to drainage systems or crop damages can be substantiated.  These payments are in 461 

addition to the compensation for the easement which will be at 90% of fair market value 462 

even though the landowner will continue to be able to farm in the easement area. 463 

Q.  Dr. Marshall is also concerned that damage will occur after the construction phase, 464 

such as during repairs to or maintenance of the Project.  (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 13, 465 

lines 255-264).  How will Rock Island address this? 466 

A.  Rock Island will generally complete maintenance inspections by helicopter, not on foot 467 

or in vehicles driven onto the property, which should avoid or minimize such impacts to 468 

Dr. Marshall’s property.  To the extent heavy equipment is necessary to complete any 469 

repairs, Rock Island will comply with the requirements set forth in the AIMA just as with 470 

new construction, Rock Island and its contractors will exercise the same precautions 471 

regarding use of equipment that Mr. Adam of KPC and I have described with respect to 472 

the original construction, and Rock Island will compensate the landowners for any 473 

damages caused by the repair work. 474 

Q.  Dr. Marshall is concerned that the easements will lower property values and 475 

potentially restrict his ability to use his land for mining purposes.  (ILA Exhibit 1.0, 476 

p. 10, lines 190-197; p. 15, line 309 to p. 16, line 325).  How will Rock Island address 477 

this? 478 



Rock Island Exhibit 7.30 
Page 22 of 39 

 

A.  Rock Island will compensate Dr. Marshall for the easement and the structures on his 479 

property, and this compensation amount takes into consideration future land-use 480 

restrictions on Dr. Marshall’s property.   481 

 With respect to future mining activities, there would need to be considerable 482 

expansion of the mining activities currently in the vicinity of Dr. Marshall’s property in 483 

order to include the proposed Rock Island easement area for his property. The nearest 484 

active mine is not contiguous with Dr. Marshall’s property (mining operations tend to 485 

expand contiguously), and the mine is about a half a mile away from the proposed Rock 486 

Island easement area on Dr. Marshall’s property, based on the gravel mine location 487 

provided by ILA in response to Rock Island data request ILA 3.25. A second gravel 488 

mining operation is located approximately 3,800 feet away from Dr. Marshall’s property 489 

(ILA response to Rock Island data request 3.25). Even if the gravel mines were to expand 490 

to Dr. Marshall’s property (his 80 acre parcel with PIN 09-25-200-002), assuming a 491 

maximum 200 foot wide transmission line easement area, approximately 85% of the 492 

parcel would still be available for mining, as the proposed easement area runs along the 493 

far northern boundary of the property. 494 

Q.  Dr. Marshall asserts the Project’s power lines will “greatly limit the ability to use 495 

aerial application of chemicals,” and therefore the transmission lines would affect 496 

his ability to alternate soybean and corn because he would not be able to pick and 497 

choose which specific crops to plant in near proximity to the power line. (ILA 498 

Exhibit 1.0, p. 14, line 292 to p. 15, line 298).  What is your response to this concern? 499 

A.  As I discussed in Section II above, aerial application would be expected to only be 500 

limited within a portion of the easement area of the parcel in question, which constitutes 501 
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approximately 10-11% of total area of the 80 acre parcel. Lack of ability to aerially spray 502 

on 11% of the crop area is highly unlikely to justify a decision to never plant corn on the 503 

entirety of the parcel.   504 

Q.   Dr. Marshall asserts that the fact that the AIMA provides that temporary and 505 

permanent roads will be used has re-affirmed all of the concerns Dr. Marshall 506 

articulated in his testimony. (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 18, lines 364-365).  What does the 507 

AIMA specify with respect to temporary and permanent access roads?  508 

A.  The specific requirement of the AIMA in Section 4 states: 509 

Temporary access roads, if needed, will be located by agreement with 510 
Landowners. Temporary roads will be designed so as to not impede proper 511 
drainage and will be built to accommodate mitigation measures for soil 512 
erosion. Upon abandonment, temporary roads may be left intact through 513 
mutual agreement of the Landowner and Clean Line unless otherwise 514 
restricted by federal, state, or local regulations; absent an agreement with 515 
the Landowner, temporary roads will be removed within 45 days of 516 
Completion of Construction of the Electric Line. 517 
 518 
Permanent access roads, if needed, will be located by agreement with 519 
Landowners. Permanent roads will be designed so as to not impede proper 520 
drainage and will be built to accommodate mitigation measures for soil 521 
erosion. 522 

Accordingly, the AIMA does not require the use of access roads but allows them, if 523 

needed, by agreement with the landowner. Rock Island understands that the provisions of 524 

the AIMA are the provisions that IDOA has determined are necessary and appropriate to 525 

mitigate adverse impacts on agricultural land and activities of power line construction 526 

and placement.  Additionally, Mr. Adam’s rebuttal testimony explains how KPC will 527 

determine where access roads will be placed for construction and the steps KPC will take 528 

to minimize the area used for access.  With respect to the parcels owned by Dr. Marshall 529 

in Section 25 of Serena Township of LaSalle County (which so far as I am aware are the 530 

only parcels in question for Dr. Marshall), permanent access roads outside the easement 531 
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will not be required, and the east-west oriented easement area and north-south oriented 532 

public roads adjoining the easement area will be sufficient for construction access to the 533 

easement.   534 

Q.  Dr. Marshall asserts that the Project will cause irreparable soil compaction, which 535 

will reduce crop yields for years after the construction is complete (ILA Exhibit 1.0, 536 

p. 18, lines 367-368).  Is soil compaction a concern that cannot be addressed or 537 

compensated for? 538 

A.   No.   As I have already discussed, Rock Island and KPC have planned extensive 539 

measures to avoid and minimize soil compaction due to construction activities.  However, 540 

Rock Island will compensate land owners for damage to property and reduced crop yields 541 

due to soil compaction for a reasonable time period to the extent caused by the 542 

construction of the Project.   543 

Q.  Dr. Marshall asserts that the AIMA omits many items “that would need to be 544 

covered by the construction and ongoing presence of a high voltage power line on 545 

farm land.” (ILA Exhibit 1.0, p. 18, lines 371-373).  Do you believe that the AIMA 546 

omits needed provisions? 547 

A.  I do not.  Rock Island has reached agreement with the IDOA, and both parties have 548 

executed an AIMA which meets the IDOA’s requirements.  Rock Island understands that 549 

the provisions of the AIMA are the provisions that IDOA has determined are necessary 550 

and appropriate to mitigate adverse impacts on agricultural land and activities of power 551 

line construction and placement. Moreover, as I described above, the Rock Island AIMA 552 

includes a number of additional provisions that generally have not been included in the 553 

IDOA’s template, such as the provisions for the independent Agricultural Inspector, the 554 
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organic farming provisions, and the agreement to incorporate the AIMA by reference in 555 

the easement documents.   556 

B. Bill Cole – Property Specific Concerns 557 

Q.   Since Mr. Cole is manager for Mr. Simpson’s timber land, are he and Mr. Simpson 558 

discussing potential impacts to the same property? 559 

A.   Yes, they are.  All of Mr. Simpson’s property specific concerns are discussed in the 560 

rebuttal testimony of Matt Koch. 561 

Q.    Mr. Cole states that the Project will necessitate the removal of a wide swath of trees 562 

and that he will necessarily lose out on some measure of paying work in the area.  563 

(ILA Exhibit 6.0 p. 3, lines 44-45).  Has the acreage of trees to be removed on Mr. 564 

Simpson’s property been finally determined?  565 

A.   No, as discussed by Matt Koch in his rebuttal testimony, the acreage of trees to be 566 

removed on Mr. Simpson’s property has not been determined.  Additionally, as 567 

mentioned previously, Mr. Simpson has provided Rock Island written notice denying 568 

survey access and requesting no contact other than by U.S. mail, which prevented Rock 569 

Island from entering the property to be able to more carefully study the extent to which 570 

trees will need to be removed.  Survey access is particularly important in an area such as 571 

Mr. Simpson’s property that has pronounced topographical variation across the property. 572 

Final engineering with specific structure heights and locations will be required to 573 

determine the area where tree cutting will be required and the specific acreage of trees to 574 

be removed.  575 

 In any event, Rock Island will compensate Mr. Simpson for commercially 576 

marketable timber that is felled in the construction process.  577 
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C. Curtis Jacobs – Property Specific Concerns 578 

Q. Mr. Jacobs asserts that because the Proposed Route would run north/south and 579 

bisect one of his farms, he would no longer be able to use aerial applications to treat 580 

that farm.  (ILA Exhibit 2.0, p. 4, lines 49-51).  How does Rock Island plan to 581 

address this? 582 

A. Rock Island recognizes that Mr. Jacobs’ specific properties have an extended east-west 583 

orientation that may optimize the utilization of an east-west aerial application 584 

configuration. Although Mr. Jacobs has not proposed any alternative configuration for 585 

the route in this vicinity, and although, as previously stated, Mr. Jacobs has asked Rock 586 

Island in writing not to communicate with him, Rock Island is prepared to work with Mr. 587 

Jacobs (and with any neighboring landowners in this portion of the Preferred Route, as 588 

appropriate) to negotiate specific placement of the line and structures on his properties to 589 

minimize impacts on aerial spraying operations. 590 

Q Mr. Jacobs states that he produces non-genetically-modified crops (“non-GMO”) on 591 

his farm, and that non-GMO crops are not as resilient as GMO varieties.  (ILA 592 

Exhibit 2.0, p. 2, lines 15-16; p. 3, lines 42-45). How would Rock Island compensate 593 

for any losses experienced by Mr. Jacobs due to inability to grow non-GMO crops of 594 

reduced yields for these crops? 595 

A.   Any crop damage compensation made to Mr. Jacobs for non-GMO crops will take into 596 

account the higher net return that his non-GMO crops yield.  597 

Q.  Mr. Jacobs asserts that the Project may cause him to forfeit payments made 598 

through conservation programs he participates in.  (ILA Exhibit 2.0, p. 5, line 88 to 599 
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p. 6, line 91).  How does Rock Island propose to avoid or minimize such impacts or 600 

otherwise compensate Mr. Jacobs? 601 

A. The conservation easement programs are addressed in the rebuttal testimony of Mr. 602 

Koch. While we do not expect that landowners will have to forfeit payments due to the 603 

Project, to the extent that Mr. Jacobs is required to forfeit payments made to him by 604 

conservation programs, or pay penalties, Rock Island will compensate him for those 605 

forfeitures as appropriate and allowed by law. Any impacts to conservations program 606 

easements are expected to be minimal and temporary.  No long-term effects to lands in 607 

conservation programs are expected.  Restoration and re-vegetation will be performed to 608 

comply with any conservation agency requirements.    609 

Q.   Mr. Curtis Jacobs asserts that he never received a landowner packet from Rock 610 

Island. (ILA Exhibit 2.0, p. 9, lines 160-161).  Did Rock Island send a landowner 611 

packet to the landowner of record for the property described in Mr. Jacobs’ 612 

testimony? 613 

Yes. Mr. Jacobs may be referring to the landowner notification letter sent by Rock Island 614 

to all landowners in October 2012, or he may be referring to landowner easement 615 

acquisition informational packets (pursuant to 83 Illinois Administrative Code 300.30) 616 

mailed on Friday, June 21, 2013, which may have been received by Mr. Jacobs after the 617 

submission of his testimony, but in any event, these letters were sent to the landowner of 618 

record.  619 

 If Mr. Curtis Jacobs is referring to the landowner notification letters sent in 620 

October 2012, regarding the parcel in Whiteside County with property identification 621 

number 19-36-300-003, that letter was mailed to property owners of record as shown on 622 
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the records of the County Tax Collector as of September 2012, which in the case of this 623 

parcel meant that the letter was sent to Mr. James E. Jacobs.   Subsequent to Rock Island 624 

mailing that letter, we received a denial of survey access notification from Curtis and 625 

Debra Jacobs, at which point Rock Island added Curtis and Debra Jacobs’ names to our 626 

records for the parcel in question.    Later, in June 2013, when Rock Island sent the 627 

landowner easement acquisition informational packets, the letter was mailed to all three 628 

associated parties (James E. Jacobs, Curtis Jacobs, and Debra Jacobs).   Rock Island 629 

Exhibit 7.33 provides copies of the aforementioned letters, the dated denial of survey 630 

access notice, and the return receipts.  Debra Jacobs was the signatory on the return 631 

receipt for each of these letters.  632 

D. Randy Rosengren – Property Specific Concerns 633 

Q.    Mr. Rosengren asserts that the Project will cause his property lot to not be isolated 634 

enough for the parent seed crops he currently produces.  (ILA Exhibit 3.0, p. 5, lines 635 

74-76).  He also asserts that the seed company will not justify planting the parent 636 

seed on compacted areas for the 6-10 year time frame associated with remediation 637 

of compacted soil.  (ILA Exhibit 3.0, p. 6, lines 103-104).   Do you believe that Rock 638 

Island’s Preferred Route imperils Mr. Rosengren’s ability to isolate and grow 639 

parent seed? 640 

A.   Assuming Mr. Rosengren is referring to his properties in Sections 29 and 30 of Serena 641 

Township in LaSalle County, I do not believe the Preferred Route imperils his ability to 642 

grow parent seed at the current locations.  Mr. Koch’s rebuttal testimony discusses the 643 

locations of Mr. Rosengren’s parent seed plots and their specific location relative to Rock 644 

Island’s Preferred Route. Regardless of the specific location of the parent seed 645 
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production, I do not believe there would be permanent impacts on the ability of Mr. 646 

Rosengren to grow parent seed in locations that have an easement for the Project.  Based 647 

on my investigation into this topic, use of a parcel for seed corn or for parent seed 648 

production may not be allowed during the year that construction activities are occurring, 649 

but such production would be able to be resumed in the following year.  Further, it is 650 

customary that for that period, the parent seed or seed corn customer would allow 651 

production to be shifted to another area of the property or other properties entirely.  Rock 652 

Island has not found any basis for property being permanently rendered unavailable for or 653 

incapable of parent seed or seed corn production due to the placement of transmission 654 

lines along the property boundaries.  Further, as Dr. Galli states in his rebuttal testimony, 655 

there is no evidence that electric or magnetic fields from an HVDC transmission line will 656 

impact plant life.  657 

Q.   Mr. Rosengren states that the parent seed on his farm nets sales that are more than 658 

double of what commercial corn or soybeans can net.  (ILA Exhibit 3.0, p. 3, lines 659 

32-33; p. 4, lines 54-60).  If there were to be any damages to his parent seed crop, 660 

notwithstanding your testimony above, would Rock Island compensate 661 

appropriately for any damages? 662 

A.   Yes.  In the unlikely event that any damages occurred to the parent seed crop, any 663 

compensation made to Mr. Rosengren for crop damages would take into account the 664 

higher return he obtains for parent seed.  665 

E. Larry Gerdes – Property Specific Concerns 666 

Q.   Does the Preferred Route traverse the properties owned by Mr. Larry Gerdes that 667 

he describes in his testimony? 668 
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A.  It does not.  To the best of Rock Island’s knowledge, the properties Mr. Larry Gerdes 669 

discusses are located at least one mile from the Preferred Route.  I also note that, 670 

according to Mr. Larry Gerdes’ response to Rock Island Data Request 1.1, he resides in 671 

Atlanta, Georgia. 672 

Q.   Mr. Larry Gerdes attaches to his direct testimony a report and presentation 673 

prepared by Mr. Michael McCann, who analyzed the impacts of certain wind 674 

projects on the property values of residential properties and farms.  Mr. Larry 675 

Gerdes asserts that the opinions expressed in the McCann analysis, namely that 676 

wind farm projects decrease nearby property values, are evidence that the Project 677 

will have a similar, downward impact on property values.  (L. Gerdes, p. 4, line 8 to 678 

p. 5, line 14).  Do you believe this analysis to be relevant to the Rock Island Project? 679 

A.  No.  To be clear, my answer should not be construed as agreement that wind farms have 680 

the impacts attributed in the McCann analysis.  However, wind turbines are quite 681 

distinguishable from transmission lines and transmission line support structures, in terms 682 

of impacts to property.  Transmission lines are significantly shorter in height than modern 683 

wind turbine generators, do not have turning rotors and blades, and at least for the Rock 684 

Island project area, generally will not require permanent access roads.  Because of the 685 

shorter height of transmission lines and structures, they do not require the lighting that 686 

the Federal Aviation Administration requires for taller structures (such as wind turbines), 687 

with the very limited potential exception of the Project’s tall structures at the  Mississippi 688 

River crossing, which is not in the vicinity of Mr. Larry Gerdes’ properties. Wind farm 689 

structures occupy a much larger amount of property in the area in which the wind farm is 690 

located than a transmission line running through the same area.  Further, Mr. McCann’s 691 
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report refers to concerns about wind farms due to alleged noise from the rotating turbine 692 

plates, flicker or shadow effects, and other questionable factors such as “pulsing nature,” 693 

and “wind turbine syndrome.” An HVDC line is stationary with no visibly moving parts 694 

and will have none of these impacts (this statement is not to be understood as concurring 695 

that factors studied such as “wind turbine syndrome” even exist), so the studies and 696 

information prepared by McCann are not pertinent to this case.   697 

Q.   Larry Gerdes asserts that transmission lines negatively impact the ability of aerial 698 

sprayers to reach obstructed land, and where the lines bisect properties, aerial 699 

spraying is even more difficult to perform.  (L. Gerdes, Page 5, lines 15-18).  Will the 700 

Rock Island Project impact aerial spraying on any of Mr. Larry Gerdes’ current 701 

properties that he discusses in his testimony? 702 

A.  No.  For reasons I discussed earlier, Rock Island generally does not expect any impacts in 703 

terms of aerial application outside of the easement area of the Project.   With respect to 704 

Larry Gerdes’ properties specifically, the Preferred Route does not traverse nor indeed 705 

come within a mile of any of his known properties.   Finally, Mr. Larry Gerdes references 706 

testimony by Mr. Rick Reed “regarding hazards posed by obstacles in fields” (L. Gerdes, 707 

p. 5, line 16).  However, Mr. Reed’s testimony, which Mr. L. Gerdes provided in 708 

response to Rock Island’s data requests to him, was submitted in a hearing relating to a 709 

permit request for a wind turbine farm, and related to difficulties associated with flying 710 

around the wind turbines and towers in a wind farm, not transmission lines, which are 711 

different in significant regards.   712 
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Q.  Larry Gerdes asserts that the Project will not benefit Illinois citizens and that Rock 713 

Island is not concerned with Illinois citizens’ welfare.  (L. Gerdes, p. 6, lines 4-5).  714 

Do you agree? 715 

A.   Absolutely not.  Other Rock Island witnesses, including Dave Berry, Gary Moland, 716 

Leonard Januzik, Dr. David Loomis, Dr. Karl McDermott, and me, have shown the 717 

benefits of the Project to Illinois citizens and businesses, and this is further supported by 718 

the testimonies of IBEW witness James Bates, Wind on the Wires witness Michael 719 

Goggin, and the Building Operators and Managers Association of Chicago witness 720 

Michael Cornicelli.  Further, evidence of Rock Island’s concern for the welfare of Illinois 721 

citizens includes the thorough and careful route determination process, the negotiations 722 

and agreement with the IDOA regarding the AIMA, the compensation package, and other 723 

ongoing steps Rock Island will be taking to avoid and mitigate damage to property and 724 

interference with farming operations. 725 

Q.   Larry Gerdes asserts that the economics of wind energy are questionable and that 726 

the Project “may become obsolete as production tax credits and other subsidies 727 

supporting this failed energy are phased out.”  Larry Gerdes also asserts that this 728 

“will leave our area with the visual blight” with transmission lines for which “there 729 

will no longer be a need.”  (L. Gerdes, p. 6, lines 9-16). Do you believe these concerns 730 

are well-founded? 731 

A.  No.   Mr. Gerdes’ concern appears to be that the Rock Island Project will sell 732 

transmission service to wind farms that are eligible for the production tax credit but 733 

subsequently lose eligibility due to elimination of the production tax credit.  This concern 734 

is not plausible.  As Mr. Berry explains, Rock Island will enter into long-term 735 



Rock Island Exhibit 7.30 
Page 33 of 39 

 

transmission service contracts with customers before commencing construction of the 736 

Project.  Owners of wind farms connected to the Rock Island Project will also know 737 

whether they are eligible for the production tax credit before they construct their projects 738 

and contract for transmission service.  The scenario Mr. Gerdes envisions would require 739 

Congress to revoke retroactively tax credits on which wind generators have relied in 740 

making investment decisions to build their projects.  I consider this highly unlikely and 741 

know of no such proposals.  To the contrary, proposals to end the production tax credit 742 

have involved ending it prospectively for wind projects that have not commenced 743 

construction or operation by a specified future date.    744 

  As regards Mr. Larry Gerdes’ concern about a “visual blight”, Rock Island’s 745 

consideration of visual impacts in the route development process is discussed in Mr. Matt 746 

Koch’s rebuttal testimony.    747 

F. Steve Gerdes – Property Specific Concerns 748 

Q.   Does the Preferred Route proposed by Rock Island traverse lands owned by Mr. 749 

Steve Gerdes that he discusses in his testimony? 750 

A.  It does not.  The properties Mr. Steve Gerdes discusses are located a considerable 751 

distance from the Preferred Route, at least half a mile and up to 1.5 miles away. Although 752 

Mr. Steve Gerdes does own one property traversed by Proposed Alternative Route B, as 753 

noted at the outset of my rebuttal testimony, no witness has testified that the Proposed 754 

Alternative Route should be used rather than the Preferred Route. Therefore, Rock Island 755 

does not currently anticipate that the Project will traverse any lands owned by Mr. Steve 756 

Gerdes.  I also note that, according to his response to Rock Island Data Request 1.5, Mr. 757 

Steve Gerdes resides and is employed in Houston, Texas. 758 
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Q.   Mr. Steve Gerdes asserts that “farming around the poles for the transmission lines 759 

would be potentially dangerous, as well as time consuming and inconvenient...”  (S. 760 

Gerdes, p. 6, lines 17, 18).  What has Rock Island done to avoid, minimize and 761 

compensate for such concerns?  762 

A.  These concerns are not relevant for Mr. Steve Gerdes’ property, as noted in my 763 

immediately preceding answer, because Mr. Steve Gerdes’ properties are located a 764 

considerable distance from the Preferred Route.  Furthermore, while Rock Island 765 

considers safety to be an absolute top priority, “farming around the poles” is no more 766 

dangerous than farming around any other common obstacles in farm fields, including 767 

grain bins, central pivot irrigators, communications towers, or outbuildings.  And as I 768 

previously discussed, Rock Island sought to route the Project along existing field lines, 769 

property lines and existing divisions of land where possible in order to avoid or minimize 770 

such concerns about operating equipment around the structures.    771 

 As evidenced by the compensation calculation worksheet (provided as Rock 772 

Island Exhibit 7.31), and as discussed previously, Rock Island will compensate 773 

landowners for each structure placed on their land.  This per-structure compensation is 774 

intended to compensate landowners for any inconvenience in operating equipment around 775 

the structures.   776 

Q.   Mr. Steve Gerdes also states concerns about an alleged visual impact of the 777 

transmission line from his properties. Did Rock Island take measures to minimize 778 

visual impacts along the route?  (S. Gerdes, p. 7, lines 6-15). 779 

A.   Yes, as Matt Koch discusses in his rebuttal testimony, Rock Island comprehensively 780 

incorporated minimization of visual impacts into our Routing Criteria.   781 
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Q.   Mr. Gerdes asserts that “[t]here has been a lack of transparency around this 782 

project.” (S. Gerdes, p. 7, line 19).  Does Mr. Gerdes provide any evidence for this 783 

statement? 784 

A. No, he does not.   The Rock Island Project has been extremely transparent throughout the 785 

outreach and route development process, conducting numerous public meetings and 786 

outreach and soliciting extensive public stakeholder feedback as detailed in Section III.D 787 

of my direct testimony (Rock Island Exhibit 7.0) and in the related exhibits.   788 

Q. Mr. Steve Gerdes also expresses concern that Clean Line plans to build a Grain Belt 789 

Express transmission line through this area and there has been no discussion of the 790 

cumulative effects of the two projects.  (S. Gerdes, p. 7, lines 19-21).  Are his 791 

concerns well-founded? 792 

A.   No.  While the specific route has not been determined for the Grain Belt Express 793 

transmission line in Illinois, it will run generally from a point crossing the Mississippi 794 

River north of St. Louis, to a point along the Illinois and Indiana border south of Terre 795 

Haute, IN.  The closest distance between the project area of the Grain Belt Express 796 

project and the Rock Island Preferred Route will be at least 120 miles.  There are no 797 

cumulative land use impacts in the Rock Island project area related to the Grain Belt 798 

Express project.  799 

G. James Bedeker – Property Specific Concerns 800 

Q.   Mr. Bedeker asserts that the Project “runs directly through” his property and that 801 

the Preferred Route would adversely affect his use of his mechanical irrigation 802 

systems. (Bedeker, p. 2, lines 29-33).  Furthermore, Mr. Bedeker asserts that he 803 

“will receive no consideration for the loss of the funds that [he] expended in 804 
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constructing the mechanical irrigation system” (Bedeker, p.2, lines 45-46). Will the 805 

Project prohibit or limit the use of existing mechanical irrigation systems on his 806 

land, and if so, will he receive consideration for any losses? 807 

A.   As set forth in greater detail in Mr. Koch’s rebuttal testimony, the Preferred Route will 808 

not impact Mr. Bedeker’s center pivot irrigation system.    However, if there were some 809 

limitation on Mr. Bedeker’s use of the existing irrigation system, Rock Island would 810 

compensate Mr. Bedeker for additional irrigation equipment that may be required to work 811 

around new transmission structures. 812 

Q.   Mr. Bedeker states that his property regularly floods and therefore he is “concerned 813 

that the construction activities and flooding would create additional adverse impacts 814 

on the farming operations” of the property. (Bedeker, p. 2, line 49 to p. 3, line 51).  815 

Does Rock Island have a plan for mitigating such impacts? 816 

A.  Yes.  First, Rock Island cannot solve Mr. Bedeker’s pre-existing flooding problem.  817 

However, Rock Island’s AIMA addresses concerns regarding restoration of soil 818 

following the completion of construction.  Further, as discussed in the rebuttal testimony 819 

of Mr. Adam, KPC will employ appropriate construction methods to limit and mitigate 820 

soil compaction under wet ground conditions.  Additionally, Rock Island will compensate 821 

for crop damages that result from construction activities and maintenance activities of the 822 

Project. 823 

Q.   Mr. Bedeker is concerned that having the transmission line on his property will 824 

render it “valueless.” Is there any basis to believe the construction of the Project will 825 

render the property “valueless”? (Bedeker, p. 3, lines 54-55). 826 
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A.   No, there is no basis to conclude that property would be rendered “valueless.”  As noted 827 

by Matt Koch in his rebuttal testimony, the property is already located in close proximity 828 

to a 765 kV line and presumably is not “valueless” today. 829 

Q. Has Mr. Bedeker responded to the data requests that Rock Island issued based on 830 

his direct testimony? 831 

A. No, as of August 19, 2013, Mr. Bedeker has not responded to the data requests sent to 832 

him on July 2, 2013.  Therefore, either or both of Mr. Koch and I may need to 833 

supplement our rebuttal testimony to Mr. Bedeker based on his data request responses. 834 

IV. LETTERS OF SUPPORT FOR THE ROCK ISLAND PROJECT 835 

Q. ILA witness Dr. Marshall provides with his testimony a list of members of the ILA 836 

(ILA Exhibit 1.01), presumably for the purpose of showing that these persons are 837 

opposed to construction of the Rock Island Project.  Has Rock Island received 838 

expressions of support for construction of the Project from Illinois citizens, 839 

businesses and other organizations? 840 

A. Yes. With my direct testimony I submitted Rock Island Exhibits 7.25, 7.26 and 7.27, 841 

which are comprised of letters or statements of support for the Project from local 842 

government units, businesses, and other Illinois citizens.  Additionally, Rock Island 843 

Exhibit 7.34, which I am submitting with this rebuttal testimony, is comprised of over 844 

1000 additional letters of support for the Project that Rock Island has received since its 845 

Petition and direct testimony were filed. 846 

V.  CONSIDERATION OF AN AC ALTERNATIVE TO THE ROCK ISLAND PROJECT 847 

Q. Staff witness Mr. Rashid states that Rock Island has not provided proposed 848 

alternatives to the Project and therefore it is not clear if the Project is the least-cost 849 
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project that would further Rock Island’s objectives, and he requests that Rock 850 

Island discuss an alternative AC transmission project in rebuttal testimony.  (ICC 851 

Staff Exhibit 1.0, lines 198-209)  Do you have any response to this testimony? 852 

A. Rock Island witness Dr. Galli discusses the advantages of the proposed HVDC 853 

transmission line over an AC transmission line for this application in his rebuttal 854 

testimony.  With respect to Mr. Rashid’s comments on least cost, it is my understanding 855 

that the Commission has typically addressed the least cost aspect of Section 8-406(b) by 856 

examining which of the potential routes of a proposed transmission line project is the 857 

least cost, considering all relevant factors.  I believe that the discussion of the route 858 

development and selection process in my direct testimony, Mr. Koch’s direct testimony, 859 

and the Rock Island Routing Study (Rock Island Exhibit 8.2) demonstrated that the 860 

Preferred Route A in the DC Section and Preferred Route F in the AC Section are the 861 

least cost routes for the Project taking into account both cost of construction and other 862 

relevant routing considerations. 863 

VI.  COMMENTS FROM THE ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 864 
ON THE PREFERRED ROUTE AND THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE ROUTE 865 

Q.    Has Rock Island recently received written comments from the IDNR on the 866 

Preferred Routes and Proposed Alternative Routes for the Rock Island Project?  867 

A. Yes.  Rock Island received written comments from the IDNR staff just prior to the due 868 

date of this rebuttal testimony (initially on August 14, 2013, with additional comments on 869 

August 19).    Due to the interest of the parties in this proceeding in obtaining the IDNR’s 870 

views on the route of the Project and to give other parties an opportunity within the 871 

procedural schedule to address the IDNR’s comments, Rock Island is submitting the 872 

IDNR’s written comments into the record.   The IDNR’s August 14 letter and August 19 873 
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email setting forth its comments is Rock Island Exhibit 8.8 to Matt Koch’s rebuttal 874 

testimony.  Mr. Koch is also providing Rock Island’s analysis of and responses to the 875 

IDNR’s comments, in Rock Island Exhibit 8.9.   Rock Island considers the collaborative 876 

consultation with the IDNR to be an ongoing process.   This process is not yet complete, 877 

but is at the appropriate stage given the Project’s current stage of development. Rock 878 

Island will obtain permits requiring IDNR consultation prior to commencing 879 

construction.   880 

Q.   Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 881 

A.   Yes, it does. 882 


