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I. Introduction, Statement of Position, Description of Petitioner and the Project 

 A. Introduction 

 On October 10, 2012, Rock Island Clean Line LLC (“Rock Island” or “Petitioner”) filed 

its Petition in this docket requesting an order from the Illinois Commerce Commission 

(“Commission”) (1) granting Rock Island a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

(“CPCN”) pursuant to §8-406 of the Public Utilities Act (“PUA”), 220 ILCS 5/8-406, to operate 

as a transmission public utility in the state of Illinois; (2) granting Rock Island a CPCN pursuant 

to §8-406 to construct, operate and maintain a proposed electric transmission line, as described in 

the Petition, known as the Rock Island Clean Line Project (“Rock Island Project” or “Project”); 

(3) authorizing and directing Rock Island to construct the proposed transmission line pursuant to 

§8-503 of the PUA, 220 ILCS 5/8-503; and (4) granting Rock Island certain other relief in 

connection with its operations as a public utility, including authority to maintain its books and 

records in accordance with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) Uniform 

System of Accounts and authority, pursuant to 83 Ill. Admin. Code §250.20 and §250.40, to 

maintain its books and records at a location outside of Illinois.  Petition at 1, 38-41. 

 In support of its Petition, during the course of this proceeding Rock Island submitted the 

testimony and associated exhibits of 12 witnesses: 

▪ Michael Skelly, President of Rock Island and President and Chief Executive Officer 
of Rock Island’s ultimate parent company Clean Line Energy Partners LLC (“Clean 
Line”). 

▪ Dr. Wayne Galli, Executive Vice President – Transmission and Technical Services of 
Clean Line. 

▪ Gary Moland, Director of Power Markets & Transmission Analysis at GL Garrad 
Hassan. 

▪ Dr. Karl McDermott, Ameren Distinguished Professor of Business and Government 
at the University of Illinois, Springfield (“UIS”), Acting Director of the Center for 
Business and Regulation in the College of Business and Management at UIS, and 
Special Consultant to National Economic Research Associates, Inc. (“NERA”). 
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▪ Dr. David G. Loomis, Professor of Economics at Illinois State University, Director of 
the Center for Renewable Energy and Executive Director of the Institute for 
Regulatory Policy Studies. 

▪ Leonard Januzik, Senior Director and Midwest Regional Manager of Quanta 
Technology, LLC. 

▪ Hans Detweiler, Director of Development for the Rock Island Project. 

▪ Matthew Koch, a project manager and environmental consultant with HDR 
Engineering, Inc. 

▪ Pierre M. Adam, a Vice President of Kiewit Power Constructors Co. 

▪ David Berry, Executive Vice President – Strategy and Finance of Clean Line. 

▪ Neil Wallack, President of ZBI Ventures, LLC, and a limited partner in ZAM 
Ventures, L.P. (one of the owners of Clean Line), and a member of the Clean Line 
Board of Directors. 

▪ Rudolph L. Wynter, Jr., President of FERC Regulated Businesses at National Grid 
USA (also one of the owners of Clean Line) and a member of the Clean Line Board 
of Directors. 

 B. Description of Rock Island and of the Project 

 Rock Island is a Delaware limited liability company and is qualified to do business in 

Illinois.  Rock Island is a wholly owned subsidiary of Rock Island Wind Line, LLC, a Delaware 

limited liability company, which is in turn a wholly owned subsidiary of Clean Line, also a 

Delaware limited liability company. Petition ¶¶1, 2 and 3; Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 12-13.   

 The owners of Clean Line are GridAmerica Holdings Inc., Clean Line Investor Corp., 

Michael Zilkha, and Clean Line Investment LLC.  See Rock Island Ex. 1.1 Rev.  GridAmerica 

Holdings Inc. is a subsidiary of National Grid USA, a major owner and operator of electric 

transmission and distribution facilities and natural gas distribution systems in New York, 

Massachusetts, and Rhode Island.1  Rock Island Ex. 10.12 at 1-2; Rock Island Ex. 12.0 at 2.  

National Grid USA is a subsidiary of National Grid plc, which owns and operates the high 

                                                 
1 National Grid USA’s electric transmission and distribution facilities serve approximately 3.4 million 
customers and its natural gas distribution systems serve approximately 3.5 million customers.  National 
Grid’s subsidiaries own and operate over 8,600 miles of high voltage transmission facilities.  Rock Island 
Ex. 12.0 at 2. 
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voltage electric transmission system in England and Wales and natural gas transportation and 

distribution systems in Great Britain and is part owner of high voltage direct current (“HVDC”) 

transmission links to France and the Netherlands.2  Rock Island Ex. 10.12 at 1-2; Rock Island Ex. 

12.0 at 2-3.   Clean Line Investor Corp. is a subsidiary of ZAM Ventures, which is the principal 

investment vehicle for ZBI Ventures, a subsidiary of Ziff Brothers Investments, L.L.C.  Rock 

Island Ex. 1.0 at 13.  Michael Zilkha is an energy industry investor and was a primary investor in 

Horizon Wind Energy, one of the leading U.S. wind energy companies, during its initial growth.  

Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 2, 13.  Finally, Clean Line Investment LLC is owned by Clean Line 

employees and service providers.  ComEd Cross Ex. 4.  When National Grid completes the 

funding of its initial investment commitment, it will own approximately 40% of the voting units 

in Clean Line; ZAM Ventures will own more than 50% of the voting units; and the balance of 

the equity investment in Clean Line (less than 10%) will be owned by Michael Zilkha and by 

Clean Line employees and service providers through Clean Line Investment LLC.  Rock Island 

Ex. 10.12 at 3; ComEd Cross Ex. 4. 

 Rock Island seeks authority to construct, operate, and maintain the Illinois portion of the 

Rock Island Project.  The Project will consist of (i) a ±600 kilovolt (“kV”) HVDC electric 

transmission line that will extend approximately 500 miles from a location in O’Brien County, 

Iowa, to a direct current (“DC”)-to-alternating current (“AC”) converter station in Channahon, 

Grundy County, Illinois, and (ii) approximately 3.2 miles of AC transmission line facilities from 

the converter station to the Collins Substation in Grundy County, where it will interconnect with 

the 765 kV transmission system of Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”).  Because the 

Project will use HVDC technology, rather than AC technology, to move power from O’Brien 

County, Iowa to Grundy County, it will include an AC-to-DC converter station at its western 

                                                 
2   National Grid plc has $75 billion in assets and over $22 billion in annual revenues.  Rock Island Ex. 
12.0 at 2.  National Grid USA and National Grid plc will be referred to collectively as “National Grid” 
unless the context requires reference to a specific company. 
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terminus in O’Brien County, Iowa, and the DC-to-AC converter station in Grundy County.3  The 

Project will have the capacity to deliver 3,500 megawatts (“MW”) to the Collins Substation.  The 

route proposed by Rock Island for the Project in Illinois (referred to as the “Preferred Route”) 

crosses the Mississippi River at Princeton, Iowa, enters Illinois south of Cordova, Illinois, and 

traverses parts of Rock Island, Whiteside, Henry, Bureau, LaSalle, and Grundy Counties to the 

eastern converter station.  From the eastern converter station, AC transmission facilities will be 

constructed to the interconnection with the PJM Grid at the Collins Substation.4  Petition, ¶¶6 

and 58; Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Revised at 6-7.  The estimated total cost to develop and construct the 

Project (both the Iowa and Illinois portions) is $1.833 billion, which includes the costs for the 

two converter stations (each approximately a $285 million investment) as well as the 

transmission facilities.5  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 37.     

 Rock Island is proposing to construct and operate the Project in order to connect wind 

generation facilities that will be built in northwest Iowa and nearby areas in South Dakota, 

Nebraska, and Minnesota (referred to in this case as the “Resource Area”) with electricity 

                                                 
3 HVDC technology is generally regarded as more efficient than AC technology for the long-haul 
transmission of large amounts of power, i.e., for distances over about 300 miles, and for moving large 
amounts of power from variable generation sources such as wind farms over long distances and primarily 
in one direction.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 20-22; Tr. 707; see Ameren Transmission Company of Illinois, 
Docket 12-0598 (Order dated Aug. 20, 2013) at 14 (“The Commission also recognizes that HVDC 
transmission lines are more efficient than HVAC lines and ought to be considered for longer lines”). 
4 The portion of the Project route from the western converter station to the eastern converter station is 
referred to as the “DC Section.”  In Illinois the DC section of the Preferred Route is approximately 117 
miles long.  The portion of the Project route from the eastern converter station to the Collins Substation is 
referred to as the “AC Section” and is approximately 3.2 miles long.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 4, 6 and 
8.  Attachment 5 to the Petition and Rock Island Exhibits 7.1 and 8.1 are maps showing the Preferred 
Route of the Project in Illinois; narrative descriptions of the DC Section and AC Section of the Preferred 
Route in Illinois are provided at pages 6-8 of Rock Island Exhibit 7.0 Rev.; and legal descriptions of the 
DC Section and AC Section of the Preferred Route in Illinois are provided as Attachment 4 to the Petition 
and in Rock Island Exhibits 7.2 and 7.4.  These sources also provide the same information for the 
Proposed Alternative Route of the Project in Illinois that was developed by Rock Island. 
5 The total estimated cost of the Illinois portion of the Project (excluding costs for transmission system 
upgrades to be owned by other entities) is $592.0 million, comprised of $284.7 million for the Illinois 
converter station including reactive equipment; $28.3 million for land and easement acquisition; $265.5 
million for transmission line construction; and $13.5 million for the AC facilities from the converter 
station to Collins Substation. Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 37. 
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markets in northeast Illinois and elsewhere in the PJM grid.6  The Resource Area has some of the 

best wind resources in the U.S. and can support construction of thousands of MW of new, high-

capacity wind generation facilities; however, there is presently inadequate transmission capacity 

between the Resource Area and more populated, electricity-consuming areas such as northeast 

Illinois to justify the construction of significant new wind generating facilities in the Resource 

Area.  Developers of wind generation facilities will not construct new wind farms in the 

Resource Area unless and until improved transmission capacity and service become available to 

connect the new wind generation facilities to market areas such as northeast Illinois and PJM.  

Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 5-7, 31-32; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 4-11. 

 Rock Island’s objective in constructing the Project is to provide a direct transmission 

connection between the Resource Area and northeast Illinois and thereby to provide a basis for 

the development and construction of high capacity factor wind generation facilities in the 

Resource Area that can serve Illinois and other parts of the PJM region.  The Project will be 

capable of providing access to the electricity market in northeast Illinois for more than 4,000 

MW of generating facilities in the Resource Area and will be able to deliver over 15,000,000 

megawatt hours (“MWh”) of electricity per year to northeast Illinois, which is equal to the 

annual usage of approximately 1,400,000 homes.7  Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 6-7; Rock Island Ex. 

10.13 at 14-15.  The new, high capacity factor wind generation in the Resource Area enabled by 

the Project will be cost-effective resources (compared to other alternatives) for meeting the 

increasing demand for electricity from renewable resources in Illinois and other PJM states.   

This demand is driven by state renewable portfolio standard (“RPS”) requirements, by a 

generally increasing demand for electricity from renewable resources in addition to RPS 

                                                 
6 The “PJM grid” refers to the transmission network and associated footprint of the PJM Interconnection, 
LLC Regional Transmission Organization (“RTO”). 
7 The Project’s maximum delivery capacity will be 3,500 MW; however, because multiple wind farms 
rarely produce at their maximum output simultaneously, more than 3,500 MW of wind farm capacity can 
be connected to and use the Project to transmit electricity to northeast Illinois. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 11, 
footnote 11; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 38. 
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requirements, and by a need for clean energy sources to replace retiring fossil-fueled generation.  

Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 14-25; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 34, 38, 47. 

 The Rock Island Project is a “merchant” transmission project.  Rock Island believes the 

Project is the first merchant electric transmission project to be constructed in Illinois, and 

therefore is the first merchant transmission project for which a CPCN has been requested from 

the Commission.  As a merchant transmission project, Rock Island will recover its costs of 

construction and operation solely through the revenues it receives from the specific transmission 

customers that purchase capacity and take transmission service on the Project.8  Rock Island and 

its investors – not the retail electric ratepayers of Illinois or other states – will bear any risks that 

the Project cannot be successfully constructed and completed or that the revenues received by the 

Project will prove to be insufficient to provide Rock Island’s investors with an adequate rate of 

return on their investment.9 Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 11; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 28-29, 

30-31, 35; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 8, 10, 14; Tr. 647-48, 951-52, 1007-08.  In granting Rock 

Island’s request for negotiated rate authority, the FERC specified: “Rock Island has agreed to 

bear all the risk that the Project will succeed or fail based on whether a market exists for its 

services.  Rock Island has no ability to pass on any costs to captive ratepayers.” 139 FERC ¶ 

61,142 at P 16; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 20 note 23.  Consistent with this condition in its FERC 

negotiated rate order, Rock Island has no plans to recover the costs of the Project from retail 

                                                 
8 Rock Island expects that its customers will principally be (i) wind energy producers in the Resource 
Area, who will use the Project to transmit the electricity generated by their facilities to northeast Illinois 
and into the PJM grid, and (ii) buyers of electricity – particularly buyers seeking to buy electricity from 
renewable resources – at the eastern end of the line.  The purchasing customers are expected to be 
primarily wholesale market participants (utilities, alternative retail electric suppliers (“ARES”), other 
competitive suppliers, brokers and marketers), but could include retail purchasers seeking  unbundled 
transmission service.  Petition ¶17; Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 14-15; Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 12-14.    
9 In its order granting Rock Island’s request for negotiated rate authority for the Project, the FERC 
described merchant transmission projects as follows: “Commission precedent distinguishes merchant 
transmission projects from traditional public utilities in that the developers of merchant projects assume 
all of the market risk of a project and have no captive customers from which to recover the cost of the 
project.”  Rock Island Clean Line LLC, 139 FERC ¶ 61,142 (2012), at P 1 footnote 1; Rock Island Ex. 
10.13 at 11.   
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customers by cost allocation to load through regional transmission organizations’ (“RTO”) cost 

recovery processes; in fact, Rock Island believes there is presently no cost allocation mechanism 

by which the costs of an inter-regional transmission line such as the Project can be recovered. 

Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 15-16.  Further, Rock Island has proposed including a condition to its 

CPCN specifying that Rock Island would not be allowed to recover any portion of its costs 

through regional cost allocation to load (should a process for such cost allocation become 

available) unless it first made a new filing with this Commission for approval to recover its costs 

through cost allocation to load and received such approval from the Commission.  Rock Island 

Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 29-30; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 21-22.   

 As a merchant project, Rock Island expects to finance construction of the Project using a 

project finance approach, which has been frequently employed for energy and infrastructure 

projects including electric generation plants, electric transmission facilities and natural gas 

pipelines.  Rock Island’s plans for financing construction of the Project are described in detail in 

§IV.A.3 below.  However, in summary, after obtaining the necessary regulatory approvals for the 

Project and completing the necessary pre-construction development activities, Rock Island will 

enter into long-term transmission capacity and service contracts with customers of the line and at 

that time will raise equity and debt capital for construction based on the revenue streams from 

the contracts.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 30-41.  Further, Rock Island has accepted a condition to 

its CPCN, proposed by Commission Staff, which specifies that Rock Island will not begin 

construction of the transmission line on easement properties in Illinois until it has secured 

binding financial commitments for the entire cost of constructing the Project and has submitted 

documentation to Staff showing that Rock Island has satisfied this condition. Rock Island Ex. 

10.13 at 2-4; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 5.  Staff, of course, supports inclusion of this 

condition in the CPCN to ensure that Rock Island is capable of financing construction of the 

Project without significant adverse financial consequences for Rock Island or its customers.  ICC 
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Staff Ex. 4.0 at 2. 

 Rock Island has committed that for tangent structures (i.e., straight-line, non-turning 

structures) on the transmission line, it will use only single, drilled pier-type concrete foundations 

or direct embed-type foundations that are typical of single pole-type structures, and will only use 

multi-foundation lattice type structures for turns, long spans such as river crossings, and similar 

situations where specific engineering and environmental challenges are present.  Rock Island Ex. 

7.28 at 3.10  Typical span lengths between the single pole structures will be approximately 1,200 

feet, resulting in 4 to 6 structures per mile, with longer spans used where needed, such as at river 

crossings and to avoid placing structures in sensitive areas.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 28, 30-31; 

Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 15.  Rock Island is requesting authority for a 200-foot right-of-way 

(“ROW”) for the DC Section of the Project; the ROW is expected to range from 145 to 200 feet 

based on requirements at each location.11  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 29.  For the AC Section, Rock 

Island is requesting authority for 270 feet of ROW based on construction of a single circuit 345 

kV AC line and a separate, double circuit 345 kV AC line from the eastern converter station to 

the Collins Substation. Id. at 30. 

 Rock Island’s Petition does not request a grant of eminent domain authority pursuant to 

§8-509 of the PUA (220 ILCS 5/8-509.)  Upon receiving its CPCN, Rock Island will attempt to 

acquire all necessary easements in Illinois through negotiations and voluntary agreements with 

landowners.  Rock Island will not return to the Commission to seek eminent domain authority 

unless and until it has exhausted reasonable efforts to obtain easements through voluntary 

negotiations and agreements, and then (if at all) only for eminent domain authority on those 

parcels for which it has been unable to acquire easements through voluntary agreements.  Rock 

                                                 
10 Rock Island Exhibit 7.28 is the Agricultural Impact Mitigation Agreement (“AIMA”) that Rock Island 
has entered into with the Illinois Department of Agriculture (“IDOA”). 
11 For the first several spans in Illinois after the Project crosses the Mississippi River, and for the crossing 
at Indian Creek, Rock Island is requesting authority for ROWs greater than 200 feet.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 
at 31-32.  The proposed easement widths are discussed in greater detail in §IV.B.2 of this Brief. 
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Island Ex. 1.0 at 5; Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 39.  Rock Island believes this approach is 

consistent with the Commission’s view expressed in other transmission line and pipeline 

certificate cases that meaningful negotiations between the utility and landowners for easements 

cannot occur until the route of the facility has been approved by the Commission (which occurs 

in a CPCN order), and therefore that it is preferable not to grant eminent domain authority in the 

same proceeding and order in which construction of the project and its route are approved.12 

 C. Summary of Rock Island’s Position 

 As shown in this Brief, Rock Island has demonstrated that its construction and operation 

of the Project will promote the public convenience and necessity and that Rock Island meets the 

statutory requirements for issuance of a CPCN for the Project under §8-406(b) and for an order 

authorizing construction of the Project pursuant to §8-503.  The Rock Island Project will 

promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates 

efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is the least-cost means of satisfying those 

objectives.  The Project will enable more than 4,000 MW of new generation – expected to be 

exclusively wind generation – to access the northeast Illinois electricity market, and is expected 

to transmit more than 15,000,000 MWh of electricity annually from the Resource Area to 

northeast Illinois.  The new generation supply introduced into the Illinois wholesale electric 

market by the Project will increase competition, lower prices in the wholesale electric market 

and lower the cost of serving load, and can be expected to reduce the costs of renewable energy 

credits (“RECs”) in Illinois and elsewhere in PJM.  Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 7, 26; Rock Island Ex. 

2.11 at 39-40; Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 9-10; Rock Island Ex. 3.3; Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 31-

34, 36; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 3, 14, 17; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 47, 62; Rock Island Ex. 

10.26 at 23, 31-32.  Based on analysis of several scenarios of future economic and energy market 

conditions, the present value of consumer benefits in Illinois resulting from construction and 

                                                 
12 See, e.g., Enbridge Pipelines (Illinois) L.L.C. Docket 07-0446 (Order dated July 8, 2009), at 67-68; 
Illinois Power Co. d/b/a AmerenIP, Docket 06-0706 (Order dated March 11, 2009) at 88-89. 
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operation of the Project and the associated wind generation over the 2016-2020 period is 

estimated to range from $667 million to $1,221 million.  Rock Island Ex. 4.0 at 22.  The 

electricity from new renewable resource generation that the Project will enable to access the 

Illinois and PJM markets will help to meet, in a cost-effective manner, the demand for electricity 

from renewable resources that is driven by state RPS requirements and by the increasing demand 

(in addition to RPS requirements) for clean electricity.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 14-25; Rock 

Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 38; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 31-32.  Further, analyses conducted using 

the revenue requirements model developed by Staff and evaluating a wide range of assumptions 

show that constructing and operating the Project and the associated wind farms in the Resource 

Area is a lower cost alternative to both (i) doing nothing and allowing customers and suppliers to 

continue to purchase energy from the existing wholesale electric market; and (ii) constructing 

new wind generation facilities in Illinois to provide the same amount of renewable energy as is 

enabled by the Project.  ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 16-42; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 49-54; Rock 

Island Ex. 10.24; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 37-41; Rock Island Ex. 10.29.   

 In addition to promoting the development of an effectively competitive electricity market, 

the Project will provide specific reliability benefits for Illinois and will enable new wind 

generation capacity to access the Illinois market as fossil-fueled generation in the region is 

retired due to age, operating costs, and environmental concerns.  Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 6-

7; Rock Island Ex. 6.0; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 22-24.  The Project will also promote the public 

convenience and necessity by reducing emissions of carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulates 

and organic compounds, reducing waste by-products, and reducing water usage, as compared to 

the production of comparable amounts of electricity from fossil-fueled generation.13  Rock Island 

Ex. 3.0 at 9-10; Rock Island Ex. 3.4; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 29-30.  Additionally, construction 

                                                 
13 The amount of clean electric energy that the Project will deliver to Illinois in a year would, if produced 
by other generation resources in the year 2016, result in emissions of over nine million tons of carbon 
dioxide, over 7,000 tons of nitrogen oxide, over 11,000 tons of sulfur dioxide, and over 130 pounds of 
mercury. Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 11; Rock Island Ex. 3.4; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 29-30. 
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of the Project in Illinois and of the new wind farms it will enable in the Resource Area will drive 

increased employment and economic activity in Illinois.  Construction of the Project in Illinois is 

projected to create a demand for approximately 1,450 construction jobs per year for three years.  

Construction of the new wind farms in the Resource Area is projected to create 2,800 or more 

jobs in Illinois (as the result of the production of various components in Illinois and related 

supply chain impacts) during the construction period for the wind farms.  Construction of the 

Project will also result in increased tax revenues for the State of Illinois and local governments in 

the Project area.  Rock Island Ex. 5.0 at 3-6; Rock Island Ex. 5.2 at 15-16, 19, 31-33. 

 Because the Rock Island Project is a merchant transmission line, it will convey the 

numerous public benefits described above without imposing any offsetting costs on Illinois retail 

ratepayers.  As a merchant project, Rock Island and its investors will bear the risks of delay, cost 

overruns, lower than expected revenues and incorrect financial forecasts that typically are borne 

by retail ratepayers for a transmission or other project of a traditional incumbent utility.  Rock 

Island Ex. 10.13 at 11; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 28-29, 30-31, 35; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 

8, 10, 14; Tr. 647-48, 951-52, 1007-08.  The Project will facilitate cost-effective compliance with 

RPS requirements and enable a cleaner electric generation mix to serve retail customers in 

Illinois without the costs of the Project being allocated to retail load through RTO cost allocation 

processes.  Merchant transmission lines like Rock Island play a particularly important role in 

PJM because there is no regional planning process designed to meet state RPS requirements at a 

reasonable cost.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev at 58-59.  Without merchant transmission lines such 

as the Project, Illinois and other PJM states may fail to meet their RPS requirements or may turn 

to more expensive sources of electricity from renewable resources, thereby increasing customer 

costs.  Id. at 59. 

 As described in §IV.A.2 of this Brief, Rock Island has demonstrated that it is capable of 

efficiently managing and supervising the construction process for the Project and has taken 
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sufficient action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and supervision thereof.  Rock 

Island has demonstrated that it is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the 

construction process through the selection of qualified and experienced contractors, the 

development of appropriate contract terms, the establishment of an internal construction 

management organization for the Project (including retaining a qualified engineering firm as the 

owner’s engineer to assist Rock Island in monitoring the Project’s contractors), and the project 

management experience of its management team.  The Commission should find that this 

statutory criterion is satisfied.   

 As described in §IV.A.3 of this Brief, Rock Island has demonstrated that it is capable of 

financing the construction of the Project without significant adverse financial consequences for 

Rock Island and its customers.  Rock Island has a credible plan for raising the capital to construct 

the Project, using the project finance approach which is frequently used for projects in the energy 

industry and other infrastructure projects.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 30-41; Rock Island Ex. 10.13 

at 3-4; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 6.  The process by which Rock Island will finance the Project 

differs in some respects from the process that would be used by an incumbent utility building a 

transmission line.  These differences, however, do not mean Rock Island cannot meet this 

statutory requirement.  Further, as noted above, Rock Island has accepted a condition to its 

CPCN, proposed by Commission Staff, specifying that Rock Island will not begin construction 

of the transmission line on easement property in Illinois until it has secured binding financial 

commitments for the entire cost of constructing the Project and has submitted documentation to 

Staff showing that Rock Island has satisfied the condition.  Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 2-4.  The 

Commission should also find that this statutory criterion is satisfied. 

 The Commission should also approve the proposed route of the Rock Island Project in 
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Illinois (referred to in Rock Island’s testimony and exhibits as the “Preferred Route”).14  The 

Preferred Route was developed through a comprehensive, structured route development process 

that included extensive outreach to stakeholders, including federal, state, and local governmental 

authorities and agencies, landowners in the areas studied for possible location of the transmission 

line, and other members of the public.  The route development and selection process was based 

on the application of a detailed set of routing criteria for which data were collected and evaluated 

in order to identify the route that minimizes impacts to homes, businesses, land uses, sensitive 

areas, environmental concerns, and other relevant considerations. See §IV.B.1 of this Brief.  

Rock Island also developed and presented a Proposed Alternative Route and presented 

information on several other Study Routes that were developed and evaluated but ultimately 

rejected as inferior to the Preferred Route and Proposed Alternative Route.   

 In this case, a number of landowners testified as to specific concerns about potential 

impacts of the construction and placement of the transmission line on their properties.  As 

discussed in §IV.C.2 below, the record shows that these concerns have been or will be 

reasonably resolved. In any event, no witness proposed using the Proposed Alternative Route 

presented by Rock Island or any other routes other than the Preferred Route.  Based on his 

review of Rock Island’s Routing Study (Rock Island Ex. 8.2) and supporting testimony (Rock 

Island Exs. 7.0 Rev. and 8.0), the Staff witness on this topic stated that he had no reservations 

about Rock Island's route selection process and that either the Preferred Route or the Proposed 

Alternative Route would be acceptable.  ICC Staff Ex. 1.0 at 12-15.   

 In this proceeding, other parties have raised a number of objections to granting Rock 

Island the authorizations it seeks, or to granting the authorizations at this time as opposed to a 

later date.  None of these objections warrant denying or delaying issuance of an order granting 

                                                 
14 A Preferred Route was developed for the DC Section and for the AC Section of the Project in Illinois.  
Legal descriptions of the Preferred Routes for the DC Section and the AC Section are provided in Rock 
Island Exhibits 7.2 and 7.4, respectively. 
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the authorizations requested by Rock Island.  One argument, advanced by ComEd, is that the 

Commission should not rule on the request for a CPCN until the interconnection studies and 

processes for Rock Island at PJM and MISO are completed, in order to ensure that the Rock 

Island Project will be interconnected to the existing grid in a reliable manner.15  However, the 

PJM and MISO interconnection processes – which are implemented pursuant to PJM’s and 

MISO’s FERC-jurisdictional tariffs and other rules and procedures – are designed to, and will, 

ensure that the Rock Island Project will be interconnected to the grid in a reliable manner and 

will not adversely impact the reliable operation of the network.  Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 8, 

24, 30-31; Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 6-7, 9, 14-15, 32-33, 38; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 30, 

35, 37.  Rock Island is required by law to complete the interconnection processes, and could not 

complete its permanent financing, begin construction, or operate the Project to inject power into 

the PJM grid, unless and until it has completed the interconnection processes and has signed the 

necessary interconnection agreements.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 19, 35, 37.  Therefore, 

there is no basis to delay the order in this case until Rock Island has completed the PJM and 

MISO interconnection processes.16  To the contrary, because receipt of a CPCN is a predicate to 

numerous other Project development activities, delaying issuance of the CPCN would delay the 

realization of the economic, environmental and reliability benefits of the Project.  See 

§IV.A.1.e.v below. 

 Another argument raised by opponents is that the Rock Island Project has not been 

reviewed and vetted by either PJM or MISO through their transmission expansion planning 

processes nor included by one or both of these RTOs in their transmission expansion plans.  ILA 

Ex. 7.0 at 3-4.  These PJM and MISO processes, however, serve as vehicles for determining if a 

                                                 
15 Specifically, ComEd contends that this proceeding should be stayed, or that the Petition should be 
dismissed without prejudice, until a future time when information ComEd asserts is needed for the 
Commission’s decision becomes available.  ComEd Ex. 1.0 2d Rev. at 9. 
16 Nevertheless, to eliminate any concerns, Rock Island has offered to include, as a condition to its CPCN, 
a requirement that it will not begin energizing the Project until the interconnection agreements with PJM 
and MISO have been signed. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 37; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 27. 
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transmission project qualifies for use of the RTO’s cost allocation processes to recover its costs 

of construction and operation through allocation of the project’s costs to load (and therefore 

ultimately to retail electricity consumers) in some or all of the RTO’s geographic region.  The 

Rock Island Project, as a merchant project, will not recover its costs through RTO cost allocation 

to load processes, but rather will recover its costs through the revenues it receives from the 

customers who contract with Rock Island for transmission capacity and service on the Project.  

PJM and MISO will not determine whether a merchant project such as the Rock Island Project is 

“needed” or cost-beneficial.  Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 39-40; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 

57-58; Tr. 953.  That is a determination for the Commission to make pursuant to the PUA.  Thus, 

there is no need for Rock Island to avail itself of the PJM and MISO transmission expansion 

planning processes.  This Commission will determine if construction and operation of the Rock 

Island Project will promote the public convenience and necessity and whether the Project is 

necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to its customers and/or will promote 

the development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently, is 

equitable to all customers, and is the least cost means of satisfying these objectives.17   

 Other parties also argue that because Rock Island, its parent company, and its sister 

companies have never constructed a transmission line before, Rock Island has not demonstrated 

that it is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction of the Project.  To hold 

that a petitioner cannot be granted a CPCN unless it has constructed a transmission line 

previously would preclude new entrants from constructing transmission facilities in Illinois and 

would graft an additional requirement onto §8-406(b), which requires that the petitioner show it 

is “capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction process and has taken 

                                                 
17 As stated earlier, Rock Island has agreed to include as a condition to its CPCN a provision that Rock 
Island will not recover any costs of the Project through regional cost allocation processes (which Rock 
Island does not anticipate doing) unless and until Rock Island first makes a filing with this Commission 
for approval to use regional cost allocation methods to recover all or a portion of the costs of the Project 
through cost allocation to load.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 29-30; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 21-22. 
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sufficient action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and supervision thereof.”  As 

shown in §IV.A.2 of this Brief, Rock Island has demonstrated that it is capable of efficiently 

managing and supervising the construction process and has taken sufficient action to ensure 

adequate and efficient construction and supervision thereof, through the selection of qualified 

and experienced contractors, the development of appropriate contract terms, the establishment of 

an internal construction management organization for the Project (including retaining a qualified 

engineering firm as the owner’s engineer to assist Rock Island in monitoring the Project’s 

contractors), and the project management experience of its management team. In addition, Rock 

Island will draw on the technical capabilities and construction experience of its major 

shareholder National Grid USA, one of the most experienced transmission constructors and 

operators in the country.  See Rock Island Exs. 1.4 through 1.9 and Rock Island Ex. 12.0 at 7, 13-

14.  Based on the record, the Commission should find that Rock Island meets this criterion. 

 A further argument of opponents is that Rock Island has not demonstrated that it has 

currently secured binding financial commitments for the cost to construct the Project.  As 

described in §IV.A.3 below, however, Rock Island has demonstrated that, as specified by §8-

406(b), it is capable of financing the proposed construction without significant adverse financial 

consequences to the utility or its customers.  Rock Island has a well-conceived plan to finance 

the construction of the Project using the project financing model, which is commonly employed 

to finance energy and other infrastructure projects.  Rock Island’s plan for project financing 

entails raising capital to construct the Project based on and secured by the revenues to be 

received from customer contracts for transmission capacity and service on the Project, rather 

than based on its balance sheet as would typically be the case for an incumbent utility. Rock 

Island Ex. 10.0 at 31-32; Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 3-4; Tr. 1007-1008.  The project finance 

approach is commonly used to finance the construction of energy and other infrastructure 

projects such as independent generating plants, pipelines and gas storage facilities, as well as 
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transmission lines.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 33-35, 37; Rock Island Ex. 10.16; Rock Island Ex. 

10.26 at 6; Tr. 987-88.  As is common for projects using the project finance approach, 

completion of permanent financing will not occur until necessary project development activities 

have been completed, including the receipt of important regulatory authorizations (such as those 

requested by Rock Island in this docket), regulatory approval of a route for the transmission line 

(which typically is provided in a CPCN order), and detailed engineering and development of a 

definitive cost estimate for the Project (which can only be completed based on an approved route 

for the Project).  Rock Island’s plan for financing construction of the Project may be different 

from the approach that would typically be employed by an incumbent utility, which can use 

balance sheet financing secured by its existing rate-based assets. However, that difference does 

not render Rock Island incapable of financing the proposed construction.  Based on the record, 

the Commission can and should find that Rock Island is capable of financing the proposed 

construction of the Project without significant adverse financial consequences for Rock Island or 

its customers. 

 While several parties have presented arguments in opposition to the Project, testimony in 

support of the Project was submitted by the International Brotherhood of Electric Workers Local 

Unions 51, 9, 145 and 196 (“IBEW”), the Building Managers and Owners Association of 

Chicago (“BOMA Chicago”), and Wind on the Wires (“WOW”): 

▪ IBEW supports the Project because it will strengthen the transmission grid and 
provide reliable electric service, provide access for additional high quality wind 
generation resources to Illinois markets, lower electricity process for customers, and 
create good quality jobs and support economic development.  IBEW Ex. 1.0 at 4-6. 

▪ BOMA Chicago supports the Project because it is a merchant transmission line that 
will connect generation assets to the competitive electricity market in Illinois and give 
end-use customers access to additional generation, without asking end-use customers 
to fund the Project or guarantee it a healthy return.  BOMA/Chicago Ex. 1.0 at 4-6; 
Tr. 544-547. 

▪ WOW supports the Project because it will provide access to Illinois markets for high 
quality wind resources in the Resource Area that are undeveloped due to lack of 
transmission infrastructure, and thereby lower consumers’ electricity costs and 
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facilitate a competitive electricity market that operates efficiently; provide a hedge for 
electricity consumers against unpredictable volatility in the price of generation fuels 
and other uncertainties in electricity markets; and provide a larger supply of RECs for 
compliance with the Illinois RPS and help to ensure that the REC market operates 
efficiently; and its benefits will be equitably allocated.  WOW Ex. 1.0. 

 In addition, numerous persons and entities have submitted resolutions, agreements and 

letters in support of the Project which are included in the record. These supporters include 

counties and other local governments in the areas where the Project will be located, economic 

development agencies, numerous vendors, suppliers and service providers in Illinois who may be 

able to participate in construction of the Project, labor union members, and other interested 

citizens.  Rock Island Exs. 7.21 through 7.27 and 7.34.   

 Based on the record in this case, the Commission can and should find that the public 

convenience and necessity require the operation of Rock Island’s proposed electric transmission 

business and that Rock Island should be issued a CPCN as a public utility; that the construction 

and operation of the Rock Island Project will promote the public convenience and necessity and 

that Rock Island has met the specific statutory criteria in §8-406(b) and therefore should be 

granted a CPCN to construct, operate, and maintain the Rock Island Project (subject to the 

conditions to the CPCN discussed in this Brief); that construction of the Project will promote the 

security and convenience of the public, promote the development of an effectively competitive 

electricity market, and secure adequate service and facilities, and therefore that an order should 

be issued pursuant to §8-503 of the PUA authorizing Rock Island to construct the Project; and 

that the Preferred Route of the Project presented by Rock Island in this case is reasonable and 

should be approved; and that Rock Island’s requested easement widths and proposed structure 

types are reasonable and should be approved. 

II. Review of ALJ Rulings on Motions 

A. ILA and IAA Motion to Dismiss (Ruling dated March 18, 2013) 

 On February 7, 2013, intervenors the Illinois Landowners Alliance (“ILA”) and the 
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Illinois Agricultural Association (“IAA”) filed motions to dismiss Rock Island’s Petition.  Rock 

Island and several other parties responded in opposition to the motions to dismiss.  After 

responses to the motions and replies were filed, the ALJ issued a Ruling on March 18 denying 

the motions to dismiss. The ALJ’s Ruling was consistent with the arguments presented by Rock 

Island in response to the motions to dismiss and Rock Island, of course, believes that the ALJ’s 

Ruling was correct.   At the March 19, 2013 prehearing conference, the parties acknowledged that 

it was not necessary for ILA and IAA to file petitions for interlocutory review of the ALJ Ruling 

in order to preserve objections to the Ruling for final argument to the Commission.  ILA 

requested that this §II.A (and the following §II.B, concerning a separate motion filed by ILA and 

also denied by the ALJ) be added to the outline for the briefs as a section in which ILA and IAA 

could present argument concerning the ALJ’s denial of the motions to dismiss. 

 The essence of ILA’s and IAA’s motions to dismiss was that, according to ILA and IAA 

(i) an applicant for orders under §8-406 and §8-503 must already be a “public utility” as defined 

in the PUA, (ii) the definition of “public utility” specifies that the applicant must own, control, 

operate or manage, within this State, plant, equipment or property used or to be used for or in 

connection with the provision of a utility service, and (iii) since Rock Island does not already 

own, control, operate, or manage, within this State, plant, equipment, or property used or to be 

used for or in connection with the provision of a utility service, it cannot be granted a CPCN 

under §8-406 or authority under §8-503. 

 Based on the arguments of Rock Island and ComEd, the ALJ denied the motions to 

dismiss the request for a CPCN under §8-406. The ALJ’s Ruling stated:  

 First of all, despite Movants’ repeated assertions that the applicant must have 
qualifying transmission infrastructure in place in order to satisfy Section 3-105 
before it may file an application under Section 8-406, a reading of Section 3-105 
reveals no references to such a term or anything similar to it.   

 Furthermore, as observed by several parties, Movants’ interpretation of the 
statute creates an unworkable “Catch-22.”  Under their theory, an entity could not 
apply for a certificate to construct public utility facilities and transact public utility 
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business unless it already owns public utility plant, equipment or property.  Under 
Section 8-406(b), however, constructing the public utility facilities needed in order 
to apply for a certificate, without already possessing a certificate authorizing 
construction of those facilities, is prohibited.  That section provides that “no public 
utility shall begin the construction of any new plant, equipment, property or facility . 
. . unless and until it shall have obtained from the Commission a certificate that 
public convenience and necessity require such construction.” 

 The more relevant issue is whether an applicant is able to meet the criteria in 
Section 8-406(b) of the Act.  In fact, Movants’ concerns about qualifying 
transmission infrastructure appear to relate more to the criteria in 8-406(b) than to 
the definition of a public utility in Section 3-105.  In that regard, given that the 
proposed line route is an issue to be considered under Section 8-406, it is difficult to 
see how Movants expect an applicant to already have the transmission infrastructure 
in place over a line route that Movants themselves are placing at issue.     

 In any event, unless those criteria in Section 8-406 are met, the Commission 
may not grant a certificate of public convenience and necessity and public utility 
status under Section 8-406(b) authorizing an applicant to proceed with construction 
of a transmission line.  In the instant case, the applicant has sought authority under 
8-406(b) and has filed extensive proposed evidence in purported support thereof, and 
other parties will be given an opportunity to address those issues.  (ALJ Ruling, 
March 18, 2013, at 2-3.) 

With respect to the motions to dismiss the request for an order under §8-503, the ALJ ruled: 

 With respect to the request to dismiss the relief sought under Section 8-503, 
it is noted that Commission has granted relief under Section 8-503 at the same time 
as a certificate was granted under Section 8-406. (e.g. see Docket No. 06-0179)  To 
the extent there is a concern in the current docket over whether the Commission 
could issue a Section 8-503 order authorizing and directing the construction of new 
facilities by a new entity to which the Commission was not simultaneously granting 
a certificate under Section 8-406 for the construction of the facilities, Rock Island 
agrees that the Commission could not do so.  (Rock Island Reply at 4-5)   Assuming 
without argument that Section 8-406 relief is granted to the applicant, the question of 
whether Rock Island should also be granted relief under Section 8-503 at the same 
time is an issue that can be further addressed in the course of the proceeding as has 
been done in prior cases, and will not be further ruled upon at this time. (Id. at 3.) 

 The ALJ’s Ruling was correct.  ILA’s and IAA’s arguments set up an impossible 

construction of the PUA under which only existing, incumbent utilities, or entities that acquired and 

operated significant transmission infrastructure in Illinois before applying for and obtaining a CPCN 

or a §8-503 order – which itself would arguably be a prohibited action under these PUA sections – 

could apply for and receive a CPCN or a §8-503 order.  As the ALJ correctly ruled, the issue for this 

case is whether the Commission can determine, based on the record, that Rock Island meets the 
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requirements of §8-406 to be issued a CPCN as a public utility and to construct, operate, and 

maintain the proposed Project.  If and when the Commission finds the requirements of the PUA are 

satisfied, then only at that time will Rock Island be authorized to construct, operate, and maintain its 

proposed transmission line and to conduct a public utility business in the State of Illinois. 

B. ILA Renewed Motion to Compel the Commission to Consult with the Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources (Ruling dated December 4, 2013) 

 On January 7, 2013 (as amended on January 9, 2013), ILA filed a “Motion to Compel the 

Commission to Consult with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources.” (“IDNR”).  The Motion 

was based on §11 of the Illinois Endangered Species Act (“IESA”), 520 ILCS 10/11, and §17 of the 

Illinois Natural Areas Preservation Act (“INAPA”), 525 ILCS 30/17. Rock Island and the 

Commission Staff filed responses in opposition to this ILA motion.  On March 18, 2013, the ALJ 

issued a Ruling stating that at that stage of the case and development of the record (i.e., prior to the 

filing of any evidence other than Rock Island’s Petition and accompanying direct testimony and 

exhibits), a ruling on the merits of the ILA motion would be premature.  The ALJ noted that ILA 

could renew its motion at a later date if it believed the underlying concerns of the two statutes cited 

in the ILA Motion were not adequately addressed in the record. Thereafter, on July 12, 2013, ILA 

filed a “Renewed Motion to Compel the Commission to Consult with the Illinois Department of 

Natural Resources.”  After further briefing, the ALJ issued a Ruling on September 17, 2013, stating: 

 Movant’s [ILA’s] comments appear to blur the line between the role of the 
Commission Staff witnesses and that of the Commission in contested proceedings 
such as the instant one.  The current case, initiated pursuant to Sections 8-406 and 8-
503 of the PUA, is a contested docketed proceeding.  There are numerous parties 
who are participating pursuant to a schedule.  Among other things, the schedule 
includes dates for the filing by parties of proposed witness testimony and exhibits.  
The testimony-filing schedule is in progress.  Some rounds have been completed; 
others are due on future dates.  In this context, the Staff is functioning as a party to 
the proceeding.  The Staff witnesses do not serve as advisors to the Commission; in 
fact, they are not allowed to do so by virtue of ex parte restrictions.   
 
 As a participant, like other parties, Staff conducts discovery and files 
testimony, through witnesses, including testimony in response to other parties.  At 
the hearings, parties have the opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses of other 
parties, including Staff witnesses.  The Commission will ultimately render a decision 
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based on the entire evidentiary record presented by the parties, including Staff.  For 
that matter, the Commission’s decisions must be made based on the evidence of 
record. The input from “its own engineering staff” relied upon by the Commission is 
that which is put into the evidentiary record.  
 
 Given Movant’s apparent reliance on Staff’s participation in the proceeding 
in support of the Motion to Compel -- as well as Staff’s argument that the “Motion 
to Compel the Commission” is an inappropriate procedural vehicle and Movant’s 
reply thereto, and the absence of any cited Commission cases addressing statutorily 
mandated consultations -- it is not clear whether Movant is requesting that the 
Commission Staff, as a participant in the case, be ordered to consult with IDNR; or 
whether Movant is asking the Commission to compel itself to do something in that 
regard; or whether Movant is seeking some other relief.  (ALJ Ruling, Sept. 17, 
2013, at 4.) 
 

 The ALJ allowed ILA to make a further filing clarifying its Motion in accordance with the 

last paragraph above, which ILA did, and the ALJ subsequently allowed other parties to file further 

responses.  Following the additional filings, the ALJ issued a further Ruling on December 4, 2013.  

In the December 4, 2013 Ruling, the ALJ agreed with an argument advanced by Staff that the ILA 

Motion to Compel is not an appropriate procedural mechanism and is prohibited by law, because 

the only remedy provided by the statutes relied on by ILA as the basis for the Motion is a writ of 

mandamus, as provided for in §11(b) of the IESA and §17 of the INAPA.  ILA has indicated that in 

its initial brief, it intends to state objections to the ALJ’s Ruling. 

 During the course of the briefing on the ILA Motion to Compel, Rock Island did not brief 

the argument raised by Staff and adopted by the ALJ.  While Rock Island does not challenge the 

ALJ’s final ruling, Rock Island believes that there are additional grounds for denial of the ILA 

Motion to Compel.  First, as Rock Island argued in its filings on the ILA Motion to Compel, the 

provisions for a government agency to consult with the IDNR concerning a proposed action by the 

government agency simply do not apply to the Commission in a CPCN proceeding such as this 

one.18  Second, whether or not the “consultation” requirements of §11 of the IESA and §17 of the 

                                                 
18 See Rock Island Clean Line LLC’s Response to Motion to Compel the Commission to Consult with the 
Illinois Department of Natural Resources, filed January 23, 2013, at 2-7, and Rock Island Clean Line 
LLC’s Response to Illinois Landowner Alliance’s Renewed Motion to Compel the Commission to 
Consult with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources, filed July 26, 2013, at 2-12. 
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INAPA are applicable to these proceedings, Rock Island believes that the underlying, substantive 

objectives reflected in these two statutory provisions – that due consideration be given to the impact 

of a project on threatened and endangered species in Illinois and on areas designated as Illinois 

Natural Area Inventory sites – have been addressed in this case through Rock Island’s thorough and 

comprehensive route development and selection process (described in §IV.B.1 below), which 

included extensive interaction and consultation with the IDNR staff, and Commission Staff’s review 

of Rock Island’s route development and route selection activities.19  The record includes 

correspondence and notes of meetings between the IDNR staff and Rock Island representatives 

concerning IDNR’s comments on the Preferred Route and Proposed Alternative Route of the 

Project in Illinois, Rock Island’s response to the IDNR’s comments and concerns, and the IDNR 

staff’s final letter (dated November 8, 2013) with comments on the Preferred Route, in which the 

IDNR staff stated: 

 While it is unlikely that the project will result in any adverse impacts to 
state-listed species or their habitats, it will cause further forest habitat 
fragmentation of the Illinois landscape, especially in the vicinity of the 
Mississippi River.  IDNR recognizes, however, that other project planning and 
regulatory considerations factor into final routing.[20] 

 Consultation on the preferred route is closed.  If the route changes, the 
Department would appreciate the opportunity to review the changes and provide 
comment as necessary.  (Rock Island Ex. 8.12 at 1; emphasis added.) 

 Rock Island submits that upon reviewing the entire record relating to the potential 

impacts of the Preferred Route of the Project on Illinois listed threatened and endangered species 

                                                 
19 See Rock Island Clean Line LLC’s Response to Illinois Landowner Alliance’s Renewed Motion to 
Compel the Commission to Consult with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources, filed July 26, 
2013, at 6-13, and citations to the record therein; Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 34-38; Rock Island Exs. 8.8 
– 8.9; Rock Island Ex. 8.10 at 4; Rock Island Exs. 8.11 – 8.12. 
20 In its interactions with the IDNR, Rock Island brought to IDNR’s attention other considerations that 
militated against using alternative routes in the areas in which IDNR was concerned about forest 
fragmentation, including that the alternatives would have greater impacts on avian species, parallel a 
designated national scenic highway, result in proximity of the transmission line to more residences, or 
result in greater impacts to agricultural operations, that the forested area of concern was already the 
location of a commercial timber harvest operation, and that the Preferred Route took advantage of 
paralleling existing infrastructure. See Rock Island Ex. 8.9. 
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and on areas that have been designated as Illinois Natural Areas Inventory sites, the Commission 

will be able to conclude that the underlying, substantive objectives reflected in §11 of the IESA 

and §17 of the INAPA have been fully addressed in the record of this case.21 

III. Public Utilities Act §8-406(a) – Request for Certificate as a Public Utility 

 Rock Island requests issuance of a CPCN to operate as a transmission public utility in 

Illinois. Section 8-406(a) of the PUA specifies that no public utility shall transact any business in 

this State “until it shall have obtained a certificate from the Commission that public convenience 

and necessity require the transaction of such business.”  Rock Island notes that in October 2010, 

it filed a petition (Docket No. 10-0579) with the Commission requesting a CPCN as a public 

utility, but without specifically requesting issuance of a CPCN for the Rock Island Project, which 

Rock Island at that time intended to request at a later date in a separate petition.  However, Rock 

Island ultimately voluntarily withdrew its petition in Docket 10-0579 in light of Staff’s concerns 

that a CPCN should not be granted to an applicant as a public utility without the applicant also 

having before the Commission a request for a CPCN for a specific project through which the 

applicant would carry out its public utility business.22  Rock Island then filed its Petition in this 

docket seeking a CPCN for a specific public utility project, the Rock Island Project, as well as a 

CPCN to transact a public utility business using the proposed transmission line.  Rock Island 

acknowledges that in the context of this proceeding, it should be granted a CPCN for the Rock 

Island Project in order to also receive a CPCN to transact a public utility business, and that the 

determination that “the public convenience and necessity require the transaction of such 

business” under §8-406(a) of the PUA is dependent on a determination under §8-406(b) that 

                                                 
21 Additionally, even under the formal consultation process between a government agency and the IDNR 
pursuant to §11 of the IESA and §17 of the INAPA, as set forth in the IDNR’s regulations in 17 Ill. Admin. 
Code Part 1075, the IDNR may state its objections regarding the consulting government agency’s proposed 
action, but the IDNR has no authority to stop the consulting government agency from carrying out its 
proposed action or to require that modifications be made to address the IDNR’s concerns. 
22 The Commission granted without prejudice Rock Island’s Motion to Withdraw Petition and Close 
Docket in Docket 10-0579 on September 19, 2012.  See Notice of Commission Action dated September 
20, 2012 in Docket 10-0579. 
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Rock Island’s construction and operation of the Project will promote the public convenience and 

necessity in accordance with the provisions of that subsection. 

 Rock Island is requesting a CPCN as a transmission public utility.  Although, as noted in 

§I.B above, Rock Island believes its Project will be the first merchant transmission project in 

Illinois, the Commission has previously granted CPCNs as transmission public utilities to at least 

two companies.  In Docket 01-0142, the Commission granted CPCNs to American Transmission 

Company L.L.C. (“ATC”), which had been formed to take ownership of and operate the 

transmission facilities of Wisconsin electric utilities, some of which were located in Illinois, and 

to ATC’s affiliate ATC Management, Inc.  ATC’s petition in that docket stated that ATC would 

own, control, operate and manage, within Illinois, facilities used for the transmission of 

electricity, and that its transmission lines would transmit electric energy within Illinois for use by 

the public to serve Illinois customers.  The Commission found that the petitioners’ transmission 

lines were transmitting power within Illinois to serve Illinois customers and that ATC and ATC 

Management fell within the definition of “public utility” in the PUA.23 

 In Docket 06-0179, the Commission granted CPCNs to Illinois Power Company (“IPC”) 

and to a newly-formed entity, Ameren Illinois Transmission Company (“Ameren Transco”), to 

construct three new 345 kV transmission lines for the purpose of enabling electricity to be 

delivered from a single wholesale generation source, the Prairie State Generating Company plant 

(an independent power producer) located in Washington County, Illinois, into the bulk electric 

system.  The applicants’ petition stated that “Ameren Transco will own, control, operate and 

manage, within this State, for public use, facilities for the transmission of electricity” and that it 

would be “transmitting electricity for use by the public at rates, terms, and conditions subject to 

regulation by the FERC.”  The Commission found Ameren Transco to be a public utility and 

                                                 
23 American Transmission Company L.L.C. and ATC Management Inc., Docket 01-0142 (Order dated Jan. 
23, 2003), at 5; Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 16-17.  In a subsequent case, the Commission has granted a 
CPCN to ATC to construct specific transmission facilities in Illinois.  American Transmission Company 
LLC, Docket 11-0661 (Order dated April 10, 2012). 
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granted CPCNs to Ameren Transco and IPC to construct, operate and maintain the three new 345 

kV transmission lines.24  Subsequently, in Docket 06-0706, the Commission granted CPCNs to 

Ameren Transco and IPC to construct, operate and maintain a new transmission line in the area 

of Ottawa, Illinois, with which Ameren Transco (as stated in its petition) would be “transmitting 

electricity for use by the public at rates, terms, and conditions subject to regulation by the 

[FERC].”  The Commission found that Ameren Transco and its proposed transmission activities 

satisfied the definition of a public utility and that Ameren Transco was a public utility.25  Most 

recently, in Docket 12-0598, the Commission granted a CPCN to Ameren Transco to build new 

transmission facilities in Illinois collectively referred to as the Illinois Rivers Project, finding that 

Ameren Transco is a public utility pursuant to the PUA.26   

 The ways in which the construction and operation of the Rock Island Project will 

promote the public convenience and necessity, including by promoting the development of an 

effectively competitive electricity market, are described in detail in §IV.A below.  However, like 

ATC and Ameren Transco in the cases cited above, Rock Island will be owning, operating and 

managing transmission facilities in Illinois to transmit electricity for use by the public at rates, 

terms and conditions regulated by the FERC.  Rock Island will construct and operate the Project 

for public use for the transmission of electricity and will hold itself out to serve the public.  Rock 

Island Ex. 10.13 at 14-15.  Rock Island will offer and provide non-discriminatory, open access 

transmission service to eligible customers (as defined by its Open Access Transmission Tariff 

(“OATT”) in conformance with FERC regulations), specifically, the service of transmitting 

                                                 
24 Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenIP and Ameren Illinois Transmission Company, Docket 06-0179 
(Order dated May 16, 2007); Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 17-18. 
25 Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenIP and Ameren Illinois Transmission Company, Docket 06-0706 
(Order on Reopening dated June 23, 2010) at 1 and 34-35; Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 18-19. 
26Ameren Transmission Company of Illinois, Docket 12-0598 (Order dated Aug. 20, 2013).  (Prior to 
filing its petition in Docket 12-0598, Ameren Transco’s corporate name had been changed to Ameren 
Transmission Company of Illinois.)  As of the date of this Brief, Docket 12-0598 is in a rehearing 
concerning certain portions of the route of the transmission facilities. 
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electricity delivered to Rock Island’s western converter station in O’Brien County, Iowa, to an 

interconnection point with the PJM grid at the Collins Substation in Grundy County, Illinois.  

Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 4-6; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 35-36.  Rock Island expects that its 

transmission customers will fall into the following three categories: 

(1) Owners of generation resources located in the Resource Area that will contract for 
transmission capacity to deliver the output of their plants into the PJM transmission 
network at the Collins Substation.  These customers can be expected to have 
contracted with one or more suppliers to the retail market (e.g., a utility, an ARES or 
other competitive supplier, a wholesale power marketer, a municipal electric utility, 
or an electric cooperative) to purchase the generator’s output; the electricity delivered 
to the purchasing entity would ultimately be sold to and used by thousands of 
individual retail electricity customers.  Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 12-13. 

(2) Wholesale purchasers of electricity, such as electric utilities, competitive retail 
suppliers, municipal electric utilities, electric cooperatives, and wholesale power 
marketers, which would contract for their own transmission capacity and use that 
transmission capacity to have delivered, to northern Illinois, electricity that they 
purchase from generators located in the Resource Area.  The electricity transmitted 
by the Project to northern Illinois for these customers would ultimately be sold and 
distributed to thousands of individual retail electricity customers.  Id. at 13. 

(3) Additionally, although it would be impractical for residential and smaller non-
residential customers to contract directly for bulk transmission service on the Project, 
it would be possible for larger retail customers to contract directly for transmission 
capacity and service on the Project to facilitate their procurement of electricity from 
the Resource Area, such as, for example, a large institutional electricity user or a 
government entity that wishes to obtain a portion of its electric supply from 
renewable resources and to negotiate for and purchase the renewable energy directly 
from the producer rather than through an intermediate supplier.27  Id. at 13-14. 

 The Rock Island Project will provide 3,500 MW of transmission capacity and is projected 

to deliver over 15 million MWh of electricity annually from the Resource Area to northeast 

Illinois and the PJM grid.  This amount of electricity is equal to the annual electricity usage of 

approximately 1,400,000 homes. Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 15.  

 Further, any eligible customer will be able to request and, subject to the overall capacity 

of the Project, obtain transmission service on the Project. There will be multiple ways in which a 

                                                 
27 The definition of “eligible customer” under the FERC pro forma OATT, to which Rock Island’s OATT 
will be required to conform, includes retail customers taking unbundled transmission service.  Petition 
¶17, footnote 8; Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 5. 
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customer will be able to obtain transmission service on the Project: 

▪ During Rock Island’s initial process to identify and contract with anchor tenants, any 
eligible customer may request to negotiate a precedent agreement with Rock Island 
for long-term firm transmission service.28 

▪ Any eligible customer may participate in Rock Island’s enrollment  process (referred 
to as an “open season”) to award the remaining capacity on the Project, and in the 
open season, all eligible customers have an equal opportunity to procure long-term 
firm transmission service. 

▪ If Rock Island does not sell all of the Project’s capacity during the anchor tenant and 
open season processes, any eligible customer may request service from the remaining 
firm service under Rock Island’s OATT. 

▪ Upon expiration or termination of the initial transmission service contracts entered 
into during the anchor tenant and open season processes, any eligible customer may 
request the freed-up capacity under Rock Island’s OATT. 

▪ Any eligible customer may request non-firm service on the Project at any time, and 
Rock Island is obligated to grant these requests so long as the transmission capacity is 
not in use by firm service customers. 

▪ Rock Island will create a secondary market for the Project’s transmission capacity, in 
which holders of contracted capacity will be able to make their contracted capacity 
available to other eligible customers.29  Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 10. 

 Rock Island’s proposed business and operations will promote the public convenience and 

necessity, and with a CPCN for the construction and operation of the Rock Island Project, Rock 

Island’s business and operations will make it a public utility.  The order in this case should grant 

Rock Island both a CPCN to construct, operate and maintain the Rock Island Project and a 

CPCN as a transmission public utility to conduct a public utility business in Illinois. 

IV. Public Utilities Act §8-406(b) – Request for Certificate for the Rock Island Project 

 This §IV shows why construction and operation of the Rock Island Project will promote 

the public convenience and necessity and is necessary thereto and why, therefore, a CPCN 

should be issued for the Project pursuant to §8-406(b) of the PUA.  It also addresses other 

                                                 
28 The term “anchor tenants” (or “anchor customers” or “anchor shippers”) is used by the FERC to refer 
to the initial customers who enter into long-term contracts for capacity on a merchant transmission line or 
a pipeline. 
29 These processes and opportunities for eligible customers to obtain transmission capacity and service on 
the Rock Island Project are described in detail in Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 7-10. 
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findings and issues associated with issuance of a CPCN for the Project, such as approval of a 

specific route and easement widths.  Specifically, §IV.A shows that the Project meets the 

statutory criteria for issuance of a CPCN, including (1) that it will promote the development of 

an effectively competitive electricity market and/or is necessary to provide adequate, reliable and 

efficient service; (2) that Rock Island is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the 

construction process; (3) that Rock Island is capable of financing the proposed construction of 

the Project without significant adverse financial consequences for Rock Island or its customers; 

and (4) that in additional respects the construction and operation of the Rock Island Project will 

promote the public convenience and necessity. 

 Section IV.B.1 describes the process Rock Island followed to develop potential routes for 

the Project in Illinois and ultimately to select the Preferred Route in Illinois, and why the 

Preferred Route should be adopted and approved by the Commission.  Section IV.B.2 describes 

the basis for the ROW (easement widths) for the transmission line for which Rock Island is 

requesting approval.  Finally, §IV.B.3 describes Rock Island’s plans for acquiring easements to 

construct the transmission line in Illinois. 

 Section IV.C.1 describes the design and construction features of the transmission line and 

the proposed transmission line structures.  Section IV.C.2 discusses concerns raised by 

landowners in this proceeding about impacts of the construction of the Project on their property 

and Rock Island’s approaches to resolving those concerns.   

 A. Statutory Prerequisites for Public Convenience and Necessity 

 Section 8-406(b) of the PUA states: 

No public utility shall begin the construction of any new plant, equipment, 
property or facility which is not in substitution of any existing plant, equipment, 
property or facility or any extension or alteration thereof or in addition thereto, 
unless and until it shall have obtained from the Commission a certificate that 
public convenience and necessity require such construction. Whenever after a 
hearing the Commission determines that any new construction or the transaction 
of any business by a public utility will promote the public convenience and is 
necessary thereto, it shall have the power to issue certificates of public 
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convenience and necessity. The Commission shall determine that proposed 
construction will promote the public convenience and necessity only if the utility 
demonstrates: (1) that the proposed construction is necessary to provide adequate, 
reliable, and efficient service to its customers and is the least-cost means of 
satisfying the service needs of its customers or that the proposed construction will 
promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity market that 
operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is the least cost means of 
satisfying those objectives; (2) that the utility is capable of efficiently managing 
and supervising the construction process and has taken sufficient action to ensure 
adequate and efficient construction and supervision thereof; and (3) that the utility 
is capable of financing the proposed construction without significant adverse 
financial consequences for the utility or its customers. 

 The following list summarizes the reasons that construction of the Rock Island Project 

will promote the public convenience and necessity and is necessary thereto.  These points are 

discussed in the subsections of this §IV.A:30 

 There is a large demand for electricity supplied by renewable resources, and in 
particular by wind generation, in Illinois and the PJM region, and that demand will 
continue to grow over the next 15 years.  The demand is and will be driven by state 
laws and policies requiring or encouraging the use of renewable resources; federal 
laws and policies limiting, or increasing the costs of, the production of electricity 
from fossil-fueled generating plants, resulting in less use of or retirements of such 
plants; voluntary public demand for clean energy from renewable sources; and the 
potential for wind energy as a low-cost, competitive source of electricity.  

 Due to improvements in technology and market competition, electricity from wind 
has become one of the lowest cost sources of new generation. The cost of new wind 
generation is lower than the cost of new generation from coal, nuclear energy, and 
any other clean energy source, and is competitive with new natural gas-fueled 
generation. 

 The Resource Area in which the western terminus of the Project will be located is an 
area of some of the country’s richest and most energetic wind resources; wind 
generators in this region can produce electricity at lower costs than regions, like 
Illinois, with less energetic wind resources.  The Project will allow significant 
amounts of wind generation capacity from this region to access the Illinois electricity 
market. 

 Integrating wind generation resources in the Resource Area with wind generation 
facilities in Illinois, which the Rock Island Project will make possible, will increase 
the reliability of wind generation as a supply source to Illinois markets and reduce the 
costs of wind integration into the overall Illinois supply portfolio.  Diverse wind 
resources dampen the overall variability of wind generation, provide a more stable 
supply of power, and facilitate the integration of more wind generation capacity. 

                                                 
30 The source of this list is ¶15 of the Petition and Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 5-8. 
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 The prospects for construction of wind generation facilities in the Resource Area and 
surrounding areas are limited because there is a lack of adequate long-distance, inter-
regional transmission infrastructure to bring the electricity generated from these 
facilities to load and population centers such as northeast Illinois.  For wind 
generation facilities to be constructed in the Resource Area to meet the demand for 
renewable resources in Illinois and other eastern markets, additional long-distance 
transmission capacity between these areas needs to be developed.  The Rock Island 
Project will provide this needed long-distance transmission capacity. 

 There is a strong need to expand and strengthen the overall transmission grid 
generally, to strengthen and expand the inter-regional transmission grid, and to 
support the movement of electricity generated by renewable resources to areas of 
market demand specifically.  The Project will add significant transmission capacity 
and strengthen the transmission grid between the Resource Area and Illinois.   

 Developers of wind generation facilities will not construct new wind farms in the 
Resource Area (or other wind-rich areas that are distant from electricity consuming 
areas) without reasonable assurances and expectations that transmission infrastructure 
will be in place on a timely basis to bring the output of the wind generation facilities 
to markets like Illinois and PJM.  The lead time for development and construction of 
wind generation plants is shorter than the lead time for certification, siting, 
development and construction of a long-distance transmission facility like the Project.  
The development of the Project is necessary for the construction of new wind 
generation plants in the Resource Area. 

 The Rock Island Project will promote the development of an effectively competitive 
electricity market that operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is the 
least cost means of satisfying those objectives.  The Project will be able to connect 
over 4,000 MW of wind generation capacity in the wind-rich Resource Area and to 
provide 3,500 MW of transmission capacity to enable these resources to access 
markets in Illinois to meet the demand for electricity from renewable resources and 
the demand for electricity generally.  The Project will have the capability to deliver 
approximately 15 million MWh of electricity per year from the Resource Area to 
Illinois.  By providing over 4,000 MW of generating capacity with access to the 
Illinois wholesale power markets, the Rock Island Project will increase available 
capacity and energy in the wholesale power markets and, ultimately, in the retail 
power markets in Illinois. 

 Illinois law provides a preference for cost-effective wind resources located within 
Illinois or adjacent states (such as Iowa) in the selection of resources to meet the 
statutory RPS requirements. Illinois Power Agency Act, 20 ILCS 3855/1-75(c)(3).  
The Project will significantly increase the availability of such resources to the Illinois 
market. 
 

 By delivering power generated by wind facilities at a lower marginal cost into 
Illinois, the Project will decrease wholesale prices, which will increase competition in 
the wholesale power markets and ultimately in the retail power markets.  Lower 
wholesale prices will in turn result in lower retail prices for ratepayers.  The Project is 
also expected to put downward pressure on the price of RECs in Illinois. 
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 Construction of the Project and the generation resources that will connect to it will 
increase import transfer capability into Illinois, reduce loss of load expectation, and 
increase the reliability of electric service in Illinois.  

 The Project will be built and will be operated using HVDC technology.  HVDC 
technology is a more efficient and lower-cost option than AC facilities for 
transporting large amounts of electricity over long distances, such as from the 
Resource Area to Illinois. 

 The clean, wind-generated electricity that the Project will bring to Illinois will 
displace substantial amounts of other generation and therefore result in substantial 
environmental benefits for Illinois and the broader region. These environmental 
benefits will include significant reductions in emissions of carbon dioxide, nitrogen 
oxide, sulfur dioxide and mercury, and a substantial reduction in the quantities of 
water that would have been used by the displaced generation.   

 Construction, operation and maintenance of the Rock Island Project and the wind 
generation facilities that will be connected to it will produce significant ancillary 
economic benefits to Illinois, including hundreds of construction jobs; orders and 
revenue for manufacturers and service companies providing materials, components 
and services for the construction and operation of the transmission line and of the 
wind farms that will connect to it; payments to landowners; and tax revenues for the 
State and for local governments.31 
 

 The Project will improve reliability and will help to meet the demand for electricity 
from renewable resources, in a least-cost manner, by using the most efficient 
transmission technology to provide Illinois and other electricity markets with access 
to some of the best and most cost-effective wind resources in the U.S. 

 In addition, Rock Island, unlike traditional rate-based cost-of-service utility projects, will 

not impose costs on ratepayers, and its merchant business model will insulate the ratepaying 

public from any risks of cost overruns or revenue shortfalls.  Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 11; Rock 

Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 28-29, 35, 48; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 8, 10.  Further, as demonstrated 

by the analyses using Staff’s revenue requirements model, construction of the Project and the 

wind generation that will be connected to it is a lower cost way to meet consumers’ demand for 

electricity from renewable resources than building comparable amounts of wind generation in 

Illinois or buying electricity from the existing wholesale electric market. See §IV.A.1.a.v below. 

Rock Island is capable of efficiently managing and supervising construction of the 

                                                 
31 Construction of the Project in Illinois is projected to create a demand for approximately 1,450 
construction jobs per year for three years, as well as at least 2,800 additional jobs relating to the supply 
chain for construction of the new wind farms.  See §IV.A.4.c of this Brief. 
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Project. Rock Island is selecting and contracting with experienced construction and engineering 

firms and other contractors for design and construction-related activities, is developing a well-

structured internal construction management organization to oversee land acquisition, design and 

construction activities, and will retain an Owner’s Engineer to complement the project 

management experience and expertise of its management.  By assembling a qualified technical 

management team and contracting with experienced, qualified contractors, Rock Island is taking 

sufficient action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and supervision thereof for the 

Project. See §IV.A.2 below.   

Further, Rock Island is capable of financing construction of the Project without 

significant adverse financial consequences for Rock Island or its customers.  Rock Island has a 

viable plan for raising the capital needed to fund the construction of the Project, through a 

project financing approach that is frequently used to finance the construction of large energy 

industry and other infrastructure projects.  See §IV.A.3 below.   

Finally, Rock Island’s Preferred Route for the Project in Illinois is the optimal route of 

numerous alternatives that were evaluated.  The determination of the Preferred Route took into 

account numerous important route selection criteria, including avoiding and maximizing 

distances from homes, schools, businesses and other structures; minimizing impacts to 

agricultural, mining, aviation and other commercial activities; avoiding or minimizing impacts to 

protected activities and sites such as agricultural areas, wetlands, threatened and endangered 

species, and historically or archeologically significant sites, as well as minimizing the length of 

the line and cost of construction.  The Preferred Route is the best route for the Project in Illinois 

taking into account a comprehensive set of routing criteria.  See §IV.B.1 below. 

1. Necessary to Provide Adequate, Reliable, Efficient Service or Will 
Promote Development of an Effectively Competitive Electricity 
Market 

 The first specific criteria for finding that a project for which a CPCN is requested will 
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promote the public convenience and necessity is that the Commission must find that the project 

(i) is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to the applicant’s customers 

and is the least-cost means of satisfying the service needs of its customers or (ii) that the project 

will promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates 

efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is the least-cost means of satisfying those 

objectives.  These alternative criteria are discussed in reverse order below. 

a. The Rock Island Project Will Promote the Development of an 
Effectively Competitive Electricity Market that Operates 
Efficiently, is Equitable to All Customers, and is the Least Cost 
Means of Satisfying Those Objectives 

 Rock Island is developing the Project in order to connect Illinois and the 765 kV PJM 

grid to the outstanding wind resources of northwest Iowa and nearby areas in South Dakota, 

Nebraska and Minnesota.  The transmission line will enable over 4,000 MW of high capacity 

factor wind farms to be constructed in the Resource Area and will deliver their output of low cost 

renewable energy to northeast Illinois.  Without the Project, these new wind generation plants 

will not be built, due to the limitations of the existing transmission grid to bring their output to 

load and population centers.  The Project will provide access to renewable energy resources 

needed to meet Illinois’ and other states’ RPS requirements in a cost-effective manner. The 

Project will increase the supply of zero marginal cost renewable energy to Illinois and PJM, 

which will increase generator competition and exert downward pressure on wholesale energy 

prices and REC prices, and therefore ultimately on retail electricity prices and RPS compliance 

costs.  Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 13, 25-29; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 3-4; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. 

at 37-38; Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Revised at 31, 37-39. 

i. There is a Need to Construct New Long-Distance, Inter-
Regional Transmission Capacity from the Resource 
Area to Northern Illinois if the Rich Wind Energy 
Potential of the Resource Area is to be Developed 

 According to the U.S. Department of Energy’s National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
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(“NREL”), Iowa, Nebraska and South Dakota have the potential for over 1.8 million MW of 

wind generation capacity in areas with sufficient wind speeds to support gross capacity factors 

greater than 40%, but as of June 30, 2012, there was less than 5,700 MW of installed wind 

generation capacity in these states.32 Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 4-5.  Based on available data, Rock 

Island estimates that within O’Brien County, Iowa, where the Project’s western converter station 

will be located, and the eight surrounding counties, there is at least 45,000 MW of high quality 

wind generation potential, i.e., in areas with wind speeds that could produce net capacity factors 

of at least 40%.33 Id. at 4-6; Rock Island Ex. 10.2; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 41; Rock Island 

Ex. 10.26 at 29.  Higher capacity factor wind generation facilities result in lower-cost wind 

energy because the capital costs of the wind generation facilities can be recovered over more 

MWhs of output.  The higher average wind speeds in the Resource Area allow the construction 

of higher capacity factor, lower cost wind generation facilities than is possible in Illinois and 

other nearby states.34  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 7-9; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 42-43. 

 Rock Island has identified and is in discussions with 18 different wind generation 

developers that are in various stages of development activities in O’Brien County and the 
                                                 
32 The wind generation capacity potential in areas with wind speeds sufficient to support gross capacity 
factors above 40% is 318,000 MW in Iowa, 777,000 MW in Nebraska and 766,000 MW in South Dakota, 
while the installed wind generation capacity in the three states as of June 30, 2012, was only 4,524 MW, 
337 MW and 784 MW, respectively.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 4-5. 
33 Rock Island identified O’Brien County, Iowa, as the appropriate site for the western converter station 
because it provides a location (1) near an existing high voltage transmission line that could provide 
voltage support for the line commutated HVDC converter, and (2) in close proximity to an excellent wind 
resource area that could provide some of the lowest cost wind energy.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 40-
41; Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 5.  Dr. Galli’s direct testimony describes the line commutation converter 
technology and its voltage support requirements.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 12-13. 
34 For wind generation facilities, higher wind speeds lead to higher capacity factors, and even small 
differences in wind speed have important consequences for the amount of energy that can be produced; 
for example, an 8.5 meters/second wind speed site will have 1.79 times the power potential of a 7 
meters/second wind speed site.  If a wind turbine can produce more energy, its per-unit cost of energy 
decreases, because the upfront capital cost is recovered over a larger number of MWh. Industry data 
indicates that wind farms in the region that includes Iowa, South Dakota, Nebraska and Minnesota can 
produce electricity at lower unit costs than can wind farms in the Great Lakes region that includes Illinois, 
Indiana and Ohio.  Rock Island witness Mr. Berry cited NREL data that potential wind projects with gross 
capacity factors above 40% in Iowa, South Dakota and Nebraska could annually generate 7.4 billion  
MWh of electricity whereas potential wind farms in Illinois with gross capacity factors above 40% could 
only generate 15.9 million MWh annually.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 7-9.  
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surrounding region.  (There may, of course, be other wind project developers active in the 

Resource Area who Rock Island has not yet identified and had discussions with.)  Public records 

show that these developers control almost 100,000 acres of land in the area on which wind 

generation projects could be built.  Rock Island has briefed these developers about its proposed 

transmission Project and maintains contact with them concerning their development plans and 

progress.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 11; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 41; Rock Island Ex. 10.19 

Rev.; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 31-32; Tr. 1031, 1117.   

 Based on the data on the wind generation development potential and developer activity in 

the Resource Area, the amount of available wind resources is not a constraining factor on the 

number of wind energy projects that can be built in the Resource Area; rather, the key constraints 

are transmission infrastructure and access to markets.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 6.  Without 

transmission paths to load centers and buyers of renewable energy, additional wind projects in 

the Resource Area will not proceed to development. Id. at 6-7; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 31-32.  

Currently, there is a lack of long-distance transmission capacity between the Resource Area and 

market areas such as northern Illinois.  As illustrated by a comparison of a map showing the 

windiest areas in the U.S. (Rock Island Ex. 10.1) to a map of the existing high voltage 

transmission grid in the U.S. (Rock Island Ex. 10.3), transmission capacity needed to bring 

electricity produced by wind generation facilities in areas with the best wind resources, including 

the Resource Area, to load and population centers in Illinois and other eastern states, is limited or 

non-existent.  No transmission lines above 345 kV, and no DC lines of any voltage, currently 

connect the Resource Area to northern Illinois.35  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 9-10; see also Rock 

                                                 
35 In explaining why Rock Island and its parent company, Clean Line, decided to develop the Rock Island 
Project, Mr. Skelly cited numerous studies and reports relied on by Rock Island in developing its business 
plan, including studies and reports by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) and 
the U.S. Department of Energy (“DOE”), that have emphasized the need to construct new, long-distance, 
inter-regional transmission infrastructure generally and to construct long-distance, inter-regional 
transmission capacity to connect areas with excellent wind resources to load and population centers. Rock 
Island Ex. 1.0 at 19-25.  For example, he cited NERC’s 2009 Long-Term Reliability Assessment which 
stated that in many of the regions that are well suited to wind generation, the resources are remote from 
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Island Ex. 1.0 at 23-24. 

 Further, while it is theoretically possible to move power from the Resource Area to 

northern Illinois using existing 345 kV lines, this would (i) entail substantially higher electric 

losses as compared to HVDC transmission facilities, (ii) expose the shippers to congestion costs 

on the AC system that result from transmission constraints, and (iii) require the shipper to pay 

wheeling charges to both MISO and PJM.  Additionally, there are currently very limited 

opportunities to connect wind farms in the Resource Area to the existing grid.  These additional 

costs and complexities make it unrealistic and uneconomic for wind developers to move power 

from new wind facilities in the Resource Area to northern Illinois using the existing transmission 

grid.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 10. 

 Rock Island witness Michael Skelly, who is an experienced developer of wind generation 

facilities, explained that: 

As a former developer of wind projects, I can say with confidence that developers 
of wind generation projects will not invest capital in the construction of additional 
wind generation facilities, in areas such as the Resource Area that have the 
nation’s best wind resources, without reasonable assurances of adequate 
transmission capacity and infrastructure to deliver the output to load and 
population centers.  Indeed, to date, much of the development of wind generation 
facilities in the U.S. has been in areas with access to existing transmission lines to 
bring the output of the wind plants to areas of high demand.  These areas, in 
which wind generation facilities have been installed, are not necessarily the 
country’s best wind resource areas.  If wind generation facilities are to be 
developed in the nation’s best wind resource areas in order to cost effectively 
meet the growing demand for electricity in general and for electricity from 
renewable sources in particular, we will first have to construct (or begin the 
process of constructing) inter-regional transmission facilities that can deliver the 
output of these generating facilities to load and population centers.  (Rock Island 
Ex. 1.0 at 24-25.) 

This conclusion was echoed by Rock Island witness David Berry, also an experienced developer 

                                                                                                                                                             
existing transmission systems, that additional transmission infrastructure is vital to accommodate large 
amounts of wind resources, and that significant transmission will be required to “unlock” renewable 
resources, or else the integration of renewable resources could be limited.  He also cited a 2008 DOE 
report which listed as a major challenge in facilitating greater reliance on wind generation in the U.S. the 
need to strengthen the transmission system so that power from renewable resources can be delivered to 
areas that need the increased supply.  Id. at 19, 22. 
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of wind generation facilities, who testified that, despite the extensive development activities 

under way in the Resource Area by wind farm developers:   

[A]s I know from my own experience in developing wind generation projects, 
development of new wind projects in the Resource Area will not proceed until the 
developers are reasonably confident that there will be adequate transmission 
capacity to connect their projects to load and population centers such as the 
northern Illinois market. (Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 11.) 

 WOW witness Michael Goggin also provided extensive testimony on the significant wind 

generation development potential in Iowa, South Dakota, Nebraska and Minnesota, the lack of 

transmission capacity to bring the output of wind farms that could be developed in that area to 

Illinois and other PJM states, and the need for new transmission infrastructure like the Rock 

Island Project to connect the Resource Area to Illinois to facilitate the development of high 

capacity factor wind generation capacity in the Resource Area. WOW Ex. 1.0 at 2-12. 

ii. There is an Increasing Demand for Electricity from 
Renewable Resources that New Wind Generation in the 
Resource Area Can Help to Meet in a Cost-Effective 
Manner 

 Demand for electricity from renewable resources in Illinois and PJM states will be high 

in the coming years for a number of reasons, including state RPS requirements; a growing 

interest, above and beyond specific RPS mandates, in meeting demand for electricity using 

renewable resources; the need to replace the energy generated by fossil-fueled plants that will be 

retiring due to age, environmental requirements and economic issues; and the fact that high-

capacity factor wind energy has become cost competitive with other power sources.  Rock Island 

Ex. 10.0 at 14-15. 

 In Illinois, the statutory RPS requirement for ComEd and Ameren Illinois to supply their 

“eligible retail customers” increases from 2% in 2008 to 25% by June 1, 2025.  These RPS 

requirements also apply to ARES with respect to the retail load they serve, although ARES are 

currently required to meet 50%, and allowed to meet up to 100%, of their RPS obligations by 

making alternative compliance payments to the Illinois Power Agency (“IPA”), which is to use 
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the payments to procure RECs.36 Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 15; 20 ILCS 3855/1-75 (c)(3); 220 

ILCS 5/16-115D.  Moreover, as allowed by Illinois law (20 ILCS 3855/1-92), numerous 

municipalities in Illinois have, pursuant to referenda, adopted municipal aggregation programs 

whereby an ARES supplies electricity to customers in the municipality (other than those 

customers who opt out of the program to remain with the utility or enter into separate contracts 

with other ARES).  A number of these municipalities have required the ARES supplying their 

aggregation programs to obtain a significant portion of its electricity supply from additional 

renewable resources beyond the RPS requirements, or to offer the retail customers in the 

program an option to specify that a stated percentage of the electricity purchased must come 

from renewable resources above the RPS requirements.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 16-17. 

 Beyond Illinois, 30 states and the District of Columbia have established renewable 

energy standards, while another seven states have voluntary renewable energy goals.  Within the 

PJM footprint, eight states (in addition to Illinois) plus the District of Columbia have enacted an 

RPS. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 17.  Rock Island estimates that the demand for electricity from 

renewable resources due to RPS requirements in Illinois and in states in the PJM footprint will be 

the following amounts in 2015, 2020 and 2025 (id. at 18; Rock Island Ex. 10.5 at 2): 

Year Illinois States in PJM 
footprint 

2015 13.3 million MWh 82.7 million MWh 

2020 24.3 million MWh 131.0 million MWh

2025 36.2 million MWh 165.0 million MWh

 
 PJM has separately estimated the RPS obligations of load serving entities in the PJM 

service territory in 2025 to be 131.5 million MWh.  The PJM estimate is somewhat lower than 

Rock Island’s estimate because PJM’s estimate does not include the RPS demand in any portion 

                                                 
36 Further, at least 75% of the renewable energy that the utilities use, and at least 60% of the renewable 
energy that ARES use to meet their respective RPS obligations must come from wind generation.  Rock 
Island Ex. 10.0 at 15-16.  
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of a state that is outside the PJM footprint (for example, the PJM estimate does not include the 

RPS obligation of Ameren in Illinois), but the PJM estimate still represents a significant demand 

for electricity from renewable resources. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 18-19.  In contrast, total 

renewable energy generation in 2011 was about 7.0 million MWh in Illinois and about 27.8 

million MWh in the PJM states. Id. at 19.  Thus, there is a significant need for additional 

renewable generation resources to be added between now and 2015 to meet RPS requirements in 

Illinois and the other PJM states.  Development of additional wind generation resources, 

particularly high-capacity factor wind generation in areas with high wind speeds such as the 

Resource Area, is necessary both to meet the RPS requirements in an absolute sense, and to 

maintain the prices of electricity from renewable resources and of RECs at reasonable levels in 

the face of the increasing demand.  Id. at 19-20.   

 In many states (including Illinois), RPS obligations can be met by the purchase of RECs 

that are generated in the subject state or in other states.  As a result, REC prices will move up and 

down across an entire region, not just within a single state, in response to relative changes in 

supply and demand – there is a substantial correlation in REC prices between states.  Thus, 

Illinois has a significant interest in there being adequate amounts of renewable resources to meet 

both Illinois’ own RPS requirements and the RPS requirements of other states.  Rock Island Ex. 

10.0 at 17-21; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 47; WOW Ex. 1.0 at 19-22; WOW Ex. 2.0 at 2-4.  

 In addition to the increasing demand for electricity from renewable resources driven by 

RPS requirements, the demand for electricity from renewable resources will be driven by 

ongoing retirements in the existing U.S. generation fleet due to age and environmental 

requirements.  As cited by Rock Island witness Mr. Berry, in 2012, the Energy Information 

Administration of the U.S. DOE projected 50,000 MW of coal plant requirements by 2035 under 

a “business as usual” scenario and 70,000 MW of retirements by 2035 if there is greenhouse gas 
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regulation.37  The environmental factors impacting coal-fueled generation capacity will also 

make construction of new or replacement coal-fueled generation capacity extremely unlikely.  

As coal plants are retired, they will need to be replaced by other, cleaner sources of generation, 

including low cost wind energy, in order to keep prices from increasing and to maintain a secure 

electric supply.  Further, the difficultly in constructing new coal plants will require suppliers to 

turn to other sources of generation such as wind energy to replace retired generation and meet 

load growth.   Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 22-24. 

 New wind generation facilities, particularly new wind generation facilities in the 

Resource Area, are a cost effective resource to meet the growth in demand for electricity from 

renewable resources.38  Power purchase agreements for wind generation in the windiest parts of 

the country are now routinely signed at prices in or below the $30 per MWh range.  This price 

level compares favorably to the DOE’s estimate of the cost of electricity from a new combined 

cycle gas plant of $66 per MWh, from a new conventional coal plant (if one were to be built) of 

$95 per MWh, and to NREL’s estimate of the cost of new utility-scale photovoltaic solar projects 

at $90-$150 per MW.  The cost advantage for wind generation is due to a decline in wind 

generation installation costs since 2008, and improvements in wind generation technology, 

including taller towers, longer turbine blades, advanced materials, and more sophisticated 

controls, which have increased wind turbine capacity factors (and therefore energy output) by up 

to 30% at the same wind speed. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 24-25.  As noted earlier, higher wind 

turbine capacity factors reduce the cost per MWh of electricity produced by wind generators.  

The higher wind speeds and resulting higher wind turbine capacity factors in the Resource Area 

as compared to Illinois and other Great Lakes states, enable new wind generation facilities in the 

                                                 
37 A number of recently completed or recently announced retirements of Midwestern coal-fueled 
generation plants, including State Line Units 3 and 4 and the Fisk and Crawford plants in Chicago, were 
identified in the record. Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 15-16; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 44. 
38 This point is also supported by the direct testimony of WOW witness Michael Goggin.  WOW Ex. 1.0 
at 12-18. 
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Resource Area to produce electricity at a lower cost per MWh.39  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 7-8. 

iii. The Rock Island Project Will Increase the Supply of 
Wind Generation in the Illinois Wholesale Electricity 
Markets, Which Will Exert Downward Pressure on 
Electricity and REC Prices and Will Promote the 
Development of an Effectively Competitive Electricity 
Market That Operates Efficiently and is Equitable to 
All Customers. 

 
 Rock Island witness Gary Moland, Director of Power Markets & Transmission Analysis 

at GL Garrad Hassan, conducted and presented analyses to measure the impacts of the operation 

of the Rock Island Project and the generation that will use the Project to deliver electricity to 

northern Illinois.  Using the PROMOD production cost analysis model, which is a widely-

accepted modeling tool in the electric utility industry,40 Mr. Moland estimated (i) wholesale 

electricity prices (also known as locational marginal prices or “LMPs”) and demand cost to serve 

load in Illinois, (ii) variable production costs to serve load in the eastern U.S., and (iii) the 

amounts of various types of emissions, in the years 2016 and 2020, both with and without the 

Rock Island Project in operation, under four different future economic and regulatory 

scenarios.41   The four future economic scenarios used by Mr. Moland for these analyses were: 

 

                                                 
39 To be clear, however, given the large and increasing demand for electricity from renewable resources 
over the next 12 years, new wind generation in the Resource Area that will be enabled by the Project is 
not expected to reduce the amount of new wind generation in Illinois.  Given the large increase in wind 
and other renewable resource generation facilities needed to meet demand, both new wind generation 
facilities in Illinois and new wind generation facilities in the Resource Area and in other, windier areas 
will be needed to meet the demand for electricity from renewable resources in Illinois and other PJM 
states.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 13-14; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 49, 56-57. 
40 Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 47. 
41 LMPs represent the incremental cost of energy at a specific electrical bus or collection of busses on the 
transmission grid at a given point in time.  In Illinois, LMPs are calculated by the system operators (PJM 
and MISO) every five minutes and are used to determine the cost to buy and sell energy on the open 
market.  LMPs include (i) the cost of the next increment of energy needed to meet system-wide demand, 
(ii) the cost of transmission congestion impacts on a specific bus location, and (iii) the cost of electrical 
losses associated with a specific bus location.  Demand cost is the hourly electrical demand at each bus 
multiplied by the hourly LMP at that bus summed over all buses for all hours, and represents the total cost 
to purchase energy to supply total annual demand in Illinois under RTO settlement rules.  Variable 
production cost is the total variable cost of generation to meet annual electricity demand including fuel, 
emissions, variable operation and maintenance, and unit start-up costs. Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 5, 9.   
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▪ Business as Usual – characterized by moderate economic recovery, no major changes 
to existing environmental policy, generating technologies or fuel prices, current state 
renewable resources mandates and moderate retirement of coal generation based on 
market economics and existing environmental rules. 

▪ Slow Growth – characterized by depressed economic conditions with slow demand 
growth and low fuel prices, current state renewable resources mandates and moderate 
retirement of coal generation based on existing environmental rules. 

▪ Robust Economy – characterized by strong economic recovery, accelerated growth in 
electric demand, higher fuel and emission allowance prices, current state renewable 
resources mandates, moderate retirement of coal generation based on existing 
economic rules, and representative expansion of the transmission grid to support the 
robust load growth assumptions in this scenario.42 

▪ Green Economy – characterized by an expansion in environmental policy, high 
demand growth, increased fuel and emission allowances (including carbon) prices, 
expansion of renewable generation at levels significantly higher than indicated by 
current state RPS requirements, and accelerated coal retirements driven by new 
emissions costs.  Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 6-7.  

Rock Island Exhibit 3.2 provides more detailed assumptions for each of the four scenarios.43 

 Geographically, the analyses encompassed the RTO energy markets and transmission 

grids in the eastern U.S. as well as most other utility systems in the eastern U.S. not currently 

participating in RTOs. By comparing the scenario without the Project to a scenario with the 

Project and keeping all other model assumptions the same, Mr. Moland was able to determine 

the Project’s impact on LMPs, demand costs, variable production costs and emissions levels 

resulting from the construction and operation of the Project.44  Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 3-5, 9. 

The analyses performed by Mr. Moland show that the Rock Island Project (1) reduces 

total demand costs in both the PJM Illinois region and the MISO Illinois region in both study 

years under each of the four scenarios; (2) lowers LMPs in both the PJM Illinois region and the 

                                                 
42 In the Robust Economy and Green Economy Scenarios, specific major transmission projects in the 
eastern U.S. (in addition to Rock Island) were assumed to be implemented, as representative of expansion 
of the transmission grid needed to support load growth (in the Robust Economy) and additional renewable 
resources (in the Green Economy scenario), regardless of whether the specific transmission projects 
modeled are actually built. Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 6-7. 
43 The PROMOD modeling software is described at Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 5-6. Data sources used to 
support the PROMOD modeling are described at Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 7-8. 
44 The impacts of the Project in terms of reducing emissions levels are discussed in §IV.A.4 as one of the 
other factors demonstrating that the Project will promote the public convenience and necessity. 
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MISO Illinois region in both study years under each of the four scenarios; and (3) reduces total 

variable production costs in the eastern U.S. in both study years under each of the four scenarios.  

Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 10-11.  Specifically: 

▪ The Project reduces demand costs in Illinois – i.e., the total cost to purchase energy to 
supply total annual electric demand in Illinois – by $249 million (Slow Growth 
scenario) to $493 million (Green Economy scenario) in 2016. The reduction is $320 
million under the Business as Usual scenario.  Rock Island Ex. 3.3 at 1.   

▪ The Project reduces demand costs in Illinois by $93 million (Green Economy 
scenario) to $289 million (Robust Economy scenario) in 2020.  The reduction is $242 
million under the Business as Usual scenario. Id. 

▪ The Project reduces the average LMPs in both the PJM Illinois region and the MISO 
Illinois region in both 2016 and 2020 under all four scenarios.  Id. at 2. 

▪ The Project reduces variable production costs in the eastern U.S. by $389 million 
(Slow Growth scenario) to $1,098 million (Green Economy scenario) in 2016.  The 
reduction is $490 million under the Business as Usual scenario. Id. at 3. 

▪ The Project reduces variable production costs in the eastern U.S. by $423 million 
(Slow Growth scenario) to $1,060 million (Green Economy scenario) in 2020.  The 
reduction is $616 million under the Business as Usual scenario.45 Id. 

 Included in the demand cost savings resulting from operation of the Project are 

significant savings to customers due to the reduction in transmission congestion costs.  

(Congestion costs represent the difference in marginal electricity prices between different nodes 

on the transmission system (Rock Island Ex. 3.5 at 2); they are the portion of LMPs attributable 

to overall transmission constraints.)  Included in the demand cost savings in Illinois for 2016 

reported above are savings from reduced congestion ranging from $158 million (Slow Growth 

scenario) to $328 million (Robust Economy scenario).  Id. at 3.  For 2020, the Project reduces 

congestion costs by $100 million in the Slow Growth scenario, by $111 million in the Business 

as Usual scenario, and by $126 million in the Robust Economy scenario.  Id.  For the Green 

Economy scenario in 2020, congestion costs included in total demand costs increase by $235 

million; however, the Project produces net savings in total demand costs of $93 million in 2020 

                                                 
45 Because the studies analyzed the years 2016 and 2020, the results are also representative of the impact 
of the Rock Island Project if it does not go into service until 2017. Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 11.  
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in the Green Economy Scenario. Id. 

 The overall results of Mr. Moland’s analyses – that the introduction of new renewable 

generation resources into the Illinois and PJM wholesale electricity markets made possible by the 

Rock Island Project will reduce the costs of electricity in the wholesale market used to serve 

retail load in Illinois – are consistent with findings of the IPA.  The IPA reported in its 2011 

report on the costs and benefits of renewable resource procurement in Illinois that renewable 

generation lowered the total load payment for generation in Illinois for 2011 by $176 million. 

Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 6; see Rock Island Ex. 7.25 at 10-11.  

 Dr. Karl McDermott, Ameren Distinguished Professor of Business and Government at 

UIS, Acting Director of the Center for Business and Regulation in the College of Business and 

Management at UIS, and Special Consultant to NERA, used Mr. Moland’s results and other 

information to evaluate whether construction and operation of the Rock Island Project will 

promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently 

and is equitable to all customers.  He stated that if a transmission project is promoting 

competition in the PJM market, there should be downward pressure on prices, which will be 

manifested as lower average wholesale electricity prices, in Illinois. Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 

7.  Dr. McDermott concluded that the Project will allow lower cost generation to enter the 

Illinois market, which will create competitive downward pressure on prices in the wholesale 

electricity market.  He stated that the additional transmission capacity provided by the Project 

will promote an effectively competitive electricity market by increasing the size of the supply 

side of the market competing to serve load in Illinois and by opening the Illinois market to lower 

cost generation resources.  Dr. McDermott further noted that the projected downward pressure 

on electricity prices is a strong indication of a market operating efficiently, and it is expected to 

benefit customers directly through lower prices for electricity.  Additionally, the quantity of 

capacity competing to serve load in Illinois will increase as a result of the Project.  Further, the 
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high value renewable resources which the Project will enable to access the Illinois market should 

have the effect of providing competitive pressures on prices in markets for RECs as well as for 

renewable energy. Id. at 2-4. 

 Dr. McDermott explained that for ComEd and Ameren retail customers who buy power 

through the real-time or close to real-time wholesale markets, any reduction in wholesale 

electricity prices will provide a direct and immediate benefit to these customers.  For those 

customers that buy electricity from ComEd or Ameren through the IPA-administered 

procurement process, the benefits to retail customers will manifest through the daily balancing 

process the utilities undertake, and will subsequently reduce the purchased energy adjustment in 

the long term as contracts of more recent vintage are added to the supply portfolio.  Similarly, for 

other customers who buy electricity under contracts (e.g., with ARES), the benefits will manifest 

as new contracts are added to the portfolio.  Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 8. 

 Using Mr. Moland’s results, Dr. McDermott calculated the net present value (“NPV”) of 

the reduction in demand costs in Illinois resulting from construction and operation of the Project 

and the associated wind generation over the 2016-2020 period under each of the four scenarios. 

He found that the NPV reduction in the costs to serve load in Illinois over this period range from 

$667 million to $1,221 million (in 2013 dollars), depending on the scenario analyzed.  Rock 

Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 20-24.  Based on the structure of the Illinois electricity market, he assumed 

that all the reductions in costs resulting from the Project would be passed through to retail 

customers and reflected in the cost to load.46  Id. at 8-12, 20.  He explained that, under 

commonly-used financial analysis practices, if the NPV of costs is lower in the scenario with a 

                                                 
46 As explained earlier, demand cost is the hourly electrical demand at each bus multiplied by the hourly 
LMP at that bus summed over all buses for all hours in the year, and represents the total cost to purchase 
energy to supply total annual demand in Illinois under RTO settlement rules.  Both of the RTOs in 
Illinois, PJM and MISO, are LMP markets, meaning that wholesale electricity market prices are defined 
on a locational basis in both PJM and MISO.  Further, the pricing in the “spot” wholesale LMP markets 
underlies the pricing for all other (long-term) markets.  Accordingly, the LMP metric, and the demand 
cost metric that is calculated using the LMPs, is an appropriate measure of the cost of purchasing electric 
energy to serve load in the PJM and MISO territories of Illinois.  Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 9-11, 22. 



47 
 

proposed project than in the scenario without the project, the project is beneficial. Id. at 21.  

Expressed on a percentage basis, the reduction in total cost to serve load in Illinois with the Rock 

Island Project ranges from 2.4% (Green Economy scenario) to 5.2% (Slow Growth scenario). Id. 

at 24-25.  Further, there are NPV cost reductions in both the PJM and MISO regions of Illinois 

under all four scenarios.47  Id. at 25-26. 

 Dr. McDermott also analyzed the potential benefits of the Rock Island Project on the 

market for RECs in Illinois.  He noted factors that indicate the Project is capable of exerting 

downward pressure on REC prices in Illinois – for example, the differential wind speeds between 

Illinois and the Resource Area strongly suggest that wind generation served by the Project will 

have higher capacity factors, and therefore lower per MWh costs, than similar wind resources 

sited in Illinois.  Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 31.  To the extent that RECs produced by the wind 

generation connected to the Project enter the Illinois energy portfolio, either through the IPA 

procurement process or non-IPA purchases, there will be competitive pressures on REC prices 

that will benefit Illinois consumers.48  Id. at 6.  Further, the REC market is not limited to Illinois 

but is more regional in nature (potentially covering the entire Eastern Interconnection – the entire 

AC transmission system east of the Rocky Mountains), due to the ability to use RECs produced 

by generators in one state to meet compliance obligations in another state. Id. at 14-16.  The REC 

market in the Eastern Interconnection is larger than in Illinois, and by providing access to 

tradable (i.e. standalone) RECs and bundled (i.e. with the associated energy) RECs, the Project 

should have a positive effect on the entire regional REC market. Id. at 6.  Thus, the high value 

renewable resources that the Project will enable to access the Illinois market should exert 

                                                 
47 Dr. McDermott also calculated the NPV reductions in cost to load for alternative periods ending in 
2018 and 2021, and found that the smallest NPV benefits under any of the scenarios for any period 
analyzed exceeded $300 million; therefore, the choice of the analysis period did not change the overall 
conclusions of his analysis.  Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 30. 
48 Although new wind facilities in the Resource Area will have a cost advantage over new wind facilities 
in Illinois, as noted earlier both new wind generation facilities in Illinois and new wind generation 
facilities in the Resource Area will be needed to meet the significant future demand for electricity from 
renewable resources in Illinois and other PJM states.   
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competitive pressure on prices in the markets for both renewable energy and RECs.  Id. at 3-4. 

 Based on the analyses summarized above, Dr. McDermott concluded that the Rock Island 

Project is clearly beneficial to Illinois consumers in terms of lowering the cost to serve electric 

load in Illinois and is capable of exerting downward pressure on REC prices.  Therefore, the 

Project promotes the development of an effectively competitive electricity market promoting 

efficient operations.  Further, to the extent that the benefits flow through to customers’ bills 

either from direct market-based purchases or from purchases through a competitive process (such 

as the IPA procurements), these efficiencies should flow to all customers in an equitable fashion.  

Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 31-32.  

 As a further analysis, Dr. McDermott analyzed the impact of the Project on the amount of 

generation capacity competing to serve the Illinois wholesale electricity market.  He observed 

that, based on the year and the future scenario considered, the quantity of capacity competing to 

serve load in Illinois will increase as a result of the Project by up to 2.9% of total economic 

capacity.  Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 34-35.  “Total economic capacity” is defined as the 

generation supply that can be delivered into a destination market at a delivered cost less than 

105% of the price in the destination market, and can therefore compete to supply load in the 

destination market, and whose ability to do so contributes to competition in the destination 

market.49  This construct and definition are used in the Delivered Price Test in the FERC’s 

Merger Policy Statement, which is a recognized standard for measuring the relevant size of the 

electricity markets for competitive analysis.  Id. at 17-18.  Dr. McDermott found that, overall, the 

Rock Island Project is highly likely to increase the economic capacity that is able to supply the 

Illinois market. Id. at 35. 

 Additionally, as part of the economic capacity analysis, Dr. McDermott analyzed how the 

size of the REC markets (i.e., the amounts of capacity to produce RECs (“REC capacity”) and 

                                                 
49 Economic capacity can be located both inside and outside of the destination market.  Rock Island Ex. 
4.0 Rev. at 33-34. 
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volume of RECs produced (“REC energy”)) would be impacted by the Project.  Using the two 

study years 2016 and 2020, he found that: 

▪ In 2016, the Project would provide for an increase of 18% to 28% of REC capacity 
and an increase of 18% to 30% of REC energy in Illinois and adjoining states. 

▪ In 2016, the Project would provide for an increase of 5% to 9% of REC capacity and 
an increase of 5% to 8% of REC energy in the Eastern Interconnection. 

▪ In 2020, the Project would provide for an increase of 10% to 27% of REC capacity 
and an increase of 10% to 28% of REC energy in Illinois and adjoining states. 

▪ In 2020, the Project would provide for an increase of 3% to 7% of REC capacity and 
an increase of 3% to 6% of REC energy in the Eastern Interconnection.  Rock Island 
Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 36-39. 

 Based on all of his analyses, Dr. McDermott concluded that the Rock Island Project 

satisfies the criterion set forth in §8-406(b) that it “will promote the development of an 

effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently [and] is equitable to all 

customers” and satisfies the provision of §8-503 that the Project will “promote the development 

of an effectively competitive electricity market.”  Id. at 4. 

iv. Rock Island’s Expectation that the Generation 
Customers of the Project in the Resource Area Will All 
Be Wind Generators is Reasonable 

 
 In its order granting Rock Island negotiated rate authority for the Rock Island Project, the 

FERC directed that Rock Island (1) cannot limit transmission service on the Project to electricity 

delivered from any specific source, and (2) cannot give preference to any particular type(s) of 

resources over other resources that seek to contract for capacity.  Therefore, Rock Island must 

offer all eligible customers, on a non-discriminatory basis, the opportunity to purchase 

transmission service on the Project.50  Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 6.  Based on these FERC 

conditions to the negotiated rate authority, some parties contended in this docket that it cannot 

reasonably be assumed that all of the generators in the Resource Area that take transmission 

                                                 
50 The FERC Order also authorized Rock Island to sell up to 75% of the initial capacity on the Project to 
anchor tenant customers and to run an open season process for the remaining capacity on the Project. 
Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 6. 
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service on the Project will be wind generators.  On this basis, these parties disputed the 

assumption in Rock Island’s economic studies that the Project will transmit energy only from 

wind generation facilities in the Resource Area to northeast Illinois.  See ComEd Ex. 1.0 2d Rev. 

at 8, 27, 40; ILA Ex. 7.0 at 11.  However, the record demonstrates that Rock Island’s expectation 

that all of the generator customers of the Project in the Resource Area will be wind generation 

facilities is reasonable.51  This expectation is supported by: 

▪ the plentiful wind resource in the Resource Area; 

▪ the cost advantage of wind generation in the Resource Area versus northern and 
central Illinois; 

▪ the lack of such a cost advantage for any other generation besides wind in the 
Resource Area; 

▪ the high level of activity of wind generation developers, and the low level of activity 
of developers of other types of plants, in the Resource Area; and 

▪ prior analyses by RTOs which have made reasoned and defensible assumptions about 
the location of new wind generation in analyzing the benefits of proposed new 
transmission projects. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 39-40. 

 As described in §IV.A.1.a.i above, at least 18 wind generation developers are already 

active in the Resource Area. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 41; Rock Island Ex. 10.19 Rev.; Tr. 

1031.  In contrast, although Rock Island has researched for potential development of new 

thermal generation in the Resource Area, it has found no evidence of any thermal generation 

under active development, with the exception of one existing coal plant which may be converted 

to natural gas.52  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 42.  In fact, during 2013, MidAmerican Energy 

announced the retirement of five coal plants in Iowa, and Interstate Power & Light announced 

the retirement of several coal units in Iowa. Id. at 44.  No new nuclear plant construction is 

planned for the Resource Area.  Id.  Nor is Rock Island aware of any plans by owners of existing 

                                                 
51 As described in §I.B and §III above, transmission customers of the Project are also expected to include 
wholesale purchasers, and potentially large retail purchasers, of electricity from renewable resources who 
elect to contract for unbundled transmission service. 
52 “Active development” as used in this analysis means that the developer is acquiring land and working 
on obtaining permits.   Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 42. 
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thermal generation in the Resource Area to connect to the Rock Island Project for purposes of 

exporting their power to northern Illinois and/or PJM.  Id. at 42, 43.  The parties who took issue 

with Rock Island’s assumption that all the generation connecting to the Project would be wind 

generation provided no evidence that any other kind of power plant is under development in the 

Resource Area or would be likely to connect to or subscribe for transmission service on the Rock 

Island Project.  Id. at 42. 

 Moreover, no generation type other than wind generation obtains a geographic advantage 

by locating in the Resource Area rather than in northern Illinois. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 

43-44.  New wind generation facilities located in the Resource Area have a geographic 

advantage compared to locating in northern Illinois, whereas new thermal (natural gas) 

generation facilities have no such advantage.  Wind speeds are higher in northwest Iowa and the 

surrounding region than in Illinois and other locations to the east, resulting in higher capacity 

factors and lower costs to generate wind energy in the Resource Area.  Further, the cost to 

construct wind farms is lower in the Resource Area, and larger wind farms are possible, than in 

locations farther east.  This is due to lower population density and the higher prevalence of 

windy sites in the Resource Area, resulting in economies of scale in construction and lower unit 

costs in the Resource Area.  Additionally, the times and amounts of wind power production in 

the Resource Area are statistically uncorrelated with the times and amounts of wind power 

production in northern Illinois. This reduces the overall variability of wind power and increases 

the economic attractiveness of locating wind generation in the Resource Area.  Id. at 42-43.   

In contrast, average natural gas prices have been higher in Iowa than in Illinois, making it 

more expensive to burn natural gas to generate electricity in northwest Iowa than to do so in 

northern Illinois.  Therefore, there is no economic reason for a natural gas plant developer to 

build new gas-fueled generation in northwest Iowa, subscribe for transmission capacity on the 

Rock Island Project, and deliver the output of the new gas-fueled generation to northern Illinois, 
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rather than locate the new gas-fueled plant in northern Illinois, much closer to the target load.  

Moreover, the construction of a large amount of new natural gas-fueled generation in northwest 

Iowa would require a major investment in natural gas pipeline infrastructure in the area, which 

would also be paid for by the gas-fueled generation plants and other consumers of natural gas in 

the area.53  Id. at 43; Rock Island Ex. 10.20.  

 Rock Island witness David Berry pointed out that it is common practice to make 

assumptions about the location of new generation in studying the benefits of proposed 

transmission lines.  For example, in performing its cost-benefit studies for the MISO MVP lines, 

MISO made assumptions about the locations of new wind generation based on where the lowest 

cost generation could be sited, and did not include in its assumptions only wind generators with 

signed contracts or interconnection agreements. Rather, MISO used similar third-party data 

sources to those used by Rock Island to identify locations where wind generation is likely to be 

developed.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 45-46.  Other transmission planning organizations (the 

Southwest Power Pool, California Independent System Operator, and Electric Reliability Council 

of Texas) have performed similar analyses to measure the benefits of proposed transmission 

lines, using (as has Rock Island) reasoned, defensible assumptions about the location of new 

wind generation.  All of these studies relied on wind resource analysis and wind developer 

activity, as has Rock Island. Id. at 46; Rock Island Ex. 10.23. 

 Nonetheless, to address the contentions of other parties that a significant portion of the 

generation connecting to the Project could be generation sources other than wind, Rock Island 

performed an alternative economic benefits analysis assuming that 50% of the generation 

connected to the Project (i.e., about 2,000 MW) is combined cycle gas generation (even though 

there is no basis in the record to assume that even 100 MW of the generation using the Project 

                                                 
53 Solar generation also does not have a geographic advantage to locating in northwest Iowa compared to 
locating in Illinois.  There is also no new coal or nuclear generation planned for the Resource Area, and 
new coal generation is particularly unlikely.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 44; Rock Island Ex. 10.21. 
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will be something other than wind generation).  This alternative analysis showed that the Project 

would provide economic benefits for Illinois consumers even if the connected generation mix 

were 50% natural gas and 50% wind generation. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 45.  Specifically, 

under this assumption, the Project reduces LMPs in both the PJM and MISO regions of Illinois 

in both 2016 and 2020; reduces demand costs to serve load in Illinois by $259 million to $279 

million in 2016 and by $211 million to $223 million in 2020; and reduces variable production 

costs in the Eastern U.S. by $274 million to $279 million in 2016 and by $281 million to $331 

million in 2020.  Rock Island Ex. 3.5 at 1-2; Rock Island Ex. 3.6 at 1-3. 

v. The Economic Analyses Performed Using the Staff 
Methodology Also Show that the Project Will Provide 
Economic Benefits and Will Promote the Development 
of an Effectively Competitive Electricity Market 

 In addition to the economic analyses of the Project performed by Rock Island witness Mr. 

Moland and used by Dr. McDermott in his evaluation of whether the Project will promote the 

development of an effectively competitive electricity market, Staff witness Richard Zuraski 

presented a separate set of economic analyses of the Project that found it will be a lower cost 

alternative for consumers than other options. ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 16-43.  Additionally, Rock 

Island witness David Berry performed further economic analyses of the Project using Mr. 

Zuraski’s model, but with various changes or additions to data inputs, assumptions and 

parameters. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 49-54; Rock Island Ex. 10.24; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 

at 37-41; Rock Island Ex. 10.29.  No other parties presented, in their evidence, any alternative 

forms of economic analysis of the Project or any additional alternative versions of either Mr. 

Moland’s economic analysis or Mr. Zuraski’s economic analysis. 

 While the analyses performed by Mr. Moland and the analyses performed with the Staff 

model used different approaches, the Commission does not have to choose which methodology 

to use for purposes of this case, because all of the analyses show that the Rock Island Project will 

yield economic benefits in terms of reduced electricity costs. 
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 The principal difference between the analyses performed by Mr. Moland and Dr. 

McDermott and the analyses performed using the Staff methodology is that the Moland-

McDermott analysis measured the reduction in costs to serve load resulting from construction 

and operation of the Project and the associated wind farms, while the Staff methodology took 

into account both the costs to construct and operate the Project and the associated wind farms 

and the energy cost reductions they produce, and compared these costs to the costs of certain 

alternatives.  In short, Mr. Moland’s and Dr. McDermott’s analyses analyzed how the 

construction and operation of the Project reduced wholesale electricity prices and therefore 

reduced the electricity prices paid by consumers, while the Staff methodology is a full, 

traditional revenue requirements analysis comparing the net present value of future revenue 

requirements (“PVRR”) of the Project and alternatives.54 

 Rock Island believes that the methodology used by Mr. Moland and Dr. McDermott is 

the more appropriate form of analysis given that the Rock Island Project is a merchant project, 

and Rock Island is not asking Illinois retail ratepayers to pay for the cost of the Project.  Section 

8-406(d) of the PUA specifies that: “In making its determination, the Commission shall attach 

primary weight to the cost or cost savings to the customers of the utility.”  This is the emphasis 

of Mr. Moland’s and Dr. McDermott’s approach.  Mr. Moland and Dr. McDermott found that the 

market clearing prices that would be paid to generators by load serving entities on behalf of their 

customers are less with the Project than without it; therefore, the Project creates net consumer 

benefits.  This analytical approach is reflective of the way that consumers (or the load-serving 

entities that supply them) actually buy electricity in PJM and MISO.  In a deregulated, 

competitive electricity market, buyers of wholesale electricity do not directly reimburse 

generators or other market participants for their inputs, but rather pay them the market clearing 

price set by the grid operator.  Therefore, it is neither necessary nor appropriate to treat 

                                                 
54 Mr. Moland’s analyses also measure the environmental benefits of the Project in terms of reduced 
emissions; this aspect of Mr. Moland’s analyses and results is discussed in §IV.A.4 below. 



55 
 

consumers as paying generators both for their output (electric energy) and for their inputs into 

production of the output; to include both sets of costs would be to double-count.  For generators 

or other market participants who sell into the PJM and MISO markets, transmission service is an 

input cost, along with fuel costs, capital costs, and operations and maintenance.  The 

transmission customers of the Project will need to recover the costs they incur for transmission 

service on the Project (which will in turn provide Rock Island’s compensation for its costs) from 

the proceeds they receive from selling wholesale energy, capacity and RECs in the PJM and 

MISO markets.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 47-48.   

 The Staff methodology, in contrast, which explicitly includes the capital and operating 

costs of the project being evaluated, would be more appropriate for use in a situation in which a 

utility is proposing to build a project and directly recover the costs from consumers, such as for a 

more traditional rate-based transmission line being built by an incumbent utility.  In such a case, 

the costs of the project are not recovered solely from market participants (for whom the cost of 

service from the project is an input cost), but rather from the entire base of electric ratepayers. 

Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 48. 

 As Dr. McDermott explained, a competitive market analysis (which is what is called for 

by the “promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity market” criterion of 

§8-406(b)(1)) should look at the difference between market outcomes under various assumptions 

with the proposed project or without it, which is the approach Dr. McDermott used.  That is a 

proper market analysis of the value of the proposed project.  Comparing the outcomes with the 

Project to hypotheticals, as is done in the Staff approach, is a less theoretically sound approach, 

since the competitive market, and not a theoretical model, will decide which alternatives actually 

proceed. Rock Island Ex. 4.2 at 9.  Additionally, the costs of the Project will be paid for through 

market-based rates, not through a regulated cost-of-service approach.  As stated above, a revenue 

requirements analysis such as Mr. Zuraski presented would be more appropriate for evaluating a 
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project presented by a traditional incumbent utility for inclusion in rate base, but not for 

evaluating a merchant project. Id. at 9-10. 

 However, both the Moland-McDermott analyses and the analyses using the Staff 

methodology show that the Rock Island Project will yield economic benefits to consumers in 

terms of reduced electricity costs.  The results and conclusions of Mr. Moland’s and Dr. 

McDermott’s analyses were discussed in §IV.A.1.a.iii above.  The remainder of this §IV.A.1.a.v 

discusses the results of the analyses performed using Staff’s methodology. 

 The analysis presented by Staff witness Mr. Zuraski did two things.  First, it evaluated 

whether there is a net economic benefit of building the Project compared to building nothing and 

purchasing energy from the market.  The comparison was performed for a number of scenarios 

using different values for important variables.55   This set of analyses concluded that the Project 

likely creates a net benefit compared to the status quo (that is, in the majority of the scenarios 

analyzed, the Project is a lower cost alternative compared to market energy purchases).  Mr. 

Zuraski noted that there is considerable uncertainty associated with this conclusion since in some 

assumption scenarios, market purchases are the lower cost alternative.  However, the expectation 

of net economic benefits is stronger when considering the LMP savings throughout PJM and 

MISO, rather than just the LMP savings in Illinois.56  ICC Ex. 3.0 at 29-33; Rock Island Ex. 

10.14 Rev. at 49. 

 Second, Mr. Zuraski used his model to compare (a) the cost of generating wind energy in 

the Resource Area and moving it to northern Illinois via the Project to (b) the cost of generating 

wind energy through the construction of additional wind farms in Illinois.  Mr. Zuraski 

                                                 
55 The values of the inputs used in Staff’s analyses (both the inputs held constant in all scenarios and the 
inputs that were varied among scenarios) are provided in ICC Staff Ex. 3.1. 
56 This result is not surprising since the Staff methodology took into account the total costs of building 
and operating the Project, which will result in lower electricity costs not just in Illinois but in the PJM and 
MISO regions.  Mr. Zuraski testified that “From my perspective, it would be perfectly reasonable for the 
Commission to take into account LMP savings throughout PJM and MISO,” rather than just the LMP 
savings produced by the Project in Illinois. ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 22-23.    
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concluded that in a majority of his scenarios, option (a) is more cost effective than option (b).  

ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 39-42; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 49.  The results of these analyses 

support Rock Island’s position that constructing the Project to enable wind generation facilities 

developed in the Resource Area to access the northern Illinois and PJM markets will produce 

renewable energy more cheaply for these markets than would relying exclusively on wind energy 

from less windy sites located closer to these markets.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 49-50. 

 With respect to the ultimate question of whether the Rock Island Project will “promote 

the development of an effectively competitive electricity market,” Mr. Zuraski stated, based on 

the results of his analyses: 

[I]t is my opinion that an effectively competitive electricity market already 
exists.  However, it is also my opinion that the RICL Project would not threaten 
the competitiveness of the electricity market.  Whether the RICL Project will 
promote or contribute to an effectively competitive electricity market that 
operates efficiently . . . and is the least cost means of satisfying those objectives 
depends on whether the project’s benefits will outweigh its costs . . . Again, I 
expect this will be the case, but this assessment is subject to considerable 
uncertainty. 

Whether the RICL Project will promote an effectively competitive electricity 
market that is equitable to all customers seems to be more of a philosophical 
question than an economic question.  Nevertheless, I would opine that, as long as 
the project is financially viable as a subscription service sold at market-based 
rates, I do not see how it would render the market less equitable.  (ICC Staff Ex. 
3.0 at 5-6; emphasis in original.) 

 Rock Island witness Mr. Berry conducted a number of additional analyses using the Staff 

model but with different values for certain variables than those used by Mr. Zuraski.57  

Specifically, Mr. Berry varied the following assumptions: 

▪ Years of LMP savings: Mr. Zuraski used only five years of LMP savings in his 
analyses.  Although this was the same time period used by Mr. Moland and Dr. 

                                                 
57 The analyses initially presented by Mr. Zuraski, the analyses with revised assumptions presented by 
Mr. Berry, and the additional sensitivities presented by Mr. Berry in his surrebuttal testimony (discussed 
later in this subsection) all included sensitivities in which the capital costs of the Project were varied by 
+20% from the current cost estimate at the time of the analyses.  See Staff Ex. 3.1 at 3; Rock Island Ex. 
10.26 at 39.  Thus, for example, the sensitivity analyses reported by Mr. Berry in his surrebuttal testimony 
included a sensitivity in which the current Project cost estimate of $1.833 billion was increased by $367 
million.  Id. at 37, 39. 
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McDermott, their methodology was fundamentally different from Mr. Zuraski’s and 
included an assumption as to when market prices would return to a long-term 
equilibrium following the commencement of the Project’s operation.  Mr. Zuraski’s 
analysis, in contrast, is a PVRR comparison of alternatives and includes the full, 
lifetime costs of the Project; therefore it should include the LMP savings over the full 
life of the Project.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 50. 

▪ Treatment of transmission charges:  Mr. Zuraski treated Rock Island’s transmission 
charges as paid by retail customers; instead, they should be modeled as paid for by 
the transmission customers of the Project that are using the Project to transport wind 
energy from the Resource Area to northern Illinois.  In the context of the revenue 
requirements analysis, the principal consequence of this treatment is that the 
transmission charges are a tax-deductible expense for the transmission customers of 
the Project. Id. at 50-51. 

▪ Transmission system upgrades for Illinois wind generation: In his “Illinois wind” 
scenario, Mr. Zuraski did not include the costs of transmission facilities needed to 
connect the new Illinois wind generation facilities to the existing transmission grid, 
although he included such costs for the new Iowa wind farms in the “Rock Island 
Project + Iowa Wind” scenario.  Therefore, he understated the costs of the Illinois 
wind scenario relative to the Rock Island Project + Iowa Wind scenario.  Id. at 51-52; 
Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 28 note 37. 

▪ Capacity value of wind generation:  Mr. Zuraski used a 2013-2014 MISO Capacity 
Resource Factor for the Iowa wind farms in his “Rock Island Project + Iowa wind” 
scenario.  Since the Iowa wind farms connected to the Project will deliver their output 
into PJM, he should have used a capacity resource value calculated using PJM’s 
approach.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 52. 

▪ Wind farm costs: Mr. Berry updated Mr. Zuraski’s input assumptions to use more 
current estimates of the costs for new wind generating projects in the regions that 
include Iowa and Illinois, respectively.58 Id. at 52-53. 

▪ Other taxation changes: Mr. Berry made four other minor tax refinements to Mr. 
Zuraski’s model, including conforming the treatment of Illinois and Iowa property 
taxes and exemptions to the respective state’s laws.  Id. at 53. 

 With the assumptions changes described above implemented into the Staff model, Mr. 

Berry reported that the model showed that the Project is overwhelmingly beneficial compared to 

the alternative of no new construction, in which consumers purchase energy from the existing 

market.  This result is consistent in every case modeled, with an average consumer benefit under 

Mr. Zuraski’s “Model A” of $16.3 billion and an average consumer benefit under Mr. Zuraski’s 

                                                 
58 These more current estimates, based on Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory’s 2012 Wind 
Technologies Market Report which in turn is based on information from projects built in 2011 and 2012, 
are $1,762/kW for projects built in the “Interior” region (which includes Iowa) and $2,002/kW for 
projects in the “Great Lakes” region (which includes Illinois).  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 52-53. 
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“Model B” of $17.9 billion, in both cases using a 5% real discount rate.59  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 

Rev. at 53; Rock Island Ex. 10.24.  The revised analyses also showed that, compared to building 

new wind generation in Illinois, the Rock Island Project is the more economic choice, i.e., it has 

a lower revenue requirement.  Under Mr. Zuraski’s “Model A,” the Project has the lower revenue 

requirement in the “base case” as well as in 88% to 93% of the sensitivity cases, depending on 

the discount rate used.  Under Mr. Zuraski’s “Model B,” the Project results in a lower revenue 

requirement compared to the “Illinois wind” scenario in the “base case” as well as in 87% to 

96% of the sensitivity cases, depending on the discount rate used.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 

54; Rock Island Ex. 10.24.   

 Finally, in his surrebuttal testimony, Mr. Berry reported the results of additional 

sensitivity analyses using the Staff model and (1) only five years of LMP savings (the same 

period as originally used by Mr. Zuraski), and (2) the current Project cost estimate of $1.833 

billion.60  Using the current Project cost estimate (and the other changes to the original Staff 

assumptions discussed in Mr. Berry’s rebuttal testimony), the Project remains clearly beneficial 

compared to the alternative of no new transmission or generation construction, in which 

consumers purchase energy from the market.  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 37-39.  Using a 5% real 

consumer discount rate, the average consumer benefit is $16.5 billion under “Model A” and 

$18.1 billion under “Model B.” Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 39; Rock Island Ex. 10.29.  

Additionally, with only five years of LMP savings assumed, and using a 5% real consumer 

discount rate, the Project remains economically beneficial; the average consumer benefit in this 

                                                 
59 In “Model A,” the model iteratively solves for the debt-to-equity ratio for Rock Island that minimizes 
annual revenues while maintaining a minimum debt coverage ratio and retiring the debt in 20 years.  In 
“Model B,” the debt-to-equity ratio is fixed and the model solves for the revenue requirement in each 
scenario analyzed. ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 18-19. 
60 The current Project cost estimate of $1.833 billion used by Mr. Berry in the revenue requirements 
analyses presented in his surrebuttal testimony includes the costs for the installation of the static 
synchronous compensators (“STATCOMs”) described by Dr. Galli which will resolve reliability issues 
identified in PJM’s August 2013 System Impact Study report on Rock Island’s interconnection request.  
Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 36; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 37; see §IV.A.1.d below. 
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sensitivity is $6.9 billion under “Model A” and $8.6 billion under “Model B.” Rock Island Ex. 

10.26 at 39-40; Rock Island Ex. 10.29. 

 Compared to the alternative of building new wind generation in Illinois, the Project also 

remains the economic choice, i.e., it continues to have the lower revenue requirement with the 

updated assumptions including the current Project capital cost estimate.  Under the Staff “Model 

A,” the “Rock Island Project + Iowa Wind” scenario has the lower revenue requirement in the 

“base case” and in 93% to 97% of the sensitivity cases, depending on the discount rate used.  

Under the Staff “Model B,” the “Rock Island Project + Iowa Wind” alternative results in a lower 

revenue requirement than the “Illinois Wind” scenario in the “base case” and in 93% to 99% of 

the sensitivity cases, depending on the discount rate used.61  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 40; Rock 

Island Ex. 10.29. 

 In summary, all of the revenue requirements analyses performed using the Staff model 

show that: 

▪ the Rock Island Project will provide economic benefits to consumers in terms of 
reduced electricity costs; 

▪ the Project is a lower cost alternative compared to both the status quo (in which there 
is no new transmission or generation construction and customers purchase energy 
from the market) and to the alternative in which new wind generation is constructed 
in Illinois to provide a comparable amount of renewable energy to that produced by 
the new wind generation facilities in the Resource Area; and 

▪ the Project will promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity 
market that operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers and is the least cost 
means of satisfying those objectives. 

 

                                                 
61 For the analysis comparing the revenue requirement for the Rock Island Project + Iowa Wind scenario 
to the revenue requirement for the Illinois Wind scenario, it was not necessary to run a sensitivity 
assuming only five years of LMP savings, because both of these scenarios were assumed to produce the 
same LMP savings, and therefore the number of years of savings does not affect the comparison.  Rock 
Island Ex. 10.26 at 40.  Note that the assumption that the new Illinois wind generation produces the same 
LMP savings as the new Iowa wind generation is likely favorable to the Illinois wind generation scenario 
since the Iowa wind generation would be expected to have a higher average capacity factor due to the 
higher average wind speeds in the Resource Area. 
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b. The Project Will Provide Benefits for Illinois in Terms of the 
Reliability, Adequacy and Efficiency of Service 

 Rock Island is not proposing to construct the Project in order to keep the bulk power 

system from deteriorating below some pre-determined, minimum standard of reliability. Rock 

Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 5.  In terms of meeting the criterion in §8-406(b)(1), Rock Island’s 

presentation has focused on the fact that the Project will support cost-effective compliance with 

RPS requirements in Illinois and PJM, will produce significant economic benefits in terms of 

reduced costs to serve load in Illinois and PJM, and will promote the development of an 

effectively competitive electricity market.  However, the Project will also provide benefits to 

Illinois in terms of the adequacy, reliability and efficiency of service, and the record supports a 

finding that the Project is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to 

customers. 

 Rock Island witness Leonard Januzik of Quanta Technology, L.L.C. (“Quanta”) 

presented analyses of the impacts on the reliability and adequacy of electric service in northern 

Illinois and the State of Illinois resulting from installation of the Project and the wind generating 

facilities to be located in the Resource Area whose output will be delivered to Illinois by the 

Project.62  Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 4-5.  Specifically, Quanta performed two types of studies: 

(1) Loss of Load Expectation (“LOLE”) study:  a probabilistic analysis that is used to 
determine the likelihood of not being able to serve the total electrical demand of a 
given system during the year. Rock Island Ex. 6.0  at 5. 

(2) Transfer capability study:  A deterministic analysis to evaluate the amount of 
additional power that can be transported into an area as a result of transmission 
system configuration changes, such as the installation of the Project. Id. 

 Both of these analyses (and the methodologies used by Mr. Januzik to conduct them) are 

generally accepted in the industry as traditional measures of reliability.  Transmission transfer 

                                                 
62 Mr. Januzik is Senior Director and Midwest Regional Manager of Quanta and is an electrical engineer 
with 40 years of experience in the power industry, including 25 years with ComEd that included resource 
and transmission planning positions and 20 years as Director of Engineering and Operations at the Mid-
American Interconnected Network Coordination Center Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 1-3.   
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capability studies have been, and continue to be, one of the primary measures of transmission 

system reliability and are utilized in virtually all regional transmission studies and in annual 

reporting to NERC for input into its national reliability assessments.  LOLE studies have been 

conducted for several decades in the determination of proper capacity reserve levels and are an 

important component of the transmission planning process for the RTOs. Id. at 5.  Because 

Illinois is the area of interest in this case, the LOLE and transfer capability studies focused on the 

impacts to the northern Illinois (“NI”) portion of the PJM system and on Illinois as a whole. The 

NI region of PJM and the MISO region of Illinois (which together comprise the entire state of 

Illinois) are appropriate study regions for purposes of these reliability studies because of the 

strong internal transmission connections within these regions. Rock Island Ex. 6.7 Rev. at 2-5. 

 The LOLE study analyzed whether the Rock Island Project, by making more generating 

capacity available in NI, will increase generating reserve margins, and thereby increase 

reliability, in NI and the entire State of Illinois.63 Rock Island Ex. 6.7 Rev. at 2.  The LOLE 

study measured the adequacy of the region’s generating capability to reliably serve its demand, 

measured in terms of how often demand is at risk of exceeding available generating capacity.  A 

value of 0.1 day per year (the loss of load on one day in 10 years) has long been viewed by the 

industry as providing a satisfactory balance between the social costs of outages and the economic 

costs of unutilized capacity. Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 6.  The LOLE studies were conducted using 

three different scenarios: (1) No Load Forecast Uncertainty, (2) 3% Load Forecast Uncertainty, 

and (3) 5% Load Forecast Uncertainty. Id. at 12.  The 3% Load Forecast Uncertainty scenario 

was based on experience indicating that the standard deviation of load beyond the period for 

which reliable weather forecasts can be obtained is approximately 3% due to weather being other 

than “average” or “normal.”  The 5% Load Forecast Uncertainty scenario is based on the 

standard deviation for load in the planning horizon for new generating capacity (approximately 

                                                 
63 Detailed data inputs and assumptions used in, and the results of, the LOLE study are described at Rock 
Island Ex. 6.0 at 6-12 and 17 and Rock Island Exs. 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4. 
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five years) being approximately 5%, due to weather and economic variations and changes in 

energy efficiency, demand response and other factors. Id. at 10. 

 The results of the LOLE study showed an increase to the system reserve margins for both 

the northern Illinois region and the State of Illinois as a result of installation of the Rock Island 

Project. The system reserve margin required to attain the target LOLE of 0.1 day per year 

decreases.  Correspondingly, there is an order of magnitude decrease in LOLE with the Project 

as compared to without the Project.  Conversely, loads in excess of those currently projected can 

be supplied by the available generation.  The addition of the Project allows service to additional 

load of approximately 1,100 MW to 1,270 MW in Illinois and approximately 1,300 MW to 1,470 

MW in NI (depending on the Load Forecast Uncertainty scenario) while maintaining the target 

LOLE. Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 17; Rock Island Exs. 6.3-6.4. 

 A transfer capability study measures the ability to transfer power from one part of the 

transmission system to another. Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 12.  The transfer capability study 

performed by Quanta determined the impact of the Project on the ability to transfer power from 

the MISO RTO and the PJM RTO into NI and into the entire state of Illinois. Id. The transfer 

capability study determined the First Contingency Incremental Transfer Capability (“FCITC”) 

between a designated point of receipt, or source, to a designated point of delivery, or sink.  

FCITC is a measure of how much power can be transferred from one portion of the network to 

another before reaching a point where a transmission facility outage results in an overload of 

another transmission facility.  FCITC measures the increase in transfer capability from the base 

level to the transfer limit, i.e., the point at which the network is compromised due to a network 

element becoming overloaded for the contingent outage of another element. Id. at 12-13. 

 In terms of the reliability impact of the Project, the transfer capability study provides an 

indication of how much transmission capacity may be available so that the load in the subject 

region can be supported by external resources.  The greater the increase in FCITC and total 
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transfer capability, the more transmission capability there is to import power into the receiving 

(sink) region should there be a capacity shortfall due to factors (such as outages of capacity) that 

might require power imports to meet demand.  In addition, sufficient import capability is 

required to enable reserve sharing by providing access to external resources and to reduce 

capacity reserve margin requirements. Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 14-15. 

 In addition to the incremental change in FCITC due to the addition of the Project, the 

transfer capability study measures the additional amount of import capability made available due 

to installation of the Project, which is represented by the increase in transmission capability to 

serve Illinois load net of the amount of that transmission capacity used by the connected wind 

generators in the Resource Area to serve summer peak demand.  This additional import 

capability is referred to as the “HVDC Incremental Imports.”  The sum of the FCITC increase 

and the HVDC Incremental Imports due to installation of the Project equals the total increase in 

transfer capability due to the Project.64  Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 14. 

 The transfer capability study showed that installation of the Rock Island Project (i) will 

increase FCITC by about 1,015 MW for imports into NI and by about 1,180 MW for imports 

into the entire state of Illinois, and (ii) will increase total transfer capability into NI by 1,525 

MW and into the entire state of Illinois by 1,690 MW.  Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 17-18; Rock Island 

Ex. 6.5 Rev.  This represents additional import transfer capability for NI and for the state of 

Illinois, over and above the margins existing before the Project is installed, that exceeds the 

capacity of the largest generating units in the State.  Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 19.  The results of the 

transfer capability analysis show improvement to reliability in northern Illinois and in the state of 

Illinois consistent with regional practices in calculating and evaluating FCITC results.  The 

transfer capability studies indicate that, for the peak scenario as modeled, there is a significant 

                                                 
64 Input data and assumptions used in the transfer capability study are described at Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 
15-16 and Rock Island Ex. 6.6 Rev.  In accordance with common industry practice, the study was 
conducted using a published PJM power flow case which included current system parameters and 
assumptions as provided by PJM transmission planning. Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 16. 
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increase in incremental import capability into both NI and the state of Illinois as a result of 

installation of the Project. Id. at 18-19. 

 Overall, the results of the LOLE and transfer capability studies performed by Quanta 

show that there is a significant increase in the reliability and adequacy of electric service in 

Illinois and in the northern Illinois region of PJM as a result of installation of the Rock Island 

Project and the wind generating facilities that will be connected to it. Rock Island Ex. 6.0 at 19.  

The addition of a new transmission path that did not previously exist for additional energy 

resources to access customer demand (load) in a region, as the Project will provide, will increase 

the reserve margin where that demand is located.  Even if the area to which the new transmission 

path is being connected can currently meet its minimum reserve margin requirements, this does 

not mean that the addition of the new transmission path is unnecessary, unwarranted or not 

beneficial in terms of reliability. Similarly, even though the main purpose of the Project is not 

specifically to increase transfer capability or reserve margins, those benefits can still be realized.  

The Rock Island Project will in fact enhance the reliability of the Illinois electric grid. Rock 

Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 6-7. 

 Further, the Rock Island Project is being developed in order to provide adequate and 

efficient service to customers by enabling significant new renewable energy resources to be 

developed in the Resource Area and have their output delivered to Illinois and the PJM network, 

and to provide a means for load serving entities within PJM to obtain and provide electricity 

from renewable resources to their customers.  The Project will accomplish this objective using 

HVDC technology, which is the more efficient technology for transporting large amounts of 

energy from renewable resources over long distances.  Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 5-6; Tr. 707.  

The Project will also improve reliability and the efficiency of service by creating geographical 

diversity in the wind resources available to Illinois and PJM.  Dispersing the locations of wind 

farms effectively reduces the variability of their energy output because the combined energy 
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output of geographically diverse wind farms, such as those that will interconnect to the Rock 

Island Project, is less variable and has fewer wind integration costs than the output of 

geographically concentrated wind farms.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 4, 25-29; Rock Island Ex. 

10.26 at 25.  This benefit is discussed further in §IV.A.4 of this Brief. 

 Additionally, even though the Project is not being proposed specifically to keep the bulk 

power system from deteriorating below some pre-determined, minimum standard of reliability, 

the Commission should be well aware that Illinois and other Midwestern states are in an era in 

which significant existing generating capacity has recently been retired or announced for 

retirement and additional existing generating capacity is at risk of retirement due to 

environmental or economic considerations.  See, e.g., Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 22-24; Rock Island 

Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 44.  What may be viewed as comfortable generating reserve margins today and 

in the near-term could quickly be reduced due to unexpected or accelerated retirements of 

additional existing generating units.  Moreover, lead times for replacement generating capacity 

(and the transmission capacity to interconnect it to the grid) are measured in years, not months.  

The Rock Island Project will enable the construction of approximately 4,000 MW of new 

generation capacity in the Resource Area that would not be constructed absent the Project, by 

providing the means to deliver the output of this new capacity to northern Illinois.  The Project 

will therefore provide a valuable hedge against additional retirements of existing generating 

capacity for environmental or economic reasons, including retirements that are unexpected or 

occur sooner than currently anticipated.  This is in addition to the specific need for and benefits 

of the Project in facilitating compliance with the RPS requirements of Illinois and other states in 

a reliable and cost-effective manner, as discussed in detail earlier in this Brief. 

 Section 8-406(b)(1) of the PUA uses the phrase “necessary to provide adequate, reliable, 

and efficient service to its customers . . . .”  The Illinois courts have held that “necessity” and 

“necessary” as used in the certificate provisions of the PUA do not mean “indispensably 
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requisite,” but rather that the service proposed to be provided is “needful and useful to the 

public.” Eagle Bus Line, Inc. v. ICC, 3 Ill. 2d 66, 78, 119 N.E. 2d 915, 922 (1954) (if the service 

is needful and useful to the public, it is necessary); Gernand v. ICC, 286 Ill. App. 3d 934, 945, 

676 N.E. 2d 1384, 1391 (4th Dist. 1977) (same); King v. ICC, 39 Ill. App. 3d 648, 653, 351 N.E. 

2d 589, 593-94 (4th Dist. 1976 ) (same).  The Illinois Supreme Court has stated that “When the 

statute requires a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a prerequisite to the 

construction or extension of any public utility, the word “necessity” is not used in its 

lexicographical sense of ‘indispensably required.’  If it were, no certificate of public convenience 

and necessity could ever be granted. . . . The word connotes different degrees of necessity.  It 

sometimes means indispensable; at others, needful, requisite or conducive.  It is relative rather 

than absolute.”  Wabash, Chester & Western R.R. Co. v. ICC, 309 Ill. 412, 418, 141 N.E. 212, 

214-15 (1923).   

 Further, the Illinois courts have long held that what constitutes public convenience and 

necessity is within the Commission’s discretion to determine in each case, thereby permitting 

consideration of a broad range of factors as applicable to the particular case.  Egyptian Transp. 

Sys. v. Louisville & N. R. Co., 321 Ill. 580, 584, 152 N.E. 510, 511 (1926); Commonwealth 

Edison Co. v. ICC, 295 Ill. App. 3d 311, 317, 692 N.E. 2d 1350, 1353 (2d Dist. 1998); New 

Landing Util., Inc. v. ICC, 58 Ill. App. 3d 868, 871, 374 N.E. 2d 6, 9 (2d Dist. 1977); see also 

Illinois Power Co. v. ICC, 111 Ill. 2d 505, 511-512, 490 N.E. 2d 1255, 1257-58 (1986) (in 

determining whether the “public shall be convenienced” by a proposed transaction under §7-102 

of the PUA, the Commission has broad discretion to determine the factors to be considered). 

 In summary, based on the record in this case with respect to the benefits of the Rock 

Island Project in terms of the adequacy, reliability and efficiency of electric service in Illinois, 

the scope of the terms “necessary” and “public convenience and necessity” in the PUA as 

defined by the courts, and the Commission’s recognized discretion to determine what is 
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“necessary” or will promote the public convenience and necessity in each case, the Commission 

can and should find that the Rock Island Project is “necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and 

efficient service to its customers.”  

c. The Project Satisfies the “Least Cost” Requirement of §8-
406(b) 

 Both alternatives in the first specific criterion set forth in §8-406(b) of the PUA state that 

the project for which a CPCN is sought should be the “least cost means” of satisfying the 

objective (i.e., either providing adequate, reliable and efficient service or promoting the 

development of an effectively competitive electricity market).  The record shows, from multiple 

perspectives, that the Rock Island Project satisfies the least cost requirement. 

 First, the economic analyses presented by Staff witness Mr. Zuraski and Rock Island 

witness Mr. Berry using Staff’s revenue requirements model showed that the alternative of 

constructing the Rock Island Project and the wind generation that will be connected to it is the 

least cost alternative compared to (i) doing nothing, i.e., assuming that suppliers continue to 

serve their loads by purchasing electricity in the market; and (ii) constructing the amount of new 

wind generation facilities in Illinois necessary to generate the same amount of wind energy as the 

wind farms in the Resource Area enabled by the Project.  As discussed in §IV.A.1.a.v above, 

these analyses take into account both the costs of constructing and operating the Rock Island 

Project and its connected wind farms, and, in the case of the “Illinois wind” scenario, the cost of 

constructing and operating the new Illinois wind farms that would produce a comparable amount 

of renewable energy, as well as the energy cost (LMP) savings produced under each alternative.  

The economic analyses conducted by Mr. Zuraski and Mr. Berry using Staff’s model are the type 

of net present value revenue requirements analysis traditionally used in regulatory proceedings to 

determine which of two or more alternative projects is the least cost approach.  As Mr. Zuraski 

explained, comparing the results of his scenarios with each other enabled him to determine 

whether the scenario that includes building and operating the Project is the least expensive 
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alternative for obtaining additional RECs. ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 17-18. 

 Considering all of the revenue requirements analyses under different assumption 

scenarios presented by Mr. Zuraski in his direct testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 3.0) and by Mr. Berry 

in his rebuttal and surrebuttal testimonies (Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. and 10.26), the alternative 

of constructing the Project and the associated wind generation has a lower NPV cost to 

consumers than the other alternatives studied, under the great majority of scenario assumptions 

analyzed.65  See ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 29-46; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 53-54; Rock Island 

Ex. 10.24; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 37-41; Rock Island Ex. 10.29.  The analyses conducted 

using Staff’s model show that the Rock Island Project is the least cost alternative to meeting 

Illinois and regional RPS requirements. Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 41. 

 Second, in terms of technology choice, the Rock Island Project will use HVDC 

technology to bring power from the Resource Area to northern Illinois.  To Rock Island’s 

knowledge, there is no AC alternative to the Project (i.e., no proposed transmission line from the 

Resource Area to northern Illinois using AC technology) being proposed by any utility or 

merchant developer (Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 2), and no other party identified any proposed 

AC lines (or other proposed HVDC lines) that could be considered to be alternatives to the 

Project.66  This absence of AC alternatives is not surprising, because it is a well-known fact 

                                                 
65 As discussed in §IV.A.1.a.v above, Mr. Zuraski also considered a scenario in which new wind 
generation is built in northwest Iowa but the Rock Island Project is not constructed; however, Mr. Zuraski 
and Mr. Berry both concluded that a scenario in which substantial new wind generation facilities are 
constructed in this region without the accompanying construction of substantial new transmission 
infrastructure to support the new wind generation facilities is problematic and may necessitate significant 
additional costs.  ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 28-29, 42-43; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 49. 
66 The MISO MVP projects are not an alternative to the Rock Island Project.  They have different 
objectives and will accomplish different things.  The MISO MVPs are intended (among other things) to 
enable the construction of new renewable generation to meet RPS goals in the MISO footprint.  The 
rationale for the MISO MVPs does not include providing renewable energy to northern Illinois or the 
PJM system.  The primary purpose of the Rock Island Project is to deliver low-cost renewable energy 
from northwest Iowa to PJM.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 59-61.  In addition, as discussed in 
§IV.A.1.a.i above and below in this subsection, transporting the output of a substantial amount of new 
wind generation from the Resource Area to northern Illinois over the existing AC grid would be infeasible 
and uneconomic. 



70 
 

among experienced power systems engineers, and has not been disputed in this case, that the 

most efficient means to transfer bulk amounts of electric energy over distances greater than 

approximately 300 miles (particularly where the energy is produced by variable generation 

resources) is to use HVDC technology, rather than AC technology. Id. at 2, 3; Rock Island Ex. 

2.0 at 20; Tr. 707 (Staff witness Mr. Rashid). The cost, reliability and operational benefits of 

HVDC for this application include: 

▪ HVDC lines can transfer significantly more power with lower line losses over longer 
distances than comparable AC lines. 

▪ HVDC technology gives the operators direct control of energy flows, which makes 
HVDC particularly well-suited to manage the injection of variable wind generation. 

▪ HVDC lines, unlike AC lines, will not become overloaded by unrelated outages, 
because the amount of power delivered is strictly limited by the DC converters at 
each end of the HVDC line, thereby reducing the likelihood that outages will 
propagate from one region to another. 

▪ HVDC lines utilize narrower ROW and fewer conductors than comparable AC lines, 
thereby making more efficient use of transmission corridors and minimizing visual 
and land use impacts. 

▪ HVDC lines can dampen power oscillations in an AC grid through fast modulation of 
the AC-to-DC converter stations and thus improve system stability. 

▪ HVDC lines complement AC networks without contribution to short circuit current 
power or additional reactive power requirements. Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 21-22; Rock 
Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 2-3. 

Additionally, over long distances, high voltage AC (“HVAC”) lines require intermediate 

switching or substations approximately every 200 miles to segment the line to handle issues 

associated with voltage support, transient over-voltages, and transient recovery voltages.  

Further, HVAC lines used for long-haul applications exhibit angular and voltage stability 

limitations, have a higher requirement of reactive power dependent on loading, and have higher 

charging current requirements at light load. Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 20.  With respect to losses, 

typical aluminum steel reinforced conductors provide greater resistance to AC than to DC; 

moreover, the large reactive power requirements of long AC lines means that less of the line is 

used to move real power and the significant reactive power requirements introduce associated 
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reactive losses. Id.; Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 4. 

 Although the cost, efficiency and system control advantages of HVDC over AC 

technology for the proposed application are well recognized, for purposes of the least cost 

analysis Rock Island presented a comparison of the costs of an HVDC line (including converter 

stations) to several AC lines for delivery of 3,500 MW over a distance of 500 miles. The AC 

alternatives evaluated were several configurations of 345 kV and above AC lines.67  To deliver 

3,500 MW of power over 500 miles would require at least five series compensated 345 kV AC 

circuits, at least two series compensated 500 kV AC circuits, or at least one (or possibly two, for 

reliability reasons) 765 kV AC circuit, to be comparable to one +600 kV HVDC bi-pole system 

such as Rock Island is proposing for the Project.68 (Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 3-4.)  The 

construction costs and costs of losses for the alternatives analyzed are shown in the following 

table (id. at 4): 

Solution to Transmit 3,500 MW, 500 miles 
(Transmission Line + Necessary Equipment) 

Cost  
($ billion) 

Loss Costs 
( $ million) 

Five, single circuit 345 kV transmission lines 5.96 876.4 
Two, double circuit 345 kV transmission lines 

plus one, single circuit 345 kV transmission line  
5.45 876.4 

Two, single circuit 500 kV transmission lines 3.79 784.7 
One, double circuit 500 kV transmission line 3.01 784.7 
One, single circuit 765 kV transmission line 2.37 584.2 

One, +600 kV HVDC bi-pole system 2.15 384.0 

 As the above table shows, the HVDC solution has a substantial capital cost advantage 

over the AC alternatives and also has substantially lower losses costs than the AC alternatives.  

Further, these comparisons do not include costs for substations at intermediate points along the 

AC lines. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 5.  Rock Island witness Dr. Galli pointed out that in addition to 

showing that the Project’s HVDC technology is least-cost compared to an AC alternative for 

                                                 
67 Detailed assumptions for the analysis are provided in Rock Island Ex. 2.12. 
68 For a HVDC line, the term “pole” does not refer to the structure holding the conductors  but rather to a 
set of conductors carrying the current.  The “pole” in an HVDC line is analogous to a “phase” of an AC 
line.  A bi-pole HVDC line has two poles and each pole has a set of conductors associated with it.  Rock 
Island Ex. 2.0 at 24-25. 
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providing transmission service from northwest Iowa to northeast Illinois, the cost advantage of 

the HVDC technology over the AC alternatives is so substantial that a 1,000 MW tap, with a cost 

of approximately $100 million, could be added at an intermediate point along the HVDC line, 

and the HVDC approach would still be less costly than the AC alternatives.69 Id. at 5.  Rock 

Island’s HVDC solution is clearly the lowest cost alternative to accomplish the objectives of the 

Project, that is, connecting high capacity factor wind generation in the Resource Area to northern 

Illinois.  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 36. 

 Third, as compared to the status quo, the Rock Island Project is also least cost.  This is 

shown by (1) Mr. Moland’s analyses, all of which showed reductions in LMPs, demand costs 

and variable production costs if the Project and the associated wind farms are constructed (see 

§IV.A.1.a.iii above); and (2) the analyses using the Staff revenue requirements model that 

compared the cost of constructing and operating the Project and the associated wind farms to the 

costs of market purchases of energy in the existing wholesale market (see §IV.A.1.a.v above).  

Further, §8-406(d) of the PUA specifies that: “In making its determination, the Commission shall 

attach primary weight to the cost or cost savings to the customers of the utility. The Commission 

may consider any or all factors which will or may affect such cost or cost savings . . . .”  As a 

merchant transmission project, Rock Island will recover its costs solely from its customers who 

contract for transmission capacity and service on the Project, and is not proposing to recover its 

costs through cost allocation to load (i.e., to retail customers) within PJM or MISO.  Rock Island 

Ex. 10.13 at 11; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 28-29, 48.  As Dr. McDermott explained, the 

competitive market will determine that the Project is the least cost approach; if it is not the least-

cost approach, it will not be built, because if shippers can reach their desired markets using an 

                                                 
69 The HVDC tap at an appropriate point along the HVDC line would allow customers to inject power 
into the HVDC line at an intermediate point along the route, in addition to at the western converter station 
in Iowa.  As noted, the costs for the AC alternatives used in the comparisons also did not include costs for 
substations or other interconnection facilities along the AC lines to allow for injections of power at 
intermediate points.  Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 5. 
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alternative lower-cost resource, they will not purchase transmission service on the Project. Rock 

Island Ex. 4.2 at 10; Tr. 151.   

 Additionally with respect to comparisons to the status quo, as discussed in §IV.A.1.a.i 

above, while it is theoretically possible to move power from the Resource Area to northern 

Illinois using existing 345 kV lines, this would (i) entail substantially higher electric losses as 

compared to HVDC transmission facilities, (ii) expose the shippers to congestion costs on the 

AC system that result from transmission constraints, and (iii) require the shippers to pay 

wheeling charges to both MISO and PJM.  These additional costs and complexities would make 

it unrealistic, let alone uneconomic, for wind generators to move power from wind facilities in 

the Resource Area to northern Illinois.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 10. 

 Fourth, with respect to the Project route, the Preferred Route is the least cost option 

taking into account both construction cost and other relevant route selection considerations.  The 

Commission has typically addressed the least cost aspect of §8-406(b) by examining which of 

the potential routes of a proposed transmission line is the least cost, considering all relevant 

factors.70 Based on this approach, the Commission does not always choose the transmission line 

route with the lowest construction cost as the least-cost route.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 27.   

 The Preferred Route for the DC Section of the Project has the second lowest estimated 

construction cost of the routes studied – the Proposed Alternative Route for the DC Section has a 

lower estimated construction cost -- but the estimated cost for the Preferred Route is only 0.7% 

($2 million) higher than the estimated cost for the Proposed Alternative Route.  Rock Island Ex. 

7.0 Rev. at 36; Rock Island Ex. 9.0 Rev. at 9.  However, although the estimated construction cost 

for the Preferred Route for the DC Section is slightly higher than the construction cost for the 

                                                 
70 See, e.g., Ameren Transmission Company of Illinois, Docket 12-0598 (Order dated Aug. 20, 2013) at 
14;    Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenIP, Docket 10-0079 (Order dated Apr. 12, 2011), at 15; 
Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenIP, Docket 06-0179 (Order dated May 16, 2007), at 10, 41; Illinois 
Power Company d/b/a AmerenIP, Docket 06-0083 (Order dated June 28, 2006), at 5; Commonwealth 
Edison Co., Docket 01-0833 (Order dated June 19, 2002), at 9; Commonwealth Edison Co., Docket 00-
0660 (Order dated May 8, 2002), at 7. 
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Proposed Alternative Route, the Preferred Route is superior based on application of the Routing 

Criteria used by Rock Island, and the overall advantages of the Preferred Route outweigh the 

very modest cost advantage of the Proposed Alternative Route. Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 36; 

Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 38.   

 Specifically, the Preferred Route is shorter, has fewer homes within 200 feet, 500 feet 

and 1000 feet of the centerline of the route, has fewer other building structures within 100 and 

200 feet of the centerline, and affects a smaller number of land parcels and landowners, than 

does the Proposed Alternative Route.  The Preferred Route has no known schools, hospitals or 

religious facilities of worship within 1,000 feet of the centerline, does not cross any Agricultural 

Preservation Areas, crosses the fewest number of center pivot irrigation systems, does not 

require the placement of transmission structures in wetlands, and avoids all route segments 

identified by the IDNR staff as most objectionable due to potential impacts on threatened or 

endangered species or on other high priority areas.  The Preferred Route also avoids a possible 

conflict with an unregistered ultra-light airstrip that would occur with the Proposed Alternative 

Route (the Proposed Alternative Route would potentially impact this airstrip). Rock Island Ex. 

7.0 Rev. at 27-28, 34-35; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 55-63.  Applying all of the Routing Criteria to 

the Preferred Route and the Proposed Alternative Route for the DC Section, the advantages of 

the Preferred Route in terms of maintaining the greatest distance from the greatest number of 

homes, minimizing the length of the route, and affecting the fewest parcels and number of 

landowners made it the superior choice as compared to the Proposed Alternative Route for the 

DC Section.71   

 The Preferred Route of the AC Section of the Project has the lowest construction cost of 

the AC Section route alternatives studied.  Rock Island Ex. 9.0 Rev. at 9.  In addition to having 

                                                 
71 Table 3 of the Routing Study (Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 55-63) evaluates and compares the Preferred 
Route for the DC Section to the Proposed Alternative Route for the DC Section (and the three other Study 
Routes for the DC Section) based on application of each of the Routing Criteria. 
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the lowest estimated construction cost, the Preferred Route for the AC Section is the best route of 

the alternatives studied based on application of the other Routing Criteria.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 

Rev. at 28, 36-37. 

 In summary, based on (i) consideration of the revenue requirements for the Project 

compared to alternatives, (ii) the costs and operating efficiencies of the Project’s HVDC 

technology compared to AC alternatives, (iii) a comparison of constructing the Project to the 

status quo, and (iv) analysis of the least-cost route (considering both construction costs and 

applicable routing considerations), the Rock Island Project is the least-cost means of satisfying 

the objectives of promoting the development of an effectively competitive market and of 

providing adequate, reliable and efficient service to customers.  

d. Rock Island Has Proposed a Condition to the CPCN to 
Address Concerns About Cost Allocation to Retail Ratepayers 

 As described in §I.B of this Brief, the Rock Island Project is a “merchant” transmission 

project.  As a merchant transmission project, Rock Island will recover its costs of construction 

and operation solely through the revenues it receives from the specific transmission customers 

that purchase capacity and take transmission service on the Project.  Rock Island and its investors 

– not the retail electric ratepayers of Illinois or other states – will bear any risks that the Project 

cannot be successfully constructed and completed or that the revenues received by the Project 

will prove to be insufficient to provide its investors with an adequate rate of return on their 

investment.72 Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 11; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 28-29, 30-31, 35; Rock 

Island Ex. 10.26 at 8, 10, 14; Tr. 647-48, 951-52, 1007-08.  Rock Island has no plans to seek to 

recover the costs of the Project from retail customers by cost allocation to load through RTO cost 

recovery processes, and in fact believes there is presently no cost allocation mechanism by which 

                                                 
72 In its order granting Rock Island’s request for negotiated rate authority for the Project, the FERC 
specified, as a condition to granting Rock Island negotiated rate authority, that: “Rock Island has agreed 
to bear all the risk that the Project will succeed or fail based on whether a market exists for its services.  
Rock Island has no ability to pass on any costs to captive ratepayers.” Rock Island Clean Line LLC, 139 
FERC ¶ 61,142 at P 16; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 20 note 23. 
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the costs of an inter-regional transmission line such as the Project can be recovered.  Rock Island 

Ex. 1.0 at 15-16; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 29; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 19-20.   

 Rock Island believes that the fact that its Project is a merchant transmission project 

whose construction and operating costs will be paid for by its specific transmission customers 

through their payments for transmission capacity and service (rather than by all retail ratepayers 

or load-serving entities in an RTO region) distinguishes the Project from other projects that are 

dependent on cost recovery from captive ratepayers through regional cost allocation 

mechanisms.73  As discussed in previous sections of this Brief, the Project will increase 

competition in the wholesale electricity and REC markets impacting Illinois, increase the supply 

of electricity from renewable resources available to Illinois, reduce electricity costs for Illinois 

consumers, support compliance with RPS requirements in a cost-effective manner, improve the 

reliability of the bulk electric system, and reduce emissions and waste by-products from the 

generation of electricity, while recovering its costs through its charges to the specific 

transmission customers who contract for capacity and service on the Project.  The fact that the 

Project is a merchant project whose costs will not be recovered through allocation to load using 

RTO cost allocation processes supports the conclusion that the Project will promote the 

development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently and is 

equitable to all customers, is least cost, and promotes the public convenience and necessity.  

Merchant transmission projects like the Project are a logical, market-driven response to the 

Commission’s previously-expressed concerns about the use of regional cost allocation processes 

to recover the costs of transmission projects. 

 However, during the course of this proceeding, some witnesses for other parties 

expressed concerns that at some future date, Rock Island could request and obtain cost allocation 

                                                 
73 Under certain circumstances, the Commission has objected to the use of RTO cost allocation processes 
to allocate the costs of transmission projects to Illinois retail load.  See, e.g., ICC v. FERC, 576 F.3d 470 
(7 Cir. 2009); ICC v. FERC, 721 F.3d 764 ( 7 Cir. 2013); Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 58. 
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treatment from PJM or MISO, at a point in time after this Commission has granted a CPCN for 

the Project on the assumption that it is a merchant project and will not use cost allocation.  See 

ComEd Ex. 1.0 2d Rev. at 37; ILA Ex. 7.0 at 10; ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 5; ICC Staff Ex. 6.0 at 3.  

To address these concerns, Rock Island proposed a condition to its CPCN whereby Rock Island 

would not be allowed to recover any portion of its costs through regional cost allocation to load 

unless it first makes a new filing with this Commission for approval to recover its costs through 

cost allocation to load and receives such approval from the Commission.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 

Rev. at 29-30; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 21-22.  As modified by Rock Island witness David Berry 

in his surrebuttal testimony in response to a comment in ComEd witness Mr. Naumann’s rebuttal 

testimony, Rock Island’s proposed condition is (Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 21-22): 

Prior to recovering any Project costs from Illinois retail ratepayers through PJM 
or MISO regional cost allocation, Rock Island will obtain the permission of the 
Illinois Commerce Commission in a new proceeding initiated by Rock Island.  
For the purposes of the prior sentence, any system upgrades set forth in an 
interconnection agreement with PJM or MISO and the costs of which are 
allocated to Rock Island will be considered “Project costs.”  For the avoidance of 
doubt, the phrase “recovering any Project costs from Illinois retail ratepayers 
through PJM or MISO regional cost allocation” includes the recovery of costs 
through PJM and MISO transmission service charges that are paid by retail 
electric suppliers in respect of their electric load served in Illinois.  

The language of the proposed condition precludes Rock Island from recovering the costs of the 

Project through RTO regional cost allocation methods, either directly from Illinois retail 

ratepayers, or through allocation of the costs to retail electric suppliers in respect of their loads 

served in Illinois, without Commission approval to do so.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 29-30; 

Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 18-21. 

 To state this simply: By this condition, Rock Island commits not to recover costs from 

Illinois ratepayers through PJM or MISO regional cost allocation without a further Commission 

proceeding and authorization.  In response to concerns that Rock Island could abandon its 

merchant model and instead use regional cost allocation, Rock Island is willing to make a 

binding commitment, through the proposed condition to its CPCN, not to use regional cost 
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allocation without further approval of this Commission. RockIsland Ex. 10.26 at 18-19.   

 Under this condition, in order to justify the use of cost allocation, Rock Island would 

have to persuade the Commission in a future proceeding that the Project’s benefits outweigh its 

costs to ratepayers (in the unlikely event that Rock Island would ever initiate a proceeding to 

make such a request to the Commission).  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 29-30.  Further, Staff 

and other interested parties would be able to participate in the proceeding.  Id.  Rock Island has 

not proposed detailed criteria for the Commission to apply in determining whether to authorize 

Rock Island to use regional cost allocation to recover the costs of the Project from Illinois 

ratepayers, which leaves the Commission with complete discretion to determine the basis on 

which it would grant or deny such a request – again, in the unlikely event one were ever made. 

 There are ample assurances that Rock Island will comply with this condition to its CPCN.  

First, as noted, Rock Island’s authority to construct and operate the Project will be subject to its 

continued compliance with the condition.  The Commission can, of course, enforce compliance 

with the conditions it imposes in a CPCN order, including by filing a complaint or initiating a 

proceeding to show cause why the CPCN should not be rescinded due to noncompliance with the 

condition (220 ILCS 5/10-108; 220 ILCS 5/10-113(a)), as well as by seeking civil penalties for 

violation of the Commission’s order (220 ILCS 5/5-202).  Second, lenders and investors will 

likely insist on a covenant in Rock Island’s financing documents forbidding Rock Island from 

violating the conditions of its CPCN.  Third, as noted earlier in this subsection, Rock Island’s 

negotiated rate authority granted by the FERC forbids Rock Island from obtaining cost recovery 

through socialized rates.  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 19, 20. 

 ComEd witness Mr. Naumann expressed concern that, despite the condition, the Project 

could become part of the PJM and MISO regional transmission plans for purposes of regional 

cost allocation without any action on the part of Rock Island.  ComEd Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 27-28.  

This possibility is implausible at best.  Mr. Naumann was unable to identify any transmission 
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project that was cost allocated without the owner taking affirmative action to accomplish this 

result, i.e., based on the request of a third party unrelated to the owner. Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 

19; Tr. 957.  At a minimum, it would be necessary for the Project to become part of the PJM 

and/or MISO regional transmission expansion plan(s) for purposes of regional cost allocation, 

without Rock Island having taken any affirmative action to accomplish this.  The suggestion that 

PJM could “reclassify the Project” (ComEd Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 27) without any action by Rock 

Island is simply at odds with the way the PJM regional transmission expansion plan actually 

works.  And even if PJM (or MISO) could somehow “reclassify the Project,” Rock Island still 

could not receive recovery of its costs from the regional cost allocation process without 

additional affirmative actions by Rock Island – including signing the applicable transmission 

owners’ agreement, obtaining a modification to the FERC’s grant of negotiated rate authority, 

submitting required accounting information to the RTO, and actually accepting the funds – 

actions which it would be prohibited by the CPCN condition from taking, absent approval by the 

Commission in a subsequently-initiated proceeding.  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 19-20. 

 Rock Island urges the Commission to adopt Rock Island’s proposed condition.  The 

condition is sufficient to address any concerns, and protect Illinois retail ratepayers against the 

possibility, that Rock Island could, in the future, decide to abandon its merchant model and 

instead recover the costs of the Project from Illinois ratepayers through PJM or MISO regional 

cost allocation mechanisms, without first having obtained, in a docketed proceeding, 

Commission approval to do so.74 

e. The Commission Should Reject Proposals to Delay Issuing a 
CPCN for the Project Until the PJM and MISO Interconnection 
Processes are Completed 

 ComEd witness Mr. Naumann contended that this proceeding should be stayed, or that 

                                                 
74 During the evidentiary phase of this proceeding, no party proposed any specific changes to Rock 
Island’s proposed condition; however, Rock Island remains ready to consider and respond to any 
modifications to the proposed text of this condition that other parties may propose in their initial briefs. 
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the Petition should be dismissed without prejudice, until a future time at which certain 

information that ComEd asserts is needed for the Commission’s decision becomes available. 

ComEd Ex. 1.0 2d Rev. at 9.  He asserted that the Commission should not rule on whether a 

CPCN should be granted for the Project until the interconnection processes for the Project at 

PJM and MISO are completed and the network upgrades and their costs, and any operating 

limitations, required in order for the Project to be allowed to interconnect to the existing 

transmission system, have been determined by PJM and MISO.75 Id. at 11-12, 20-21, 28, 32-33; 

ComEd Ex 4.0 Rev. at 5, 7, 17, 33-35.   

 ComEd’s argument should be rejected.  There is no reason to delay issuance of a CPCN 

for the Project until the PJM and MISO interconnection processes are completed.  To the 

contrary, such a delay would delay the completion of the Project and, therefore, delay the 

realization of the economic, reliability and environmental benefits of the Project.  As discussed 

in this subsection, the PJM and MISO interconnection processes will determine how the Project 

can be interconnected to the existing grid without adversely impacting its reliability.  By law, the 

PJM and MISO interconnection processes must be completed before Rock Island can operate the 

Project to inject power into the PJM grid.  In terms of cost impacts to the Project, a PJM System 

Impact Study (“SIS”) has determined that system upgrades costing only $24 million in the 

aggregate will be required, and Rock Island has included this cost in its Project cost estimate and 

its economic studies in this case.  Although the SIS raises the possibility that operating 

limitations on the Project may be necessary under certain conditions, Rock Island’s analysis 

indicates these issues can be resolved, without the need for operating limitations, by the 

installation of fast-reaction reactive power equipment that Rock Island has also included in its 

Project cost estimate.  Further, Rock Island has modeled the operation of the Project with the 
                                                 
75 ComEd witness Ms. Lapson argued that Rock Island has not yet demonstrated that it is capable of 
financing the proposed construction, among other reasons because Rock Island has not yet signed 
transmission service contracts with specific customers of the Project.  This argument is addressed in 
§IV.A.3 below. 
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operating restriction suggested by the PJM SIS in effect; this analysis showed that the economic 

benefits of the Project are only slightly reduced and it continues to produce significantly higher 

economic benefits and lower revenue requirements than alternatives. 

i. The PJM and MISO Interconnection Study Processes 
Will Result in a Reliable Interconnection of the Project 
Before it is Allowed to Operate 

 The RTO interconnection study processes will result in a determination that the Project 

can be interconnected with the existing transmission grid in a manner that does not threaten the 

reliability of the grid, and will determine the network upgrades and operational requirements, if 

any, to ensure that result.  To this end, Federal law and regulation require that Rock Island 

complete the interconnection study processes and sign interconnection agreements with PJM and 

MISO before the Project will be allowed to operate. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 30, 35, 37; 

Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 27.  The PJM and MISO interconnection processes for the Project will 

be carried out in accordance with these RTOs’ FERC-jurisdictional tariffs and related rules and 

agreements, without the need for involvement by the Commission arising out of this certificate 

proceeding. Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 31.  Further, ComEd (and any other affected 

transmission owners) have had and will continue to have a full opportunity to participate in the 

RTOs’ interconnection processes and to provide relevant information and concerns to the RTOs, 

including comments on studies and proposed solutions to reliability concerns.  ComEd has 

extensively exercised that opportunity to date, and no doubt will continue to do so. Id. at 26; 

Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 9-10; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 27-28; Rock Island Exs. 2.16-2.17. It is 

not necessary for the Commission to await the completion of the PJM and MISO interconnection 

study processes to rule on Rock Island’s request for a CPCN for the Project.  Moreover, delaying 

issuance of a CPCN, as ComEd proposes, will likely delay the completion of the Project and 

thereby delay the realization of the economic, reliability and environmental benefits of the 

Project for Illinois. Rock Island 10.14 Rev. at 27; Tr. 1122. 
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 The ultimate objective of the PJM and MISO interconnection study processes is to ensure 

that a reliable interconnection of the Project to the existing transmission system is achieved and 

all associated impacts are identified and mitigated.  Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 8.  PJM and 

MISO are charged with ensuring reliable interconnections and operations, and they will require, 

as conditions to the Project interconnecting with their systems, implementation of the system 

upgrades and other actions they determine are needed to maintain the reliability of their systems.  

Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 32-33.  The interconnection study process is intended to identify all 

potential constraints affecting the interconnection and the most efficient resolutions to those 

constraints so that all applicable reliability criteria are met with the interconnection.  The 

interconnection study process identifies for the interconnection customer (here, Rock Island) and 

the incumbent transmission owner (here, ComEd in PJM and MidAmerican in MISO) the 

equipment that will be required, costs for that equipment, and any required operational 

procedures, to allow for the efficient and reliable operation of the grid consistent with the 

planning requirements of the RTO and applicable reliability requirements of NERC and the 

utility to which the interconnection is made. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 14-15.  The PJM and MISO 

interconnection study processes will identify any reliability issues presented by the 

interconnection of the Project, and will prescribe solutions that prevent any deterioration of 

system reliability. Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 24, 31; Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 15.   

 The steps in the interconnection study processes were described in some detail in the 

direct testimony of ComEd witness Mr. Naumann and the rebuttal testimony of Rock Island 

witness Dr. Galli, and there is no particular disagreement as to what those steps are, nor should 

there be. See Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 8-10; ComEd Ex. 1.0 2d Rev. at 17-18.  In summary, 

the steps of the PJM interconnection process include, in typical order, for each interconnection 

queue position held by an entity requesting an interconnection:  

▪ a Feasibility Study, which is a high-level review of whether the applicant’s proposed 
interconnection is feasible;  
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▪ a System Impact Study (“SIS”), which is a more robust study, involving steady-state 
and stability analyses under both peak load and light load conditions, of thermal, 
voltage and stability impacts the interconnecting project could have on the PJM 
system, in order to identify potential impacts to the reliability of the transmission 
system;76  

▪ a Facilities Study, which produces a detailed cost estimate and schedule timeline for 
any system upgrades that the SIS identified as necessary to accommodate the 
interconnection of the new project;77 

▪ execution by PJM, the interconnecting entity, and the affected transmission owner(s), 
of an interconnection service agreement and a construction service agreement (the 
latter providing for the construction of any system upgrades that were determined to 
be needed and documenting the interconnecting entity’s obligation to pay for them).  
Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 9-10. 

The interconnection service agreements that Rock Island enters into will identify the appropriate 

mitigation actions to accommodate the reliable operation of the transmission system with the 

Project in service, and to provide for protection of ComEd’s and other entities’ facilities during 

any abnormal system events, including mitigating any potential impacts to system stability. Rock 

Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 24; Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 15. 

 Rock Island holds two positions for the Project in the PJM interconnection queue, 

referred to as the S57/S58 positions (collectively, the “S position”), which represents a 3,500 

MW HVDC interconnection with 700 MW of Firm Transmission Injection Rights (“FTIR”), and 

the U3-026 position (“U position”), which requests an additional 492 MW of FTIR. Rock Island 

Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 10.  Rock Island witness Dr. Galli described the chronology and status of the 

interconnection study processes for Rock Island’s S position and U position, including necessary 

system upgrades that have been identified. Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 8-9, 11-12.  Based on 

PJM’s August 2013 SIS for the S position, there will be a need for installation of two new 765 

                                                 
76 After identifying potential reliability issues in the SIS, PJM asks for and receives proposed solutions 
from the affected transmission owners to address those impacts. Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 9-10.  “Re-
tool” System Impact Studies can be conducted by PJM based on new conditions such as the removal from 
the PJM interconnection queue of projects that were ahead of the subject project in the queue.  Id. at 9; 
Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 11. 
77 If significant system upgrades, such as a new transmission line, are determined to be needed for the 
interconnection of a project, subsequent interconnection projects that also benefit from the upgrades may 
be required to share in their costs.  Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 12; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 36. 
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kV circuit breakers and associated SCADA and communications equipment, at an estimated cost 

of $14 million, and a new transformer at Plano at an estimated cost of $10 million, to 

accommodate the S position interconnection (700 MW of FTIR) of the Project. Id. at 11-12.  The 

total cost of these system upgrades, $24 million, represents slightly more than 1% of the total 

estimated Project cost.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 36.  The August 2013 SIS for the S 

position also identified other potential reliability issues that could require operational solutions, 

rather than system upgrades, as discussed later in this subsection. 

 Because the Project will originate within the MISO region and will transmit the output of 

generating facilities located in the MISO region to an interconnection point with the PJM grid, it 

is also necessary that MISO perform what is referred to as a “No-Harm” study.  A scope of work 

for this study has been established, and it is currently in progress. Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 11-12; 

Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 24-26.  Among other things, the MISO No-Harm study will identify 

any “loop flow” impacts of the Project and any necessary mitigation actions to address these 

impacts.78 Id. at 26-28. 

 At this point in time, the PJM Facilities Study for Rock Island’s S position, a re-tool SIS 

and a Facilities Study for Rock Island’s U position, and the MISO No-Harm study, need to be 

completed.  Based on the results of these remaining studies, the final system upgrades (and their 

costs) and any operating procedures that were determined to be needed will be embodied in the 

interconnection service agreements and any construction service agreements as applicable.  Rock 

Island Ex. 2.15 at 38-40; ComEd Ex. 4.0 at 19-20.  At the end of the PJM and MISO study 

processes, Rock Island will enter into multi-party interconnection service agreements with MISO 

and MidAmerican Energy concerning the western interconnection of the Project and with PJM 

and ComEd concerning the eastern interconnection of the Project that will set forth the necessary 

system upgrades and/or other mitigations for any reliability issues identified by the studies. Rock 

                                                 
78 MISO and PJM are required by a Joint Operating Agreement between them to coordinate their planning 
and study efforts.  Id. at 30; Rock Island Ex. 2.14. 
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Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 30; Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 38-40. 

 The Commission can rely on PJM and MISO, which are the entities charged with this 

responsibility under federal law and regulations and their FERC-approved tariffs and associated 

manuals and agreements, to ensure that the Rock Island Project is interconnected with the grid in 

a reliable manner that does not threaten the reliability and stability of the network. Rock Island 

Ex. 2.15 at 6-7.  The interconnection study processes, and any system upgrades or other 

mitigations needed to resolve reliability issues, will be resolved at PJM and MISO pursuant to 

their tariffs, not in this proceeding before the Commission. Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 8, 24, 

31.  As noted above, PJM and MISO are charged with ensuring a reliable interconnection of the 

Project (or any other interconnecting project) and reliable operation of their systems, and they 

will not allow Rock Island to interconnect to their networks with anything less than the actions 

they determine are needed to maintain the reliability of their systems. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 15, 

32-33.  Further, PJM and MISO are not determining whether the Rock Island Project is needed 

(for reliability or economic purposes); that determination will be made by this Commission 

based on the PUA. Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 39-40. 

ii. ComEd, as the Incumbent Transmission Owner, Has 
Full Opportunity to Participate in the PJM and MISO 
Interconnection Study Processes to Ensure that any 
Reliability Concerns it May Have are Resolved 

 ComEd, as the transmission owner into whose facilities the Rock Island Project will 

interconnect, has full opportunity to participate in the PJM interconnection study processes to 

express any reliability concerns that ComEd has and to propose ways to address them, in 

accordance with the design of these processes under PJM’s FERC-approved tariff and associated 

manuals. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 9-10; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 26; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 

at 27-28.  In fact, PJM requests and obtains from ComEd information that PJM needs to perform 

its SIS and other studies. Tr. 933.  ComEd has been deeply involved in Rock Island’s 

interconnection processes at PJM, and has been able to provide PJM all information ComEd 
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believes to be relevant to the studies, including providing comments to PJM on the methods, 

assumptions and models used by PJM in the interconnection studies. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 9-

10.  Further, when PJM prepares drafts of studies and the related reports, it provides them to 

ComEd for review and comment before the studies and reports are released to Rock Island. Rock 

Island Ex. 2.15 at 9; Rock Island Ex. 2.16; Tr. 933.  Rock Island Exhibit 2.16 contains examples 

of correspondence between PJM representatives and representatives of ComEd and Exelon 

concerning the studies being conducted by PJM on Rock Island’s interconnection requests, and 

illustrates ComEd providing input to PJM for the studies and comments on the draft studies and 

reports which are accepted by PJM and incorporated into the final reports.   

 A further example of ComEd’s and Exelon’s deep involvement in PJM’s interconnection 

studies for the Rock Island project is found in Rock Island Exhibit 2.17, which contains a letter 

sent by a senior executive of Exelon to a senior executive of PJM expressing Exelon’s views 

about certain assumptions used by PJM in the draft August 2013 SIS for Rock Island’s S 

position.  This correspondence by Exelon to PJM on the draft August 2013 SIS occurred before 

PJM released the August 2013 SIS report to Rock Island.  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 27. 

 ComEd also has the opportunity to participate in the MISO No-Harm study, and has been 

doing so. Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 25; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 26; see Rock Island Ex. 

2.16 at 35-37 (illustrating participation by ComEd representatives in the “kick-off” meeting for 

the MISO No-Harm study). 

iii. Operating Restrictions, if Any, Required by PJM Will 
Not Materially Affect the Operation of the Project 

 As noted above, the SIS for Rock Island’s S position (requesting 700 MW of FTIR into 

PJM) has been completed and the SIS for its U position (requesting an additional 492 MW of 

FTIR) is in progress.79  The August 2013 SIS for the S position identified specific system 

                                                 
79 The August 2013 SIS for the S position was a re-tool SIS; there is no reason to expect any further re-
tool by PJM of the SIS for the S position. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 11-12. 
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upgrades that will be required for Rock Island’s interconnection, at a total cost of approximately 

$24 million, for which Rock Island is responsible. Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 11-12.   

 The August 2013 SIS also identified a specific reliability concern arising in the event of 

an outage (due to scheduled maintenance or a forced outage) of one of the two ComEd 765 kV 

transmission lines that connect at the Collins Substation, the Collins - Wilton Center line and the 

Plano – Collins line, while the Rock Island Project is injecting power to the PJM grid at the 

Project’s full capacity of 3,500 MW.80 The August 2013 SIS report proposed two alternative 

acceptable mitigations for this issue, one of which entails reducing the power injection level of 

the Project during any period when one of the two ComEd 765 kV lines is out of service. Rock 

Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 23-24; Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 21.   

 For purposes of the August 2013 SIS, PJM specified that the Project’s power injection 

level would be reduced to 700 MW in the event of an outage of one of the ComEd 765 kV lines.  

However, PJM’s mitigation option of limiting the Project’s power injection level to 700 MW in 

this situation is based solely on the fact that the S position requests 700 MW of FTIR, not on 

actual system limitations. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 22, 34.  PJM made it clear in the August 2013 

SIS Report that “PJM cannot at this time determine how often and under what, if any, conditions 

the Transmission Interconnection Customer [Rock Island] can deliver energy above the 700 MW 

level requested” (emphasis added).  PJM has not determined what specific level of power 

injection – 700 MW or higher – the Project would be limited to in the event of an outage of one 

of the ComEd 765 kV lines. Id.  The level to which the Project’s power injections will be limited 

in the event of and during the period of an outage of one of the ComEd 765 kV lines will likely 

be much higher than 700 MW, and there actually may be no reduction in power injection level 

                                                 
80 Based on historical operational data, one of these ComEd 765 kV lines is out of service due to a 
planned or unplanned outage in 4.1% of the hours of the year (2.8% of the hours for Plano-Collins and 
1.3% of the hours for Wilton-Center Collins). Rock Island Ex. 3.7 at 2; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 17.  For 
comparison purposes, based on nationwide data, the average outage rate for lines with a voltage of 400 
kV or greater is 0.3%.  Rock Island Ex. 6.7 Rev. at 8; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 17. 
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required from the Project’s 3,500 MW full capacity.  Id. at 22-23, 33-34.  In fact, it appears that 

PJM performed an analysis of the operation of the Project at a power injection level of 1,192 

MW (which is the combined FTIR requested for Rock Island’s S and U queue positions) during a 

ComEd 765 kV line outage, and found, on a preliminary basis, that the system remains stable 

under these conditions. Tr. 938-41. 

 Further, the mitigation action proposed in PJM’s August 2013 SIS report for the event of 

an outage of one of the ComEd 765 kV lines – that the power injection level of the Rock Island 

Project be reduced to 700 MW within 30 minutes – is feasible and achievable using modern, 

readily-available equipment and operating practices, and particularly in light of the greater 

control capabilities of HVDC technology.81  Power electronics coupled with the high-speed 

communication and controls capabilities of modern day control systems allow for automatic 

responses to system disturbances.  This is common industry knowledge as it relates to HVDC 

and Flexible Alternating Current Transmission Systems (“FACTS”).  Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 23-

25, 27-32.  In fact, protocols such as the one proposed by PJM in the event of an outage of a 

ComEd 765 kV line are already in effect on other HVDC projects worldwide.  Id. at 27-28.   

 Rock Island witness Dr. Galli provided a detailed explanation of the operational steps 

(some of which would be automated) that would be taken to effectuate this mitigation and to 

redispatch the system to reduce the power injection level of the Project to 700 MW (if in fact 

reduction to that level is ultimately required by PJM) within 30 minutes.  He showed that such a 

redispatch, if required, could and would be accomplished. Id. at 28-32; Rock Island Ex. 2.20. 

Further, PJM has expressed confidence, based on its experience, that redispatch of the system to 

reduce the power injection level of the Project from its maximum of 3,500 MW to 700 MW can 

be accomplished within 30 minutes, and has so advised Exelon.  In a September 24, 2013 letter 

                                                 
81 Reduction of the power injection level of the Project to the designated level within 30 minutes is not 
even arguably an issue in the event of a scheduled outage of one of the ComEd 765 kV lines, as all 
operating parties will have advance notice of the planned outage and its scheduled start time. 
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to Exelon responding to Exelon’s views relating to this point, Mr. Michael Kormos, Executive 

Vice President of Operations of PJM, stated: 

One of the concerns raised in your letter was that PJM would not be able to timely 
implement operating procedures to reduce the flow on the RICL project following 
certain contingencies on the transmission system.  As you know the RICL project 
is seeking 700MWs of firm injection capability and 2800 MWs of non-firm 
injection capability when reviewing the project through the S57 & S58 queue 
positions.  PJM’s analyses determined that under certain circumstances it will be 
necessary to curtail the non-firm injections in order to mitigate potential adverse 
system impacts.  PJM believes it is possible to curtail up to 2800 MWs of non-
firm injections in 30 minutes.  Based on previous system disturbances PJM has re-
dispatched over 5000MWs of generation in 30 minutes or less.  Additionally, it 
should be noted, that during the performance of NERC Category C.3 testing in the 
baseline RTEP studies PJM has re-dispatched in excess of 5800 MWs of 
generation in order to relieve constraints on the ComEd system.  (Rock Island Ex. 
2.17 at 3.) 

 In addition to the potential reliability issues for which specific system upgrades will be 

required (as described in §IV.A.1.e.i above), and the potential reliability issue resulting from an 

outage of one of the two ComEd 765 kV lines, during which a reduction in the Project’s firm 

power injection level may be required for mitigation, the PJM August 2013 SIS report identified 

a number of other potential constraints for which mitigation actions may be required.  However, 

there is no indication that any additional, significant system upgrades will be needed to resolve 

any of these additional constraints.  Some of the constraints may be resolved through the 

operation of PJM’s Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (“SCED”) process, without the 

necessity for any separate operating procedures.  Mitigation actions, if any, that may be required 

for any of these constraints would be limited to the use of specific operating procedures.   

 Rock Island witness Dr. Galli provided a detailed listing and description of all the 

potential constraints identified in the August 2013 SIS Report and how they would be resolved.  

Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 12-26; Rock Island Ex. 2.18.  He emphasized that PJM has identified 

concrete, workable mitigation solutions for each of the identified reliability issues that will 

resolve or prevent these reliability issues from arising, and that completely address any concerns 

about possible adverse reliability impacts to the grid due to the interconnection and operation of 
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the Project.82  He explained that the additional constraints identified in the August 2013 SIS will 

not require additional operating limitations or restrictions on the Project or otherwise materially 

affect its operation.  Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 7.  Rock Island should be able to mitigate most, if 

not all, of these potential reliability issues without the need to curtail power injections by the 

Project below its 3,500 MW maximum capacity, by the installation of fast-acting reactive power 

equipment coupled with the controllability of HVDC technology, and the operation of PJM’s 

SCED process. Id. at 8.   

 Specifically, Rock Island will install FACTS devices known as static synchronous 

compensators, or STATCOMs.  These are power electronic-based devices that provide reactive 

power support, and thus voltage support, on a nearly instantaneous basis, allowing for a quick 

(within milliseconds) response to system voltage disturbances by either producing or absorbing 

reactive power to stabilize voltage. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 23-24, 25-26.  Installation of the 

STATCOMs, which will quickly and automatically support system voltages during normal and 

contingency conditions, will ensure that the transmission system can accommodate the Project’s 

full injection level of 3,500 MW during both normal and contingency conditions including 

during the additional contingencies that were identified in the August 2013 SIS.  Id. at 34-37. 

 PJM’s analysis in the August 2013 SIS did not include application of additional fast-

acting reactive power devices such as the STATCOMs that Rock Island will install.  These 

devices mitigate the voltage instabilities indicated in the August 2013 SIS and minimize (and in 

most cases eliminate) the need for operating restrictions.  Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 34-35.  

Siemens, the technology vendor for Rock Island’s converter stations, restudied the voltage issues 

identified by PJM by incorporating the use of STATCOMs.  The additional analysis found that 

                                                 
82 Neither the identification of potential reliability issues in the SIS Report, nor the identification of 
accompanying mitigations, is unusual or should indicate any reliability concerns about the Project.  The 
purpose of the interconnection study process is to identify potential reliability issues that may result from 
the interconnection of a new facility and identify mitigation measures to prevent the potential reliability 
issue from occurring.  The identification of a potential reliability violation assures that proper mitigation 
will be designed and therefore that the reliability issue will not occur. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 7, 26. 
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STATCOMs support the system AC voltage and prevent potential AC voltage collapse, thereby 

minimizing and in most cases eliminating the need to reduce the Project’s power injection levels 

as a mitigation measure in response to constraints.  The STATCOMs along with the Project’s 

HVDC controls will continually monitor system voltages and will provide appropriate voltage 

support, if conditions warrant, without operator intervention.83  Id. at 35-37; Rock Island Ex. 

2.19 at 4-6.  PJM and MISO will be able to review and confirm the use of STATCOMs and the 

resulting resolution of potential voltage issues as part of completing the interconnection process. 

iv. The Operating Restriction Indicated by the PJM 
August 2013 SIS Report, if Required, Would Not 
Materially Reduce the Economic Benefits of the Project   

 Although Rock Island does not believe that an operating limitation of the Project’s power 

injection level to 700 MW will ultimately be required by PJM to mitigate an outage of one of the 

ComEd 765 kV lines (or any other potential reliability issues), Rock Island asked Mr. Moland to 

conduct sensitivity runs of his economic benefits analysis under the assumption that the Project 

is limited to 700 MW during periods when one of the two ComEd 765 kV lines is out of service.  

Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 17-18.  For this analysis, Mr. Moland assumed that a ComEd 765 kV 

line would be out of service due to a planned or unplanned outage during 4.1% of the hours of 

the year, based on the historical outage experience of these specific lines, for a total of 360 hours 

in the year.  During these hours, energy delivery on the Project was capped at 700 MW in his 

analysis.  Mr. Moland performed the sensitivity runs using the “Business as Usual” and “Slow 

Growth” scenarios (described in §IV.A.1.a.iii above).  Rock Island Ex. 3.7 at 1-2. 

 Mr. Moland’s analyses showed that, under the assumption that the Project’s energy 

delivery would be limited to 700 MW during periods when one of the ComEd 765 kV lines is out 

of service, the Project’s annual energy delivery would be reduced by 1.7% and the demand cost 

                                                 
83 STATCOMs will cost approximately $12 million apiece.  Rock Island expects to install four to six 
STATCOMs.  The costs of these devices are included in Rock Island’s most recent Project cost estimate 
submitted in the record. Rock Island Ex. 2.15 at 36; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 37. 
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savings for Illinois (i.e., reduction in total annual cost to serve load) would be reduced by 

approximately 1% to 3% (depending on the year and economic scenario) compared to his 

original analyses that did not include operating limits on the Project when a ComEd 765 kV line 

is out of service. Id. at 3; Rock Island Ex. 3.8 at 1; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 17-18.  Variable 

production cost savings in the Eastern Interconnection were reduced by between 0.44% and 

2.37%, depending on the year and economic scenario, under these assumptions, as compared to 

the base case. Rock Island Ex. 3.8 at 4.  Thus, even under the unlikely assumption that the 

Project’s power injection level is limited to 700 MW during a ComEd 765 kV transmission line 

outage, over 97% of the Project’s economic benefits remain. Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 18. 

 Additionally, Rock Island ran an alternative set of cases using the Staff revenue 

requirements model with the additional assumption that the Project’s power injection level is 

limited to 700 MW when one of the two ComEd 765 kV lines is out of service.  Rock Island Ex. 

10.26 at 40-41; Rock Island Ex. 10.30.  These analyses showed that even with the impacts of this 

potential (but unlikely) operating restriction, the Project is clearly beneficial compared to the 

alternative of no new transmission or generation construction in which consumers continue to 

purchase energy from the existing market.  Assuming LMP savings from the Project continue 

over its lifetime, the average consumer benefits from the Project across a range of assumption 

scenarios are $16.3 billion under Staff’s “Model A” and $17.9 billion under Staff’s “Model B.”84  

Assuming LMP savings from the Project are limited to five years, the average consumer benefits 

from the Project are $6.8 billion under Staff’s “Model A” and $8.4 billion under Staff’s “Model 

B.”  Similarly, with the potential operating restriction incorporated into the analysis, the Project 

still has a lower present value revenue requirement than building a comparable amount of new 

wind generation capacity in Illinois in 92% to 97% of the sensitivity cases under Staff’s “Model 

A” and in 93% to 99% of the sensitivity cases under Staff’s “Model B.”  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 

                                                 
84 The consumer benefits figures are the net present value of revenue requirements savings produced by 
the Rock Island Project, calculated using a 5% consumer discount rate.  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 40-41. 
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at 40-41; Rock Island Ex. 10.30. 

v. Delaying Issuance of the CPCN for the Project Until the 
Interconnection Study Process is Completed Would 
Delay Realization of the Project’s Significant Benefits 

 Delaying issuance of the order in this case granting Rock Island the requested regulatory 

approvals, as ComEd has suggested, would delay the ultimate completion of the Project and thus 

delay the realization of the economic, reliability and environmental benefits it will produce. The 

CPCN order will approve a specific route for the Project in Illinois, approve easement ROW 

widths, and approve the structures to be used for the transmission line.  These determinations 

will enable Rock Island to proceed to more detailed engineering and construction cost estimating 

activities for the line.  Additionally, pursuant to §8-510 of the PUA (220 ILCS 5/8-510), upon 

receiving a CPCN for the Project, Rock Island will have the right (with appropriate notice to 

landowners) to enter upon landowners’ properties for the purpose of conducting surveys.  This 

will enable Rock Island to conduct necessary, detailed environmental, biological and 

archeological surveys, such as surveys for wetlands and species habitats, as well as land surveys, 

that are necessary to perform detailed engineering and determine specific structure placement 

locations.   See ComEd Cross Exhibit 3 at 2; Tr. 1122.  Also, receipt of approval for a specific 

route of the Project in Illinois will enable Rock Island and landowners along that route to engage 

in informed discussions about easement acquisition and property-specific concerns regarding 

construction of the Project and placement of structures.85  None of this activity can go forward 

until a CPCN is issued.86 

 Further, as discussed in §IV.A.3 below, receipt of the major regulatory approvals for the 

Project is necessary for Rock Island to move forward to obtain both contracts with customers for 

                                                 
85 As noted in §I.B above, in previous certificate orders the Commission has recognized that it may be 
difficult for the utility and landowners to have informed discussions about easement acquisition until the 
Commission has approved a route for the project in a certificate proceeding.  
86 Some landowners have advised Rock Island that they do not wish to allow Rock Island representatives 
on their property for survey purposes, or to engage in other discussions, until Rock Island has obtained a 
CPCN.  See, e.g., Rock Island Exhibit 7.32. 
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transmission capacity and service on the Project and binding financial commitments from lenders 

and investors for the capital to construct the Project.  Neither potential transmission customers or 

potential investors and lenders will enter into binding agreements until the Project has obtained 

the major regulatory approvals that demonstrate Rock Island will be authorized to construct the 

Project.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 21-23; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 2-4; Tr. 991-993. 

 In summary, there is no reason for the Commission to postpone issuing an order granting 

a CPCN for the Project until the PJM and MISO interconnection study processes are completed.   

The Commission should reject proposals to delay issuance of a CPCN for the Project to Rock 

Island until the PJM and MISO interconnection study processes are completed.  

2. Rock Island is Capable of Efficiently Managing and Supervising the 
Construction of the Project [Capable of Efficiently Managing and 
Supervising the Construction Process] 

 Rock Island is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction process 

for the Rock Island Project and has taken sufficient action to ensure adequate and efficient 

construction and supervision thereof.  Based on the record, the Commission should find that 

Rock Island has demonstrated that it meets this criterion of §8-406(b).   

 Rock Island is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction process 

for the Project because (i) it has engaged experienced contractors to carry out the tasks 

associated with constructing the Project and placing it into operation; (ii) it will enter into 

contracts with its contractors that will provide for effective project controls and oversight 

mechanisms from the project owner’s perspective; (iii) Rock Island and its parent company, 

Clean Line, have developed an effective construction management organization and are filling 

the positions in the organization with qualified personnel at an appropriate pace consistent with 

Project development achievements and the need for specific personnel; and (iv) members of 

Clean Line’s management team, as well as one of its principal investors, National Grid, have 

experience in developing construction management organizations and overseeing the 
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construction and completion of large projects in the electric utility industry.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 

at 2.  These four points are discussed in the remainder of this §IV.A.2. 

a. Rock Island Has Engaged Experienced Contractors for the 
Development Phase of the Project and Will Engage 
Experienced Contractors to Construct the Project and to Place 
it Into Service 

  
 Rock Island will retain two Engineering, Procurement and Construction (“EPC”) 

contractors for the Project, one for the construction of the transmission line and the other for the 

construction and installation of the two converter stations.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 11.  Rock 

Island has retained Kiewit Power Constructors Co. (“KPC”) to provide engineering and other 

services during the development phase of the Project and expects to retain KPC as the EPC 

contractor for the transmission line.87  Rock Island has contracted with Siemens Energy, Inc. 

(“Siemens”) for provision of the HVDC converter stations and, after the development phase is 

completed, expects to enter into a full EPC contract with Siemens for the converter stations.  

Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 11-12, 15-16; Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 15-16.  KPC and Siemens have the 

requisite experience and skill to perform the EPC functions for the transmission line and the 

converter stations.   

KPC is an operating district of Kiewit (Rock Island Ex. 9.0 Rev. at 3), which is one of 

North America’s largest construction, mining, and engineering organizations and has a long 

history of managing linear infrastructure facilities across public and private lands. Id. at 3.  

Kiewit’s workforce includes about 10,400 salaried and hourly staff along with more than 15,600 

craft workers. Id. at 3.  Kiewit has constructed a significant number of linear infrastructure 

facilities, including electric transmission lines and pipelines, and is very experienced in planning, 

tracking and monitoring these types of projects.  Id. at 4; Rock Island Ex. 9.4 Rev. at 4; Rock 

                                                 
87 The EPC contractor for the transmission line will provide the following services:  solicit and evaluate 
bids for procurement of equipment and material; solicit and evaluate subcontractor bids and manage all 
subcontractors for the Project; supervise development of access to construction locations; install 
foundations for structures, assemble and erect towers and string wire; test and commission the line; and 
monitor compliance with Project permits and easement grants.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 12. 
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Island Ex. 9.5.  For example, Kiewit recently completed a 345 kV, 135-mile double circuit 

transmission line project, most of which crossed agricultural land, which was completed on time 

and within budget.  Rock Island Ex. 9.0 Rev. at 4; Rock Island Ex. 9.4 Rev. at 4.  Kiewit also 

recently completed the installation of a 111-mile, 230 kV transmission line in Ontario, Canada, 

the entire length of which crossed rural, wooded lands.  Rock Island Ex. 9.0 Rev. at 4-5; Rock 

Island Ex. 9.4 Rev. at 3.  Pierre Adam, a Vice President of KPC, provided additional information 

regarding Kiewit’s experience, including its experience in constructing lengthy linear 

infrastructure projects. Rock Island Ex. 9.0 Rev. at 5; Rock Island Ex. 9.4 Rev. at 2-8; Rock 

Island Ex. 9.5.  KPC provides Rock Island with the necessary expertise in developing detailed 

construction schedules, procurement capabilities, and project and construction management for 

large linear infrastructure projects. Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 15. 

 KPC has developed the sequence of design and construction for the Project, and is well 

prepared to commence detailed scheduling and final engineering and construction activities 

when the appropriate development milestones are met.  Rock Island Ex. 9.0 Rev. at 6.  KPC also 

has reviewed the terrain across the proposed route of the Project in Illinois and determined that it 

will be able to use conventional construction techniques for most of the line.  Id. at 7.  Further, 

while KPC recognizes that there are a number of important differences between HVDC and AC 

transmission lines in terms of operating characteristics, Mr. Adam explained that the structural 

design of an HVDC transmission line is similar to an AC line, and the construction processes and 

practices applicable to each type of line are similar.  For example, National Electrical Safety 

Code design criteria must be met on both types of lines and there must be an adherence to local 

meteorological and geological conditions and construction loading requirements. Id. at 4. 

 Staff witness Mr. Rashid testified that, based on the testimony of the KPC witness and 

KPC’s reputation as one of the larger construction organizations, it appears KPC is capable of 

handling the EPC role for the Rock Island Project.  ICC Staff Ex. 1.0 at 15. 
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 Siemens, the HVDC converter station vendor for the Project, is a world leader in HVDC 

technology and has installed more than 17,000 MW of HVDC capacity worldwide, including at 

least 10 projects in the U.S.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 15; Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 16.  To best ensure 

successful installation of the converter stations, Siemens is providing Rock Island with services 

during the development phase of the Project, including providing detailed price estimates, 

technical specifications, schedules, market price information, interconnection design, drawings 

and representations, and other technical input into the RTOs’ interconnection studies. Rock 

Island Ex. 1.4 at 15-16; Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 16.  By partnering with Siemens early in the 

project, and earlier than is typical for such projects, Rock Island has obtained the expertise and 

knowledge of a world-class expert in HVDC technology, which will help to ensure early 

identification of any design issues and an optimal and reliable design and efficient 

implementation for the converter stations.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 16. 

 Rock Island has also engaged POWER Engineers, Inc. (“POWER”) to provide 

transmission line engineering support for the Project during the development phase.88  POWER 

has developed preliminary design criteria and structure designs and provided engineering support 

in the route development process.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 14-15.  As discussed in §IV.A.2.c 

below, POWER is the leading candidate to be retained by Rock Island as the Owner’s Engineer 

(“OE”) for the Project.89   

                                                 
88 POWER provides engineering/design, construction, asset management and other services to the power 
generation, power delivery and other industries.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 14-15. 
89 Although the discussion in this section is focused on the contractors providing EPC and OE services, 
Rock Island has also retained HDR Engineering, Inc. (“HDR”) as its principal consultants for route 
development, permitting, environmental, land use and public outreach activities for the Project; and has 
retained Contract Land Staff, LLC (“CLS”) to assist in contracting and negotiating with landowners to 
secure ROW.  HDR is a large, well-qualified engineering and consulting firm with more than 90 years of 
experience in engineering and design work for clients in the electric power industry and other 
infrastructure segments.  Since 2008, HDR has provided routing studies for 10 transmission projects of 
345 kV or greater, totaling over 3,000 miles of transmission lines in the U.S.  CLS is experienced in land 
acquisition activities in the area in which the Project will be constructed.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 14; Rock 
Island Ex. 8.0 at 3. 



98 
 

b. Rock Island Will Require that its EPC Contracts Provide Rock 
Island with Effective Project Controls and Oversight 
Mechanisms 

 
 Rock Island will require that its EPC contracts with KPC and Siemens include provisions 

that provide Rock Island with effective project controls to best ensure that the Project is 

completed on time and on budget. Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 14-16.  In fact, Rock Island’s 

agreement with KPC for work during the development phase specifies that the following 

provisions will be included in KPC’s EPC contract: (i) KPC will provide a fixed, lump-sum 

contract price and guarantee the completion date; (ii) KPC must pay Rock Island liquidated 

damages if KPC fails to achieve substantial completion, or if the line does not complete 

satisfactory testing and commissioning, by a specified date; (iii) KPC will commit key personnel 

to the Project; and (iv) KPC is required to provide reasonable credit support to cover its 

obligations under the EPC contract.90  Id. at 14.  Rock Island will require similar provisions in its 

EPC contract with Siemens.  Id. at 16.  KPC and Siemens will also be required to provide regular 

reports to Rock Island detailing the progress of work, any safety violations, schedule and cost 

impacts and other information needed to effectively monitor their performance.  Id. at 14-15.   

c. Clean Line and Rock Island Have Designed an Effective 
Construction Management Organization for the Project and 
Are Filling the Positions in the Organization at an Appropriate 
Pace  

 Clean Line and Rock Island have designed an effective construction management 

organization for the Project and are in the process of filling the positions in the construction 

management organization.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 2-10.  The construction management 

organization structure is shown on Rock Island Exhibit 1.5.  As shown on that exhibit, the 

                                                 
90 The development agreement with KPC also requires that KPC provide a schedule and budget, and that 
a specific work order be executed for each service to be provided; that KPC must obtain Rock Island’s 
approval before hiring any subcontractors and that KPC is liable for performance of the subcontractor’s 
work; that KPC must use commercially reasonable efforts to obtain customary and reasonable warranties 
from subcontractors; that KPC must maintain specified insurance coverages; and that key personnel 
assigned to the work must be approved by Rock Island and cannot be reassigned and replaced without 
Rock Island’s approval.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 13-14. 
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construction management organization is comprised of the following segments and positions:  

(i) The Executive Vice President (“EVP”) of Transmission and Technical Services, 
supported by two Managers of Electrical Engineering, a Vice President of 
Construction, an Environmental/Permitting Director, a Director of Management, a 
Project Controls Project Manager, a Quality Assurance/Quality Control (“QA/QC”) 
Manager, a Safety Manager, a Construction/Civil Engineer, three Line Construction 
Managers, two Converter Station Managers, an Environmental Associate, a GIS 
Specialist, two Asset Managers, two to three Document Control employees, and 
two additional support employees;  

(ii) the General Counsel, supported by a Director of Land Services, two additional 
lawyers, a paralegal, and an additional support employee; and  

(iii) a Director of Development, supported by five Project Managers.91 

The EVP of Transmission and Technical Services, the General Counsel, and the Director of 

Development are the positions at the top of the three segments of the construction management 

organization and will report to Rock Island’s President.  These positions will have primary 

responsibility for the development, design, ROW acquisition and construction of the Rock Island 

Project.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 2. 

 Rock Island has defined the responsibilities of each position in the construction 

management organization and the qualifications for each position.  For example, the Vice 

President of Construction will be responsible for overseeing all construction activities and the 

activities of the EPC contractors and the OE.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 3.  The qualifications of the 

Vice President of Construction will include extensive experience in managing the construction of 

linear infrastructure and the ability to manage all contractors and to lead the pre-construction 

planning and construction efforts for the Project.  Id. at 6.  The responsibilities of other key 

members of the construction management organization include:  

▪ The Project Controls Manager will oversee and manage the construction budget, the 
schedule and the relationship between the OE and the EPC contractors, and 
coordinate project controls activities across all contractors. Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 4. 

▪ The QA/QC Manager will be responsible for inspecting and confirming that the 
Project is built in accordance with Project specifications and the quality 

                                                 
91 Each of the three lead positions (EVP of Transmission and Technical Services, General Counsel and 
Director of Development) has been filled. Rock Island Ex. 1.5. 
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management plan.  The QA/QC Manager will enforce code compliance and will 
work with the Construction/Civil Engineer to ensure good design practices.  Id. at 4.  

▪ The Construction/Civil Engineer will be responsible for access road construction, 
verification of soil analysis, and review of all foundation and transmission structure 
design drawings.  This position will also coordinate civil design activities across 
functional teams for successful and timely project completion.  Id. at 4.  

▪ The three Line Construction Managers will oversee the day-to-day construction 
activities of the transmission line, while the two Converter Station Managers will 
oversee the construction and installation activities of the HVDC converters.  Both 
the Line Construction Managers and the Converter Station Managers will direct the 
EPC contractors and coordinate among the various construction teams working on 
the Project.  Id. at 5. 

 An additional, important component of Rock Island’s construction management 

organization is the OE, whose expertise and experience will supplement and support Rock 

Island’s management of construction of the Project.  An OE is a third-party entity, experienced 

in the engineering and construction of large-scale infrastructure projects, which is retained by the 

owner to assist the owner in project management activities and oversee the activities of the other 

contractors, including the EPC contractors, thereby supplementing the experience and expertise 

of the owner’s internal team.  The OE acts as the owner’s representative.  Rock Island will retain 

an OE during the construction phase of the Project; POWER, an experienced engineering and 

construction firm, is the leading candidate for the position and, as noted earlier, is already 

working on the Project. Rock Island Ex.1.4 at 10; Rock Island Ex. 1.7 at 11. 

 Staff witness Mr. Rashid expressed concern that Rock Island’s construction management 

organization is not yet fully staffed at this time, specifically, that 15 of the 34 positions have 

been filled, and therefore that Rock Island had not demonstrated that it is capable of effectively 

managing and supervising the construction process.  ICC Staff Ex. 7.0 at 6.  However, the reason 

that there are unfilled positions at this time is that at the current stage of the Project, there is not 

meaningful work for those positions.  As Mr. Skelly explained, Rock Island has intentionally and 

thoughtfully filled many, but not all, of the positions in the construction management 

organization at this time because it would be uneconomical and imprudent to hire individuals for 
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positions that do not have any current or imminent duties.  Rock Island Ex. 1.7 at 5-7.92  Mr. 

Wynter, an officer of National Grid USA and member of Clean Line’s Board of Directors (Rock 

Island Ex. 12.0 at 1), concurred that it makes sense to wait to fill the positions not yet filled until 

there is meaningful and substantive work for the persons in these positions to perform, which 

will occur as additional development milestones are reached and the Project moves closer to 

definitive engineering and cost estimating and commencing actual construction.  Id. at 14. 

 In contrast, many positions in the construction management organization are already 

filled because, at the current stage of the Project, there are duties and responsibilities to be 

performed by those positions.  Rock Island Ex. 1.7 at 6.  The filled positions include the EVP of 

Transmission and Technical Services, the two Managers of Electrical Engineering, the 

Environmental/Permitting Director and the Environmental Associate, the Director of Land 

Services, the Director of Development and the five Project Managers reporting to the Director of 

Development.  Id. at 6.  The EVP of Transmission and Technical Services and the Managers of 

Electric Engineering are actively engaged in working with POWER on design activities for the 

transmission line and structures, with KPC on the transmission line construction planning and 

cost estimating, and with Siemens on the design and specifications for the two converter stations.  

The Environmental/Permitting Director and the Environmental Associate are actively involved in 

determining environmental compliance requirements that must be met in the construction of the 

Project and preparing or processing applications for environmental permits that must be 

obtained.  The Director of Land Services, the Director of Development and the Project Managers 

reporting to him, along with CLS, the ROW acquisition and land service contractor, are currently 

engaged in landowner contact and initial easement acquisition activities, as well as in other 

                                                 
92 Rock Island plans to have the remaining positions in the construction management organization filled 
by the first quarter of 2015, which is after the time that Rock Island anticipates receiving its CPCN from 
the Commission and shortly before receipt of the comparable authority from the Iowa Utilities Board.  
ComEd Cross Ex. 3 at 2.  Construction is anticipated to start in the fourth quarter of 2015. Tr. 1087. 
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permitting activities.93  Id. at 6. 

 Moreover, Rock Island has a reasonable plan for filling the remaining positions of its 

construction management organization and is extremely confident that it will be able to fill these 

positions in a timely manner.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 9-10; Rock Island Ex. 1.7 at 7.  As Mr. 

Skelly and Mr. Wynter explained, both the Clean Line management team and National Grid, one 

of its owners, have extensive professional networks in the electric power industry, and each will 

work with industry professionals and other resources to find the most qualified personnel to fill 

these positions.  Rock Island Ex. 1.7 at 7; Rock Island Ex. 12.0 at 14.  Mr. Wynter noted that as a 

significant and experienced developer, construction manager, owner and operator of transmission 

projects with extensive contacts in the industry, National Grid will assist Rock Island in 

identifying qualified candidates to fill these positions.  Rock Island Ex. 12.0 at 14. 

d. Clean Line’s Management and Investors Have Experience 
Developing Construction Management Organizations and 
Overseeing Construction of Large Electric Industry Projects 

 
 Members of Clean Line’s management team, as well as National Grid, a principal 

investor in Clean Line, have considerable experience with organizing construction management 

teams and overseeing the construction of large electric industry projects.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 

17-19; Rock Island Ex. 10.12 at 1-2, 5; Rock Island Ex. 12.0 at 2-3.  For example, Jayshree 

Desai, EVP of Commercial and Operations for Rock Island, and Mr. Skelly, President of Clean 

Line and of Rock Island, were responsible for the development and construction of more than 

2,000 megawatts of wind farms and more than 180 miles of transmission lines at Horizon Wind 

Energy.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 17.  Ms. Desai and Mr. Skelly built Horizon Wind Energy (now 

EDP Renewables North America LLC) into the third largest wind power company in the United 

States, and in doing so, they were responsible for hiring personnel to build the company’s 

                                                 
93 In his rebuttal testimony, Staff witness Mr. Rashid requested further information on the prior relevant 
experience of the persons in the filled positions in the construction management organization.  ICC Staff 
Ex. 7.0 at 7.  Rock Island provided additional information on these employees’ experience in its 
surrebuttal testimony.  Rock Island Ex. 1.7 at 8; Rock Island Ex. 1.8. 
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construction, procurement, operations and asset management departments, all of which is 

directly relevant to the development of Rock Island into an organization that will successfully 

manage the construction of the Project.  Id. at 18-19.  At the height of Horizon Wind Energy’s 

construction activities, Mr. Skelly and Ms. Desai managed over $2 billion worth of procurement 

and construction contracts.  Id. at 19.  Mr. Skelly was responsible for purchasing equipment from 

wind turbine manufacturers, negotiating EPC contracts, hiring construction supervision teams, 

negotiating balance of plant contracts, performing land acquisition, permitting and siting, as well 

as actively participating in construction supervision, on-site inspections, review of QA/QC 

procedures, implementation of safety strategies and resolving logistical issues.  Rock Island Ex. 

1.9.  Dr. Galli, EVP of Transmission and Technical Services for Clean Line, while Director of 

Transmission Development at NextEra Energy Resources, was responsible for routing, siting and 

engineering for approximately 330 miles of new transmission lines, for vetting and awarding 

contracts to contractors, and participated in planning and project management for a 229-mile 

transmission line.  Rock Island Ex. 1.8 at 1.   

 Additional information about the electric transmission and generation projects in which 

Ms. Desai, Mr. Skelly, Dr. Galli, Mr. Mario Hurtado (Executive Vice President of Clean Line), 

Mr. Jason Thomas (Environmental/Permitting Director for Clean Line), Mr. Jonathan Abebe and 

Mr. Deral Danis (the Managers of Electrical Engineering in the Rock Island construction 

management organization) have been involved and their other relevant experience was provided 

in Rock Island Exhibits 1.6, 1.8 and 1.9. 

 Further, National Grid plc, which through its subsidiaries National Grid USA and 

GridAmerica Holdings Inc. is a principal owner of Clean Line, is one of the largest owners and 

operators of electric transmission facilities in the world.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 19; Rock Island 

Ex. 10.12 at 1-3.  Rock Island’s capability to effectively manage the construction of the Project 

is further supported by its ability to draw on National Grid’s expertise in the planning, 
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construction and operation of the Project.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 at 19.  Two representatives of 

National Grid USA are members of Clean Line’s board of directors, and National Grid USA has 

committed to making its engineering, procurement, licensing, construction and project 

management skills and resources available to Clean Line and Rock Island.  Rock Island Ex. 1.4 

at 19; Rock Island Ex. 12.0 at 13.  The technical staff of National Grid regularly interacts with 

and advises Clean Line on specific engineering issues regarding HVDC projects.  Tr. at 246-247.   

 For all of these reasons, the Commission can and should find, based on the record, that 

Rock Island is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction process for the 

Project and has taken sufficient action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and 

supervision thereof. 

3. Rock Island is Capable of Financing Construction of the Project 
without Significant Adverse Consequences to Rock Island or its 
Customers [Capable of Financing the Proposed Construction] 

 Section 8-406(b) specifies that an applicant for a CPCN must demonstrate that it “is 

capable of financing the proposed construction without significant adverse financial 

consequences for the utility or its customers.”  Rock Island has a feasible plan for raising the 

capital needed to construct the Project using a project financing approach, which is frequently 

employed to finance capital projects in the energy industry and other infrastructure sectors.  

However, Rock Island needs to receive approval for the Project from this Commission in order to 

be able to proceed to complete its financing plan. The project finance approach that Rock Island 

will use, coupled with the financing condition to the CPCN proposed by Commission Staff and 

accepted by Rock Island, will prevent adverse financial consequences.  Based on the record, the 

Commission should find that Rock Island is capable of financing the construction of the Rock 

Island Project without significant adverse consequences to Rock Island or its customers. 

a. Rock Island Will Raise the Capital to Construct the Project 
Using a Project Finance Approach 

 Rock Island plans to raise the capital needed for the construction of the Project using a 
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project financing approach. Key characteristics of a project financing approach are that the 

project is owned by a single purpose legal entity which has no businesses, assets or liabilities 

other than those of the project and its business operations; and that capital is raised to construct 

the project based on its anticipated revenues and assets from the project.94  This financing model 

may be unfamiliar to the Commission because it is not the way in which incumbent utilities 

typically finance new projects – an incumbent utility typically finances construction projects by 

raising capital based on the entire asset base of the company (sometimes referred to as balance 

sheet financing). Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 32.  Nevertheless, project financing is widely used to 

raise capital for projects in the energy industry, as well as for non-energy infrastructure projects.  

Hundreds of billions of dollars of infrastructure projects have been successfully financed using 

the project finance approach, including electric generation plants of various fuel types (including 

wind generation plants), electric transmission lines, pipelines, gas storage facilities, landfill gas 

facilities, and synthetic natural gas facilities, as well as airports and ports. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 

at 32-33, 37; Rock Island Ex. 10.16; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 6; Tr. 987-88. 

 Rock Island is what is referred to as a merchant project.  A merchant project is one in 

which the owner assumes the full market risk of constructing the project, pays all the costs of 

operating and maintaining the project, and recovers the costs through the revenues it receives 

from the customers who contract to take service from the project.  Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 11; 

Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev at 28, 48; Tr. 647-48, 951-52, 1007-08, 1046.  The owner of a 

merchant project, such as Rock Island, does not look to recover its costs from a general base of 

retail customers, either by seeking to allocate the costs of the project to load through the cost 

allocation procedures of the applicable RTO (such as PJM or MISO) or through other 

                                                 
94 Use of a single purpose legal entity to own the project to be financed is a common approach and in fact 
is the norm for project financing, including in project financings for electric generation and transmission 
projects.  Project finance investors, and rating agencies, prefer the use of the single purpose legal entity so 
that the company does not have any other liabilities or business activities that could be the source of 
liabilities, and owns only assets relating to the project being financed.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 15; 
Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 13-14; ComEd Ex. 2.06 at 8 (Standard & Poor’s credit rating criteria); Tr.1015.    



106 
 

mechanisms. Tr. 648.  As ComEd witness Mr. Naumann explained, “Merchant transmission 

facilities, in appropriate circumstances, can protect customers from costs by imposing risks on 

private investors who voluntarily assume them.” ComEd Ex. 1.0 2d Rev. at 10.  This means that 

if Rock Island were to be unsuccessful in bringing the Project to the point of being ready for 

construction financing, the investors’ capital that was spent on development activities would be 

lost and this loss would be borne solely by the investors. Similarly, if the Project were completed 

and placed into operation but did not earn an adequate rate of return, the shortfall would be borne 

by the investors and would not be recovered through cost-allocated charges to ratepayers or the 

public.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 27-29, 35; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 8, 10. 

 In its order granting Rock Island’s request for negotiated rate authority for the Project, 

FERC noted that “the developers of merchant projects assume all of the market risk of a project 

and have no captive customers from which to recover the cost of the project.”  In that order, as a 

condition to granting Rock Island negotiated rate authority, FERC specified that “Rock Island 

has agreed to bear all the risk that the Project will succeed or fail based on whether a market 

exists for its services.  Rock Island has no ability to pass on any costs to captive ratepayers.”95   

In the instant proceeding, as discussed in greater detail in §IV.A.1.d above, Rock Island has 

proposed a condition to its CPCN stating that Rock Island will not recover the costs of the 

Project through PJM or MISO regional cost allocation unless Rock Island first obtains the 

permission of this Commission in a new proceeding that would be initiated by Rock Island.  

Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 18, 21-22. 

 Rock Island has a credible plan for financing the construction of the Project, one which 

has been successfully employed to finance many other energy industry projects.  Rock Island is 

currently in the development phase of the Project, which entails activities such as obtaining 

siting authority, interconnection studies, routing, permitting and public outreach.  Capital to fund 

                                                 
95 Rock Island Clean Line LLC, 139 FERC ¶ 61,142 (2012), at PP 1 footnote 1, 16.   
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the development activities for the Rock Island Project and the transmission projects of Clean 

Line’s other project subsidiaries is being provided by Clean Line’s equity investors, which 

currently consist of National Grid, ZAM Ventures, Michael Zilkha, and Clean Line Investment 

LLC (which is owned by employees and service providers of Clean Line). Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 

13, 39; Rock Island Ex. 1.1 Rev.; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 31; Rock Island Ex. 10.12 at 1-3; 

ComEd Cross Ex. 4.  The objective of the development phase is to bring the Project to the point 

of being able to enter into long-term transmission contracts with customers; on the basis of those 

contracts, project-specific financing arrangements can be entered into with lenders, equity 

investors and/or other partners that will provide the capital to construct the Project. 96   Rock 

Island Ex. 10.0 at 31.   When the permitting and licensing processes for the Project have been 

completed, including obtaining the major regulatory approvals needed, Rock Island will enter 

into long-term contracts with customers for transmission capacity on the Project. 97  Rock Island 

will then issue debt secured by the revenues from the transmission contracts to raise the capital 

necessary to complete the final development activities, construct the Project, and place it into 

operation. Id. at 31-32, 37; Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 3-4. 

 This financing plan has been used successfully to finance the construction of many 

projects in the energy industry and in other infrastructure sectors.  For example, developers of 

independent power generation projects have long relied on project finance to fund their 

construction.  The U.S. wind power industry, in particular, has raised tens of billions of dollars of 

project-level debt and equity to fund its projects.  As noted above, hundreds of billions of dollars 

of capital have been raised through project financings for infrastructure projects in the energy 

sector and other sectors.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 37; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 6.  With respect to 

                                                 
96 Rock Island estimates that approximately 1% to 2% of the total cost of a transmission project is spent in 
development activities.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 31. 
97 The major regulatory approvals required are the CPCN and §8-503 order from the Commission that are 
being requested in this proceeding for the portion of the Project in Illinois, approval from the Iowa 
Utilities Board for the portion of the Project in Iowa, and negotiated rate authority from FERC (which has 
already been granted). Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 37. 
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electric transmission projects, Rock Island witness David Berry provided a list of 12 electric 

transmission projects over the period from September 2003 through March 2013 which were 

financed through debt and/or equity financings accomplished through the project financing 

model.98  Rock Island Ex. 10.16.  While, as noted by ComEd witness Ms. Lapson, eight of these 

projects were financed based on revenues to be received from a ratepayer base pursuant to a 

regulated tariff (referred to as the “Rate Recovery Model”), four of the projects were financed 

based on revenues from contracts for capacity on the projects (referred to as the “Capacity Sales” 

revenue model). ComEd Ex. 5.0 at 5.  However, all of the electric transmission project 

financings shared these common elements: 

▪ All of the projects were owned by a single purpose legal entity; 

▪ All of the transactions relied only on the revenues from a particular project or group 
of projects rather than on a broad base of corporate assets; 

▪ All of the projects were independent transmission lines in the U.S. that successfully 
closed on construction financing and were completed and placed into commercial 
operation. Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 4; Tr. 1014-15. 

 The $7.2 billion of transactions listed on Rock Island Exhibit 10.16 demonstrate that 

independently financed transmission lines, including merchant transmission lines such as the 

Rock Island Project, can be successfully financed.  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 4.  Further, as noted, 

only electric transmission projects are listed on Rock Island Exhibit 10.16; the exhibit does not 

list any of the other types of energy projects that have been successfully financed through project 

financings, such as pipelines, merchant generating plants, and natural gas storage facilities.  

Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 6.  Pipelines financed on the basis of contracts with individual shippers, 

and independent power generating facilities financed on the basis of long-term power purchase 

agreements with wholesale customers, are other examples of projects financed on the basis of 

capacity sales contracts. Another recent example is Cheniere Energy Partners’ completion in July 

                                                 
98 As shown on Rock Island Ex. 10.16, some of the projects listed were financed through more than one 
debt or equity financing event occurring at different times. 
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2013 of $8.9 billion of debt financing for the Sabine Pass Liquefaction liquefied natural gas 

facility. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 12; Tr. 1014.   

 There are sound reasons to expect that lenders and equity investors will be willing to lend 

debt capital or invest equity capital to fund the construction of the Rock Island Project.  Large 

amounts of liquidity exist in the capital markets for investments in transmission projects that 

have reached an advanced stage of development. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 33.  Significant 

institutional investors have made debt and equity investments in transmission projects financed 

through the project financing approach, or have led such transactions.  These institutional 

investors include John Hancock Financial Services, TIAA-CREF, the California Public 

Employees Retirement System, ArcLight Capital Partners, Energy Investors Fund, Energy 

Capital Partners, Starwood Energy, Citigroup, MacQuarie Securities, Societe General, 

Bayerische Landesbank, Steel River Infrastructure Partners, BNP Paribas, GE Financial 

Services, Royal Bank of Canada, Mitsubishi UFJ and Deutsche Bank.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 

33-34; Rock Island Ex. 10.16.   

 Transmission projects such as the Project are attractive to investors for a number of 

reasons.  Transmission projects offer stable cash flows (due to the nature of the service), a 

reasonable return, and an attractive risk profile.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 12.  Transmission 

projects are not subject to fuel price risks or to volumetric risks (since transmission capacity 

charges are fixed payments).  Transmission lines are long-lived assets which have a longer useful 

life than the term of the typical debt security; when the debt matures and must be repaid, a 

transmission line still has significant remaining value that can be used to retire or refinance the 

debt.  This margin of safety makes transmission an attractive asset to lenders.  Id. at 13-14. 

 Further, a transmission project like the Project is not likely to be subject to competitive 

market exposure; customers are unlikely to have viable alternatives to the Project, which is being 

built to address the lack of transmission infrastructure to transmit electricity from the Resource 
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Area to markets in northeast Illinois and the PJM footprint. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 14.  

Finally, the Project has no major technological risks, since HVDC is a proven technology which 

has been implemented in projects dozens of times in North America and hundreds of times 

around the world. Id. at 15.  Perhaps reflecting these factors, several previous financing 

transactions for merchant transmission projects have been over-subscribed, meaning that the 

demand for investment securities in these projects exceeded the supply; the sponsor could have 

raised more capital than needed, on the same terms.  Id. at 12. 

 As described above, the construction financings will be executed on the basis of 

transmission customer contracts for capacity and service on the Project.  It is reasonable to 

expect that there will be customers wanting to contract for transmission service on the Project, 

for these reasons: 

▪ There is an increasing demand for renewable energy due to both state RPS mandates 
and voluntary purchases of renewable energy; 

▪ The wind resources in the Resource Area are more abundant and more cost effective 
than the wind resources located in Illinois and other PJM states; 

▪ There are wind developers active in the Resource Area who will require additional 
transmission infrastructure in order to sell the output of their facilities; 

▪ High capacity factor wind energy, such as the kind that will be delivered by the 
Project, is the cheapest form of renewable energy generation; 

▪ High capacity factor wind energy is cost-competitive with thermal generation; and  

▪ As environmental regulation of power plant emissions increase, wind energy is likely 
to become even more attractive. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 33-34; Rock Island 
Ex. 10.26 at 31-32.99 

All of these factors support the likely demand from wind generation developers in the Resource 

Area for the Rock Island Project’s transmission service to northeast Illinois as well as demand 

for transmission service from load serving entities to enable them to contract for power from 

wind generators in the Resource Area. Id. at 34. 

                                                 
99 Additional, more detailed discussion of these factors is provided in §§IV.A.1.a.i-iv of this Brief. 
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 The members of Clean Line’s management team, including CEO Michael Skelly, 

Executive Vice President Jayshree Desai, and Executive Vice President – Strategy and Finance 

David Berry, among others, are experienced in raising capital in the energy industry.  Ms. Desai 

was Chief Financial Officer of Horizon Wind Energy, where she oversaw transactions, including 

project financings, that raised several billions of dollars of capital for wind farm projects.  Mr. 

Berry has worked on project finance transactions for wind farms totaling more than $2 billion 

and led the majority of those transactions.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 40-41; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 

Rev. at 10-11.  Rock Island Exhibit 10.15 lists energy industry financing, acquisition and sale 

transactions in which members of the Clean Line management team participated, including over 

$2.4 billion of project finance transactions and $14 billion of other transactions.  The Clean Line 

management team maintains an extensive database of lenders and investors who have either 

made previous investments in transmission projects or have expressed interest in investing in one 

of Clean Line’s transmission projects.  Members of the management team have worked with 

many of these lenders and investors in previous transactions and are familiar with their 

requirements. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 39; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 8-9. 

b. ComEd Witness Lapson’s Arguments that Rock Island is Not 
Capable of Financing Construction of the Project Are 
Unfounded 

 ComEd witness Ms. Lapson testified that Rock Island’s “financial resources are not 

currently sufficient to fund the construction of the proposed Project” (ComEd Ex. 2.0 at 5) and 

that Rock Island has not demonstrated that it is capable of financing the construction of the 

Project because it has not demonstrated “any current financial capability.” ComEd Ex. 5.0 at 1.  

Rock Island disagrees with Ms. Lapson’s premise that an applicant for a CPCN must 

demonstrate that it currently has sufficient financial resources in place to fund the construction of 

the proposed project in order to demonstrate financial capability.  Rock Island can demonstrate 

that it is capable of financing the proposed construction, which is the relevant statutory test for 
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purposes of receiving a CPCN, by setting forth a credible financing plan supported by evidence.  

Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 2.  Rock Island has done so in this case, as summarized above. 

 The specific basis for Ms. Lapson’s position seems to fall into two areas: (1) Rock Island 

has not signed any transmission contracts with customers for the Project, and (2) Rock Island has 

not obtained any financing commitments from specific lenders and investors for the construction 

of the Project.  These objections do not provide a basis for concluding that Rock Island is not 

capable of financing the construction of the Project.100 

 The contention that Rock Island is not capable of financing construction of the Project 

because it has not signed any transmission contracts with customers for the Project – or, stated 

differently, that Rock Island should be required to have entered into transmission contracts for 

the Project in order to demonstrate that it is capable of financing the construction of the Project – 

is unreasonable because receipt of the major regulatory approvals needed for the Project, 

including a CPCN from this Commission, is a necessary prerequisite to customers’ willingness to 

enter into transmission contracts.  Transmission customers will not spend the time and resources 

to negotiate and enter into contracts for transmission service unless and until they know that the 

transmission provider will be able to construct the transmission line to provide the service, and 

this cannot be known until Rock Island receives the necessary regulatory approvals from the 

Commission.  The prospective transmission customer will also want to know with some certainty 

the timeframe in which the transmission project will be available for service, which cannot be 

determined with any certainty until the applicant receives the necessary regulatory approvals 

from this Commission.  Further, the prospective transmission customer will want to know the 

cost of the transmission service before entering into a contract, which will require the 

transmission provider to have developed a firm construction cost estimate – which cannot be 

                                                 
100 As shown earlier in this subsection and in §IV.A.1.a.i, ii and iv above, there is ample evidence on 
which to conclude that there will be significant interest among wind generation developers and wholesale 
purchasers of energy in contracting for transmission service on the Project. 
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accomplished until the transmission provider has an approved route and approval for its 

proposed transmission structures and design, and has completed various surveying and detailed 

design activities on the approved route.  Receipt of the regulatory approvals that Rock Island is 

requesting from this Commission is a prerequisite for all of these activities.101  Rock Island Ex. 

10.14 Rev. at 22-23. 

 In short, it would be unreasonable to require Rock Island (or any other merchant 

transmission developer) to have signed transmission service contracts with customers as a 

prerequisite for issuance of a CPCN for the Project, because receipt of regulatory approvals is a 

prerequisite to the ability of Rock Island and prospective transmission customers to negotiate and 

enter into transmission contracts. 

 A requirement that Rock Island must demonstrate that it has financial commitments from 

lenders and investors for the construction of the Project is also unreasonable, for similar reasons 

to those discussed in the preceding two paragraphs with respect to customer contracts.  As Ms. 

Lapson acknowledged, and as the credit rating agencies’ ratings criteria that she submitted as 

exhibits demonstrate, lenders and investors will not provide binding financial commitments for 

the construction of a project before the major regulatory approvals for the project have been 

obtained. Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 21; Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 3-4; see ComEd Ex. 2.03 

(Moody’s rating criteria for project finance debt) at 26 and ComEd Ex. 2.04 (Fitch’s rating 

criteria for project finance debt) at 6.  As Ms. Lapson stated in response to discovery, “a project 

receiving ‘binding financial commitments’ prior to the project’s receipt of all required permits or 

                                                 
101 Ms. Lapson developed a list of project documents and information that she would expect a 
transmission project developer to have available prior to issuance of a CPCN.  In the category of 
“contracts with shippers or capacity agreements,” the list included “preliminary outlines of terms of 
model contracts; lists of shippers who have indicated interest or are prospects or with which negotiations 
are underway” (ComEd Redirect Ex. 1 at p. 2; Tr. 1000-1001), both of which Rock Island has provided in 
this proceeding. See Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 38 and Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 11-13 (contract terms); 
Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 11, Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 41, Rock Island Ex. 10.19 Rev., Tr. 1117 
(potential wind generation developer customers who are active in the Resource Area and with whom 
Rock Island has maintained contact.)  Ms. Lapson’s list did not include signed transmission contracts with 
customers. 
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authorizations is contrary to practice in the financial marketplace;” any such “commitment would 

be contingent upon the receipt of the required approvals in a form satisfactory to the investor.” 

Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 2-3; Tr. 991-993.  

 As Rock Island witness David Berry explained, debt and equity project lenders require 

that energy projects using project finance receive the necessary permits and approvals as a 

condition precedent to funding a project loan or investment. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 36, 39.  

Thus, as he testified:  

Ms. Lapson’s observation that Rock Island has not secured financing 
commitments to construct the Project prior to seeking a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity, while true, is unremarkable.  She is just saying that 
Rock Island has not done something which, by her own account, is impossible. 
(Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 22.) 

 Ms. Lapson also expressed concern that Rock Island’s transmission capacity customers 

would not be able to demonstrate sufficient creditworthiness for their transmission contracts to 

provide a basis for financing. ComEd Ex 2.0 at 13; ComEd Ex. 5.0 at 4, 8.  However, Rock 

Island witness Mr. Berry described the credit conditions that will be required of Rock Island’s 

transmission capacity customers.  Any of Rock Island’s transmission capacity customers who do 

not have established credit ratings or meet designated financial metrics will be required to post 

additional credit support in the form of a parent guarantee, letter of credit or cash collateral.  He 

pointed out that similar credit support is required by both MISO and PJM to purchase long-term 

transmission service, so this is a requirement that generators and other wholesale market 

participants will be familiar with and expect.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 11-12, 13.  Further, 

a default by a transmission capacity customer is unlikely to occur, among other reasons because 

if the customer is a wind generator in the Resource Area, it will need the Project’s transmission 

service in order to get its output delivered to market, so even if a customer were unexpectedly in 

financial distress, it must pay for the transmission service in order to receive any revenues from 
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its wind generation facility.102  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 6-7.  Moreover, Rock Island will have a 

portfolio of transmission customers, which will diversify the Project’s credit risk and reduce the 

impact of an individual customer default, were one to occur. Id. at 7. 

c. The Staff Financing Condition Ensures that Rock Island Has 
Raised the Capital Needed to Finance Construction of the 
Entire Project Before Rock Island Begins to Construct the 
Transmission Facilities 

 To provide assurances that Rock Island has raised sufficient capital to finance the entire 

construction cost of the Project and to avoid a scenario in which Rock Island starts but cannot 

complete construction, Commission Staff proposed, and Rock Island accepted, the inclusion of a 

condition to Rock Island’s CPCN for the Project which will ensure that Rock Island will not start 

construction of the Project on easement properties unless and until Rock Island has obtained 

sufficient firm commitments for debt and equity financing to fund the entire Project construction 

cost.  The terms of the condition are as follows (Rock Island Ex. 10.13 at 2-3): 

Rock Island will not install transmission facilities for the Rock Island Clean Line 
Project on easement property until such time as Rock Island has obtained 
commitments for funds in a total amount equal to or greater than the total project 
cost.  For the purposes of this condition: 
 
 (i) “install transmission facilities” shall mean to affix permanently to the ground 
transmission towers or other transmission equipment, including installation of 
bases and footings for transmission towers, but shall not include (A) preparatory 
work such as surveys, soil borings, engineering and design, obtaining permits and 
other approvals from governmental bodies, acquisition of options and easements 
for right-of-way, and ordering of equipment and materials, and (B) site 
preparation work and procurement and installation of equipment and facilities on 
property owned in fee by Rock Island including the converter station sites;  
 
(ii) “easement property” shall mean property on which Rock Island has acquired 
an easement to install transmission facilities;  
 
(iii)  “has obtained commitments for funds” shall mean (A) for loans and other 
debt commitments, that Rock Island has entered into a loan agreement(s) with a 
lender(s) and has received the loan funds or has the right to draw down the loan 

                                                 
102 Even if a transmission capacity customer goes into bankruptcy or defaults on its own obligations to its 
financing parties and other creditors, the customer’s assets (wind generation facilities) may be seized by 
its lenders and/or sold to new owners, who would then need to pay for transmission service on the Project 
in order to realize value from the assets.  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 7. 
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funds on a schedule that is consistent with the need for funds to complete the 
Project, and (B) for equity, that Rock Island or its parent company has received 
the funds from the equity investors or that the equity investors have entered into a 
commitment to provide funds on a schedule that is consistent with the need for 
funds to complete the Project; and    
 
(iv) “total project cost” shall mean the total estimated remaining cost, at the time 
that Rock Island is prepared to begin to install transmission facilities, for the 
following Project activities: engineering, manufacturing and installation of 
converter stations; transmission line engineering; transmission towers; conductor; 
construction labor necessary to complete the Project; right of way acquisition 
costs; and other costs necessary to complete the Project.  For reference, the total 
estimated project cost as of November 1, 2012 is $2.0 billion.[103]  
 
To allow the Commission to verify its compliance with this condition, Rock 
Island shall submit the following documents to the Director of the Financial 
Analysis Division and the Director of the Public Safety & Reliability Division at 
such time as Rock Island is prepared to begin to install transmission facilities: 
 
a) On a confidential basis, equity and loan or other debt financing agreements 

and commitments entered into or obtained by Rock Island or its parent 
company for the purpose of funding the Rock Island Clean Line Project that, 
in the aggregate, provide commitments for funds for the total project cost; 
 

b) An attestation certified by an officer of Rock Island that Rock Island has not, 
prior to the date of the attestation, installed transmission facilities on easement 
property; or a notification that such installation is scheduled to begin on a 
specified date; 

 
c) A statement of the total project cost, broken out by the components listed in 

the definition of “total project cost,” above, and certified by an officer of Rock 
Island, along with a reconciliation of the total project cost in the statement to 
the total project cost as of November 1, 2012 of $2.0 billion; and 

 
d) A reconciliation statement, certified by an officer of Rock Island, showing 

that the agreements and commitments for funds provided in (a) are equal to or 
greater than the total project cost provided in (c). 

The documentation requirements of the condition (items (a) through (d) above) will enable 

Commission Staff to verify that Rock Island has in fact secured sufficient debt and equity capital, 

or binding commitments for capital, to finance the entire construction cost of the Project. 

                                                 
103 $2.0 billion was the total Project cost estimate at the time the condition was proposed and agreed to.  
The current Project cost estimate is $1.833 billion.  The reduction in the cost estimate is primarily the 
result of additional, more detailed routing work on the Iowa portion of the Project and additional cost 
estimating work by KPC, offset in part by the addition of costs for STATCOMs.  The current estimate 
includes the system upgrades costs from the PJM August 2013 SIS report.  Rock Island Ex. 10.26 at 37. 
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 Any concerns about Rock Island’s ability to raise sufficient financing to complete the 

construction of the Project (and the potential consequences were Rock Island to fail to do so) are 

resolved by the condition proposed by Staff and accepted by Rock Island.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 

Rev. at 3, 6.  Alan Pregozen, Manager of the Finance Department of the Financial Analysis 

Division of the Commission, examined whether Rock Island is capable of financing the proposed 

construction without significant adverse financial consequences for the utility or its customers 

within the meaning of §8-406 (ICC Staff Ex. 4.0 at 2), and recommended: 

To ensure that Rock Island does not begin construction of the project without 
sufficient funding in place to complete it, I recommend that the Commission 
impose the conditions set forth in Rock Island Ex. 10.13 lines 36-94 in any order 
that grants a certificate of public convenience and necessity to Rock Island to 
construct the proposed transmission line.  (Id.) 

4. Other Benefits of the Rock Island Project [Other Factors Bearing on 
the Public Convenience and Necessity] 

 In addition to the benefits of the Rock Island Project in terms of enabling new high 

capacity factor wind resources to access the Illinois market, supporting compliance with RPS 

requirements, reducing wholesale energy costs and improving reliability, the Project will 

promote a number of additional benefits for Illinois.  While these additional benefits do not 

necessarily pertain directly to promoting the development of an effectively competitive 

electricity market, they are additional evidence that the Project will promote the public 

convenience and necessity, which is the ultimate requirement for a CPCN under §8-406(b). 

a. The Project Will Increase the Diversity of Wind Generation 
Resources Serving the Illinois and PJM Markets and Reduce 
Wind Integration Costs 

 First, the Project will increase geographic diversity in the wind resources available to 

Illinois, which can reduce the costs of integrating wind energy into the electric supply portfolio.  

Because wind generation output varies over time, it generally needs to be complemented with 

energy generation from more dispatchable sources, such as fossil-fueled power plants.  “Wind 

integration” is a term used to describe the way the bulk power system is run to accommodate the 
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variable nature of wind generation, such as by ramping conventional power plants up and down, 

which incurs costs. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 25-26.  Increasing the geographic diversity of wind 

farms (i.e., locating wind farms in different areas) is a very effective way of reducing the 

variability of their energy output.  Because the wind does not blow heavily at the same time in all 

places, a geographically diversified group of wind plants generates electricity in a more 

consistent manner than a geographically concentrated group. The combined energy output of 

geographically diverse wind farms is less variable and has lower wind integration costs than the 

output of geographically concentrated wind farms.104 Id. at 26. 

 Specifically with respect to the Rock Island Project, the addition of wind energy 

delivered by the Project from the Resource Area will increase the geographic diversity of 

Illinois’ and PJM’s renewable energy portfolios.  The times and amounts of wind power 

production in the Resource Area are statistically uncorrelated with the times and amounts of 

wind power production in northern Illinois, which reduces the overall variability of wind power.  

Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 28; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 42-43.  As Mr. Berry demonstrated 

using NREL data, the amount of electricity generated from wind farms in northwest Iowa is 

statistically independent from the amount of electricity generated from wind farms in Illinois and 

Indiana, and production from wind farms in Iowa will commonly occur in different hours than 

production at wind farms in Illinois and Iowa.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 28; Rock Island Ex. 10.6. 

Consequently, adding wind farms in Iowa to a portfolio of wind farms in Illinois and Indiana to 

serve the Illinois and PJM electricity markets – which the Project will do – will create a 

geographically diverse wind generation portfolio that is likely to result in steadier production and 

smaller ramps by fossil-fueled generation sources than a portfolio of wind farms all situated in 

the same geographic area. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 28-29. 

                                                 
104 Rock Island witness David Berry cited the results of third-party studies that have corroborated the 
benefits of diversity in a wind energy portfolio. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 26-27. 
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b. The Project Will Provide Environmental Benefits in Terms of 
Reduced Emissions, Waste By-Products and Water Usage 

 Second, the Project will yield significant environmental benefits and will contribute 

significantly to cleaner air and less waste by-products in Illinois and throughout the region.  

Generating electricity from wind resources does not emit carbon dioxide or other by-products 

such as nitrogen oxide, sulfur dioxide, mercury, particulates, coal ash, scrubber sludge or 

radioactive waste.  Adding more renewable power to the energy supply mix will reduce, or 

inhibit the growth of, these emissions and by-products, resulting in cleaner air and less waste to 

be disposed of.  Another environmental benefit of wind generation is reduced water usage; wind 

farms do not require the large amounts of water that are needed by coal or nuclear power plants. 

Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 29.   

 The Project will deliver approximately 15 million MWh of clean electricity per year into 

the Illinois and PJM markets.  The PROMOD analyses conducted by Mr. Moland showed that 

this amount of electricity would, if generated by other resources in the year 2016, emit over 

9,000,000 tons of carbon dioxide, over 7,000 tons of nitrogen oxide, over 11,000 tons of sulfur 

dioxide, and over 130 pounds of mercury, and require over 3.5 billion gallons of water usage. 

Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 9-10; Rock Island Ex. 3.4; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 29-30.  These 

emissions are the low values achieved across Mr. Moland’s scenarios of future economic activity 

and environmental regulation, and are higher in others of his scenarios that assume less future 

regulation of other generation sources.105  Additionally, by reducing the utilization of fossil-

fueled generation, the Project will also reduce the amounts of coal ash and (potentially) scrubber 

sludge that would need to be stored or disposed of.  Rock Island Ex.10.0 at 30.  

                                                 
105 The emissions and waste by-product reduction figures were developed by comparing the emissions 
and waste by-product amounts in Mr. Moland’s PROMOD runs without the Project to those with the 
Project, for the year 2016, under his four future economic and environmental regulation scenarios.  The 
four scenarios are described in §IV.A.1.a.iii of this Brief and in Rock Island Ex. 3.0 at 6-7 and Rock 
Island Ex. 3.2 (assumptions for scenarios). 
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c. The Project Will Provide Significant Employment and 
Economic Development Benefits for the State of Illinois 

 The Rock Island Project will be a significant employment driver in the State of Illinois 

during its construction, as will the construction of the new wind farms in Iowa that the Project 

will enable.  Dr. David Loomis, Professor of Economics at Illinois State University, Director of 

the Center for Renewable Energy and Executive Director of the Institute for Regulatory Policy 

Studies, conducted a study of the economic impact of the Project on the Illinois economy.106  

Rock Island Ex. 5.0 at 1-2, 4, 6; Rock Island Ex. 5.2.  His study estimated the following 

economic impacts of the construction and operation of the Project itself on the Illinois economy: 

▪ Construction of the Project will, taking into account the production of inputs to the 
line such as tower, wire and real estate services, create a demand for approximately 
1,450 construction jobs in Illinois per year for three years.  Labor income and overall 
output in Illinois will increase by $86.8 million per year and $256.3 million per year, 
respectively, for three years.107 Rock Island Ex. 5.0 at 3. 

▪ The annual economic impact of the operation and maintenance costs of the 
transmission line for Illinois will be 80 jobs, $4.6 million of labor income, and $11.3 
million in overall increased output. Id. 

 Dr. Loomis’s study also estimated the economic impact in Illinois of the construction of 

the new wind farms in the Resource Area.  Although the wind farms will not be constructed in 

Illinois, there are Illinois companies with capabilities to manufacture components of the wind 

farms such as towers, gears, gear boxes and electric components.  Rock Island Ex. 5.2 at 24-25.  

The study estimated that the economic impact in Illinois of the construction of the new wind 

farms in the Resource Area will range from 2,800 to 8,400 jobs, while the earnings impact is 

estimated to be $190 million to $570 million.  This range of jobs and earnings impacts is based 

on a range of assumptions as to percentages of the domestic content of wind farm components 

that will be manufactured or fabricated in Illinois.  Rock Island Ex. 5.0 at 4-5.  Additionally, the 

                                                 
106 Dr. Loomis’s study also addressed the economic impact of the Project on the Iowa economy. 
107 The study reflects that the HVDC converter station components, to be supplied by Siemens, will be 
manufactured outside the U.S.; however, the study includes installation costs for the eastern converter 
station in Illinois.  Rock Island Ex. 5.2 at 15; Tr. 568. 
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study estimated the fiscal impacts (increased tax revenue) for Illinois from the increased 

economic activity generated by construction and operation of the Project.  Id. at 5-6; Rock Island 

Ex. 5.2 at 33-35. 

 Rock Island is striving to maximize the use of Illinois-based vendors in the construction 

of the Project.  Rock Island and KPC have already initiated outreach activities to construction 

services vendors and related industries in Illinois, including holding open houses for local 

businesses, with the objective of maximizing participation by local vendors in the Project. Rock 

Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 49-50.  Rock Island has also entered into a memorandum of understanding 

with Southwire Company for procurement of the primary overhead conductor for the Project to 

be produced in Southwire’s Flora, Illinois facility; this purchase is estimated to have a total value 

of approximately $70 million.  Id. at 50. 

 Additionally, Rock Island will build the Project in Illinois under project labor agreements 

with labor unions including the IBEW, the International Union of Operating Engineers and the 

Laborers’ International Union of North America. Rock Island Ex. 1.7 at 12.  Mr. James Bates, 

Business Manager of IBEW Local Union No. 51, testified in this case on behalf of IBEW Local 

Unions No. 51, 9, 145 and 196 that “the creation of quality union jobs is important to the state in 

this time of economic recovery” and that “construction and installation of the Project facilities in 

Illinois, including the construction and installation of the converter station in Channahon, 

Illinois, will be a very substantial construction project in Illinois” and “will be beneficial to the 

overall economy of Illinois.”108 IBEW Ex. 1.0 at 4-5. 

 Rock Island is also negotiating development agreements with the Illinois counties in 

which the Project will be located.  To date, Rock Island has entered into development 

agreements with Grundy, Henry, Rock Island and Whiteside Counties. Rock Island Ex. 7.21, 

7.22, 7.23, 7.29.  An objective of these agreements is to provide financial benefits to the hosting 

                                                 
108 IBEW Local Union Nos. 51 (based in Springfield), 9 (based in Hillside), 145 (based in Moline) and 
196 (based in Batavia) represent, in total, approximately 7,600 union members. IBEW Ex. 1.0 at 2-3. 
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counties on a consistent basis, since tax regimes vary by county with respect to rates, assessment 

methods, and whether the county taxes transmission facilities as real property. Rock Island Ex. 

7.0 Rev. at 46.  The development agreements provide, among other things, for Rock Island to 

pay a minimum of $7,000 per year per mile of transmission line in each county for 20 years; if 

all six counties enter into the development agreement, the total payments to the counties will be 

approximately $840,000 per year for 20 years. Id.  These are substantial incremental revenues 

which Rock Island is voluntarily committing to pay directly to the Counties.   

 In addition to these payments by Rock Island directly to the Counties, the additional 

economic activity due to construction and operation of the Project will result in additional tax 

revenues for the State of Illinois and for governmental entities in the area of the Project. These 

are incremental tax payments to governmental entities based on the incremental income that 

workers and companies realize as the result of the Project.  Rock Island Ex. 5.0 at 5; Rock Island 

Ex. 5.2 at 33-35; Rock Island Ex. 5.3 at 7-8. 

 A final economic impact of the Project for Illinois will be Rock Island’s payments to 

landowners for easements and structure placement.  Landowners will receive a payment equal to 

90 percent of the full fee value of the easement property, plus a separate payment for each 

transmission structure placed on their land, but will be allowed to continue to farm the entire 

easement area except for the locations at which the structures are placed.  Therefore, these 

payments constitute incremental income for the landowners.  Rock Island Ex. 5.3 at 8-9; Rock 

Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 39. 

d. The Project Will Provide a Hedge for Consumers Against 
Fluctuations in the Prices of Generation Fuels 

 Another benefit of the Rock Island Project was described by WOW witness Michael 

Goggin: Additional transmission and the wind generation connected to the Project can help to 

hedge against uncertainty and protect consumers from the risk of volatility in the prices of fuels 

used to generate electricity.  Transmission can alleviate the negative impact of fuel price 
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fluctuations on consumers by expanding access to a wider set of generation sources from other 

regions.  Wind generation also provides significant hedging value against fuel price fluctuations, 

so the hedging benefit of transmission is even larger for transmission, such as the Project, that 

connects new wind generation. WOW Ex. 1.0 at 15.  The benefits of new wind generation 

against fuel price fluctuations are due to the low or zero marginal cost of electricity from wind 

generation. Id.  at 13-14.  Going forward, fluctuations in the prices of fossil fuels are likely to 

continue, particularly if the electric sector becomes more reliant on natural gas.  Further price 

risks associated with the potential enactment of new environmental policies place an additional 

premium on the flexibility and choice provided by a robust transmission grid.  As a result, 

transmission is a valuable hedge against uncertainty and future price fluctuations for all 

consumers.  Id. at 16. 

 B. Route of the Project/Land Acquisition 

1. The Commission Should Approve the Preferred Route of the Project 
in Illinois [Proposed Route] 

 
 a. Description of the Preferred Route 
 

 In Illinois, the Rock Island Project will consist of two different transmission line sections: 

(1) the HVDC section (the “DC Section”) from the Mississippi River crossing to the eastern 

converter station located in Channahon, Grundy County, Illinois, and (2) the Alternating Current 

section (the “AC Section”) from the eastern converter station to the interconnection with the PJM 

765 kV grid at ComEd’s Collins Substation in Grundy County.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 4; 

Rock Island Ex. 8.0 at 4-5.  The AC Section is needed because the electricity transmitted over 

the DC section needs to be converted from DC to AC in order to be delivered into the existing 

AC grid at the Collins Substation.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 5. 

 As discussed in greater detail below in this §IV.B.1, Rock Island developed and 

presented in this case Preferred Routes for the DC Section and the AC Section in Illinois, as well 

as Proposed Alternative Routes for the DC Section and the AC Section.  To date in this 



124 
 

proceeding, no witness or party has taken the position that the Proposed Alternative Routes, 

rather than the Preferred Routes, should be adopted.  Rock Island believes that the Preferred 

Routes are the superior routes of those studied and developed by Rock Island in its route 

development process (also described in detail below), and, therefore, that the Preferred Routes 

should be approved as the route of the Project in Illinois.  The remainder of this subsection 

IV.B.1.a describes the Preferred Routes in Illinois.109 

 The DC Section will be a nominal ±600 kV HVDC transmission line that starts at the 

Project’s western converter station in O’Brien County, Iowa and runs to the proposed eastern 

converter station in Channahon, Illinois.  Petition at ¶58; Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 4; Rock 

Island Ex. 8.0 at 4.  The DC Section will span just over 117 miles in Illinois, crossing the 

Mississippi River at Princeton, Iowa and entering Illinois in Rock Island County.  Petition ¶58; 

Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 6.  From the Mississippi River crossing, the Preferred Route 

continues east for approximately nine miles, where it enters Whiteside County.  The Preferred 

Route continues east for approximately three miles, then turns south for approximately 4.5 miles, 

where it enters Henry County.  The Preferred Route turns east again for approximately nine 

miles before turning south to run alongside State Highway 78 for approximately one mile and 

then east again for approximately four miles before entering Bureau County.  The Preferred 

Route continues east for approximately 40 miles through Bureau County and then enters LaSalle 

County.  The Preferred Route then continues east for approximately 2.5 miles before turning 

south for approximately one mile, turns east again for approximately 26 miles, and then south 

again for approximately 2.5 miles, where it enters Grundy County.  The Preferred Route turns 

east in Grundy County for approximately 11.5 miles before turning south for approximately 4.5 

miles, where it reaches the site of the eastern converter station.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 6-7.  

                                                 
109 Rock Island Exhibits 7.2 and 7.4 are the legal descriptions of the Preferred Routes for the DC Section 
and the AC Section in Illinois. Pages 5 and 6 of Rock Island Ex. 8.2 are one-page maps of the entire DC 
Section and AC Section of the Preferred Route in Illinois. Rock Island Ex. 8.1, consisting of 8 pages, is a 
map showing the Preferred Routes and the Proposed Alternative Routes in Illinois. 
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 The AC Section is proposed to consist of three circuits of 345 kV AC transmission lines 

that will run from the eastern converter station to the Collins substation.110  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 

Rev. at 4; Rock Island Ex. 8.0 at 4-5.  The Preferred Route of the AC Section will span 

approximately 3.2 miles and will begin at the eastern converter station in Grundy County.  Rock 

Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 8; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 89.  From the eastern converter station, the 

Preferred Route runs south for approximately 1.9 miles before turning east for approximately 1.3 

miles.  The Preferred Route ends at the ComEd Collins substation in Grundy County.  Rock 

Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 8; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 89.   

 Rock Island originally proposed to connect into the Collins Substation either by (i) 

placing transformation facilities on land to be acquired by Rock Island adjacent to or near the 

Collins Substation and then running a short 765 kV connection into the substation; or (ii) placing 

the transformation facilities inside the Collins Substation.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 5-6, 33.  

During the course of this case, ComEd stated that it would not allow Rock Island to place its 

transformation facilities within the Collins Substation.  ComEd Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 25.  Therefore, it 

will be necessary for Rock Island to locate its transformation facilities on land that Rock Island 

will acquire from a third party or parties, adjacent to or nearby to the Collins Substation.111 

 As part of its filing in this case, Rock Island provided the names and addresses of the 

landowners of record of all parcels of land that would be crossed by the Preferred Routes or the 

Proposed Alternative Routes of the DC Section and the AC Section in Illinois, as shown on the 

records of the tax collector for the applicable county within 30 days preceding the filing of Rock 

Island’s Petition, as required by 83 Ill. Admin. Code §200.150(h).  Petition Attachment 12; Rock 

                                                 
110 The AC Section will consist of one single circuit 345 kV line and a double circuit 345 kV line.  
Generally, a double circuit 345 kV line is sufficient to move the expected MW over the AC Section, but 
adding a third circuit will enable any one circuit to be out for maintenance and still enable the line to 
deliver the full capacity of the Project.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 29-30. 
111 Much of the land around Collins Substation is owned by Midwest Generation, which has entered into 
an agreement to sell its assets to NRG Energy Holdings.  Rock Island has been in discussions with 
Midwest Generation to purchase a parcel of land for its transformation facilities and is currently waiting 
for the Midwest Generation-NRG transaction to be completed.  Tr. 459-61. 
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Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 9; Rock Island Ex. 7.6. 

b. Rock Island Developed Detailed Routing Criteria to Guide the 
Route Development Process 

 The Preferred Routes and Proposed Alternative Routes of the Project were developed 

through a detailed and comprehensive process conducted by a Routing Team comprised of 

representatives of Rock Island, HDR, POWER and KPC.112  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 6, Rock 

Island Ex. 8.2 at 11.  The Routing Team developed detailed Routing Criteria based upon the 

Routing Team’s transmission line siting experience, state and federal regulations, prior 

Commission orders on certificate applications, and stakeholder feedback.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 

Rev. at 12; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 11.  The Routing Criteria included Sensitivities, Opportunities, 

and Technical Guidelines, which were used to guide the route development process and 

determine the Preferred Routes and Proposed Alternative Routes. Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 11; 

Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 12. Rock Island Exhibit 8.2 at 13-17 (Table 1) provides a complete list 

of the Routing Criteria. 

 Sensitivities are resources or conditions that can potentially limit transmission line 

development and may include areas restricted by regulations, or areas where impacts would be 

very difficult or impractical to mitigate.  Sensitivities include land use constraints such as homes, 

agriculture, religious facilities, schools, designated environmental areas, sensitive habitats, areas 

identified as conservation land, cultural resources, airports, and aeronautical and telecom 

structures.113  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 10; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 11.  Not all Sensitivities 

need to be avoided, but the Routing Team sought to develop the Preferred Route by minimizing 

impacts to Sensitivities.  Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 12. 

 The Routing Team also reviewed Opportunities, which are pre-existing linear 

infrastructure or features that may reduce impacts to Sensitivities and allow for a transmission 
                                                 
112 Appendix A of Rock Island Ex. 8.2 provides a complete list of the Routing Team members. 
113 Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 13-16 (Table 1) provides a complete list of all Sensitivities considered by the 
Routing Team. 
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line to be built with less disruption to the surrounding environment.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 

10; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 12.  Opportunities include roads, existing pipelines and transmission 

lines, and public land survey system divisions of land.114 Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 10; Rock 

Island Ex. 8.2 at 12.  While paralleling existing linear infrastructure can reduce land use and 

visual impacts, utilizing an Opportunity may not always be desirable.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. 

at 29.  For example, homes are often located along or near roads, so attempting to parallel roads 

may increase the number of homes that are impacted.  Id. at 33.  Paralleling existing linear 

infrastructure may also increase the route length (because it may not be the most direct route) 

and may adversely impact other Sensitivities.  Id. at 29. 

 Technical Guidelines are the specific engineering requirements and objectives associated 

with construction of the Project. Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 10-11. Examples of Technical 

Guidelines include minimizing angles greater than 65 degrees and minimizing the length of the 

line.115  Id. at 10.  Minimizing the length of the line is an important overall objective because it 

minimizes the numbers of homes, businesses, landowners and parcels of land, and other 

Sensitivities potentially affected by the line. 

c. Rock Island Conducted a Detailed Route Development Process 
to Determine the Preferred Routes for the DC Section and AC 
Section 

 The Routing Team developed the Preferred Route through four successive stages, starting 

with broad geographical areas and narrowing the geographic focus down to specific study areas, 

until the final Preferred Routes were identified.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 13; Rock Island Ex. 

8.0 at 5.  The routing process involved the following four successive stages:  (1) Project Area 

Identification; (2) Study Corridor Identification; (3) Alternative Route Corridor Identification; 

                                                 
114 Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 16 (Table 1) provides a complete list of all Opportunities considered by the 
Routing Team. 
115 Rock Island Exhibit 8.2 at 17 provides a list of the Technical Guidelines. 
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and (4) Route Identification and Selection.116  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 13; Rock Island Ex. 

8.0 at 5.  Throughout the entire routing process, the Routing Team sought feedback and 

comments from government bodies, agencies and officials, environmental and agricultural 

organizations, and members of the public.  This feedback and the Routing Criteria guided each 

successive stage of the route development process.  Rock Island Ex. 8.0 at 5, 9. 

 In the first stage (Project Area Identification), the Routing Team identified a broad 

Project Area based on the location of converter stations at the western and eastern ends of Illinois 

and conducted initial desktop and field surveys of the Project Area.117  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. 

at 14, 18.  During this stage, the Routing Team also held initial introductory meetings with local, 

state, and federal government officials and agencies, as well as with conservation and 

agricultural organizations.  Id.; Rock Island Ex. 8.0 at 5-6.  After the field surveys and initial 

introductory meetings were completed, the Routing Team held a series of six meetings 

(“Roundtables”) to which it invited public officials, government agencies and departments, and 

representatives of local environmental, conservation, and agricultural organizations.118  Rock 

Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 18-19.  At the Roundtables, the Routing Team described the Project, 

answered questions, and presented maps of the Project Area.  The Roundtables provided the 

Routing Team with comments and feedback on initial siting considerations and major 

Opportunities. Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 7. 

 A major component of the Project Area Identification Stage was identifying the 

appropriate crossing point of the Mississippi River, since any potential routes considered in 

Illinois must start from the Mississippi River crossing point.  Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 20.  A 

detailed analysis was conducted to consider the many Sensitivities and Opportunities that can be 

                                                 
116 The Rock Island Routing Study, Rock Island Ex. 8.2, describes in detail the entire route development 
process and the factors on which the selection of the Preferred Routes was based. 
117 Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 18 (Figure 4) is a map of the Project Area. 
118 Rock Island Ex. 7.7 is a table listing the dates, locations, and number of people in attendance at the 
Roundtables.  
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present at potential river crossing points, and to evaluate which crossing areas would be best 

from environmental, engineering and construction perspectives. Id.  The Routing Team 

considered potential crossing points along the entire length of the Mississippi River where it 

bordered both Iowa and Illinois.  However, the area for potential crossings was constrained on 

the north by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) Upper Mississippi River National 

Wildlife and Fish Refuge and on the south by the USFWS National Wildlife Refuges that 

comprise the Mark Twain Refuge Complex, since the USFWS considers a transmission line to 

be a non-compatible use of these areas.  Id. at 20-21.  As a result of this consideration and the 

presence of other state lands (such as wildlife management areas and state preserves) that would 

constrain a river crossing, the area reviewed in detail for the location of the Mississippi River 

crossing extended from Cordova, Illinois to approximately four miles south of Fruitland, Iowa.  

Id. at 21.  Eleven potential crossings within this area were identified and examined.119  Id.  The 

Routing Team eliminated all the potential crossing points except Port Byron, Illinois and 

Princeton, Iowa.120  Id. at 23.  The crossing point at Princeton, Iowa was selected because it 

follows an existing overhead 69 kV transmission line and thereby provides an opportunity to 

keep similar infrastructure adjacent to each other, which minimizes land use impacts, visual 

impacts and environmental impacts (particularly with respect to avian species).  Id. at 20-23. 

 In the second stage (Study Corridor Identification), the Routing Team identified three- to 

ten-mile wide Study Corridors within which to develop more detailed routing considerations.121  

Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 14; Rock Island Ex. 8.0 at 6.  While developing the Study Corridors, 

the Routing Team sought to exclude, to the extent possible, areas with relatively high 

                                                 
119 Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 22 (Figure 6) is a map showing the eleven potential Mississippi River crossings. 
120 The Routing Team conducted a detailed analysis on each crossing point and eliminated nine of the 
eleven identified potential crossings.  The other crossing points were eliminated for reasons such as close 
proximity of residences, potential impacts to wetlands, and karst features being present at the crossing 
site.  Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at Appendix C.  Pages 1-4 of Appendix C to Rock Island Ex. 8.2 provide a 
detailed analysis of all of the potential Mississippi River crossings studied. 
121 Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 34 (Figure 12) is a map depicting the Study Corridors.  
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concentrations of Sensitivities, such as large population centers and highly sensitive 

environmental areas.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 15; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 29.  The Routing 

Team also sought to include Opportunities such as lower-impact river crossings and paralleling 

existing linear infrastructure.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 15.  The Routing Team continued to 

meet with local, state, and federal government officials to review and obtain input on the Study 

Corridors.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 15; Rock Island Ex. 8.0 at 6.  The Study Corridors were 

then presented for public review and comment at a series of open house meetings held in the 

Project Area in Illinois.122  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 15.  The Routing Team also consulted 

with conservation groups and non-governmental organizations to identify other potential river 

crossing locations and potentially sensitive areas that should be avoided.  Id. at 19-20; Rock 

Island Ex. 8.2 at 7. 

 The Routing Team narrowed the geographic focus even further in the third stage 

(Alternative Route Corridor Identification) by identifying small route segments across the Study 

Corridors.  The Routing Team analyzed more than 1,200 route segments to identify the best 

route segments, then connected the best route segments into Alternative Route Corridors.  The 

Alternative Route Corridors were refined to generally 3,000 feet wide corridors.123  The Routing 

Team again met with local and state government officials to review the Alternative Route 

Corridors, and then presented the Alternative Route Corridors for public review and comment at 

a second round of open houses.124  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 15; Rock Island Ex. 8.0 at 6; 

Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 35, 39-40.  The Routing Team continued to receive public comments and 

                                                 
122 Rock Island Ex. 7.8 is the invitation to the open houses that was mailed to landowners in the Project 
Area; Rock Island Ex. 7.9 is a list of newspapers in which Rock Island advertised the open houses; and 
Rock Island Ex. 7.10 is a list of the open house dates and locations during the Study Corridor 
Identification Stage. 
123 Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 41 (Figure 18) is a map depicting the Alternative Corridor Routes. 
124 Rock Island Ex. 7.12 is the invitation to the second round of open houses that was mailed to 
landowners; Rock Island Ex. 7.13 is a list of newspapers in which Rock Island advertised the open 
houses; and Rock Island Ex. 7.14 is a list of the open house dates and locations held during the 
Alternative Route Corridor Identification stage. 



131 
 

suggestions after the second round of open houses.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 26. 

 In the final stage (Route Identification and Selection), the Routing Team analyzed all the 

data obtained from the previous stages, along with public comments, to develop five Study 

Routes for the DC Section and three Study Routes for the AC Section.  After developing the 

Study Routes, the Routing Team met numerous times to review all the information and available 

options to determine which of the Study Routes should be selected as the Preferred Routes and 

the Proposed Alternative Routes.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 15-16; Rock Island Ex. 8.0 at 6-7.   

d. Rock Island Determined that Using the Old Rock Island 
Railroad ROW or the Interstate 80 ROW Would Increase 
Impacts on Sensitivities and Would Not Be Acceptable  

 As part of its analyses, the Routing Team considered utilizing the ROW of the former 

Rock Island Railroad in Iowa and Illinois; however, it was determined that using this ROW 

would impact too many Sensitivities.  The Routing Team spoke with local government leaders 

and inspected the ROW by hi-rail and car.  The hi-rail inspection was conducted using a vehicle 

that could drive down the railroad tracks, allowing for complete access to the railroad corridor.  

Historically (and, of course, not surprisingly), many municipalities developed along railroads, 

and the Routing Team found the Rock Island Railroad ROW to be within close proximity of a 

significantly greater number of homes than other alternative routes.  Additionally, considerable 

other infrastructure, such as grain elevators and electric distribution lines, were located along the 

railroad ROW and would be impacted if the Project utilized the railroad ROW.  The Routing 

Team also considered whether the Project could avoid these Sensitivities by departing from the 

railroad ROW at problematic areas and then rejoining it in more suitable locations, but it was 

determined that this rerouting would significantly increase the length (therefore impacting more 

landowners) and cost of the line and would increase impacts to other Sensitivities in the areas 

through which the Project would be re-routed.  Therefore, during the second stage of the route 

development process, the Routing Team determined that the use of the Rock Island Railroad 
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ROW should be dismissed.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 30-31; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 31-32.   

 The Routing Team performed two separate assessments of the potential for utilizing the 

Interstate 80 (“I-80”) ROW for the Project.  The Routing Team contacted the Illinois Department 

of Transportation (“IDOT”) early in the route development process to discuss potential safety 

concerns and IDOT regulations on providing access to highway ROWs.  IDOT advised that it 

does not permit transmission structures within an interstate highway ROW and that overhangs 

into an interstate highway ROW are allowed only in limited instances.  IDOT’s restrictions 

would only allow the Project structures to be placed on private land adjacent to I-80’s right-of-

way.  It was determined that attempts to parallel I-80 would raise the same concerns as utilizing 

the railroad ROW, namely that it would lead to numerous conflicts with existing homes, 

businesses, and infrastructure.  If the line were placed along I-80, the route would need to be 

detoured around problematic areas, which would increase the length and cost of the route and 

would increase the total impacts to landowners in the areas to which the Project was rerouted. Id.  

Thus, the possibility of paralleling I-80 was dismissed during the first stage of the route 

development process.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 31-32; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 32, 42. 

 However, during Rock Island’s open houses, a number of participants suggested that 

Rock Island should consider routing the Project along I-80.  In response to these suggestions, the 

Routing Team conducted an additional review of the I-80 area to determine if there was a viable 

routing option that was previously overlooked.  This review determined that, compared to the 

DC Section Preferred Route, the potential I-80 routes increased the route length by 

approximately 12 miles, encountered significantly more homes, required the removal of a home 

in the DC Section, encountered 36 times as many non-residential structures within 100 feet of the 

centerline, and required more angle structures, all of which increase land use impacts and costs.  

Based on this additional analysis, the Routing Team determined that routing the Project along I-

80 was not feasible.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 at 30, 32-33; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 32-33, 42, 48-49.  
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e. The Preferred Routes Best Meet the Routing Criteria 

 After completing the route development process, the Routing Team selected a Preferred 

Route and a Proposed Alternative Route for both the DC Section and the AC Section.  The 

Routing Team selected as the Preferred Routes those routes that best minimized impacts to 

Sensitivities and maximized use of Opportunities.125  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 27-28. 

 Both the DC Section and AC Section Preferred Routes minimize impacts to Sensitivities 

because they have the overall lowest impact on homes, other structures, agriculture, and other 

land use features when compared with the other Study Routes.  The DC Section Preferred Route 

has the fewest number of homes within 200, 500, and 1000 feet of the centerline of the route, the 

fewest number of non-residential structures within 100 and 200 feet of the centerline, and crosses 

the fewest number of parcels owned by the fewest number of landowners.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 

Rev. at 27; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 65.  While the AC Section Preferred Route requires the 

purchase and removal of one home, Rock Island has already acquired, through voluntary 

negotiations with the landowner, an option to purchase this home.  Additionally, the AC Section 

Preferred Route has the fewest homes within 67.6 to 200 feet of where the two transmission lines 

would be located, and ties with the other AC Section Study Routes for the fewest homes within 

201 to 1000 feet, for crossing the fewest parcels and for impacting the fewest landowners. 126   

Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 28; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 99. 

 The DC Section and AC Section Preferred Routes are the shortest Study Routes for their 

respective Sections. Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 27-28; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 65, 99.  The DC 

Section and AC Section Preferred Routes avoid or cause the least permanent impact on currently 

operating center pivot irrigation systems and do not cross any designated Agricultural 

                                                 
125 Tables 3 and 19 in the Routing Study are detailed charts depicting all Sensitivities and Opportunities 
considered for the Preferred Routes.  Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 55-63, 93-98. 
126 The ROW requested for each 345 kV line in the AC Section is 135 feet (270 feet in total for the two 
345 kV lines); therefore, a home within 67.5 feet of the centerline of either 345 kV line would be within 
the ROW.  The Routing Team analyzed the number of homes in distances intervals, beginning with a 
distance that would place a home just outside the ROW.  Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 99. 
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Preservation Areas.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 27-28; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 104.  The 

Preferred Routes will not impact any schools, hospitals, daycares, airports, cemeteries or 

religious facilities.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 at 27; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 102. 

  The Preferred Routes minimize impacts to environmental and conservation Sensitivities. 

The DC Section and AC Section Preferred Routes do not cross any Illinois Nature Preserve 

Commission lands or any historical buildings, structures, or sites, and cross the least amount of 

streams.  Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 78, 81, 84, 106, 110.   There are no designated critical habitats 

within one mile and no known or observed eagle nests within 660 feet of either Preferred Route.  

(The USFWS National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines recommend that any disturbances 

occur at least 660 feet from any eagle nests.)  Id. at 79-80, 107.  The Preferred Routes also limit 

the acres of forested wetland areas and number of archaeological sites crossed. Id. at 82, 84, 109. 

 Both the DC Section and AC Section Preferred Routes take advantage of existing 

Opportunities.  The DC Section Preferred Route will utilize existing linear infrastructure for 22.4 

miles.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 33; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 67.  The DC Section Preferred 

Route will parallel an existing transmission line crossing of the Mississippi River and an existing 

pipeline crossing of the Fox River.  Paralleling the existing pipeline crossing of the Fox River 

takes advantage of the existing area from which trees have been cleared for the pipeline.  Rock 

Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 29.  The DC Section Preferred Route also will parallel a pipeline in 

LaSalle County and existing transmission lines in Grundy County. Id.  The AC Section Preferred 

Route will parallel an existing transmission line for approximately 1.9 miles, which is more than 

one-half the length of the entire AC Section.  Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 94. 

 Rock Island also consulted with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (“IDNR”) 

to obtain its input and comments on the Preferred Routes and the Proposed Alternative Routes, 

and on August 14, 2013, IDNR staff provided Rock Island with written comments on the 
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Preferred Routes and Proposed Alternative Routes.127  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 38.  The IDNR 

initially suggested that the transmission line should cross the Mississippi River farther south, 

outside the Mississippi River-Cordova Illinois Natural Area.  Rock Island Ex. 8.8 at 1.  The 

IDNR also pointed out potential areas along the Preferred Route that could entail forest 

fragmentation.  Id. at 2-3.  Rock Island responded to the August 14 letter on August 15, 2013, 

addressing each of IDNR’s comments.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 at 37; Rock Island Ex. 8.8 at 5-8.  In 

its response, Rock Island explained the Routing Team’s considerations and reasons the 

Princeton, Iowa location was chosen as the Mississippi River crossing point, as well as the 

increased impacts if the Project crossed the Mississippi River at a different location.  Rock Island 

Ex. 8.8 at 5-6.  Rock Island also detailed the mitigation efforts it would undertake to minimize 

potential impacts from constructing and maintaining the Project.  Id. at 6. 

 Rock Island met with IDNR staff on October 26, 2013 to discuss the August 14 IDNR 

letter and Rock Island’s response.  IDNR staff stated that they had no concerns relating to 

impacts on protected species.  Rock Island Ex. 8.10 at 4.  On November 8, 2013, IDNR issued its 

final written comments.  The IDNR’s final written comments stated that “it is unlikely that the 

project will result in any adverse impacts to state-listed species or their habitats,” but expressed 

some concerns regarding forest fragmentation at specific locations.  However, the IDNR also 

stated that it recognized that other project planning and regulatory considerations factor into the 

final routing.  Rock Island Ex. 8.12 at 1. 

 Staff witness Mr. Rashid reviewed the testimony of Rock Island’s witnesses on the route 

development process, Hans Detweiler (Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev.) and Matthew Koch (Rock 

Island Ex. 8.0), and their related exhibits including the Routing Study (Rock Island Ex. 8.2).  He 

testified that on the basis of his review, he has no reservations concerning Rock Island’s process 

or procedures with respect to the route selection.  He stated that he has no objection to the 

                                                 
127 Rock Island Ex. 8.8 at 1-4 contains the August 14, 2013 IDNR letter to Rock Island. 
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Preferred Routes or the Proposed Alternative Routes. ICC Staff Ex. 1.0 at 13-15. 

 As noted earlier, during the course of this proceeding, no party, and no witness in 

testimony, has advocated that either of the Proposed Alternative Routes (or any of the other 

Study Routes) should be used rather than the Preferred Routes, nor recommended any specific 

deviations from the Preferred Routes.  Therefore, based on both the record on the development 

of the Preferred Routes, and the lack of specific recommendations for deviations or alternatives, 

the Commission should approve the Preferred Routes for the DC Section and the AC Section as 

set forth on Rock Island Exhibits 7.2 and 7.4, respectively. 

  2. Proposed Easement Widths  

 Rock Island is requesting reasonable easement widths for the Project ROWs.  For the DC 

Section, the ROW for the Project will vary between 145 feet and 200 feet wide, depending on 

requirements at particular locations.  To accommodate the possible need for the maximum width 

at specific locations, Rock Island is requesting authority for a 200 foot ROW for the entire DC 

Section of the Project.  Because there are two parallel 345 kV lines (one a single-circuit line and 

the other a double-circuit line) proposed for the AC Section, a larger ROW will be necessary, 

and Rock Island is requesting authority for a 270 foot ROW for the AC Section.  The 

Commission has previously authorized ROWs of up to 150 feet for individual 345 kV 

transmission lines, and although this would seem to indicate that 300 feet would be needed for 

two parallel 345 kV transmission lines, Rock Island believes it can construct the AC Section with 

a 270 foot right-of-way. Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 29-30.   

 The ROW width is based on the need to maintain electrical safety clearances and provide 

access for construction and maintenance of the line.  Maintaining electrical safety clearances is 

of the utmost importance and impacts the ROW width because wind blowing on transmission 

line wires will cause them to sway away from the center of the ROW towards the side.  The 

ROW must be wide enough to allow for this predicted wire movement on both sides of the 
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ROW, while still maintaining the required electrical clearances from vegetation, structures and 

other infrastructure.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 31.     

 As the span length of the transmission wire between the supporting structures increases, 

the amount of predicted transmission wire sway increases.  Based on the structures that Rock 

Island will be using, the span lengths will range from 1200 to 1750 feet, with the typical span 

being 1200 feet; the requested 200 foot ROW for the DC Section and 270 foot ROW for the AC 

Section are sufficient for a typical span length.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 31; Rock Island Ex. 2.11 

Rev. at 7.  

 In certain locations along the Preferred Route, where a longer than average span will be 

needed, a larger ROW width will be necessary and is being requested.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 31-

32.  First, the Preferred Route crosses Indian Creek, and in order to span this waterway, the 

length between structures will be approximately 1,973 feet.  In this location, a larger ROW is 

necessary to allow for increased sway of the transmission conductors in high winds (due to the 

longer span); Rock Island is requesting a ROW width of 235 feet for a segment beginning 

approximately one-half mile from the western bank of Indian Creek and ending approximately 

one-half mile beyond the eastern bank of Indian Creek.  Id. at 32.  Second, where the Project 

enters Illinois after crossing the Mississippi River, there will be a need for increased span lengths 

for the first several spans, covering the first mile of the transmission line in Illinois.  For this 

segment, Rock Island is requesting authority for a ROW greater than 200 feet for approximately 

the first mile of the Preferred Route from the eastern bank of the Mississippi River.  Id. 

 Additionally, in some areas, Rock Island may require a temporary construction easement 

beyond the 200 foot ROW in the DC Section or the 270 foot ROW in the AC Section.  Rock 

Island is requesting that the Commission grant Rock Island a temporary construction easement 

for locations at which the permanent ROW is insufficient for construction activities or to access 

the construction area.  Any temporary construction easement would revert to the landowner 
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when construction is finished.  Id. at 32-33. 

 Rock Island requests that in its Order, the Commission approve the permanent easement 

widths and the temporary easements requested by Rock Island, as described above. 

3. Rock Island’s Plans for Easement Acquisition and Landowner 
Compensation [Easement Acquisition and Landowner Compensation] 

 Rock Island’s Petition in this case does not include a request for eminent domain 

authority pursuant to §8-509 of the PUA (220 ILCS 5/8-509).  Rock Island’s objective is to 

obtain all necessary land rights for the Project in Illinois through voluntary negotiations and 

agreements with landowners.  Petition ¶¶10 and 72; Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 36; Rock Island Ex. 

7.0 Rev. at 39.  Additionally, Rock Island is aware of, and agrees with, the Commission’s view 

as expressed in previous transmission line and pipeline certificate cases, that a utility or pipeline 

and landowners cannot engage in meaningful, informed negotiations for easements for a project 

until a route for the project is approved by the Commission, which occurs in the CPCN order.128  

Rock Island will seek authority from the Commission to use eminent domain to acquire 

easements on individual tracts, if necessary, only after exhausting reasonable efforts to acquire 

the easement through negotiations and voluntary transactions with landowners.  Petition ¶72; 

Rock Island Ex. 1.0 at 36; Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 39; Tr. 420, 463, 466. 

 Rock Island intends to engage in respectful and equitable negotiations with landowners in 

order to support voluntary transmission line easement acquisitions.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 

38.  In approaching landowners and negotiating with them for transmission line easements, Rock 

Island will comply with the requirements of 83 Ill. Admin. Code Part 300.  In this proceeding, 
                                                 
128 See, e.g., Enbridge Pipelines (Illinois) L.L.C., Docket 07-0446 (Order dated July 8, 2009), at 67-68; 
Illinois Power Co. d/b/a AmerenIP, Docket 06-0706 (Order dated March 11, 2009) at 88-89.  Further, 
consistent with the discussion in these and other Commission orders, Rock Island understands that to 
obtain eminent domain authority for specific parcels pursuant to §8-509, it will need to demonstrate that it 
has engaged in reasonable, good faith negotiations with the landowners or has been precluded from doing 
so by the landowner or by other circumstances (such as inability to locate the landowner or determine 
who has legal authority to grant an easement).  Order in Docket 06-0706, supra, at 88;  Illinois Power Co. 
d/b/a AmerenIP and Ameren Illinois Transmission Co., Docket 10-0173 (Order dated Nov. 23, 2010), at 
13-14; Central Illinois Public Service Co. d/b/a AmerenCIPS, Docket 07-0532 (Order dated May 6, 
2009), at 14. 
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Rock Island provided a copy of its informational packet that has been sent to landowners.  Rock 

Island Ex. 7.18.  Rock Island’s informational notices have complied and will continue to comply 

with the content requirements of Part 300.  Rock Island will also comply with the requirements 

of Part 300 in its contacts and discussions with landowners.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 40-41.   

 In addition, Rock Island has adopted a Code of Conduct for its land acquisition agents’ 

interactions with landowners.  The Code of Conduct requires (among other things) that all 

communications with landowners and other persons made by right-of-way agents and 

subcontractor employees representing Rock Island must be factually correct, made in good faith, 

respectful and reflective of fair dealing, and respectful of the privacy rights of property owners.  

Rock Island believes that establishing the Code of Conduct for its land acquisition agents will 

help establish a tone and tenor of respectful dialogue and may be supportive of voluntary 

easement acquisition. Id. at 38-39. The Code of Conduct is provided in Rock Island Exhibit 7.17. 

 While Rock Island understands that the Commission does not determine what 

compensation should be paid to landowners,129 Rock Island provided information on the 

compensation package it intends to offer landowners for transmission line easements on their 

properties.  Rock Island plans to offer a compensation package to landowners that will consist of 

(i) a payment for the easement itself, (ii) a separate payment for each structure placed on the 

landowner’s property, and (iii) payments for specific damages and losses caused by the 

construction and operation of the transmission line, such as crop losses during construction or 

maintenance activities, field repair for soil compaction and drainage tile damage, the value of 

commercially-marketable timber that is felled, and temporary or permanent impacts to the 

operation of center-pivot irrigation systems.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 39; Rock Island Ex. 

7.31 Rev.  Rock Island will offer an easement payment of 90% of the fair market value (as 

                                                 
129 See. e.g., 83 Ill. Admin. Code Part 300 Appendix A (“[t]he price and other terms for the land or land 
rights is a matter of negotiation between each landowner and a company.  The Commission does not 
participate in the negotiation.  The Commission also does not establish or approve the negotiated price 
and other terms for the acquisition of land or land rights.”). 



140 
 

determined by an independent appraisal firm) of the fee interest in the property for the entire 

easement space; however, the landowners will be allowed to continue to farm within the portions 

of the easement area that are not used during construction of the transmission line and are not 

occupied by transmission structures when the line is placed into operation.  Rock Island Ex. 7.0 

Rev. at 39; Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 17; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 62-64.  Rock Island will 

pay the landowner 20% of the easement payment at the time the easement agreement is entered 

into, with the balance to be paid prior to the date construction crews access the property to begin 

construction activities.  Rock Island Ex. 7.31 Rev. at 2; Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 19. 

 The separate, per-structure payment that Rock Island will offer will be, at the 

landowner’s option, a one-time payment of $6,000 or an annual payment of $500 (for monopole 

structures) for as long as the structure is on the property and Rock Island retains the easement.  

Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 40; Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 17; Rock Island Ex. 7.31 Rev. at 1.  

Rock Island’s intent is that the combined easement payment and structure payments will result in 

compensation to any landowner with at least one structure on his or her land that is at least 100% 

of the fair market value of the land used for the easement. Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 39. 

 With respect to crop damages or losses during construction, Rock Island will make an 

advance payment to the landowner for crop damages based on use of a 50 foot strip of the entire 

easement during construction.  The advance payment provides compensation to the landowner in 

advance of the growing season in which the impacted crops would otherwise be cultivated and 

harvested, rather than requiring the landowner to wait until after the construction is completed to 

receive compensation for crop damages caused by construction.  However, if the landowner 

believes that actual crop loss damages resulting from construction prove to be greater than the 

advance payment, Rock Island will negotiate with the landowner to pay any additional amounts 

above and beyond the advance payments, based on the best evidence available, with the 

objective that the landowner be fully compensated for the total actual crop loss damages 
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resulting from construction of the line.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 11-12, 17-18; Rock Island Ex. 

7.31 Rev. at 1; Tr. 520-21. 

 C. Design and Construction of the Project 

1. Proposed Technology, Structures and Other Components [Proposed 
Structures and Other Components] 

 The Rock Island Project transmission line will be a bi-pole HVDC line.130  It is planned 

that the voltage rating for the Project will be ±600 kV and the operating voltage will also be 

±600 kV.  However, the voltage may be increased slightly to ±640 kV to ±660 kV.  Rock Island 

Ex. 2.0 at 24, 27.  The voltage between the poles will be 1,200 kV.  Each pole typically will 

carry one-half of the power (1,750 MW per pole) with a peak operating current of approximately 

2,917 amperes. Id. at 24.  However, in certain circumstances such as a maintenance condition or 

a contingency, only one pole may be available for transmitting power, in which event the single 

pole may be able to transmit somewhat more than 1,750 MW. Id. at 25, 26. 

 The advantages of using HVDC technology in a long distance application such as the 

Project, and for transporting large amounts of variable generation, were discussed in §IV.A.1.c 

of this Brief.  HVDC technology has been used for several decades.  In North America, there are 

over 30 HVDC installations, dating as far back as 1968, including 11 HVDC lines with a 

combined capacity of approximately 14,000 MW.  Worldwide, HVDC applications are 

commonplace and are continuing to increase in applications similar to the Rock Island Project.  

There are significant HVDC transmission applications in Australia, New Zealand, Brazil, China, 

India, Japan and Europe.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 22-24. 

 With respect to structure type, in its Agricultural Impact Mitigation Agreement 

(“AIMA”) entered into with the Illinois Department of Agriculture (“IDOA”), Rock Island has 

committed that (Rock Island Ex. 7.28 at 3-4): 

                                                 
130 A “pole” in a HVDC line is analogous to a “phase” in an AC line.  A bi-pole HVDC line has two poles 
and each pole has a set of conductors associated with it.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 24. 
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Tangent structures (straight-line, non-turning structures) will utilize only single, 
drilled-pier type concrete foundations or direct embed type foundations that are 
typical of single pole type structures.  Clean Line will not use multi-foundation 
lattice type structures for tangent structures, though such structures may be used 
for turns, long spans such as river crossings, and similar situations where specific 
engineering and environmental challenges are present.  The use of guy wires will 
be avoided to the extent feasible.  If guy wires are required, they will be marked 
with highly visible guards. 

The single-pole structures that Rock Island will use will be steel monopoles or lattice mast 

structures (sometimes referred to as truss structures).  Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 7.  Rock 

Island Ex. 2.9 Rev. provides drawings of these structures.  These single-pole structures will have 

a typical span between structures of 1200 feet, and heights in the range of 100 to 175 feet 

depending on terrain topology.  River crossings and certain other situations may require taller 

towers. Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 29; Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 7. 

 Rock Island presently plans to use 2156 circular mil (“kcmil”) ACSR conductors in a 

triple bundle configuration for the pole conductors.  For the dedicated metallic return of the 

HVDC line, Rock Island plans to use two, 1780 kcmil ACSR conductors, subject to final design 

refinement based on the final Commission-approved route.  Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 27. 

2. Rock Island Will Reasonably Resolve Concerns Expressed by 
Landowners About the Impacts of the Project on Their Properties 
[Landowner Concerns about Impacts of Construction of the Project] 

 
 During this proceeding, a total of nine landowners or other intervenor witnesses 

submitted testimony expressing concerns about potential impacts of the Rock Island Project on 

their properties or operations.  Specifically, the ILA and other landowner witnesses have raised 

the following concerns regarding the impacts of the Project: (i) that the Project will cause serious 

and irreversible soil compaction to agricultural land; (ii) that the Project will damage drain tiles; 

(iii) that the Project will limit landowners’ use of their land, including by limiting aerial 

application of fertilizer, insecticides and pesticides, by requiring landowners to navigate farm 

equipment around Project structures, and by taking land out of production; (iv) that the Project 

will damage wetlands, forests, historical sites and other conservation areas; and (v) that the 
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Project will cause “visual pollution.”  As set forth in the testimony of Rock Island witnesses 

Detweiler, Koch and Adam, Rock Island has adequately responded to the concerns raised by 

these witnesses.  Rock Island has demonstrated that it will address and resolve these concerns in 

a fair and reasonable manner, will reasonably mitigate and remediate any damage, and will 

adequately compensate landowners for damages to their property.  

 As described in Section §IV.C.1, Rock Island entered into an AIMA with the IDOA, 

which the IDOA has determined meets the IDOA’s requirements to minimize and mitigate 

impacts to landowners.  Rock Island Ex. 7.28; Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 4.  Rock Island 

understands that the Commission typically expects applicants for certificates to construct electric 

transmission lines and pipelines to enter into an AIMA with the IDOA.  The AIMA sets forth a 

series of requirements that the IDOA has determined appropriately protect landowners from 

potential impacts of the Project.  The AIMA specifies, in relevant part, that:  

 Rock Island will discuss pole placement with landowners so as to minimize 
interference with cropland (AIMA Section 3);  

 
 For tangent structures (straight-line, non-turning structures), Rock Island will use 

only single, drilled pier type concrete foundations or direct embed type foundations 
that are typical of single pole type structures (AIMA Section 3); 
 

 Rock Island will not use multi-foundation lattice type structures for tangent structures 
though such structures may be used for turns, long spans such as river crossings, and 
similar situations where specific engineering and environmental challenges are 
present (AIMA Section 3);  

 
 Rock Island will avoid the use of guy wires (AIMA Section 3);  
 
 Temporary and permanent access roads on landowner property will be located by 

agreement with the landowner (AIMA Section 4);  
 
 Transmission structures will be relocated, to the extent reasonably possible, to avoid 

interference with drain tile (AIMA Section 5);  
 
 Rock Island will repair, or will compensate landowners for, damaged drain tile; a 

landowner can also retain his own contractor to repair damaged drain tile and be 
reimbursed by Rock Island (AIMA Section 5);  

 
 Rock Island will decompact cropland to a depth of 18 inches and pasture land to a 

depth of 12 inches (AIMA Section 7); and  
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 Rock Island will repair any damage to soil conservation practices and will work with 
landowners to prevent excessive erosion (AIMA Sections 9 and 10).  Rock Island Ex. 
7.28.   

 
The AIMA also provides that its terms will be incorporated into Rock Island’s easement 

agreements with landowners (AIMA Section 18).  Rock Island Ex. 7.28 at 7.  As discussed 

below, however, the prevention and mitigation measures specified in the AIMA are not “one-size 

fits all” measures that Rock Island and its EPC contractor, KPC, will apply in all instances 

without regard for the landowner’s preferences.  If a landowner requests that the methods 

specified in the AIMA not be used or that different measures be employed, Rock Island will 

attempt to negotiate a satisfactory alternate approach with the landowner.  Id. at 1; Rock Island 

Ex. 7.35 at 3, 5; Rock Island Ex. 9.4 Rev. at 12, 14. 

 Additionally, in the AIMA, Rock Island has agreed to employ an independent agricultural 

inspector (an “IAI”) to verify compliance with the provisions of the AIMA by Rock Island and to 

vest the IAI with authority to stop the contractors’ construction activities that the IAI determines 

are out of compliance with the AIMA (AIMA Section 13).  The IAI will also have authority to 

stop contractors’ activities that are not in compliance with the landowner’s easement agreement.  

Rock Island Ex. 7.28 at 6; Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 6; Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 10.  Accordingly, 

landowners’ interests will be protected both by the terms of their easement agreements and by 

the terms of the AIMA. 

a. Rock Island Will Mitigate, Remediate and Compensate for Soil 
Compaction 

 
 Rock Island recognizes that a certain level of soil compaction can be expected to occur in 

the construction of the Project on agricultural property.  However, Rock Island and its 

contractors will take steps to avoid or minimize soil compaction; Rock Island will use chiseling 

and other approved means to remediate any soil compaction that occurs; and Rock Island will 

compensate landowners for damages they incur associated with any soil compaction caused by 
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the construction or maintenance of the Project, including compensation for reduced crop yields.  

Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 5-8.   

 Rock Island and its EPC contractor, KPC, will employ several construction methods that 

are designed to avoid or limit soil compaction.  First, KPC will minimize soil compaction by 

limiting the area actually traversed by construction vehicles and equipment.  To the extent 

practicable, access to the specific construction areas will be obtained either (i) from an existing 

public road or other existing access road directly to the structure location, or (ii) by traveling 

from a public road or other existing access road within the easement right-of-way.131  Rock 

Island Ex. 9.2 at 3.  This avoidance measure will minimize the overall soil compaction that will 

occur during construction.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 5. 

 Second, to the extent possible, KPC will use tracked equipment on agricultural property 

in the construction of the Project, which will cause less soil compaction than tire mounted 

equipment because the weight of the equipment is distributed over a much larger area and thus 

there is significantly less pressure transmitted to the ground.132  Rock Island Ex. 9.2 at 2. Third, 

KPC will construct access roads and construction pads using crushed stone and geotextile, which 

will also serve to spread the weight of equipment over a larger area as well as allowing for 

appropriate drainage.  KPC will also shape access roads and construction areas by constructing 

access roads and construction pads with a crown to allow water to drain.  Id. at 3. Further, KPC 

will typically not perform construction activities during inclement weather, particularly in heavy 

                                                 
131 The primary construction activities on landowner property will occur at or near the locations of the 
transmission structures, which are expected to be placed at least 1200 feet apart.  Rock Island Ex. 9.2 at 2-
3.  Further, although the proposed easement widths will be 200 feet, Rock Island and its contractors 
expect to use only about 50 feet of the easement width during construction.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 11.  
The mitigation technique of controlled traffic is consistent with four articles on soil compaction that ILA 
witnesses cited, each of which supported using controlled traffic farming methods so as to confine 
compaction to small areas of cropland.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 5.   
132 Ground pressure is directly correlated to the soil compaction that is produced; the lower the ground 
pressure the less soil compaction is caused.  Rock Island Ex. 9.2 at 2. 
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rains, or under extremely wet soil conditions.  Rock Island Ex. 9.4 Rev. at 12.133   

 However, if a landowner objects to any of the compaction avoidance measures Rock 

Island and KPC plan to use, Rock Island and KPC will not use them and will negotiate 

alternative methods or measures with the landowner to prevent soil compaction.  Rock Island Ex. 

7.35 at 5-6.  In fact, as set forth in the AIMA, Rock Island is required to discuss the mitigation 

measures it intends to employ with the landowner before implementing them.  Id. at 5; Rock 

Island Ex. 7.28 at 1. 

 Regarding remediating soil compaction, Rock Island has committed to decompact 

cropland where necessary to a depth of 18 inches, and pasture to a depth of 12 inches, as 

specified in the AIMA with the IDOA.  Rock Island Ex. 7.28 at 5; Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 5.  

Also, if landowners wish, Rock Island will apply fertilizer to disturbed soils, which is consistent 

with remediation recommendations in a University of Wisconsin study that ILA witness Dr. 

Marshall cited.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 6.  Further, landowners can choose to self-perform 

decompaction activities on their land or retain a contractor of their choice to do this work, the 

reasonable cost of which will be paid by Rock Island, or to elect to not have any chiseling 

performed on their property.  Id.  If the landowner believes some depth other than 18 inches is 

appropriate, Rock Island will work with the landowner to effectuate the landowner’s 

recommendation.134  Id.  Indeed, Rock Island acknowledges that there may be circumstances 

where chiseling beyond 18 inches may be needed.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 3. 

 In the event that, despite the extensive measures described above, soil compaction still 

                                                 
133 One of the studies on soil compaction cited by ILA witness Dr. Marshall states that in terms of 
operating during wet conditions, “even delaying an operation a portion of a day to allow for some drying 
may make a big difference.”  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 6.  This observation is consistent with KPC’s intent 
to halt construction activities during inclement weather.  Id.   
134 Dr. Marshall states that chiseling to a depth of 18 inches could damage shallow drain tiles.  ILA Ex. 
1.2 Rev. at 9.  However, Dr. Marshall’s assertion here ignores that (i) KPC will attempt to locate all drain 
tiles before commencing construction and remediation activities, (ii) KPC will repair all damaged drain 
tiles, and (iii) KPC will comply with any landowner’s request to not chisel or to chisel to a shallower 
depth.  Rock Island Ex. 9.4 Rev. at 13-14. 
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occurs, any impacts in terms of reduced crop yields will be limited to the relatively small portion 

of the easement property where construction activities occurred, and not the entire easement 

area.  Rock Island expects that the areas in which construction activities (structure assembly and 

installation and cable pulling) will occur or that will be traversed by construction vehicles 

(including access roads) will comprise only about 20% of the easement area, thereby leaving the 

majority of the easement area untouched and undamaged.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 13.  In 

contrast, Rock Island will compensate landowners for easement rights to the entire area covered 

by the easement.  Rock Island’s compensation package includes (i) an easement payment which 

is based on 90% of the fair market (or fee simple) value of the entire easement area, plus (ii) a 

separate payment for each structure placed on the landowner’s property, plus (iii) payment for 

crop damages.  Id. at 17; Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 39; Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 5; Rock Island 

Ex. 7.31.  This compensation package will pay the landowner an amount in excess of the full fee 

value of the easement area (assuming at least one structure on the landowner’s property), yet the 

landowner is allowed to continue to farm within the easement. Rock Island Ex. 7.0 Rev. at 39; 

Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 17;  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 62-64.   

 Lastly, as mentioned previously, Rock Island will compensate landowners for soil 

compaction damages to the extent such losses are caused by construction or maintenance 

activities for the Project.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 5.  There is no maximum period of time for 

which Rock Island will compensate landowners for soil compaction damages.  Although ILA 

witnesses asserted that damage due to soil compaction may continue indefinitely, Rock Island 

will compensate landowners for any such long-term impact, should it occur.  Id. at 5, 21.    

 In summary, Rock Island has committed to minimize soil compaction using a number of 

proven methods, and for that soil compaction that does occur, landowners will be compensated.   

b. Rock Island Will Mitigate, Repair, and Compensate 
Landowners for, Damaged Drain Tiles 

 
 Rock Island has a plan to avoid damaging drain tiles, and will repair any drain tiles that 
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become inadvertently damaged, or will compensate the landowner for the damaged drain tiles.  

First, prior to construction, KPC will complete a due diligence process to identify the locations 

of drain tiles so as to avoid damaging them during construction and maintenance activities.  Rock 

Island Ex. 9.2 at 4.  This due diligence process will include locating mapped and unmapped 

existing drain tiles by (i) visiting local soil and water conservation districts and consulting other 

available documents that describe the location of the drain tiles, (ii) consulting with any 

contractors that installed drain tiles, and (iii) meeting with landowners and walking their fields.  

Id. at 4-5; Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 8.  Once drain tiles are located, KPC may use a “street 

plate”135 or other matting to spread the loads of the construction equipment, thereby reducing the 

pressure being exerted on the tiles, and consequently reducing the possible damage to the tiles.  

Rock Island Ex. 9.2 at 5.   

 In the event drain tiles are nonetheless damaged by construction or maintenance of the 

Project, Rock Island will repair or replace (with equal or better quality) damaged drain tiles, or 

compensate landowners to make such repairs. Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 9.  Rock Island will 

repair/replace or compensate landowners for damaged drain tiles associated with the construction 

and maintenance of the Project for a reasonable period of time after construction is complete.  

These commitments are specified in the AIMA.  Id. at 10; Rock Island Ex. 7.28 at 4-5.136    

c. The Project Will Not Materially Impact Aerial Application 
Activities 

 
 ILA and other landowner witnesses expressed concern that the Project would inhibit 

aerial applications of fertilizer, insecticides and pesticides to agricultural property.137  However, 

                                                 
135 A street plate is a carbon steel plate that typically is 1 inch thick.  Rock Island Ex. 9.2 at 5. 
136 As Mr. Adam testified, evidence of damaged drain tile is typically observed the following crop season, 
or if a crop season experiences drought or near-drought conditions, the damaged drain tile should become 
evident in the subsequent crop season.  Rock Island Ex. 9.2 at 5. After construction is complete, Rock 
Island will have personnel available to landowners to address any remaining drainage tile issues.  Rock 
Island Ex. 7.30 at 9.   
137 ILA Ex. 1.0 at 3, 14-15; ILA Ex. 2.0 at 4; ILA Ex. 3.0 at 5; ILA Ex. 4.0 at 4-8; L. Gerdes at 5; S. 
Gerdes at 6. 
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the record shows that Rock Island has considered impacts to aerial applicators and that the 

Project will not materially restrict aerial application activities.   

 First, Rock Island’s Routing Criteria included Sensitivities of Private Airports/Airstrips 

and Aerial Fertilizer and Herbicide Application Ability so as to minimize impacts to aerial 

application.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 11; Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at Table 1.  Also, in developing the 

Preferred Routes and Proposed Alternate Routes, Rock Island considered following field lines, 

property lines, and Public Lands Survey System (“PLSS”) lines as Opportunities to avoid 

impacting aerial application (and other agricultural activities).  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 11.138  

Accordingly, Rock Island recognized that the Project could potentially impact aerial application 

and sought to limit any such impacts in its development of the Preferred Routes and Proposed 

Alternative Routes. 

 Second, the ILA witnesses’ assertions that the Project will limit aerial application 

activities ignore that aerial applicators regularly work in the vicinity of existing transmission 

lines in Illinois, and that, with the potential exception of the internal corner of 90 degree turns, 

there should not be any reduction in the ability of aerial applicators to treat crops outside the 

easement area of the Project.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 11-12.  Specifically, while an aerial 

applicator needs to maintain a reasonable distance from transmission structures and 

appurtenances, the width of the easement should provide more than enough clearance to maintain 

the required distance.139  Id. at 12.  Third, even if aerial application is limited with respect to 

                                                 
138 Placing transmission lines along field lines, property lines, and PLSS lines reduces impacts to aerial 
applicators because it allows for a smaller number of straight-line application runs than would 
transmission lines placed in diagonal alignments.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 11.   
139 The easement width in the DC Section of the route will be 145 feet to 200 feet, or 72.5 feet to 100 feet 
on each side of the structure, so maintaining a 25 foot separation from cross-arms will enable an aerial 
applicator to cover part of the easement area.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 12; Rock Island Ex. 2.0 at 29.  
Further, ILA witness Mr. Nelson’s contention that aerial applicators will require 50-100 feet of clearance, 
and not 25 feet as suggested by Rock Island, because guy wires and “different transmission structures” 
may be used ignores that Rock Island has no intention to use guy wires in Illinois and Section 3 of the 
AIMA states that the “use of guy wires will be avoided to the extent feasible.”  Nor has Mr. Nelson 
identified any other specific features that would require greater clearance than 25 feet or why “different 



150 
 

some portion of the easement area and crop yields in that area are reduced, Rock Island is 

compensating the landowner for 90% of the fair market value of the entire easement area, which 

should more than compensate for any reduced crop yields within the easement area. Id.     

 Finally, ILA witness Mr. Nelson failed to demonstrate that the four different 

circumstances or “cumulative impacts” he identified will cause a greater limitation on aerial 

application than suggested by Rock Island. 140  First, Mr. Nelson suggested that orientation issues 

could cause entire fields to become unavailable to aerial application; he provided the example of 

a long narrow field that is traversed by a transmission line along the narrow side.  ILA Ex. 4.1 at 

4.  However, Mr. Nelson failed to take into account that aerial applicators employ many different 

techniques to respond to varying conditions, including flying alternate route patterns and related 

techniques.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 21-22.  Second, Mr. Nelson asserted that Rock Island failed 

to recognize the cumulative impact of existing transmission lines and new transmission lines on 

aerial applicators.  ILA Ex. 4.1 at 4.  However, the instances in which the Project will cross or 

parallel existing transmission lines will be very limited, as the Preferred Route crosses other 

existing transmission lines only 8 times in Illinois and parallels existing transmission lines only 3 

times for a total of 8.4 miles, of which only 7.5 miles is through agricultural land.  Rock Island 

Ex. 7.35 at 23; Rock Island Ex. 8.10 at 2-3.   

 Mr. Nelson’s third assertion regarding cumulative impacts, that Rock Island failed to 

account for the cumulative effect of existing wind farms on the Project (ILA Ex. 4.1 at 4), 

ignored that (i) across its 120 mile length in Illinois, the Preferred Route passes within one-half 

mile of only a single existing wind farm and through one area in which a new wind farm is 

                                                                                                                                                             
transmission structures” would require greater clearance.  Rock Island Ex. 7.28 at 4; Rock Island Ex. 7.35 
at 20-21.   
140 Mr. Nelson also asserted that the Morris Municipal Airport will be impacted because the transmission 
line will have a negative impact on precision approaches, so fewer aircraft will use the airport in adverse 
weather.  ILA Ex. 4.0 at 7-8.  Rock Island has completed a review of Federal Aviation Administration 
requirements and has determined that the Project can be constructed along the Preferred Route in the area 
of Morris Municipal Airport in accordance with those requirements.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 31. 
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proposed; (ii) the distance between the Preferred Route and the existing wind farm is well over a 

half mile, which is too great a distance to result in any cumulative impacts to aerial application; 

and (iii) Rock Island is working with the developer of the wind farm to coordinate development 

and placement of structures.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 23-24; Rock Island Ex. 8.10 at 3.    

 Lastly, in making his fourth assertion, that Rock Island did not account for the cumulative 

impact to population centers (ILA Ex. 4.1 at 4), Mr. Nelson failed to recognize that aerial 

application in the vicinity of population centers should already be very limited, if done at all, and 

also that there are only three instances where the Preferred Route runs through or within one-half 

mile of a population center.  Rock Island Ex. 7.35 at 24; Rock Island Ex. 8.10 at 3. 

d. The Project Will Not Materially Limit Land Use 
 

 ILA witnesses asserted that the Project will limit land use because structures will obstruct 

large farm equipment, the Project will take valuable land out of agricultural production, and the 

Project will prevent certain future land uses.141 However, Rock Island sought to minimize 

impacts on the use of large farm equipment near Project structures by including a preference for 

routing along field lines, property lines, and PLSS lines, as routing in this manner can reduce the 

amount of navigation around support structures.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 15.  Further, Rock 

Island’s typical transmission line spans will be 1200 feet with single-foundation structures, 

which means that typically there will be four to six single foundation structures placed per mile.  

Id. at 15, 17; Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 7.  Additionally, Rock Island’s compensation package 

for landowners includes payments per structure placed on the landowner’s property (in addition 

to the easement payments), which are intended to compensate landowners for, among other 

concerns, having to navigate equipment around transmission structures.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 

15-16.  Moreover, Rock Island will provide landowners the GPS coordinates of transmission 

structures so that landowners with self-navigating farm equipment will be able to utilize such 

                                                 
141 ILA Ex. 1.0 at 3, 15-16; ILA Ex. 6.0 at 4; L. Gerdes at 5; S. Gerdes at 6. 
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equipment to navigate around structures.  Id. at 16.142   

 With respect to the concern that valuable farmland will be taken out of production, the 

Project’s transmission structures will occupy less than two acres of land in total in Illinois.  Rock 

Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 5.  Not all of this less than two acres of land will be farmland that is 

currently in agricultural production.  Id. at 5; Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 17.  Lastly, with respect to 

potential limitations on the future use of land, Rock Island considered known future 

developments in the Project Area in its development of the Preferred Route.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 

Rev. at 7.  Beyond that, concerns about possible but unknown future land uses are inherently 

speculative and should not be a routing criterion for siting the line.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 18. 

e. Rock Island’s Routing Study and Route Development Process 
Appropriately Considered Impacts to Existing Wetlands, 
Forests, Historical Sites and Conservation Areas  

 
 Landowner witnesses expressed concern that the Project could damage existing wetlands, 

forests, historical sites and other conservation areas.143  However, the record indicates that these 

concerns are overstated or unfounded.  First, as described in §IV.B.1 above, these features were 

identified as Sensitivities in the route development process in order to determine a route that 

minimizes adverse impacts to these features.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 2.  Second, with 

respect to any of these types of features that the Preferred Route may cross, such as wetlands, 

Rock Island will avoid adverse impacts to such land to the extent possible and will employ 

measures to minimize impacts where those impacts are unavoidable.  Id. at 3.  Also, Rock Island 

will comply with all applicable state and federal regulations governing construction, maintenance 

and other Project activities on such lands.  Id.  In fact, the Preferred Routes do not cross any 

historical sites, and Rock Island plans to span the seven archaeological sites the Preferred Route 

crosses.  Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 63, 84, 85, 98, 109, 110; Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 3.  
                                                 
142 As Dr. Galli explained, based on the nature of the HVDC line, results of prior studies, and the fact that 
the GPS system is based on numerous satellites, it is extremely unlikely that the HVDC line would 
interfere with GPS signals or systems.  Rock Island Ex. 2.11 Rev. at 46-48. 
143 ILA Ex. 1.0 at 3; ILA Ex. 2.0 at 9-10; ILA Ex. 5.0 at 4-5; ILA Ex. 6.0 at 3; Bedeker at 2.    
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Regarding forested lands, of the 117.2 miles that the DC Section of the Preferred Route crosses 

in Illinois, only 4.5 miles is forested. Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 75.     

f. Rock Island Appropriately Considered and Minimized Visual 
Impacts of the Project  

 Landowner witnesses expressed concern that the Project would impair their views of 

scenic landscapes.144  However, Rock Island appropriately considered and sought to minimize 

visual impacts in its route development process.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 5.  The Routing 

Criteria by which Rock Island sought to limit visual impacts included (i) maximizing the 

Project’s distance from the greatest number of residences, and (ii) minimizing impacts to 

governmentally designated visual resources, such as scenic overlooks and historic landscapes.  

Id. at 5-6.  The Preferred Route for the DC Section in Illinois, which is approximately 117 miles, 

has no homes within 0-200 feet, 11 homes within 201-500 feet, and 66 homes within 501-1,000 

feet.  Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 66.  Similarly, the Preferred Route does not come within two miles 

of any designated scenic overlooks or historic landscapes.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 6.   Rock 

Island also sought to maximize the use of visually-related Opportunities, including paralleling 

existing linear infrastructure such as roads, railroads and other transmission lines.  Id.  Finally, as 

noted earlier, Rock Island will use single foundation, single mast structures for straight-line 

segments of the Project with the structures typically placed approximately 1200 feet apart, and 

therefore, only four to six structures will be placed per mile of the route.  Id. at 7; Rock Island 

Ex. 8.10 at 2; Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 15, 17. 

g. Rock Island Has Plans to Mitigate, Remediate and 
Compensate for Landowners’ Property-Specific Concerns 
Regarding the Project Where Appropriate 

 A total of eight intervenor witnesses who are landowners or managers for landowners 

expressed concerns about the specific impacts of having the transmission line on their parcels, 

and a ninth intervenor witness expressed concerns due to purported impacts on his aerial 
                                                 
144 ILA Ex. 1.0 at 3, 17; Bedeker at 3; S. Gerdes at 7.   
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chemical spraying business.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 18-19.  Many of these property-specific 

concerns mirror the general concerns raised by the ILA, which are addressed above in §IV.C.2.a 

through f.  Rock Island has repeatedly stated that it is fully committed to working with all 

landowners to understand their parcel-specific concerns and to develop plans to address them.  

Id. at 20.  The property-specific concerns expressed by landowner witnesses are discussed below. 

i. Mr. Larry Gerdes’ Property-Specific Concerns 

 Mr. Larry Gerdes asserted that the Project will have a downward impact on his property 

values and will interfere with aerial spraying activities on his properties. L. Gerdes Testimony at 

3-5.  However, the Preferred Route does not cross any of the three properties identified as owned 

by Mr. Larry Gerdes and in fact will be 1.5 miles to 4 miles from these properties. Rock Island 

Ex. 7.30 at 31; Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 28.  

ii. Mr. Steve Gerdes’ Property-Specific Concerns 

 Mr. Steve Gerdes asserted that the Project will hinder aerial spraying, irrigation, and 

farming activities on his properties.  However, Mr. Steve Gerdes does not appear to own any 

property that is crossed by or adjacent to the Preferred Route.145  S. Gerdes Testimony at 5-7; 

Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 33; Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 29.   

iii. Mr. James Bedeker’s Property-Specific Concerns 
 

 First, Mr. James Bedeker expressed concern that the Project will adversely affect his use 

of his mechanical irrigation system.  Bedeker Testimony at 2.  While the Preferred Route does 

cross the area irrigated by one of Mr. Bedeker’s center pivots, Rock Island can avoid placing a 

structure in that area, and by spanning the center pivot irrigator can thereby avoid any permanent 

impacts to the irrigator.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 29.  Further, if the Project were to create 

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

                                                 
145 Rock Island believes that Mr. L. Gerdes and Mr. S. Gerdes were concerned about the Proposed 
Alternative Route, which runs in closer proximity to their properties and actually crosses one of them.  
However, as discussed in §IV.B.1 of this Brief, no party or witness has advocated use of the Proposed 
Alternative Route rather than the Preferred Route. 
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compensate Mr. Bedeker for any additional equipment that may be required.  Rock Island Ex. 

7.30 at 36.   

 Second, Mr. Bedeker expressed concern that his property regularly floods and he is 

therefore concerned that construction activities would create additional adverse impacts on the 

Property.  Bedeker Testimony at 2-3.  Rock Island should not be expected to solve Mr. 

Bedeker’s pre-existing flooding problems; however, Rock Island will employ appropriate 

construction methods to limit and mitigate soil compaction under wet ground conditions and will 

compensate for crop damages that result from construction or maintenance of the Project.  Rock 

Island Ex. 7.30 at 36. 

 Third, Mr. Bedeker asserted that his enjoyment of his home will be impacted by the 

visual impacts of the Project being installed close to his home. Bedeker Testimony at 3.  

However, Mr. Bedeker’s home is already located in close proximity to an overhead 765 kV 

transmission line owned by ComEd, which is in clear view from his home and which was in 

place before he built the home.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 30; see Rock Island Exs. 8.6-8.7.   

 Fourth, Mr. Bedeker raised concerns regarding protected wetlands on his property.  

Bedeker Testimony at 2.  However, Rock Island determined that it is likely the wetlands on his 

property can be spanned.  Further, if the Project were to impact the wetlands, Rock Island will 

obtain the necessary permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”) prior to 

construction.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 31. 

 Lastly, Mr. Bedeker asserted that the Project will render his property “valueless.”  

Bedeker Testimony at 3.  However, Mr. Bedeker has not obtained any appraisals, valuation 

reports or other similar documents, or communicated with any appraisers or other similar 

professionals regarding the purported financial impact of the Project on his Property, and 

therefore his assertion is entirely unsupported and without basis.  Rock Island Cross Ex. Bedeker 

1 (Bedeker Response to Rock Island Data Request 1.4).  In fact, there is no basis to conclude his 
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property would be rendered “valueless” by the Project because Mr. Bedeker’s property is already 

located in close proximity to a 765 kV line and is presumably not “valueless” today.  Rock Island 

Ex. 7.30 at 36-37; Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 30.   

iv. Dr. Paul Marshall’s Property-Specific Concerns 

 Dr. Paul Marshall stated that he is concerned that the Project will cause extensive soil 

compaction and damage to his clay tile system during construction and maintenance of the 

Project.  ILA Ex. 1.0 at 12-13.  As set forth in detail in §IV.C.2.a and b above, Rock Island and 

KPC have plans to avoid, mitigate and remediate any soil compaction and damage to drain tiles 

that occurs during construction or maintenance of the Project.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 20-21.  

Moreover, Rock Island will compensate Dr. Marshall for crop damages and damages to drainage 

tile caused by construction or maintenance of the Project.  Id.    

 Dr. Marshall also expressed concern that the easement will lower his property values and 

restrict his ability, in the future, to allow his land to be used for mining purposes.  ILA Ex. 1.0 at 

15.  Regarding both of these concerns, the easement and structure payment that Rock Island will 

pay Dr. Marshall compensates for future land-use restrictions on his property, as Rock Island is 

paying in excess of 90% of the fee value of the easement area.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 22.  

Further, based upon review of the location of Dr. Marshall’s property relative to existing mining 

operations in the area, mining seems to be an unlikely future use of Dr. Marshall’s property 

unless there were considerable geographic expansion of the mining activities currently in the 

area.  Id. 

 Lastly, Dr. Marshall expressed concern that the transmission line will affect his ability to 

alternate soybean and corn plantings because, due to the Project’s purported impacts to aerial 

spraying, he would not be able to choose which specific crops to plant near the power line. ILA 

Ex. 1.0 at 14-15.  However, as shown in §IV.C.2.c above, any impacts to aerial spraying will be 

limited to a portion of the easement area and therefore would not justify a decision to never plant 
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corn on the entirety of his parcel.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 22-23.   

v. Mr. Bill Cole’s and Mr. Ed Simpson’s Property-Specific 
Concerns 

 
 Mr. Bill Cole is a manager for Mr. Ed Simpson’s timber land, and both of their 

testimonies addressed Mr. Simpson’s property, which is located in Rock Island County near the 

Mississippi River in the area where the Project will cross the river.  ILA Ex. 5.0 at 4; ILA Ex. 6.0 

at 2.  Messrs. Cole and Simpson both stated that the Project will necessitate the removal of a 

wide swath of trees and therefore (i) Mr. Cole will lose out on some measure of paying work, 

and (ii) erosion will result beyond the easement area.  ILA Ex. 6.0 at 3; ILA Ex. 5.0 at 4.  Rock 

Island cannot determine what acreage of trees may be removed from Mr. Simpson’s property at 

this time because (among other reasons), Mr. Simpson has denied Rock Island survey access to 

his property.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 25; Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 20-21.  At the appropriate 

time and when access to the property is allowed, Rock Island will evaluate the extent to which 

tree clearing can be avoided or minimized.  In any event, Rock Island will compensate Mr. 

Simpson for commercially marketable timber that is felled in the construction process.  Rock 

Island Ex. 7.30 at 25; Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 20.   

 Mr. Cole also expressed concern that the vegetation clearing needed for the Project will 

require spraying “harsh chemicals” to control regrowth of weeds and brush, and these chemicals 

could leach through the sandy soils and end up in the area’s water supply.  ILA Ex. 6.0 at 3.  

However, to the extent Rock Island must spray to control vegetation regrowth (a technique 

which will not necessarily be required), Rock Island will only use products that are specified for 

use in this application.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 21.   

 Mr. Simpson expressed concern that extreme erosion will occur at the Mississippi River 

crossing and that there are areas to the north and south of the proposed crossing that have less 

vulnerable and less steep property.  ILA Ex. 5.0 at 3.  Regarding the erosion concerns, Rock 

Island will be required to develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan which will include 
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determining the best practices to prevent soil erosion during construction of the Project.  Rock 

Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 21-22.  Further, KPC will use erosion control measures such as silt fences, 

erosion control blankets and construction matting, and will follow the Illinois Environmental 

Protection Agency’s best management practices for erosion control as applicable to each 

location.  KPC may also be required to obtain National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

Permits for work in certain locations, which will prescribe specific conditions and mitigation to 

be followed.  Rock Island Ex. 9.2 at 7-8.  As for the location of the Mississippi river crossing, the 

Rock Island Routing Team selected the proposed crossing after performing a detailed analysis, 

including consideration of the alternate locations suggested by Mr. Simpson.  Rock Island 

ultimately determined that the planned crossing was the best choice because, among other 

reasons, it is located at an existing overhead transmission line crossing, which minimizes overall 

land use impacts, visual impacts and environmental impacts. 146  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 23; 

see the discussion of determination of the Mississippi River crossing point in §IV.B.1 above.   

 Mr. Cole also asserted that Mr. Simpson’s property is highly sought after for housing, 

farming and recreation, and that Mr. Simpson’s land is the most pristine woods privately held in 

the area.  ILA Ex. 6.0 at 2, 4.  However, other than submitting certain preliminary or conceptual 

drawings that Mr. Simpson had prepared in 2005 and 2010 that depict two different potential 

subdivision concepts, Mr. Cole and Mr. Simpson did not provide any documentation to establish 

that the property is highly sought after for housing development or any other purpose.  Rock 

Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 19.  Further, the suggestion that this land is “pristine” conflicts with the 

logging activities that are conducted on the property, as such operations compromise the original 

state of the area.  Id. at 20. 

                                                 
146 In fact, the USFWS expressed a preference for the proposed Mississippi River crossing because it 
would be located adjacent to an existing overhead transmission line crossing, which would make the two 
transmission lines more visible to eagles, thereby making it less likely that eagles would collide with 
transmission line conductors or shield wires.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 25-26. 
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 Lastly, Messrs. Cole and Simpson stated that there are shallow wetlands on Mr. 

Simpson’s property, that it is historically significant land, and that there are bald eagles in the 

area of his land.  ILA Ex. 5.0 at 4-5; ILA Ex. 6.0 at 3.  While USFWS National Wetland 

Inventory data do not show shallow wetlands on the property near the Preferred Route, it is 

possible that some wetlands nevertheless exist.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 23.   As noted above, 

Mr. Simpson has denied Rock Island survey access to his property.  However, prior to 

commencing construction, when it has survey access authority (which the issuance of a CPCN 

will provide, pursuant to PUA §8-510), Rock Island will conduct an assessment of potential 

wetlands located along the approved route and obtain any required permits, and will also survey 

for evidence of eagle nests in the area. Further, Rock Island will conduct any required 

archeological, historical, and environmental surveys, and will obtain any required permits or 

approvals.  Id. at 24-25.   

vi. Mr. Curtis Jacobs’ Property-Specific Concerns 
 
 Mr. Curtis Jacobs expressed concern that because the Preferred Route runs north/south 

and bisects one of his farms, he would no longer be able to use aerial applications to treat that 

farm, and that the inability to aerially spray will impact his ability to grow non-genetically 

modified (“non-GMO”) crops, which are not as resilient as other crops.  ILA Ex. 2.0 at 2-4.  

Rock Island is prepared to work with Mr. Jacobs to negotiate specific placement of the line and 

structures on his property so as to minimize impacts to aerial spraying activities for his 

operations.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 26.  Further, any crop damage compensation paid to Mr. 

Jacobs for his non-GMO crops will take into account the higher net return that his non-GMO 

crops yield. Id. 

 Mr. Jacobs also expressed concern that the Project may cause him to forfeit payments he 

receives through conservation programs he participates in.  ILA Ex. 2.0 at 5-6.  Rock Island does 

not expect landowners will have to forfeit conservation payments due to the Project.  Further, 
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any impacts to conservation program easements are expected to be minimal and temporary.  

However, Rock Island will compensate Mr. Jacobs for any such forfeited payments as allowed 

by law.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 8-9; Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 27. 

 Mr. Jacobs also expressed concern that the Project will impede access to his property 

because there is only one access point and alternate access points may cause damage to drainage 

structures.  ILA Ex. 2.0 at 6.  Mr. Jacobs has asked Rock Island to not communicate with him, 

which has precluded discussing potential solutions to this concern.  However, if it is determined 

that placement of Project structures will impede access to the property, Rock Island will discuss 

alternatives with Mr. Jacobs to mitigate any potential impacts.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 9.   

 Mr. Jacobs further expressed concern that the Project may cause damage to the Penny 

Slough Drainage District levee by removing trees that protect the levee against flood waters and 

ice flows, and because the Project structures near the base of the levee would be susceptible to 

severe erosion and toppling.  ILA Ex. 2.0 at 7-8.  Rock Island disagrees that the transmission 

structures at the base of the levee are susceptible to severe erosion or toppling because, among 

other things, the foundations will be designed to account for the specific soil characteristics at 

this location to ensure stability. Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 12-13.  However, as Mr. Koch of 

HDR testified, if the Penny Slough Levee District and the USACE determine that removal of 

trees is a threat to the protection of the leveed area, Rock Island will determine ways to mitigate 

such impacts, which may include use of other types of barriers to prevent erosion.  Id. at 12.   

 Lastly, Mr. Jacobs expressed concern that the Project may impact wildlife in the area, 

including bald eagles, otters and Indiana bats, and that the area near his property is historically 

significant because camp sites from the Black Hawk Indian wars are in the area.  ILA Ex. 2.0 at 

9-10.  First, Rock Island is aware that bald eagles and Indiana bats may be in the Project area.  

However, the USFWS National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines recommend that any 

disturbances maintain a buffer of at least 660 feet, and the eagle nest sighting area on Mr. Jacobs 
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property is more than 2,640 feet from the Preferred Route, which is well beyond the distance 

recommended by USFWS.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 14.  Second, the only known occurrences 

of the Indiana bat in the Project area are in LaSalle County and there are no records of the 

Indiana bat within one mile of the Preferred Route.  Id. at 14-15.  Third, the river otter is not a 

protected species in Illinois, and Rock Island’s routing team did not observe any river otters 

during field reconnaissance. Id. at 15.  Further, minimizing impacts to threatened, endangered 

and special status species, designated critical habitats and eagle nesting locations were Routing 

Criteria for the Project.   Rock Island Ex. 8.2 at 15 (Table 1).  Finally, amongst other efforts, 

Rock Island will work with all relevant wildlife, historical and archeological agencies, prepare 

necessary field surveys and comply with all applicable such statutes and regulations to avoid any 

such impacts.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 13-18. 

vii. Mr. Randy Rosengren’s Property-Specific Concerns 
 

 Mr. Randy Rosengren expressed concern that construction and placement of the Project 

will cause his property lot to not be isolated enough for the seed company with which he 

contracts to allow him to grow parent seed, which nets a higher return than non-parent seed 

crops.  ILA Ex. 3.0 at 4-5. However, the presence of the Project should not inhibit Mr. 

Rosengren’s ability to grow the parent seed crop on his land because the centerline of the route is 

more than 600 feet from the edge of Mr. Rosengren’s parent seed plot, the easement area of the 

Project does not intersect the parent seed plot but rather traverses adjacent plots, and the 

easement has no impact on the isolation distance required between the parent seed plot and other 

crops noted by Mr. Rosengren.  Rock Island Ex. 8.3 Rev. at 26-27; Rock Island Ex. 8.5; ILA Ex. 

3.0 at 3-4.  Further, in the unlikely event that there were any damages to the parent seed crop, 

any compensation made to Mr. Rosengren for crop loss or damages will take into account the 

higher return he obtains for parent seed.  Rock Island Ex. 7.30 at 29.  
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V. The Commission’s Order Should Include Authorization Pursuant to §8-503 of the 
PUA for Rock Island to Construct the Project [Public Utilities Act §8-503 – Order 
Authorizing and Directing Construction] 

 In addition to requesting a CPCN for the Rock Island Project, Rock Island’s Petition 

requests an order from the Commission, pursuant to §8-503 of the PUA, authorizing and 

directing Rock Island to construct the Project.  Petition ¶¶76-78.  The record shows that the 

statutory requirements for an order authorizing construction of the Project under §8-503 have 

been met and that this authorization should be granted in the Commission’s order in this case. 

 Section 8-503 states, in pertinent part: 

Whenever the Commission, after a hearing, shall find . . . that a new structure or 
structures is or are necessary and ought reasonably to be erected, to promote the 
security or convenience of . . . the public or promote the development of an 
effectively competitive electricity market, or in any other way to secure adequate 
service or facilities, the Commission shall make and serve an order authorizing or 
directing . . . that such structure or structures be erected at the location, in the 
manner and within the time specified in said order. 

 The evidence in this case that supports granting Rock Island a CPCN to construct the 

Project also supports a finding that the requirements for an order under §8-503 are met.  Rock 

Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 66-67.  First, the specific criterion in §8-503, “to promote the 

development of an effectively competitive electricity market,” is the same as the §8-406(b)(1) 

criterion “that the proposed construction will promote the development of an effectively 

competitive electricity market.”  As shown in §IV.A.1 of this Brief, Rock Island has 

demonstrated that construction of the Project will promote the development of an effectively 

competitive electricity market, and based on the record, the Commission should find that this 

criterion is met.  Dr. McDermott’s analysis expressly addressed both the statutory criterion of §8-

503 that the Project will “promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity 

market” and the statutory criterion of §8-406 that the Project will “promote the development of 

an effectively competitive electricity market.”  He expressly concluded that the Commission 

should find that the Project satisfies the provision of §8-503 that the Project will “promote the 
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development of an effectively competitive electricity market” as well as the criterion set forth in 

§8-406 that the Project will “promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity 

market.” Rock Island Ex. 4.0 Rev. at 2, 4. 

 A finding that the Project will “promote the development of an effectively competitive 

electricity market,” which the record fully supports, is a sufficient basis to grant Rock Island 

authorization to construct the Project pursuant to §8-503.  Further, the record also shows that 

construction and operation of the Project will “promote the security or convenience of . . . the 

public” and “secure adequate service or facilities.”  As shown in §IV.A.1 and 4 above, the 

Project will   

▪ enable the output of a substantial amount of new, high capacity factor wind 
generation resources to reach the northeast Illinois electricity market;  

▪ help to meet the demand for energy from renewable resources resulting from state 
RPS requirements, coal plant retirements and the overall, increasing demand for clean 
electricity, in a cost effective manner;  

▪ reduce wholesale electricity prices, and therefore ultimately retail electricity prices, in 
Illinois;  

▪ improve electric reliability metrics in Illinois;  

▪ increase the diversity of wind generation resources available to the Illinois market, 
facilitate the integration of wind generation resources into the Illinois and PJM supply 
portfolio and reduce wind integration costs;  

▪ significantly reduce emissions, production of waste by-products and water use 
compared to generation of a comparable amount of electricity from fossil-fueled 
sources; and  

▪ provide significant employment and economic activity benefits for the State of 
Illinois.   

All of this evidence shows, and supports a finding, that the Project will “promote the security and 

convenience of the public” and serve to “secure adequate service and facilities,” just as it shows 

the Project will “promote the public convenience and necessity” for purposes of §8-406(b).  

Therefore, the requirements for an order under §8-503 have been met and the Commission’s 

order in this case should authorize Rock Island to construct the Project pursuant to §8-503. 
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 Questions arose during the course of this proceeding as to why Rock Island has requested 

authority to construct the Project under §8-503 in the same proceeding in which it has requested 

a CPCN for the Project under §8-406(b).  There are three inter-related reasons.   

 First, in negotiating with potential transmission customers of the Project for capacity and 

service contracts, it is important that Rock Island be able to show the customers that it has 

obtained the major regulatory approvals for the Project.  Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 22-23; 

Tr. 1051.  This is true as well with respect to negotiating with potential lenders and investors in 

the Project.  As discussed in §IV.A.3.b of this Brief, potential lenders and investors will not 

provide binding financial commitments for the capital needed to construct a project until the 

project sponsor has obtained the major regulatory approvals for the project. 

 In this context, an order under §8-503, in addition to a CPCN order, is a major regulatory 

approval from the perspective of potential transmissions customers, lenders and investors.  By 

the express terms of §8-509 of the PUA, an order under §8-503 is a prerequisite to being able to 

obtain an order under §8-509 authorizing the use of eminent domain to acquire easements.147    

Given that the Preferred Route of the Project traverses approximately 121 miles in Illinois, 

potential transmission customers, lenders and investors are likely to anticipate that Rock Island 

will need to acquire some easements through the use of eminent domain, and they will 

understand that the use of eminent domain will require authority from the Commission.148  

                                                 
147 Section 8-509 states in pertinent part: “When necessary for the construction of any alterations, 
additions, extensions or improvements ordered or authorized under Section 8-406.1, 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.”  See Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenIP and Ameren Illinois 
Transmission Co., Docket 06-0706 (Order dated Mar. 11, 2009), at 88-89 (authority under §8-503 is 
required to obtain relief under §8-509).  As discussed in §IV.B.3 of this Brief, Rock Island understands 
that even with a §8-503 order, it would need to file a separate request with the Commission under §8-509, 
and show that it had engaged in good faith negotiations with landowners or other reasonable efforts to 
acquire easements through negotiation, before receiving authority from the Commission to exercise 
eminent domain to acquire easements on the parcels for which it was unable to acquire easements through 
voluntary agreements.  See, e.g., Illinois Power Company, supra, Docket 06-0706, at 88; Central Illinois 
Public Service Co. d/b/a AmerenCIPS, Docket 07-0532 (Order dated May 6, 2009), at 14. 
148 Even though, as discussed in §IV.B.3 of this Brief, Rock Island’s objective is to acquire all easements 
and other land rights needed for construction of the Project in Illinois through voluntary negotiations to 
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Potential transmission customers will want to know that Rock Island has obtained the major 

regulatory approvals needed to construct the Project before they seriously consider contracting 

with Rock Island for transmission service, while potential lenders and investors will want to see 

that Rock Island has obtained the major regulatory approvals needed for the Project before they 

will provide binding financial commitments for capital to construct the Project.  Rock Island Ex. 

10.14 Rev. at 21-23; Rock Island Ex 10.26 at 2-4; Tr. 991-993.  Potential transmission 

customers, lenders and investors will want to know that Rock Island has obtained at least the 

predicate regulatory approval (a §8-503 order) to being able to exercise eminent domain to 

acquire the easements needed to complete the route of the transmission line.149   

 Second, in light of the first reason, Rock Island requested authorization to construct the 

Project pursuant to §8-503 in this proceeding, rather than waiting for a subsequent proceeding to 

request authorization under §8-503, because (as shown above) the underlying legal requirements, 

evidence and issues regarding the requests under these two provisions of the PUA are very 

similar and in some respects identical.  Therefore, consideration of both requests in the same 

proceeding, rather than in separate proceedings, is more convenient and efficient for Rock Island, 

the Commission and its Staff, and intervenors.  If Rock Island were required instead to request a 

§8-503 order in a separate proceeding, it would be presenting essentially the same evidence and 

seeking the same determination as in the §8-406 proceeding.  This would result in duplicative 

expenditures of resources by Rock Island, the Commission, and other interested persons and 

entities.  Petition ¶78; Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 66-67; Tr. 1049. 

                                                                                                                                                             
the maximum extent possible, potential transmission customers, lenders and investors will reasonably 
expect that at least some use of eminent domain will be needed in order to obtain all the ROW on the 
approved route of the Project so as to enable Rock Island to proceed with construction. 
149 ComEd witness Lapson indicated that one of the areas potential lenders and investors  will evaluate is 
“Relevant real estate permits and rights of way; [a]ssessment of the required permits and ROW property 
and the ability to practically secure them is part of the route evaluation process.”  ComEd Redirect Ex. 
1 (emphasis added).  Lenders and investors will likely not be confident in Rock Island’s “ability to 
practically secure” all the ROW required for the Project in Illinois if Rock Island’s request for a §8-503 
order has been denied. 
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 Third, if the Commission were to grant Rock Island a CPCN for the Project in this 

proceeding but deny the request for a §8-503 order in this case, it would create regulatory 

uncertainty from the perspectives of potential transmission customers, lenders and investors.  As 

noted above, the underlying legal requirements, evidence and issues regarding §8-406(b)(1) and 

§8-503 are very similar and in some respects identical.  If the Commission were to grant a CPCN 

for the Project and, based on the same record, deny the request for authority to construct the 

Project under §8-503, potential transmission customers, lenders and investors would wonder if 

the Commission was really approving the Project, and would question the likelihood of the 

Project being brought to completion. 

 Further, failure to grant Rock Island authority to construct the Project pursuant to §8-503 

in this proceeding could delay the Project and, therefore, delay the realization of the economic, 

environmental and reliability benefits the Project will provide for Illinois.  If Rock Island were 

required to file a separate petition, at a later date, for authority under §8-503, this could delay the 

completion of activities that need to be concluded in order to construct the Project, including 

completion of easement acquisition, negotiating and signing contracts with transmission 

customers, and raising the capital to finance construction of the Project. 

 That an applicant requests in its petition, and the Commission grants in the same order, 

both a CPCN for a project pursuant to §8-406 and authority to construct the project pursuant to 

§8-503, is by no means unusual.  See, e.g., Illinois Power Co. d/b/a AmerenIP, Docket 10-0079 

(Order dated April 12, 2011); Central Illinois Public Service Co. d/b/a AmerenCIPS , Docket 07-

0532 (Order dated May 6, 2009); Illinois Power Co. d/b/a AmerenIP and Ameren Illinois 

Transmission Co., Docket 06-0706 (Order dated Mar. 11, 2009); Illinois Power Co. d/b/a 

AmerenIP and Ameren Illinois Transmission Co., Docket 06-0179 (Order dated May 16, 2007). 

 Rock Island’s Petition in this case requests issuance of an order “authorizing and 

directing” Rock Island, pursuant to §8-503, to construct the proposed Project.  Petition §XII 
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request (3).  It has been suggested in this case that an order under §8-503 “directing” Rock Island 

to construct the mandate is inappropriate because such an order would be an unconditional 

mandate to construct the Project.  While Rock Island does not agree with this argument (see 

Rock Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 67), §8-503 states that “the Commission shall make and serve an 

order authorizing or directing” the construction of the facility (emphasis added).  To the extent 

that the Commission has any concerns over this point, it is sufficient for Rock Island’s purposes 

if the Commission’s order in this proceeding simply “authorizes” Rock Island to construct the 

Project pursuant to §8-503.  Id.  In many previous orders, the Commission has “authorized” the 

applicant to construct a proposed project but has not “directed” the applicant to do so.  See, e.g., 

the four orders cited at the end of the immediately preceding paragraph. 

VI. Rock Island’s Accounting-Related Requests 

 A. Use of the FERC Uniform System of Accounts [System of Accounts] 

 The Commission’s regulation at 83 Ill. Admin. Code Part 415, Uniform System of 

Accounts for Electric Utilities, requires “electric utilities” to maintain their books and records in 

accordance with the Commission’s Uniform System of Accounts for Electric Utilities (“ICC 

USoA”).  Based on the nature of its operations, Rock Island will be a “public utility” but not an 

“electric utility” as defined in the PUA.150  However, to the extent required, Rock Island requests 

that the Commission waive the applicability of Part 415 and the ICC USoA to Rock Island so 

long as it maintains its books and records in accordance with the FERC Uniform System of 

Accounts Prescribed for Public Utilities and Licensees Subject to the Provisions of the Federal 

Power Act, 18 C.F.R. Part 101 (“FERC USoA”).  Petition ¶85; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 47.   

 As a multi-state provider of transmission services in interstate commerce that will be 

subject to the jurisdiction of FERC (as well as of this Commission and at least one other state 

                                                 
150 “Electric utility” is defined in §16-102 of the PUA (220 ILCS 5/16-102) as a public utility, as defined 
in §3-105 of the PUA, that has a franchise, license, permit or right to furnish or sell electricity to retail 
customers within a service area.  Rock Island will not have a defined service area. 
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commission), Rock Island will need to maintain its books and records in accordance with the 

FERC USoA. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 45.  In fact, the FERC order granting Rock Island 

negotiated rate authority directs Rock Island to maintain its books and records in accordance 

with the FERC USoA. Id.; Rock Island Clean Line LLC, 139 FERC ¶ 61,142 (2012), at P 47.  It 

would create undue and unwarranted burden and expense for Rock Island if it were required to 

maintain its books and records of account in accordance with both the FERC USoA and, for 

Illinois regulatory purposes, the ICC USoA.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 46. 

 Rock Island Exhibit 10.11 is the Chart of Accounts that Rock Island has adopted in 

accordance with the FERC USoA.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 45.  Rock Island believes that 

maintenance of its books and records of account in accordance with the FERC USoA should 

provide appropriate, useful and sufficient accounting and financial information for the 

Commission’s regulatory purposes.  In fact, in Part 415, the Commission has adopted the FERC 

USoA, with certain deviations, as the ICC USoA; therefore, there is great similarity and 

consistency between the FERC USoA and the ICC USoA.  Id. at 46. 

 Staff witness Daniel Kahle of the Accounting Department of the Financial Analysis 

Division of the Commission testified that he found no reason to object to Rock Island’s 

accounting treatment as proposed.  ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 at 2-3.  Further, no other party objected to 

Rock Island’s request. 

B. The Commission Should Grant Rock Island’s Request to Maintain its Books 
and Records at its Principal Office in Houston, Texas [Maintenance of Books 
and Records Outside of Illinois] 

 Rock Island requests approval from the Commission to maintain its books and records at 

a location outside of the State of Illinois, specifically, at its principal office located at 1001 

McKinney Street, Suite 700, Houston, Texas 77002, which is also the principal office of Rock 

Island’s parent company, Clean Line.  Petition ¶¶79-82; Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 44-45.  Section 

5-106 of the PUA (220 ILCS 5/5-106) states in pertinent part: 
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Each public utility shall have an office in one of the cities, villages or 
incorporated towns in this State in which its property or some part thereof is 
located, and shall keep in said office all such books, accounts, papers, records and 
memoranda as shall be ordered by the Commission to be kept within the State. 
The address of such office shall be filed with the Commission. No books, 
accounts, papers, records or memoranda ordered by the Commission to be kept 
within the State shall be at any time removed from the State, except upon such 
conditions as may be prescribed by the Commission. 

Further, the Commission’s regulation at 83 Ill. Admin. Code §250.10 states that all public 

utilities are required “to maintain an office within the State and in such office keep all books, 

accounts, papers, records and memoranda as are employed in their uniform classification of 

accounts and/or used in connection with their utility business conducted within the State.”  

However, the Commission’s regulation at 83 Ill. Admin. Code §250.20, Authority to Maintain 

Out-of-State Location, states: 

The aforestated requirements shall not apply against those public utilities that 
have received authority from the Commission to keep all or any of their books, 
accounts, papers, records and memoranda at some location outside of the State (to 
the extent of the special authority received), providing that such public utilities 
shall file proof with the Chief Clerk of the Commission of such grant of authority, 
within a reasonable time after the effective date of this Part.  

Additionally, 83 Illinois Administrative Code §250.40, Special Circumstances, states: 

When special circumstances affecting any particular public utility necessitate 
keeping its said books, accounts, papers, records and memoranda, or any of them, 
outside the State, then upon proper application and hearing, the Commission may 
authorize such books, accounts, papers, records and memoranda to be kept outside 
of the State if the facts and circumstances warrant, and then only upon such 
conditions as may be imposed to facilitate the proper administration of the Act.  

 The accounting, financial and administrative management and staff of Clean Line will 

perform accounting, financial, treasury and other administrative services for Rock Island (and for 

the other subsidiaries of Clean Line), including maintenance of Rock Island’s financial books 

and records.  The management and administrative staff of Clean Line performing these functions 

will be located at the principal offices in Houston, Texas.151  Additionally, Rock Island, due to 

                                                 
151 Rock Island plans to maintain an office or offices within Illinois as it moves forward in the 
development, construction and operation of the Project. However, this office(s) will support local 
development, ROW acquisition, and construction and operating activities, not accounting and financial 
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the nature of its business and operations, will be operating in, and subject to the jurisdiction of 

regulators in, at least two states, Iowa and Illinois.  For these reasons, it would be inefficient and 

unduly expensive, and could necessitate duplicative efforts, for Rock Island to maintain its books 

and records in Illinois (or in both Illinois and Iowa), or at any location other than the principal 

office of Rock Island and its parent company in Houston, Texas.  Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 44-45. 

 Rock Island has agreed to reimburse travel costs incurred by Staff in order to review 

Rock Island’s books and records, as required by the PUA.152  ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 at 3; see Rock 

Island Ex. 10.14 Rev. at 17.  Staff witness Mr. Kahle stated that with this agreement by Rock 

Island, he recommended that the Commission approve Rock Island’s request to maintain its 

books and records at its principal office and that of its ultimate parent company, Clean Line, in 

Houston, Texas.  ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 at 3; ICC Staff Ex. 5.0 at 1-2.  No other party objected to 

Rock Island’s request. 

 C. Request for Proprietary Treatment of Certain Information 

 In its Petition, Rock Island requested that specific information designated by Rock Island 

as proprietary and confidential in its testimony and exhibits filed in this proceeding be accorded 

proprietary and confidential treatment for a period of five years from the date the Petition was 

filed. Petition ¶89.  Subsequently, the ALJ issued a Protective Order dated on April 10, 2013 in 

this proceeding, which specified in paragraph 14 that: 

The portion of the Commission’s record that is Confidential Information (paper 
and electronic) shall be treated as Confidential Information by the Commission 
for a period of two (2) years from the date this Protective Order was  issued, 
unless such period shall be extended at some future time pursuant to applicable 
Commission rules; provided, that a Producing Party may by motion request a 
ruling by the ALJ or the Commission that particular items of information in the 
Commission’s record shall be protected as Confidential, Confidential & 

                                                                                                                                                             
activities; the financial and accounting activities will continue to be performed at the principal office of 
Rock Island and Clean Line in Houston, Texas. Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 45. 
152 Section 5-106 states that “[e]ach public utility shall be liable for, and upon proper invoice from the 
Commission shall promptly reimburse the Commission for, the reasonable costs and expenses associated 
with the audit or inspection of any books, accounts, papers, records and memoranda kept outside the 
State.” 
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Proprietary or CEII for a period longer than two (2) years from the date of the 
Protective Order, if supported by a showing of good cause, and if such request is 
granted, the  confidential  portion of the Commission’s record (paper and 
electronic) shall be treated as Confidential Information by the Commission for the 
period specified in the ruling of the ALJ or the Commission.  All Confidential, 
Confidential & Proprietary and CEII information disclosed in this proceeding but 
not made part of the Commission’s record shall be treated as Confidential, 
Confidential & Proprietary or CEII, as applicable, in accordance with this order 
for a period of five (5) years from the date that the Commission’s final order in 
this proceedings was entered, or for such other period as is agreed to by affected 
parties, unless such period shall be extended at some future time pursuant to 
applicable Commission rules. 

 Rock Island requests that in its order in this docket, the Commission specify that the part 

of the record that is Confidential Information shall be treated as Confidential Information by the 

Commission for a period of two years from the date of the final Order in this proceeding, rather 

than two years from the date the Protective Order was issued.153  Rock Island submits that this 

request is appropriate for three reasons. First, as noted, the Protective Order is dated April 10, 

2013, but the final order will not be issued until sometime in 2014, almost certainly more than a 

year after the date of the Protective Order.  Because the parties filed various rounds of prepared 

testimony from late June through mid-November, 2013, the hearings were held in December 

2013, and the record was marked Heard and taken on December 13, 2013 (Tr. 1153), some 

Confidential Information was not made part of the record until late in 2013.  The two year period 

specified in the Protective Order expires April 10, 2015, and some Confidential Information 

placed into the record in late 2013 may still be confidential at that time.  Second, tying the period 

of confidential treatment to the date of the final order will provide a more readily identifiable 

reference date for the Commission (particularly the Chief Clerk’s office) and the parties.  Third, 

tying the period of confidential treatment for Confidential Information placed into the record in 

this docket to the date of the final order will be consistent with the reference date specified in the 

                                                 
153 Confidential Information as used in this discussion includes information designated as Confidential & 
Proprietary or as Critical Energy Infrastructure Information, as those terms are defined in the Protective 
Order. 
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Protective Order for Confidential Information disclosed between the parties but not placed into 

the record. 

VII. Conclusion and Request for Relief 

 For the reasons set forth in this Brief, Rock Island Clean Line LLC respectfully requests 

that the Commission issue an order: 

 (1) Granting Rock Island a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity pursuant to 

§8-406(a) of the PUA to operate as a transmission public utility in Illinois;  

 (2)  Granting Rock Island a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity pursuant to 

§8-406(b) of the PUA to construct, operate and maintain in the State of Illinois the Rock Island 

Project, a ±600 kV HVDC transmission line and associated facilities, including a DC-to-AC 

converter station, a single circuit 345 kV AC line and a parallel double circuit 345 kV AC line, 

and a transformation facilities site adjacent or near to the Collins substation, along the route 

described in Attachments 4, 5 and 6 to Rock Island’s Petition and in Rock Island Exhibits 7.2 

and 7.4, with a permanent right-of-way of 200 feet around the centerline of the transmission line 

from the Mississippi River to the converter station (with the exception that approval for rights-

of-way (i) greater than 200 feet in the first mile of the Preferred Route east of the Mississippi 

River crossing and (ii) 235 feet for a segment beginning approximately one-half mile from the 

eastern bank of Indian Creek and ending approximately one-half mile beyond the eastern bank of 

Indian Creek is requested) and 270 feet around the centerline of the parallel single circuit and 

double circuit 345 kV AC lines from the converter station to the point of interconnection at the 

Collins Substation, and additional temporary easements as required for purposes of access and 

construction during construction of the Project, and using the transmission structures described 

in this case; and to operate a transmission public utility business in connection with the Project; 

 (3)  Authorizing Rock Island, pursuant to §8-503 of the PUA, to construct the proposed 

Rock Island Project as described in request (2) above; 
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 (4)  Imposing as conditions to the issuance of the Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity for the Rock Island Project, the conditions set forth in Rock Island Exhibit 10.13, 

pages 2-3, lines 38-94, and at Rock Island Exhibit 10.26, pages 21-22, lines 487-497; 

 (5)  Authorizing Rock Island, pursuant to 83 Ill. Admin. Code §250.20 and 250.40, to 

maintain its books and records at a location outside of Illinois, at Rock Island’s principal office 

at 1001 McKinney Street, Suite 700, Houston, Texas 77002, subject to Rock Island’s agreement 

and obligation to reimburse the Commission for any travel costs incurred by Staff in order to 

review Rock Island’s books and records; 

 (6)  To the extent deemed necessary by the Commission, waiving the applicability of 83 

Illinois Administrative Code Part 415 to Rock Island so long as Rock Island maintains its books 

and records in accordance with FERC’s Uniform System of Accounts at 18 C.F.R. Part 101; and 

 (7) Granting proprietary and confidential treatment, pursuant to §4-404 of the PUA, 

to Confidential Information placed into the record of this proceeding, for a period of two years 

from the date of the Commission’s final order in this docket. 

       Respectfully submitted, 

       ROCK ISLAND CLEAN LINE LLC 

       By /s/Owen E. MacBride    
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