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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI
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1.  Introduction.

The MLA contends that the Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (CCN) should be denied by the Commission on two major grounds.  The first ground is that Grain Belt has failed to establish that the energy transmitted over its proposed line will be used by residents of the state of Missouri.  Accordingly, the MLA believes that Grain Belt has failed to satisfy the primary Tartan criterion:  demonstrating a need for the proposed line.  That being the case, Grain Belt also has failed to establish a related Tartan criterion:  that the line will serve the public interest of the citizens of this state.  This first ground for denying the CCN is addressed in Section 2 of this Reply Brief.

In Section 3, the MLA addresses a number of issues that might be viewed as tangential to the argument presented in Section 2.  The MLA already addressed two such issues in its initial brief (Initial Brief):  the claimed impact on the reliability of the bulk power system in Missouri, and the claims of added jobs and tax revenue.
  The MLA will not revisit those issues here.  However, in Section 3 the MLA addresses other tangential matters raised by one or more of the other parties in their own initial briefs. 
In Section 4, the MLA addresses its second major ground for denying the CCN:  the fact that Grain Belt has failed to secure the necessary approvals from the county commissions in the eight counties where Grain Belt proposes to build its line.  

Because the MLA is contesting the CCN on only two major grounds, the MLA will not respond here to much of what Grain Belt claimed in its initial brief.  This does not imply that the MLA agrees with Grain Belt’s arguments not addressed here; it simply recognizes that those sections of Grain Belt’s initial brief have no bearing on the principal claims raised here by the MLA.      

Finally, the MLA will stand on the arguments made in its Initial Brief regarding proposed conditions to any CCN issued by the Commission, as well as Grain Belt’s request for a waiver of certain filing requirements.  
2.  Grain Belt has failed to prove that energy from the Kansas wind farms will be used by customers in Missouri, and therefore has failed to prove a need for the proposed project.
Based on the Tartan case, and subsequent decisions embracing the Tartan criteria, Grain Belt may not be granted a CCN unless it has proven, with competent and substantial evidence, that there is a need for the service that it proposes to offer.
  If Grain Belt fails to meet this initial hurdle, then there is no need for the Commission to even address the four remaining Tartan criteria.  

Before addressing this initial issue, it must be properly framed and defined.  A generalized discussion about all the vagaries of “need” may miss or at least confuse the true point of this initial criterion for a CCN.  In this regard, the MLA suggests that two matters should be addressed as a springboard to discussing the supposed need for the project.

 First, as discussed by the MLA in its Initial Brief, the Commission should be concerned solely with the needs of the citizens of Missouri.
  If the Commission looks beyond the needs of the people of this state, then at least in CCN cases involving merchant transmission lines, the Commission may as well do away with the first Tartan  criterion altogether.  Any proposed project stretching from the Great Plains to the East Coast would no doubt be “needed” by someone.  But unless the proposed project would provide a direct benefit to the citizens of Missouri, it is not “needed” in the sense of the Tartan criteria or related cases involving the public interest.  Notably, Grain Belt has not cited a single Commission or court case in which “need” or public interest was based on anything other than the need or public interest of the citizens of Missouri.  
A second critical factor in framing this issue is to identify precisely why Grain Belt itself has alleged that its proposed project is needed.  To its credit, Grain Belt addressed this matter head on in both its Application and the direct testimony filed with that Application.  When stripped of irrelevant allegations about the “needs” of entities outside of Missouri, Grain Belt contends the project is needed in the sense of the first Tartan criterion for one reason only:  because it “will allow users to meet the requirements of Missouri’s Renewable Energy Standard (“RES”) set forth in Section 393.1020, et seq….”
   
Given that this was Grain Belt’s stated position from the outset, and thus provided the framework for the other parties testimony, cross-examination, and initial briefing, it is important that the Commission not allow Grain Belt to try to salvage its case by resorting to any other basis that Grain Belt hopes might satisfy the need criterion.  The Commission Staff and other parties should not be forced to contend with a moving target as to why the project supposedly is needed.  If Grain Belt has not demonstrated that the proposed line is needed to satisfy the state’s statutory RES, then the inquiry should go no further.         
Based on the foregoing, in deciding this issue the Commission should only be concerned with page 12 through the middle of page 14 of Grain Belt’s Initial Brief.  It is on those few pages that Grain Belt attempts to demonstrate that its proposed project is “necessary” to meet Missouri’s RES, as set out at Section 393.1020 et seq. 
The MLA first notes that Grain Belt does not even attempt to counter Staff witness Mr. Beck’s testimony that the three investor-owned utilities (IOUs) on the western side of the state have already satisfied their full 15% RES requirement for the 2021 deadline.
  As the Wind Coalition readily concedes, that leaves Ameren Missouri (Ameren) as “the only utility in Missouri that needs to procure renewable energy to comply with the Missouri renewable energy standard….”

Thus Grain Belt has no choice but to pin its hopes on Ameren.  It essentially makes two arguments as to why Ameren might buy energy from the proposed line.  First, Grain Belt notes that in Ameren’s recent integrated resource plan (IRP) filing, Ameren indicates it will add 400 MW of wind energy at some point in the future.
  However, as the MLA explained in its Initial Brief, there is absolutely no reason to believe that this 400 MW relied on by Grain Belt will make any use of the proposed project.
  Instead, as Ameren states in its recent IRP: 
Wind power continues to be an attractive resource option, not only for meeting requirements of the RES, but also as a low-cost source of large amounts of emission-free generation.  Ameren Missouri has identified a number of areas within MISO that are conducive to cost-effective wind power, including areas in the state of Missouri.
  (emphasis added).

Matthew Michels was the person with primary responsibility for developing Ameren’s earlier version of its IRP, and when Mr. Michels was deposed in this case in July, he was still involved with the IRP process at Ameren.
    At that point, several months before the most recent IRP filing, Ameren was aware of Clean Line’s proposal to deliver 500 MW of wind energy to the Ameren system.
  In addition, Grain Belt had made one or more presentations to Ameren.
  Nonetheless, the Kansas wind option is not part of Ameren’s plans for adding additional renewable energy.
  

There is no competent or substantial evidence in the record here that would allow one to find that Ameren should have selected Kansas wind energy instead of  the MISO wind energy in its IRP.  Even if there were, that misses the point.  If Ameren does not intend to purchase any of the new 400 MW of wind energy from Kansas, then regardless of the wisdom of that decision it still means that none of the Missouri IOUs will be purchasing any energy from the proposed Grain Belt line.  Even Mr. Berry conceded, as he must, that Missouri’s IRP requirements can be satisfied without the proposed Grain Belt project.
  

Grain Belt’s second argument regarding Ameren is that Ameren will be unable to reach the RES’s full 15% renewable energy goal by 2021 due to the rate cap limitations.
  The MLA addressed this argument in its Initial Brief
, to which it will add only two additional comments. 
First, Grain Belt states that by not purchasing the full 15% of renewables by 2021, Ameren supposedly “will not be able to meet its statutory renewable energy requirements.”  That statement is inaccurate.  As a means of protecting retail customers from inordinate rate increases, the law specifically provides that the utility should not purchase additional renewable energy if doing so would cause it to exceed the 1% rate cap.  Thus by forgoing additional renewable energy purchases that would cause it to exceed the rate cap, Ameren would in fact meet the spirit and the letter of its “statutory renewable energy requirements.”  
The “problem” in this regard is that Ameren’s rates are already so low that it reaches the 1% rate increase cap before it reaches the 15% renewable energy goal.
  Stated another way, the rate cap is having the exact effect it was intended to have.  Thus somewhat paradoxically, Grain Belt would accuse Ameren of not meeting its RES obligations by reason of its success in providing low-cost energy to its customers.    
Second, Grain Belt erroneously states, or strongly implies, that Ameren could purchase additional wind energy and stay within the rate cap if it purchased that additional energy from Kansas wind farms.  In Grain Belt’s words, “Mr. Berry explained that given the low cost of wind energy generated in western Kansas, the Grain Belt Express Project would be in a position to supply this need without exceeding the rate cap.”

In support of this contention, Grain Belt cites to pages 1352-53 of the transcript, where Mr. Berry actually testified as follows:

Q.  Now, at the table at the top of the final page of Exhibit 334 [from Ameren’s latest IRP] , it’s labeled Table 9.2, 2014 IRP compliance filing model.  Can you explain that table as far as you have been able to discern it?

A.  Yes.  And I’ve actually been able to gather a little more context now.  What I believe this table is saying is that over the time frame 2015 to 2024, Ameren actually needs a thousand megawatts of new wind in order to meet their full RES requirement. However, they’re saying in their IRP that they will only add 100 megawattts within that time frame because of the 1 percent rate cap limit.

So what this tells me is that Ameren has a very clear need for the lowest cost possible resources so they can actually meet their RES target and not exceed their [rate] cap.

Clearly, Mr. Berry did not testify here (or anywhere else) that the Kansas wind energy would be priced low enough to allow Ameren to purchase more renewable energy than it already plans for, and still remain within the 1% rate cap.  Mr. Berry merely states the obvious fact that Ameren would require low cost resources if it is to meet the 15% target.  However, he does not state that the energy from the Kansas wind farms will be priced low enough to accommodate that need.  It is thus quite misleading to quote Mr. Berry for the proposition that the Grain Belt project “would be in a position to supply this need without exceeding the rate cap.”    
This is particularly true given the context in which this testimony was given.  First, it was elicited during redirect, meaning that no other party could even question Mr. Berry’s claims through cross-examination.
  
Second, whatever Mr. Berry intended by the testimony quoted above, he made absolutely no reference to any study or analysis of any kind that would show or even suggest that the Grain Belt project would allow Ameren to purchase additional renewable energy and stay within the rate cap.  In fact, as Mr. Berry conceded, his calculations regarding the RES needs of Missouri IOUs included no analysis of the impact of the 1% rate cap.
  

In contrast, Ameren recently filed an IRP consisting of hundreds of pages of data, analyses, and models in which Ameren concluded it will not be able to purchase more than the 400-500 MW of renewable energy discussed above without exceeding the rate cap.
  Grain Belt clearly has failed to demonstrate that Ameren will be able to accomplish what Ameren’s own studies demonstrate is infeasible.    
In short, there is absolutely no credible evidence that Ameren has any intention of purchasing energy from the Grain Belt line, or that the proposed Grain Belt project would allow Ameren to purchase additional renewable energy and stay within the statutory rate cap.

Grain Belt also contends that certain cooperative or municipal systems in Missouri might be potential buyers of energy from the Kansas wind farms.
  This contention has no merit for several reasons.

First, Grain Belt has argued from the outset that the “need” for its proposed line is in meeting Missouri’s RES requirements, as set forth in Section 393.1020 et seq.
  However, cooperatives and municipal entities are not covered by the statutory requirements relied on by Grain Belt.  Grain Belt should not be allowed in the final stages of this case to expand its justification for why its proposed project is needed in Missouri.    

More significantly, there is not a shred of evidence that any of the cooperative or municipal entities named by Grain Belt has any intention of purchasing energy transmitted over the proposed Grain Belt line.  Even assuming those entities add wind energy to their portfolios in the future, the argument fails for the same reason it failed with respect to Ameren:  there is no evidence that any such purchases would involve energy transmitted over the proposed Grain Belt line.        

In fact, in the absence of any competent evidence that any of those entities are considering Grain Belt as a source of such purchases, the logical default assumption is that they have or will come to the same conclusion reached by all four of the Missouri IOUs:  the Grain Belt project is not the economical or logical option for purchasing additional renewable energy for Missouri.  
The logic of this assumption is borne out by the fact that none of the cooperative or municipal entities named by Grain Belt bothered to testify here that they were at all interested in purchasing energy transmitted over the proposed Grain Belt line; none of them intervened here to assist Grain Belt in establishing the proposed project as a possible option; none of them have signed any sort of memorandum of understanding (MOU) with Grain Belt, however non-binding it might be; and Grain Belt cannot point to any evidence of any kind that any load-serving entity in Missouri is even considering purchasing energy transmitted over the proposed Grain Belt line, much less that it has made any kind of commitment to do so.  
Grain Belt claims, without reference to the record, that these cooperative and municipal entities are increasing their purchases of wind energy “because it is a cost-effective resource.”
  To the contrary, one of the entities cited by Grain Belt as a potential customer is Associated Electric Cooperative,
  and a recent publication by the Association of Missouri Electric Cooperatives included the following comments about renewable energy:

For every watt of renewable power you use, there has to be an equal amount of electricity waiting to take over should these intermittent power sources stop.  You wouldn’t be happy waiting on an operating table if the only power source was wind or solar.
Renewables also are much more expensive.  This is the chief reason renewable energy is a smaller piece of the power-supply mix.

Grain Belt also points to a recent resolution passed by the City of Columbia.
  However, that resolution does little more than support apple pie and the concept of cleaner energy.  It makes absolutely no commitment, even of a conditional nature, that the City of Columbia will purchase energy from the Kansas wind farms.  To the contrary, before the City Council passed the resolution it was careful to verify that it was not binding itself to buy any energy from the Grain Belt line.
    

Before Grain Belt is allowed to string 206 miles of high-voltage transmission line across the state of Missouri, they owe it to the Commission and the people of Missouri to offer more meaningful assurances that energy from the line actually will be used in Missouri.    

3.  Tangential Matters Related to Need and/or the Public Interest Criteria.  

     
The MLA believes that when the issue of “need” is properly framed, it can be disposed of on the basis of the arguments set forth above.  However, the parties supporting the Grain Belt proposal have raised additional matters which could be viewed as significant by the Commission.  The MLA addresses five such matters below.  

a.  Providing an Outlet for Prospective Kansas Wind Projects.  A good deal of the argument from Grain Belt and its allies consists of various forms of the same theme:  the Grain Belt line will allow prospective Kansas wind farms to overcome existing congestion, and permit them to reach lucrative markets in MISO, PJM and the Atlantic Coast.
 

The MLA first notes that care must be taken not to mix or confuse this line of argument with the dispositive question regarding the need for the proposed project:  i.e., will any of the Kansas wind energy actually be sold to load-serving entities in Missouri.  In the absence of any such evidence (as discussed above) then the question of whether wind farm development might be enabled by the proposed Grain Belt line is entirely irrelevant.  It would only demonstrate that the beneficiaries of the CCN would be Kansas wind developers, purchasers in states east of Missouri, and of course Grain Belt itself.  


In any event, the evidence shows that Grain Belt and its supporters have over-stated the importance of the proposed project in enabling additional wind energy development in Kansas.  For example, in attempting to justify their proposed project to this Commission, Grain Belt went so far as to say that “… the new wind resources would not be developed without the transmission access afforded by the Grain Belt Express Project.”


However, when Grain Belt applied to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) for authority to negotiate rates for capacity, one of the factors that the FERC considered was whether the potential wind farm customers would have alternatives to the proposed Grain Belt line.
  To alleviate this concern, Grain Belt assured the FERC as follows:  “potential customers can pursue alternative transmission service from incumbent transmission owners operating where the Project will be built….’; and “there are potentially competing transmission projects being considered in the area that provide an alternative to the Project …”
 

Taking Grain Belt at its word, Kansas wind developers clearly are not as dependent on Grain Belt as they would have this Commission believe.  
In fact, although the proposed Grain Belt line might give Kansas wind developers greater access to more profitable markets in the east, the wind developers seem to be surviving quite well without Grain Belt.  For example, Mr. Costanza of Tradewind Energy testified that his company already operates over 1,000 MWs of wind projects in the Great Plains wind belt in Kansas and Oklahoma.
  One such project is a 200 MW wind farm in Kansas, that delivers its output to the state of Tennessee.
   Another is a 235 MW project that transmits wind energy from Oklahoma to the state of Alabama.

 Similarly, the only other potential wind farm customer that intervened here testified that his company “has developed projects throughout the region.”
  In fact, in its initial brief Infinity Wind Power states that “competitive market forces will keep in check the amount Grain Belt Express is able to charge for transmission capacity.”
  Given that the proposed Grain Belt line is facing “competitive market forces”, potential wind developers must have competitive alternatives to the Grain Belt project.    

What the wind developers obviously are hoping for are additional options for transporting their product to higher-priced markets.  But that hardly qualifies as a legitimate “need” for the project on the part of Missouri retail customers.
b.  Reductions in Emissions.  Grain Belt and several other parties have pointed out that displacing fossil generation with wind energy will reduce emissions.
  Of course that is one of the undeniable advantages of renewable energy, whatever the source.  However, if the Commission decides this case on the basis of need, or the lack of county franchises, the emissions issue is not relevant here for several reasons.   

First, the quantity of emissions that might be reduced by Kansas wind energy transmitted over the proposed line has no bearing on whether that energy would or would not be used by the people of Missouri.  It is a factor that may bear on the issue of “public interest,” but if the primary Tartan criteria of “need” is properly framed and addressed, then the Commission should even not reach the point of considering reductions in emissions.  
Moreover, neither Mr. Moland nor Mr. Cleveland nor any other witness in this case ever hinted that the current level of emissions is above the limits allowed by applicable laws and regulations.  Thus at best Grain Belt can only claim that its proposed project might reduce emissions from some lawful level to some level further below that lawful level.    
The issue then becomes one of striking the proper balance between emission levels and the cost of achieving those levels.  That, the MLA submits, is a matter for state and federal regulators who are specifically charged with making those decisions.  By suggesting that this Commission factor in certain estimated emissions reductions in evaluating the merits of a $9.2 billion wind project is in effect asking the Commission to substitute its judgment for that of Congress, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the Missouri Department of Natural Resources.  That task is certainly well beyond the traditional role of this Commission.  
Finally, if load-serving entities in Missouri choose MISO wind energy or other renewable energy instead of Kansas wind energy, then reductions in emission levels should be roughly the same.  On that basis alone, the emissions issue is a moot point.    
   c.  Decision of the Illinois Commerce Commission in the Rock Island Case.

On the issue of “need”, the Sierra Club notes that the Illinois Commerce Commission (ICC) recently issued what amounts to a CCN for a Grain Belt sister-project, the Rock Island line.
  Read in its entirety, the ICC Order actually is at least as favorable to Grain Belt’s opponents as it is to its supporters.  In fact, Grain Belt wisely avoided any mention of the ICC decision in its own initial brief.


In applying the ICC decision to the facts of the Grain Belt case in Missouri, it is critical to recognize the difference in statutory bases for issuing a CCN in Missouri versus Illinois.  In Missouri, the governing statute simply provides that the proposed project must be “necessary or convenient for the public service.”
   


In Illinois, the comparable statute allows an applicant to meet either of two criteria for a CCN.   The first alternative in Illinois provides that the applicant must demonstrate “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.”
  Thus this first alternative is quite similar to what is required for a CCN in Missouri, particularly when the statutory requirement in Missouri is supplemented by the Commission’s Tartan criteria.    


In addressing this first alternative at the ICC, the parties raised many of the same arguments raised here in opposition to the Grain Belt line.  Among them were the following:  (1) Staff’s concern that “the proposed project is not needed to provide electric service adequacy, efficiency or reliability;”
  (2) there was no evidence that the proposed project would improve the reliability of the electric system;
  (3) there was no evidence that the proposed project was the least-cost alternative;
  (4) ratepayers may ultimately bear various costs of the project;
  (5) the testimony presented by Rock Island focused only on certain alleged benefits of the proposed project, with no comparison to the costs;
  (6) the proposed project had not been determined to be necessary by either MISO or PJM;
 (7) existing and future MISO-approved projects can be considered as substitutes for the proposed project;
 (8) Rock Island’s own witness testified he did not contend the electric system in Illinois is unreliable, or that the line is needed to make the system more reliable;
 (9) the vast majority of what Rock Island claimed as adequacy, reliability, or efficiency benefits are really unrelated claims about how the proposed project would promote access to wind energy or allegedly reduce its cost;
 and (10) there is no evidence that customers, absent the proposed project, will be unable to access adequate renewable generation and/or RECs required to satisfy the Illinois renewable portfolio standard (RPS).


After an extensive discussion, the ICC agreed that Rock Island had indeed failed to show it satisfied the first statutory alternative to qualify for a CCN; i.e., “Rock Island has not demonstrated that the Project is necessary to provide adequate, reliable and efficient service to customers within the meaning of [the first statutory alternative].”
  A comparable finding by this Commission regarding the proposed Grain Belt project would result in the denial of Grain Belt’s Application.

The ICC went on to find that Rock Island line had satisfied the second alternative for showing “convenience and necessity.”
  However, were it not for that second alternative, the ICC would have had no choice but to deny a CCN to Rock Island for failing to meet the criteria comparable to what exists in Missouri.


Moreover, despite the favorable ruling on that aspect of the decision, Rock Island still has not cleared additional statutory hurdles.  Before a utility in Illinois may exercise eminent domain under Section 8-509 of the Illinois law, it must first meet additional requirements imposed by Section 8-503 regarding need and adequacy of service.
  Given the contingencies, conditions, and regulatory approvals still needed by Rock Island, the ICC found it would be inappropriate to give Rock Island the right of eminent domain.
  Thus before Rock Island can exercise eminent domain, it must first file another petition with the Commission, and return with additional evidence required to satisfy Sections 8-503 and 8- 509 of the Illinois law. 
       


On balance, as Grain Belt no doubt recognizes, the ICC decision is more favorable to the opponents of the Grain Belt line in Missouri than it is to Grain Belt.      


d.  The Free Ride for Missouri Retail Customers.  Several of the Grain Belt allies continue to claim that Missouri ratepayers will pay no part of the cost of the proposed project.  For example, the Sierra Club argues that the proposed line would provide substantial benefits “and no costs, to Missouri ratepayers as well.”
  Infinity Wind claims that “the costs of the transmission line are not borne by the ratepayers.”
    


Actually, Missouri retail customers will pay no part of the cost of the project if but only if they use no energy from the line.  As explained in the MLA’s Initial Brief, to the extent that energy from the project is sold to load-serving entities in Missouri, the customers of those entities will end up paying for their proportionate share of the cost of the proposed line and the wind farms as well.
  

Even Grain Belt acknowledges that regulated utilities in Missouri would pay for any capacity they use on the proposed line.
  Obviously, that cost will eventually be passed on to the retail customers of the regulated utility.  

e.  The Federal Clean Power Plan.  In their initial briefs, several parties mention the draft rules recently proposed by the EPA, sometimes referred to as the Clean Power Plan.
  While those rules, if promulgated, may have a significant impact in the future, none of the parties has adequately explained why those proposed rules deserve any consideration in this proceeding.   

As summarized by the Wind Coalition, at this point the “rule” is still in draft form, and proposes target emission reductions that would not take effect until the period 2020-2029, with a final target proposed for 2030.
   A final rule, if promulgated, is expected in June of 2015, at which point states and regions (i.e., coalitions of states) would be given one to three additional years to develop plans to meet the 2020-2030 compliance targets.
 

The EPS’s proposed rules at this point are too distant and too uncertain to provide any meaningful guidance to the Commission in this proceeding.  Accordingly, the parties citing the EPA’s proposed Clean Power Plan offer only vague suggestions as to how the proposed rules might impact the proposed Grain Belt project.
  For example, the Wind Coalition can say only that “it is likely” the final rules will allow RECs to play a role in compliance plans.
  And the Sierra Club concedes that “it is an open question” whether the rules will allow unbundled RECs for compliance.
  Clearly, as the proponents admit, the proposed Grain Belt project was not conceived with the EPA’s proposed Clean Power Plan in mind.
 


In contrast, in its recent IRP, Ameren states that if the EPA Clean Power Plan is implemented as presently proposed, the company would need to alter its preferred resource plan (which included the 400 MW of MISO wind energy discussed above) “in such a way as to lead to much higher capacity reserves by advancing and adding natural gas-fired generation….” 
 (emphasis added)

Thus the only evidence in this case regarding the impact of the proposed Clean Power Plan on purchases of Kansas wind energy in Missouri is that there will be no impact at all.  

For the above reasons, the MLA respectfully submits that EPA’s proposed Clean Power Plan merits no consideration in this particular proceeding.        

4.  The Need for Approval from the Eight County Commissions.  Surprisingly, in its initial brief Grain Belt says nothing about this issue except to repeat almost verbatim what is in its Position Statement.
  Thus the Commission still does not know the number of county commissions from which Grain Belt claims to have obtained the needed consents, let alone the names of those counties.  Grain Belt again concedes, however, that it has the necessary consent from only “several” of the county commissions in question.
 

Inasmuch as the MLA fully addressed what Grain Belt already said on this issue in its Position Statement, and given that Grain Belt has added nothing further in its initial brief, the MLA will stand on the arguments in its Initial Brief.
   

5.  Conclusion.  For the foregoing reasons, the MLA respectfully asks the Commission to deny Grain Belt’s application for a CCN on either or both of the two grounds discussed above.  
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