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 Q. Please state your name and business address. 

  A. My name is Ronald Linkenback and my business address is 527 East Capitol 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois. 

 Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

 A. I am employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) as an 

Electrical Engineer in the Engineering Department of the Energy Program. 

 Q. Please state your educational and experience background. 

A.  I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering from Iowa State 

University.  I am a registered Professional Engineer in the State of California.  I 

was employed as an Electrical Engineer with San Diego Gas & Electric 

Company for six years, then with the City of Highland, Illinois as the manager of 

the municipal electric system and before joining the Illinois Commerce 

Commission I worked for High Voltage Maintenance Corporation as the 

manager of the Cleveland Division. 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?   

A. On March 3, 2006, Illinois Power Company, d/b/a AmerenIP (“AmerenIP”) and 

Ameren Illinois Transmission Company (“Ameren Transco”) jointly (“petitioners” 

or “Ameren”) filed a petition requesting a Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity (“Certificate” or “CPCN”), pursuant to Section 8-406 of the Illinois 

Public Utilities Act, to construct, operate, and maintain three 345kV electric 
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transmission lines, and approval of a Joint Ownership Agreement between 

AmerenIP and Ameren Transco.      

On May 9, 2006, the petitioners filed an amended petition which changed the 

March 3, 2006 petition by revising the route of one of the proposed 345kV 

electric transmission lines.  In this testimony, I review the evidence provided by 

AmerenIP and offer my opinion as to whether AmerenIP and Ameren Transco 

should be granted the relief requested. 

Q. Please summarize the recommendations you are making in your 

testimony. 

A. I am recommending Ameren revise the portion of the transmission route, near 

the Village of Baldwin and that the Commission approve the petitioners request 

for a CPCN to operate and maintain three-345kV electric transmission lines 

based on that revised route.   

I also recommend granting Ameren the eminent domain authority it is 

requesting in this petition.  

 If the Commission does grant a Certificate to Ameren Transco, as a public 

utility, own 90% of the lines, and operate them, I do not oppose the approval of 

the Joint Ownership Agreement between AmerenIP and Ameren Transco. 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 

A. I first consider the evidence provided in support of Ameren’s request for a 

CPCN.  Specifically, I review the evidence Ameren provided in support of 
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meeting the criteria contained in Section 8-406 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act 

(the “Act”).  Next, I discuss Ameren’s request for an order granting the use of 

eminent domain.  Lastly, I offer my opinion on whether the affiliate agreement 

pursuant to Sections 7-101 and 7-102 of the Act between AmerenIP and 

Ameren Transco should be approved.   
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Q. What criteria did you use to develop your recommendation concerning 

Ameren’s request for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

for the transmission lines? 

A. Section 8-406(b) of the Act, in part, states: 

“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; (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.”  (220 ILCS 5/5-406) 

My investigation examined whether the proposed new transmission lines are 

necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service, and are the least-

cost means to satisfy the service needs of AmerenIP’s customers and if 

Ameren is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction.  
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Staff witness Hardas direct testimony (ICC Staff Exhibit No. 2.0) addresses if 

Ameren is capable of financing the construction of the proposed transmission 

lines (Section 8-406 (b)(3)). 

Q. What issues are you discussing in this portion of your testimony? 

A. I discuss evidence Ameren provided supporting the building of the three new 

345kV electric transmission lines as proposed in the Ameren amended petition.  

Specifically I will discuss what other governmental approvals Ameren is 

obtaining associated with the construction of the three proposed 345kV lines, 

the necessity to build the proposed lines, the proposed line routes,  the least 

cost means to satisfy the service needs, and if Ameren is capable of efficiently 

managing and supervising the construction of the three proposed 345kV 

transmission lines. 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding certification of this project? 

A. I am recommending that Ameren revise its line route near the Village of Baldwin 

or provide evidence showing why the route described in the petition is 

advantageous.  I also recommend that the Commission approve the petitioners 

request for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to operate and 

maintain three-345kV electric transmission lines based on the revised route 

near the Village of Baldwin.   

Q. What steps did you follow to arrive at your recommendation on 

certification? 
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A. In addition to reviewing Ameren’s petition, I inspected the proposed and 

alternate transmission line routes.  I also reviewed Ameren’s testimony, as well 

as its responses to my data requests.  

Q. What are the locations and costs of the proposed lines? 

A. The three new 345kV electric transmission lines Ameren is seeking a CPCN for 

are:    

 The first 345kV line, called Prairie South line, is a double circuit line1 

approximately one mile in length.  This line originates at the new Prairie State 

facility and continues south to connect to the existing AmerenIP 345kV line 

4541 (Baldwin-West Mt. Vernon line).  The Prairie South line will be built on 

land owned by Prairie State (AmerenIP Exhibit 3.0, p.7, ll. 152-155) and 

therefore will require no right-of-way acquisition.  

 The second line, called Prairie West line, is a double circuit line approximately 

7.2 miles long.  This line runs west from the Prairie State facility to the existing 

AmerenIP 345kV line 4531 (Baldwin-Stallings line).  For this line, Ameren will 

need to acquire right-of-way from 22 landowners.  

 The third line is a single circuit 345kV line that runs west from the Baldwin 

generating facility to the Rush Island generating facility that is located just west 

of the Mississippi River from Fults, Illinois in Missouri.  This line will be 

 
1 Double circuit line holds two transmission circuits and a single circuit line contains one circuit. 
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approximately 27.1 miles long and will require Ameren to acquire right-of-way 

from 84 landowners. 

 Ameren stated that the current estimated cost for the project, including the 

three lines, is $89 million.  (Amended Petition, p. 9, par. 25) 

Q. When does Ameren propose to complete the installation of this project? 

A. Ameren stated that Prairie State is expected to be ready for its initial connection 

to the transmission system in October 2008. 
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Permits and approvals 

Q. Has Ameren obtained all the required permits and approvals for the 

project that you believe are needed? 

A. No, but Ameren has provided evidence that they have contacted all the 

agencies.  In response to Staff Data Request RDL 4.3 Ameren stated that it 

has been in contact with three Federal agencies, six State of Illinois agencies, 

and the four counties that the lines will cross.  I believe Ameren has contacted 

all interested agencies concerning the proposed construction covered in this 

petition. 

Q. Do you believe it is necessary for Ameren to obtain these permits prior to 

the Commission acting on this request? 

A. No, I do not.  The Commission has the authority to issue the CPCN (per Section 

8-406(b) of the Act) for electric transmission lines in Illinois.  Other state 
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agencies, such as the Department of Agriculture, Department of Transportation, 

Department of Natural Resources, Environmental Protection Agency, Historical 

Preservation Agency, and the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers may have criteria 

that may alter the route or preclude a line being built.  If this happens and 

Ameren is required to revise its design because of other agencies requirements 

after the CPCN has been issued, I would expect Ameren would have to file a 

petition with the Commission to revise the CPCN.   
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Necessity 

Q.  What is the purpose the proposed project? 

A. According to Ameren’s amended petition, and the direct testimony of Mr. K. 

Shah (Ameren Exhibit 1.0, p. 5, ll. 95-106), the new lines are necessary to 

provide reliable interconnection service to Prairie State Generating Company 

(“Prairie State”) that requested to connect to AmerenIP’s transmission system. 

 In July 2001, Peabody Energy (parent company of Prairie State Generating 

Company) formally requested to connect to AmerenIP’s transmission system.  

On August 9, 2002, Prairie State and Illinois Power Company entered into an 

Interconnection and Operating Agreement.  The project detailed in this petition 

is needed to provide this service.  

Q.      If Ameren Transco is not granted a CPCN to finance and operate the lines, 

must the proposed project still be constructed? 
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A. Yes.  The proposed project must still proceed.  The reason that the project is 

needed does not depend on how it is financed.  The Ameren proposed project 

is required to comply with FERC regulations governing interconnection services 

provided to generators (Amended Petition page 2, paragraph 2).  The 

Commission decision about Ameren Transco’s involvement in the finance and 

operation of the proposed lines is separate from the need for the project.  Staff 

witnesses Hardas (ICC Staff Exhibit No. 2.0) and Rearden (ICC Staff Exhibit 

No. 4.0) discuss Ameren Transco’s petition for public utility certification in their 

direct testimonies.   

Q. Please describe the Prairie State generating facility that necessitated this 

project. 

A. According to Ameren’s amended petition (p. 4, par. 12) the Prairie State facility 

will be a coal fired generating plant that will produce approximately 1650 

megawatts (“MW”) of power.  The facility will be located in the southwest corner 

of Washington County approximately 4 miles east of the City of Marissa. 

Q. Are the three proposed lines necessary to provide adequate and reliable 

service to Prairie State? 

A. In my opinion, yes.  Ameren provided comprehensive evidence that it 

thoroughly examined how best to serve Prairie State’s needs.  Ameren 

described the results of a sequence of three studies that assessed what 

transmission network improvements were needed for Prairie State to connect to 
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AmerenIP’s transmission system.  Ameren is proposing the recommendation 

from these three studies in this petition. 

Q. Please describe the three interconnection studies. 

A. Ameren provided the following descriptions of the studies. 

 The first study was completed by Illinois Power Company (“IP” was acquired by 

Ameren in 2004, Commission approval for the reorganization was received in 

Docket No. 04-0294) in October 2001.  This study determined what 

transmission elements would be overloaded with the connection of Prairie State 

to its transmission system and what reinforcements would be required to 

eliminate these overloads.  For this study, IP recommended two 345kV lines be 

built from Prairie State to the Baldwin station with various other system 

improvements and reinforcements.  The one significant recommendation from 

the 2001 study was the need for a new 345kV interconnection with Ameren at 

Rush Island for system stability. 

 Ameren’s review of IP’s 2001 study led to a joint study between Ameren, IP, 

and Prairie State which Ameren completed in March 2005.  The joint study’s 

initial decision was to agree on seven different transmission interconnection 

projects for further review.  Ameren discusses the seven options in its amended 

petition (p. 5-6, par. 14 & 15) and in detail by AmerenIP witness Shah in 

AmerenIP Exhibit 1.0.  The March 2005 study reviewed each of the seven 

options and determined the current project was best.  
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 Prairie State requested the third study to determine if Prairie State’s plan to 

increase its generation output from 1500MW to 1650MW would require any 

additional transmission upgrades.  This study was performed by Midwest ISO 

(“MISO” is a regional transmission organization that manages the regional 

transmission grid which includes the AmerenIP territory).  The results of the 

MISO study were that no additional transmission system improvements were 

needed beyond the improvement being recommended in the 2005 joint study. 

Q. Based on your review of these three studies were all the reasonable 

alternatives service options considered by AmerenIP? 

A. Yes, based on the information provided by Ameren witnesses and in responses 

to Staff data requests I believe Ameren did consider all the viable alternatives 

prior to selecting the proposed project. 

Q. What alternative service options did Ameren investigate as part of the 

2005 Joint Study? 

A. Ameren stated that they evaluated seven optional solutions as part of the 2005 

Joint Study. 

 Plan 1 was the evaluation of the solution proposed by Illinois Power in the 

October 2001 study.  This option included building a new switchyard at Prairie 

State and the Baldwin – Rush Island 345kV line. 
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 Plan 2 included building a new switchyard at Prairie State, a 345kV line from 

Baldwin to Dupo instead of Baldwin to Rush Island, and upgrades to various 

substations. 

 Plan 3 included building a new switchyard at Prairie State, a 345kV line from 

Baldwin to Stallings instead of Baldwin to Rush Island and extensive work at the 

Stallings Substation. 

 Plan 4 included building a new 345kV line from Baldwin to Turkey Hill to 

Cahokia instead of Baldwin to Rush Island, upgrading work at various 

substations, and building a new switchyard at Prairie State. 

 Plan 5 included building a switchyard at Prairie State, building a new 345kV line 

from Baldwin to Mt. Vernon instead of Baldwin to Rush Island and work at 

Baldwin and Mt. Vernon substations. 

 Plan 6 is the same as Ameren proposed in this petition with building a new 

Stallings to Turkey Hill 345kV line instead of the Baldwin to Rush Island 345kV 

line. 

 The seventh option, Plan 6M (modified), is the project as proposed in this 

petition. 

Q. Briefly describe why Ameren did not select one of the alternatives to 

serve Prairie State. 

A. Ameren showed that of the seven options; Plan 6M was the least cost means of 

providing reliable service to Prairie State; Plans 1 and 6M were the lowest cost 
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alternatives (AmerenIP Exhibit 1.0, p. 19, l. 429-430); and Plans 6 and 6M 

provided the best overall set of network upgrades for the Prairie State 

generation to flow into AmerenIP’s transmission system (AmerenIP Exhibit 1.0, 

p. 18, l. 397-401).  Lastly, Ameren showed that Plan 6M was the least costly 

option to correct the overload conditions that resulted when Prairie State is 

generated near its capacity.  

Q. Did you investigate any other alternative transmission connections? 

A. Yes I did.  I explored whether Ameren considered connecting Prairie State to 

the existing 138kV and 230kV transmission lines in the immediate vicinity of the 

power plant and if any combination of a portion of the seven options from the 

2005 Joint Study would have made a reasonable alternative for Ameren to 

evaluate. 

Q. Did Ameren provide satisfactory reasons why they did not consider these 

alternative service options? 

A. Yes they did.  Ameren stated that connecting to the existing 138kV and 230kV 

transmission lines in the immediate vicinity of Prairie State would not reduce the 

number of 345kV lines needed (AmerenIP response to Staff data request RDL 

2.6).  Ameren also stated that they did look at various combinations of line 

segments in Phase 1 of the Joint Study and that the seven options that were 

examined were the least expensive alternatives. 
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Q. Are you aware of any alternative means of satisfying the needs of Prairie 

State that appear superior to that being proposed by Ameren in this 

petition? 

A. No, I am not. 
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Route 

Q.  Do you believe the routes Ameren chose for the three proposed 345kV 

lines needed for this project are reasonable? 

A. With the one exception being the line route near the Village of Baldwin, I found 

the routes Ameren proposed to be reasonable.   

Q. Did you inspect the three line routes Ameren is proposing in this 

petition? 

A. Yes, on June 21, 2006, I inspected Ameren’s proposed routes as well as 

portions of the alternative routes.  Accompanying me on the route inspections 

were two Ameren employees and one Power Engineering (Ameren consultant) 

employee.  Mr. Phil Hardas, employee of the Commission, also participated in 

the inspection.  

Q.  Describe your investigation of Ameren’s line routes. 

A. Since none of the proposed lines follow or replace existing transmission lines or 

are being built on existing right-of-way, the only defining characteristics of the 

routes are the beginning and ending locations.  Through Ameren responses to 
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data request questions I investigated the process Ameren used to develop the 

various criteria and sensitivity levels it used to evaluate segments of the each 

route.  I also reviewed Ameren’s assessment of alternative routes, and 

reviewed the segments of the routes objected to by interveners in this docket 

and/or affecting the governmental entities along the various routes.  Lastly, I 

inspected the proposed and various alternative routes.  
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Prairie South Line Route 

Q. For the Prairie South line route, what did you investigate? 

A. This line is approximately one mile in length and will be built on land owned by 

Prairie State.  I inspected the line route from the Prairie State generating plant 

property and from the location where the proposed line connects to the existing 

345kV line 4541.  There are no dwellings close to the proposed route and there 

are no interveners or governmental entities questioning this route.  I do not 

know of any reasonable alternatives to the route being proposed Ameren for the 

Prairie South line.  

Q. What is your conclusion concerning the Prairie South line route? 

A. I believe the route selected by AmerenIP for the Prairie South line is the least 

cost option available. 

286 

287 

Prairie West Line Route 

Q. For the Prairie West line describe your investigation of the route. 
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A. The Prairie West line is 7.2 miles long.  The proposed route starts at the Prairie 

State property, turns west, and ends at the intersection of the existing 345kV 

line 4531.  Ameren examined three routes, with the proposed route being the 

most northern of the three routes.  The remaining two routes would go through 

the northern edge of City of Marissa’s corporate limits.  I investigated these 

three routes. 

 The proposed route will go over mostly agricultural with some wooded land.  

The two southerly alternative routes cross somewhat more wooded terrain.  The 

most southern alternative route parallels the existing Baldwin to Mt. Vernon 

345kV line almost the entire distance.  Neither of the two northern routes 

closely follow fence or property lines because it does not appear that many 

fences or property abut each other in a consistent location to make a straight 

line. 

 From Ameren’s March 1, 2006 routing study the proposed route does not have 

any dwellings or structures within 300 ft of the centerline of the transmission line 

versus the two southern routes have either three or five dwellings within 300 ft 

of the line.  

Q. Did you investigate any other routes?  

A. I did investigate constructing the Prairie West line north of the proposed route.  I 

determined that any route north of the preferred route would both cost more 

(longer line) and because of slightly more homes would impact more dwellings 
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than the proposed route.  No interveners or governmental offered any 

alternative routes to Ameren’s proposed route. 

Q. If the recommended route was not selected what alternative route would 

you recommend? 

A. If the route proposed by Ameren in this petition for the Prairie West line is not 

selected I would recommend the southerly alternative route that parallels the 

existing 345kV line. 

Q. Why is Ameren not proposing to parallel the existing 345kV line in the 

area? 

A. The most southerly of the two Ameren alternative routes (brown route on 

Ameren Exhibit 3.2) does follow the existing 345kV line 4541 - Baldwin to the 

West Mt. Vernon.  From my observations and information provided by Ameren 

this route is not being recommended for the following reasons. 

• The route would be located approximately one-quarter mile inside the City 

of Marissa’s city limits, 

• The route would cross within 300 foot of three dwellings, 

• The route would cross through more wooded land than the preferred route, 

and 
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• Ameren attempts to minimize paralleling major transmission line, as much 

as possible, to reduce the likelihood of two transmission lines failing at one 

time. 

Q. What is your conclusion concerning the Prairie West 345kV transmission 

line route? 

A. I think it is important to realize that there are an unlimited number of line routes 

to connect the proposed Prairie State facility to the existing 345kV Baldwin-

Stallings transmission line.  I believe Ameren did consider the owners, 

environmental issues, and cost when proposing the route.  Based on my 

knowledge of the area and Ameren’s need, I do not see any route that is better 

suited. 

338 

339 

340 

341 

342 

343 

344 

345 

346 

347 

Baldwin – Rush Island Line Route 

Q. Describe your investigation of the Baldwin-Rush Island 345kV line route. 

A. As part of the June 21, 2006 line route inspection, I examined the proposed and 

alternative routes considered by Ameren.  I also reviewed Ameren data request 

responses that detailed the process Ameren used to determine the 

recommended line route.  And lastly, I investigated other routes both those 

proposed by other parties and other alternatives routes.  

For the segment of the line from the Baldwin power plant, around the Village of 

Baldwin, to the Kaskaskia River crossing Ameren considered three alternative 

routes.  Two of the alternatives went east of the Village of Baldwin, and the 
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third route (Ameren recommended route) went west of the Village of Baldwin.  

The differences between the three routes were closeness to the Village of 

Baldwin, consideration for future growth, other business development in the 

area, and proximity to dwellings.  In the Baldwin area, all three routes had 

similar minimal environmental and geographic concerns. 

For the section of this line from the Kaskaskia River crossing, west, to the bluffs 

all three Ameren proposed routes run generally parallel.  The Ameren 

recommended route is the most northerly of the three proposed routes 

considered by Ameren.  The differences between each of these alternatives, 

from the Kaskaskia River west is; the proximity to dwellings, proximity to 

villages, potential environmental issues, and geographical limitations.   

 Since this line is more than 27 miles long and good portions of all the alternative 

routes are not visible from public roadways, I focused my investigation on the 

following key areas: 

• Rush Island to the bluffs over the Mississippi River 

• Area around the Village of Baldwin 

• Cluster of interveners in the area of the Village of Fults, and 

• Cluster of interveners west on the Village of Baldwin 

Q. What is your recommendation concerning the Baldwin – Rush Island 

345kV transmission line route? 
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A. With the exception of the route immediately around the Village of Baldwin, I 

recommend the Commission approve the Ameren proposed route for the 

Baldwin to Rush Island 345kV transmission line.  Similar to the Prairie West line 

route, I do not believe there is one specific route that is superior to all other 

options.  Excluding the area immediately around the Village of Baldwin, I 

believe Ameren showed sufficient evidence of why the proposed route is 

preferred.  I also believe that Ameren considered all known viable alternative 

routes from both from outside parties and within Ameren.  In fact, Ameren’s 

consideration of the Village of Baldwin views led to the reroute of the 345kV line 

near the Village of Baldwin.  This rerouting of the 345kV line from Baldwin – 

Rush Island near the Village of Baldwin is what I am questioning. 

Q. Why are you not recommending the approval of the Ameren proposed line 

route near the Village of Baldwin? 

A. The Ameren proposed route around the Village of Baldwin is much closer to 

existing homes than the two alternative routes.  The route I am recommending 

is not within 300 feet of any dwelling whereas Ameren’s proposed route has five 

homes within 300 feet and two dwellings within 200 feet of the centerline of the 

route.  Unless there is an overriding issue that I have not been made aware of, I 

believe it is prudent to avoid building a new transmission line near existing 

homes when ever possible.  In the case of this line section, I think there is an 

alternative route that reduces the impact on dwellings better than the proposed 

route. 
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Q. Why is Ameren proposing the route that is closer to existing homes? 

A. Ameren’s preliminary line route was initially east around the Village of Baldwin 

but prior to filing this petition, from information obtained at an informational 

meeting, Ameren decided to reroute the line to the west of the Village of 

Baldwin.  Ameren stated that (AmerenIP Exhibit 3.0, p. 8, ll. 162-168) Ameren 

rerouted the line to minimize potential impact on local growth.  According to 

Ameren, the Village of Baldwin informed Ameren that its growth was to the east 

of town because of water and sewer system limitation to the west.  Ameren also 

stated that it learned at the informational meeting that a new World Shooting 

and Recreational Complex was under construction to the east of Baldwin 

(Ameren data responses to Staff data requests RDL 2.10 and RDL 3.5).   

Q. Why are Ameren’s reasons for proposing the line route to the west of the 

Village of Baldwin not sufficient? 

A. I was not able to confirm the Village of Baldwin’s concerns about the direction of 

future city growth, and the water and sewer system limitations nor could 

Ameren provide copies of any communications with the Village of Baldwin 

addressing these issues.   The Village of Baldwin Village President, in a 

telephone conversation, stated that the Village was only concerned with those 

proposed line routes that would limit the Village’s expansion of its wastewater 

treatment plant.  If my understanding of the conversation of the Village’s 
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concerns is incorrect, I recommend the Village provide differing information in 

rebuttal testimony. 

 The Ameren proposed route is approximately one-quarter mile west of the 

Village of Baldwin residences, will cross within the city limits of Baldwin, but 

would be on the opposite side of the Village from the wastewater treatment 

plant.  The alternative route to the east of the Village of Baldwin would be 

approximately one-half mile from the populated area, would not go through the 

city limits, but would be close to the area that I think the Village would expand 

its wastewater treatment plant. 

 The alternative route around the east side of the Village comes within 

approximately 800 ft of the existing wastewater facility.  Until more information 

is provided on the Village of Baldwin’s possible plant expansion plans, it is not 

possible to know if the location of the proposed transmission line is a possible 

deterrent to the expansion or not.  Staff will examine this issue and comment as 

necessary in rebuttal testimony. 

 The World Shooting and Recreational Complex, which is currently under 

construction, is located approximately 3.5 miles east of the alternative route or 

four miles from Baldwin.  In my opinion, this shooting facility is not as much of 

an issue as how many homes will be in the proximity of the line when 

considering a route around the Village of Baldwin. 

Q.  What route are you recommending? 
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A. I think Ameren should utilize the alternative route that goes north and east of 

the Village of Baldwin (shown on AmerenIP Exhibit 3.1 as the red or alternate 

#2 route).  As an alternative, I think the Ameren could revise its recommended 

route to reduce the closeness to existing homes.   

 I recommend Ameren address my recommendation of revising the route of the 

Baldwin – Rush Island line around the Village of Baldwin in their rebuttal 

testimony. 

Q. Are you recommending that Ameren follow the red or alternate #2 route 

the entire distance from Baldwin to Rush Island? 

A. No I am not.  The only portion of the red or alternate #2 route that I am 

suggesting Ameren consider is from the Baldwin power plant switchyard to the 

Kaskaskia River crossing.  

Q.   If the Commission ordered Ameren to use the red route around the Village 

of Baldwin what possible harm would that cause to the project? 

A. If the Commission agrees with my position that Ameren should revise the line 

route around the Village of Baldwin away from existing residences, I believe 

that a delay in Ameren obtaining the relief it is requesting in this petition is 

possible.  The Commission could delay approval of Ameren’s amended petition 

until Ameren redid certain preparatory work for the new revised route.  Some of 

this work could include notifying other agencies of the revised route, Code Part 

300 notification of the new property owners of right-of-way acquisition, and 
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allowing time for these new property owners to decide if they wish to participate 

in this proceeding.  

 Also, the alternate route could be as much as 3 miles longer than the Ameren 

proposed route, this would increase the cost of the overall project to Ameren 

and Prairie State.  

Q. Are there any other restrictions that would preclude either alternative 

route around Baldwin? 

A. None that I know of, from the information I obtained from Ameren no designated 

wetlands, parks or conservation areas are in the immediate vicinity. 

Q.  What is your conclusion concerning the transmission line route selection 

for the area from Rush Island to the bluffs which includes the interveners 

in the Fults area? 

A. The revised route that Ameren is proposing in their amended petition is 

reasonable.  I think the line section coming off the bluffs into the river 

bottomland is probably one of the more difficult sections to determine where to 

locate the line.  The line route, as proposed by Ameren, is consistent with 

Ameren’s March 1, 2006 Routing Study Report which made recommendations 

based upon sensitivity levels to various criteria.  The revised route 

accommodates Illinois Department of Natural Resources nature preserve 

concerns (AmerenIP Exhibit 6.0, p.1-2, l. 19-32) and better parallels property 

lines and the natural terrain. 
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Q. Are there any other routes for the Baldwin to Rush Island line that you 

investigated? 

A. Yes, I investigated the three known alternative routes proposed by others.  The 

three alternative routes I investigated are: 

• City of Red Bud route 

• Monroe County route 

• Mr. Merrill Prange’s Statement of Position route filed on May 30, 2006 

Q. Please describe why the City of Red Bud route was not recommended. 

A. Ameren stated (Ameren response to Staff data request RDL 2.13) that Ameren 

rejected the City of Red Bud’s proposed route for the following reasons. 

The route would follow the Kaskaskia River which is poor engineering practice.  

The number of angles required, erosion concerns, and constructing and 

maintaining the line in the flood plain were part of the issues. 

Ameren also stated that route would follow areas that included known 

endangered species habitat and that the route was approximately 15 miles 

longer than the proposed route. 

The reasons provided by Ameren appear reasonable and therefore I did not 

investigate the Red Bud route further. 

Q. Please describe why the Monroe County route was not recommended. 
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A. Ameren stated (Ameren response to Staff data request RDL 2.18) that Ameren 

reviewed and found the following reasons for not considering of the Monroe 

County leader’s proposed route further. 

 The route has greater environmental and wetlands impact by paralleling Horse 

Creek.  The route also has longer river bottom distance and longer Mississippi 

River crossing than the primary route.   

Ameren stated that they considered the issues raised by the Monroe County 

route when selecting the three routes for detailed study.  The reasons provided 

by Ameren appear reasonable and therefore I did not investigate the Monroe 

County route further. 

Q. Please describe why the route proposed by Mr. Prange was not 

recommended. 

A. Mr. Prange’s proposed route moves the line from the area of the Village of 

Fults and the surrounding bluffs area south to the red route.  Mr. Prange stated 

that his primary concern was to reduce the number of residences in the 

proximity of the proposed line.  I could not corroborate the information Mr. 

Prange included in his May 30, 2006 filing, specifically the number of homes 

within 1/8 mile of both his and Ameren’s proposed route.  Using Ameren 

provided route maps that showed the residences, I found eight to possibly ten 

residences within 1/8 mile of the Ameren proposed route compared to Mr. 

Prange statement that there were twelve.  For Mr. Prange’s route, I found two 
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to possibly four residences within 1/8 mile of the line whereas Mr. Prange 

stated that there were zero (page 2 of the Statement of Position).  From what I 

could learn in my discussions with Ameren, it could not agree with the 

information in Mr. Prange’s Statement of Position either. 

Ameren has stated that they tried to minimize the length of the river crossing 

and the amount of line in the river bottomland (Response to Staff data request 

RDL 2.18); the route Mr. Prange is proposing lengthens both.   

Based on inexact information contained in the Statement of Position and that 

the alternate route disagrees with the design guidelines Ameren used at the 

river crossings and through the river bottomlands I did not investigate this 

proposed route further. 

However, I do suggest that Ameren address Mr. Prange’s proposed route 

further in their rebuttal testimony. 

Q. Did you investigate any other routes? 

A. I investigated various combinations of the three alternative routes that Ameren 

examined.  I also investigated what additional routes or corridors, and other 

Kaskaskia River crossings Ameren examined prior to choosing the three routes 

to investigate further.   

I found that Ameren performed a systematic review of possible routes and was 

able to provide sufficient rational reasons for their decisions. 
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Q. Are you aware of any alternative routes that appear superior to the routes 

Ameren are proposing in its petition? 

A. Minus the line route issue around the Village of Baldwin, no, I am not.  I am 

willing to agree that any number of alternative routes could be considered as 

favorable as the recommended route depending on one’s individual priorities.  

But I do not think any alternative route is superior to that proposed by Ameren. 
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Least cost 

Q. Is this project the least-cost means of satisfying the service needs as 

required in Section 8-406(b)(1) of the Act? 

A. Yes.  Of the available alternatives, the project defined by Ameren and 

described previously in my testimony is, in my opinion, the least-cost means of 

providing adequate, reliable, and efficient service to Prairie State and Ameren’s 

customers. 

Q. Please describe the basis of your opinion that the project, as defined in 

this proceeding, is the least-cost means of satisfying the service needs. 

A. Ameren has provided cost estimates for each of the seven optional solutions as 

part of the 2005 Joint Study (AmerenIP Exhibit 1.12).  From these cost 

estimates Plans 1 (Illinois Power 2001 Study) and Plan 6M (project being 

proposed in this proceeding) were the lowest cost plans.  The costs associated 

with Plans 1 and 6M were then examined more closely with the result being 
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that Plan 6M was approximately $4 million less than Plan 1 (AmerenIP Exhibit 

1.13). 

 From Ameren’s transmission planning system studies it was determined that 

Plan 6 and 6M distributed the Prairie State generation output into the AmerenIP 

transmission system with the least number of adverse impacts (equipment 

overloaded) on the Ameren system. 

 Based on being the lowest cost option and offering the best design I viewed 

Plan 6M as being the least-cost means of satisfying the service needs of 

AmerenIP’s customers.   
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Efficiently manage and supervise the construction 

Q. What is Ameren’s experience at managing and supervising construction 

of transmission lines of the size similar to those proposed in this 

petition? 

A. Through a series of data requests, Ameren provided the following history of 

their experience at managing and supervising construction of 345kV 

transmission lines that were at least twenty miles in length. 

 The last time AmerenIP or its predecessor Illinois Power constructed a 345kV 

line longer than twenty miles in length was in 1983.  The last 345kV line 

Ameren constructed on new right-of-way that was over twenty miles long was in 

1994.  Ameren is currently building a 55-mile 345kV line in Missouri on new 

right-of-way. 
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Q. Is Ameren capable of efficiently managing and supervising the 

construction of the three-345kV electric transmission lines?  

A. Ameren has testified that it is capable of efficiently managing and supervising 

the construction process (as required by Section 8-406(b)(2)).  Based on the 

information provided by Ameren and the knowledge that Ameren is currently 

constructing a 55-mile long 345kV line in Missouri I believe Ameren is capable 

of managing and supervising the construction of the lines associated with this 

project. 

Q. How does Ameren’s current construction project provide sufficient 

evidence that they are capable of managing and supervising the 

construction of the electric transmission lines in this project? 

A. Ameren’s current construction of a 55-mile long 345kV line in Missouri shows 

that Ameren has the manpower and organization in place to oversee the 

necessary material acquisition and contractors.  I have no reason to assume 

that Ameren will not use this experience in its managing and supervising of the 

three-345kV lines in this project.  

Eminent Domain Authority 590 

591 

592 
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594 

Q. What parcel(s) of land is Ameren requesting eminent domain? 

A. The specific parcels of land that eminent domain authority will be needed is 

unknown at this time, Ameren is currently negotiating with the property owners 

along the proposed line routes for the needed permissions to construct the 
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lines.  Ameren indicated that there are 84 landowners, 115 parcels of property 

along the Baldwin – Rush Island transmission line route (AmerenIP Exhibit 6.3), 

and 22 landowners and 35 parcels of land on the Prairie West transmission line 

route (AmerenIP Exhibit 3.5).  

I would summarize Ameren’s request for eminent domain authority as being; 

they will use eminent domain as needed to construct the transmission lines that 

the Commission grants a CPCN in this proceeding.   

Q. What criteria did you use to develop your recommendation pertaining to 

Ameren’s request for an order to allow the use of eminent domain? 

A. Section 8-503 of the Act states: 

“Whenever the Commission, after a hearing, shall find that additions, 
extensions, repairs or improvements to, or changes in, the existing plant, 
equipment, apparatus, facilities or other physical property of any public 
utility or of any 2 or more public utilities are necessary and ought 
reasonably to be made or that a new structure or structures is or are 
necessary and should be erected, to promote the security or 
convenience of its employees or the public, or in any other way to 
secure adequate service or facilities, the Commission shall make and 
serve an order authorizing or directing that such additions, extensions, 
repairs, improvements or changes be made, or such structure or 
structures be erected at the location … “ 

Q. What is your recommendation regarding granting Ameren the use of 

eminent domain? 

A. Assuming Ameren receives a CPCN I believe Ameren should be granted the 

eminent domain authority it is requesting. 

Q. What would happen if eminent domain authority is not granted? 
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A. Assuming certain landowners were not willing to sell Ameren the needed right-

of-way Ameren would either not be able to build the needed lines and therefore 

not be able to provide the service being requested by Prairie State, Ameren 

would have to relocate the proposed lines onto land that had owners who were 

agreeable to sell right-of-way, or Ameren would have to increase its offer to the 

unwilling landowners. 

Ameren Transco - public utility certification 627 
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Q What tasks will Ameren Transco be performing as a public utility? 

A. As stated in the Amended Petition (p. 3, pa. 6) Ameren Transco will be 

transmitting electricity for use by the public at rates, terms, and conditions 

subject to regulations by the FERC. 

Q. Please describe how Ameren Transco is associated with this project. 

A. Ameren stated in its amended petition (p.2, par. 2) that Ameren Transco is an 

Illinois corporation that will construct, own, operate and fund the transmission 

lines described in this petition in combination with AmerenIP.  The Joint 

Operating Agreement (“JOA”), Amended Petition Exhibit C, defines the terms of 

the shared ownership between AmerenIP and Ameren Transco.  I discuss the 

JOA in more detail later in my testimony. 

   Lastly, Ameren stated (amended petition p. 7, par. 19) that “Ameren Transco’s 

participation in the Project is needed to ensure that construction of the project 

will not have adverse financial consequences for AmerenIP.”  Staff witnesses 
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Hardas (ICC Staff Exhibit No. 2.0) and Rearden (ICC Staff Exhibit No. 4.0) 

discuss Ameren Transco’s petition for public utility certification in their direct 

testimonies.  

Q. Ameren Transco, in this petition, is requesting certification as a public 

utility pursuant to Section8-406(a) of the Act, what is your opinion 

concerning this request? 

A. I am not offering an opinion on Ameren Transco’s request for certification as a 

public utility.  Staff witnesses Hardas (ICC Staff Exhibit No. 2.0) and Rearden 

(ICC Staff Exhibit No. 4.0) discuss Ameren Transco’s petition for public utility 

certification in their direct testimonies.  

Affiliate transaction – Joint Ownership Agreement 652 
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Q. Please describe the affiliate agreement the Commission is being 

requested to approve in this proceeding? 

A. The affiliate agreement – Joint Ownership Agreement (“JOA”) between 

AmerenIP and Ameren Transco sets the terms of the joint ownership during the 

construction and operation of the transmission lines proposed in this 

proceeding.  The JOA sets AmerenIP as having 10% ownership interest and 

Ameren Transco as having 90% ownership in the three transmission lines.  The 

JOA also designates two types of transfers of ownership interest. 

Q. What is your recommendation concerning the approval of this affiliate 

agreement between AmerenIP and Ameren Transco? 
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A. If the Commission grants a CPCN to Ameren Transco, I do not oppose the 

approval of the Joint Ownership Agreement.  Staff witness Hathhorn (ICC 

Exhibit No. 3.0) addresses the JOA in her direct testimony.  

Q. Please summarize your recommendations and issues you are requesting 

Ameren address in their rebuttal testimony. 

• Grant the CPCN for the requested three 345kV transmission lines and 

associated routes, with the exception of the line route near the Village of 

Baldwin where I recommend an alternative line route, 

• Ameren should address my alternative line route near the Village of Baldwin 

in its rebuttal testimony,  

• Do not oppose the proposed affiliate transaction between AmerenIP and 

Ameren Transco if Ameren Transco is certified as a public utility,  

• Grant eminent domain authority to Ameren if the CPCN is also granted, and 

• Ameren should address Mr. Prange’s proposed line route, as outlined in the 

May 30, 2006, Statement of Position in its rebuttal testimony. 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

A. Yes it does.  

 


