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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET NO. 06-0179 2 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 3 

OF 4 

TRACY J. DENCKER 5 

I. WITNESS IDENTIFICATION 6 

Q1. Please state your name and business address. 7 

A. My name is Tracy Dencker.  My business address is 1901 Chouteau Avenue, St. 8 

Louis, Missouri 63103. 9 

Q2. Are you the same Tracy Dencker that previously provided testimonies in this 10 

proceeding? 11 

A. Yes. 12 

Q3. What is the purpose of your testimony? 13 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the Rebuttal Testimony 14 

of Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”), specifically Ronald 15 

Linkenback, and to the positions of certain Interveners as they relate to route 16 

selection and design issues. 17 

II. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS LINKENBACK 18 

Q4. Mr. Linkenback at lines 50 – 52, states that the impacts of the alternative 19 

route suggested near Baldwin would not affect any community other than the 20 

Village of Baldwin.  Do you have a response? 21 

A. Yes.  The alternative route that was suggested is approximately 3.1 miles longer 22 

than the route AmerenIP proposed.  The longer the line length, it logically follows 23 
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the greater the impact on the landscape.  Staff’s proposed alternative requires 24 

more infrastructure, which results in a greater visual impact for the public.  For 25 

this alternative route, approximately 19 additional structures would be required. 26 

By “additional structures” I mean the transmission poles and necessary supports. 27 

Q5. On lines 150-153 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Linkenback states that the 28 

additional transmission line cost of $3.79 million correlates to a 4.3% 29 

increase in the total project cost.  Do you have any reply? 30 

A. Mathematically, he is correct from a total project cost.  However, this is actually a 31 

10.0% increase for the Baldwin – Rush Island portion of the project.  The three 32 

lines AmerenIP is proposing are evaluated independently of one another on their 33 

own merit.  One of our obligations is to demonstrate that we have pursued and 34 

designed the project that is least cost. I understand “least cost” is not “less cost” 35 

and in the end, the Commission should consider whether the additional $3.79 36 

million, a significant sum, creates offsetting benefits. As I explain here and in 37 

prior testimony, I do not believe there are sufficient benefits-indeed, I see a 38 

detriment from the Staff modification.  39 

Q6. At lines 83-91 Mr. Linkenback questions my opinion that a power line does 40 

not prevent community growth, and thus moving the line to the east side of 41 

Baldwin would not impede growth.  Do you have a response?  42 

A. Yes.  While a power line is physically not a “vertical wall” that actual halts   43 

development, it does prevent the construction of buildings or structures 44 

underneath the line or on the easement.  Mr. Linkenback’s proposed route would 45 

have the transmission line traverse in a north/south direction.   Mr. Linkenback 46 
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did not provide evidence that future community growth, and in particular 47 

commercial growth, would not be to the east.  At the informational workshop held 48 

in Red Bud on December 7, 2005, Ameren considered the public’s involvement 49 

and acted on information that was obtained.  One Baldwin resident, who owns a 50 

considerable amount of land, commented on how compensation for his property 51 

would be adversely affected if the line and project moved to the east as now 52 

suggested by Staff. Another Baldwin resident expressed concern about a proposed 53 

route traversing three sides of the Village of Baldwin, suggesting again the need 54 

to assure the opportunity fro growth to the east.  In my opinion, AmerenIP made a 55 

good faith effort to be pro-active and address the public concerns by routing the 56 

line to the west side of town. 57 

Q7. At lines 124-143 Mr. Linkenback attempts to refute your statement that the 58 

preferred “green” route creates the least environmental, residential, 59 

agricultural impacts, at the least cost.   How do you respond? 60 

A. My statement at lines 75-76 of my Rebuttal Testimony refers to the entire length 61 

of the line, not just the portion between the Baldwin Substation to the Kaskaskia 62 

River.  The line lengths for the proposed green route versus the Staff’s proposed 63 

red route are 4.22 miles versus 7.38 respectively.  The affected portion of 64 

agricultural cropland and pasture for these two routes would be 61.1 acres versus 65 

121.3 acres, respectively.  Environmentally, the soil erosion level in sections 28, 66 

27, and 26 of the Staff’s red reroute are higher than along the preferred green 67 

route.  This would lead to additional preventative measures when applying for a 68 

storm water runoff permit, which is required for construction.  Also, the Staff’s 69 
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re-route would affect four more land parcels than the green route. What Staff 70 

suggests is speculation on my part is in fact a failure by Staff to accept that the 71 

longer the line, the greater the impact.  As I explained in my direct testimony, one 72 

of the driving features in the proposed route was to go from “Point A” to “Point 73 

B” in as straight line as possible, and in large part, Staff agrees to this approach. 74 

Zigzagging across the landscape is to be avoided.  75 

Q8. At line 196 Mr. Linkenback states the route he is proposing around the 76 

Village of Baldwin is outside the municipal boundary/urban area.  Is he 77 

correct? 78 

A. All three routes proposed by AmerenIP traverse either within the municipal 79 

boundary of Baldwin or within 1.5 miles of the limit of the municipality.  As 80 

stated in my rebuttal testimony in lines 390-392, Exhibit 9.02 addresses why the 81 

proposed route does not follow north, away from the town of Baldwin. 82 

III. RESPONSE TO INTERVENERS 83 

Q9. Dynegy witness Gregory Mason expressed concern over AmerenIP’s binding 84 

commitment to adjust the proposed transmission line slightly east across the 85 

drainage ditch, out of the Baldwin substation, before traversing in a 86 

southwardly direction.  Is this correct? 87 

A. Yes, Dynegy had expressed this as a concern. We have agreed to the above line 88 

adjustment, which adds approximately 800 feet (1 span) of line route.  AmerenIP 89 

has demonstrated its commitment to work with the landowner to minimize 90 

operating and/or maintenance concerns regarding the facility. 91 
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Q10. IBEW witness Miller indicates support for the project, and offers 92 

commentary regarding our intended use of in- house personnel and “alliance 93 

contractors”. Do you have any response? “ 94 

A. Yes.  To be clear, the alliance contactors we use today may not be the same 95 

alliance contractors used for this or other like projects. We are not committed to 96 

these contractors in perpetuity, though, as a practical matter, we have found their 97 

services and work ethic to be high grade. It follows that there is a strong 98 

likelihood that we’ll continue to use their services.  Nonetheless, whomever we 99 

use will be fully qualified to perform the construction and maintenance of 100 

transmission lines. 101 

Q11. Mr. Liefer has suggested (question 6, lines 18-22) that if farm operations can 102 

occur underneath power lines with the use of large combines, then why can 103 

wastewater lagoons not expand underneath a proposed line?  104 

A. While AmerenIP can design for existing obstacles of this nature (i.e. sewage 105 

lagoons), future sewage plant expansion may lead to structure placement that 106 

would be unacceptable with respect to the sewer facilities. For example, 107 

additional pole and conductor height could be required for construction of a new 108 

lagoon, or maintenance of these future lagoons.  Cranes, dump trucks, and other 109 

equipment that extend into the air also have the possibility of contacting the wires.    110 

While acquiring outages on this proposed line would alleviate electrical contact, it 111 

would not protect against possible damage to the wires, such as breaking the wire 112 

stranding. In summary, Mr. Liefer’s proposal is not favored from both a design 113 

and safety perspective.  114 
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Q12. Mr. Liefer states at Question 10, lines 4-6, that five residences are within 200 115 

feet of the proposed line.  Is this correct?  116 

A. No, there are three residences 225 feet away from the proposed transmission 117 

centerline.  The northwest edge of the Chandler and the Worth residences are 118 

exactly 200 ft. and 202 ft. respectively away from the proposed centerline. Omer 119 

Liefer’s driveway is 210 feet from the proposed centerline, while the residence is 120 

225 feet from the proposed centerline.  In my Rebuttal Testimony, at lines 217 – 121 

218, I identified the above three properties within 200 feet of the centerline.  I 122 

included the Worth residence due to the small difference, two feet.  I included the 123 

Liefer residences in this category due to the proximity of the driveway.   124 

Q13. Does this conclude your Surrebuttal Testimony? 125 

A. Yes. 126 


