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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET NO. 06-0179 2 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 3 

OF 4 

GEOFFREY M. JONES 5 

I. Witness Identification 6 

Q1. Please state your name and business address. 7 

A. Geoffrey M. Jones. 8 

Q2. Are you the same Geoffrey Jones who provided Direct and Rebuttal Testimony in 9 

this proceeding? 10 

A. Yes. 11 

Q3. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 12 

A. The purpose of my Rebuttal Testimony is to respond to the Rebuttal Testimony of Dynegy 13 

Midwest Generation ("DMG") witness Gregory Mason. 14 

II. Response to DMG Witness Mr. Gregory Mason 15 

Q4. DMG Witness Mason (page 4) states that "This is the proceeding to determine how 16 

and on what conditions AmerenIP should be permitted to proceed with the 17 

expansion and modification of the transmission substation." Do you agree with that 18 

statement? 19 

A. No.  This is a proceeding to determine whether AmerenIP and Ameren Illinois 20 

Transmission Company should be granted a certificate of pubic convenience and necessity 21 

to construct three new transmission lines in four counties in Illinois. I am advised by 22 

counsel that this particular DMG issue is not properly before the Commission. 23 
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Q5. Mr. Mason expresses a concern that expansion of its Baldwin Plant substation would 24 

adversely impact the existing contractor parking lot and Baldwin Plant's operations.  25 

What is your response? 26 

A. AmerenIP is well aware of the parking lot issues referenced by Mr. Mason, and AmerenIP 27 

representatives have met on-site with Dynegy representatives regarding this and other 28 

issues.  AmerenIP's intent is to reach a mutually agreed solution to the parking lot problem 29 

posed by the planned substation expansion within the context of accepted business 30 

practices.  Such a solution could be an engineering solution, a financial solution or a 31 

combination of both.  Data for finalizing proposed solutions is not yet complete. Upon 32 

completion, AmerenIP will again contact DMG representatives to discuss resolution of the 33 

problem.  As a result, the condition that Mr. Mason proposes on page 4 regarding 34 

minimizing the impact of the substation expansion is unnecessary. 35 

Q6. Are DMG's concerns about the Easement Agreement relevant to the issues before 36 

the Commission in this case? 37 

A. No.  AmerenIP has stated that it will abide by the Easement Agreement.  It appears then  38 

DMG's main concern, as Mr. Mason states on page 6, is that AmerenIP has an incorrect 39 

view of the scope of the Easement Agreement.  However, the interpretation of the 40 

Easement Agreement, or the enforcement of private property rights between DMG and 41 

AmerenIP, is not something of concern to the Commission in this proceeding. Once more 42 

I am advised by counsel that DMG’s relief, if any, is in the circuit court. 43 

Q7. Does AmerenIP agree with DMG's interpretation of the Easement Agreement? 44 

A. No.  AmerenIP's position with regard to the Easement Agreement  remains as set out in 45 

my Rebuttal Testimony.  However, as I stated above and in my Rebuttal Testimony, 46 

AmerenIP believes that it is not appropriate for DMG to ask the Commission to rule on 47 
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this specific contractual matter and interpret the Easement Agreement.  The disagreement 48 

should be resolved outside the context of this proceeding. 49 

Q8. Does this conclude your Surrebuttal Testimony? 50 

A. Yes. 51 

 52 


