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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 
Illinois Power Company  : 
d/b/a AmerenIP and Ameren :        
Illinois Transmission Company : Docket No. 06-0179  
     : 
     : 
Petition for (i) a Certificate of  :  
Public Convenience and Necessity: 
Pursuant to Section 8-406(a) of  : 
The Public Utilities Act; (ii) a   : 
Certificate of Public Convenience : 
And Necessity, pursuant to   : 
Section 8-406 of the Public  : 
Utilities Act, authorizing   : 
Construction, operation and  : 
Maintenance of new 345,000 : 
Volt electric lines in Monroe,  : 
Randolph, St. Clair, and   : 
Washington Counties, Illinois; : 
(iii) an order pursuant to Section : 
8-503 of the Public Utilities Act : 
Approving construction of new : 
Transmission facilities; (iv)   : 
Approval between affiliated   : 
Interests; and (v) other relief as : 
May be necessary.   : 
 
 

REPLY BRIEF OF THE STAFF OF 
THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
 Pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.800, Staff of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission (“Staff”), by and through its attorney, hereby files its Reply Brief responding 

to the Initial Brief filed by Illinois Power Company, d/b/a Ameren IP (“AmerenIP” or the 

“Company”) and Ameren Illinois Transmission Company (“Ameren Transco”) (together 

“Petitioners” or “Ameren”) Initial Brief (“Ameren IB”), in the above-captioned proceeding. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

As discussed below, the Ameren IB has not dissuaded Staff from its position that 

the alternative line route proposed by Staff in the vicinity of the Village of Baldwin 

(“Baldwin”) is most consistent with the least-cost requirement of Section 8-406(b)(1) of 

the Public Utilities Act (“PUA”) (220 ILCS 5/8-406(b)(1)) and with a consideration of the 

overall costs and benefits of the line route.  Therefore, Staff recommends that the Staff 

alternative should be adopted by the Commission.  In addition, Staff continues to be of 

the opinion that AmerenIP is capable of financing the project alone without adverse 

financial consequences.  Staff continues to advocate that the Commission deny the 

requested Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) to Ameren 

Transco.  Staff’s response to the Company’s Initial Brief is set out below.    

II. ARGUMENT 

A. Baldwin Line Route 
 

The Petitioners claim that the proposed primary routes best balance the impacts 

to private property and environmentally sensitive areas with cost efficiency 

consideration.  (Ameren IB, p. 11)  The Petitioners argue that Staff proposed alternative 

route around the east side of the Village of Baldwin does not represent the best or most 

cost-efficient route for the Baldwin-Rush Line.  (Ameren IB, p. 24)  Staff agrees that the 

alternative route Staff is proposing will increase the cost of the project by approximately 

$3.79 million but disagrees with Ameren’s opinion that the primary route provides the 

best balance of impacts on private property and environmentally sensitive areas with 

cost efficiency consideration and that the Staff proposed alternative route is not better or 
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cost-efficient.  Rerouting the proposed transmission line away from the Village of 

Baldwin and existing homes, in compliance Ameren’s own line routing criteria is 

consistent with a consideration of overall costs and benefits of the line route and with 

the least-cost requirement of Section 8-406(b) of the Act and should approved by the 

Commission.  (Staff IB, p. 6-10) 

1. Least Cost 
 

Petitioners state that Staff’s proposed reroute does not represent the best or 

most cost-efficient route.  (Ameren IB, p. 24)  Staff in its Initial Brief summarized the 

reasons detailed in direct and rebuttal testimony for supporting the alternative route.  

These reasons are: (1) significantly less impact to the households near the line routes 

(zero homes within 500 feet of the transmission lines as opposed to 5 homes in within 

300 feet of the transmission lines on the Petitioners’ proposed route), (2) the AmerenIP 

proposed route passes through the west side of the Village of Baldwin city limits, 

whereas the Staff proposed route is approximately one-half mile east of the populated 

area, and (3) Staff’s proposed alternative route is more consistent with AmerenIP’s 

route selection process than the route proposed by AmerenIP. (Staff IB, p. 8)  The 

Petitioners did not dispute any of these facts in its Initial Brief.  Unless the line route is a 

straight line from beginning to ending points the least cost route will not be the lowest 

cost route.  Ameren is not proposing to follow a straight line route for the Baldwin-Rush 

Line but instead used a route selection process that attempted to balance the impacts to 

private property and environmentally sensitive areas with costs to develop a line route.  

(Ameren IB, pp. 35-36)  Ameren did not follow its own routing study criteria in the 

vicinity of the Village of Baldwin when selecting its proposed route and the route being 
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proposed by Staff better follows Ameren’s routing criteria.  (Staff Ex. 5.0, pp. 8-9 and 

Staff IB, pp. 8-9) 

2. Future Development 
 

Petitioners stated that Staff believes that the World Shooting and Recreation 

Complex (“WSRC”) will not bring the amount of commercial business to the area that 

the Petitioners feel it will.  (Ameren IB, p.25)  That statement is incorrect.  What Staff did 

state is that it is speculation to state how much, when, or where commercial growth on 

the east side of Baldwin will occur due to the WSRC.  (Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 4)  Staff witness, 

Mr. Linkenback, did not attempt to “provide evidence that future community growth, and 

in particular commercial growth, would not be to the east” (Ameren IB, p. 26).  There is 

no reliable evidence in the record as to what growth or particularly commercial growth 

will take place around Baldwin.  Several witnesses speculated as to growth that would 

or would not (See Guebert, p. 2, Phegley Ex. 1, line 56, Kloepper Ex. 1, lines 51-57, 

Liefer Ex. 1, lines 61-67 and 126-133, and Roscow Ex. 1, lines 47-56)  Mr. Linkenback 

took the position that future growth was speculative and that the route should be 

determined based upon actual facts in the record.  (Staff Ex. 5.0, pp. 5-6)  What is clear 

from the record is that the line as proposed by Petitioners would pass within 300 feet of 

five dwellings and within 200 feet of two dwellings, whereas there would be no dwellings 

within 300 feet and no dwellings within 500 feet of the Staff proposed route.  (Staff Ex. 

1.0, p. 19 and Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 7)   

3. Public Concerns 
 

Staff does not dispute that the Petitioners “made a good faith effort to address 

the public concerns that it understood the residents of Baldwin to have by routing the 
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line to the west side of town” (Ameren IB, p. 26).  Staff does contest that the Petitioners’ 

good faith is in “contrast” (Id.) to Staff’s position.  Despite Petitioners’ good faith, Staff 

was unable to discover any evidence to support the “public concerns” referenced.  Staff 

issued data requests to Baldwin only to discover that it “... does not endorse either route 

and would prefer the line be further from the Village”.  (Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 3) In response to 

another data request, Baldwin indicated that there is room for expansion of the existing 

water treatment plant. (See Id., at 5)  While the Petitioners may have drafted the route 

in response to what it perceived as legitimate concerns on the part of Baldwin and its 

residents, Staff was unable to verify these concerns. To support its position, the 

Petitioners also relied upon intervener Mr. Jeffery Guebert’s statement that he expected 

development to extend east of Baldwin to the WSRC.  (Ameren IB, p. 25)  However, as 

clarification, Mr. Guebert also stated, “Whether or not anything happens remains to be 

seen.”  (Guebert Statement of Position, p. 2)  Mr. Guebert’s opinion is based on 

speculation and this speculation is counter-balanced by other witnesses, cited above, 

who opined that development has been and will be to the west of Baldwin.   

Staff found that all the past (known) growth has been to the west of Baldwin and 

no growth has occurred to the east of the village.  (Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 8)  The Petitioner’s 

complaint that Staff has not provided any evidence that growth will not occur to the east 

of Baldwin can be reversed by saying likewise, the Petitioners have not provided any 

evidence that growth will occur to the east of Baldwin.   

The Petitioners stated that the affected portion of agricultural cropland for the two 

routes, Ameren and Staff, would be 61.1 acres versus 121.3 acres.  (Ameren IB, p. 26)  

These figures were provided in surrebuttal testimony.  They represent the total area of 
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the easements under the lines; not the land taken out of production by the transmission 

lines.  Ameren has stated that approximately 19 additional single pole structures and 

supports would be needed if the Commission approves the alternative route.  (Ameren 

Ex. 14.0, p. 2)  According to Ameren Ex. 3.6, each of the 19 structures would have a 

foundation approximately eight feet in diameter. 

Petitioners concluded a discussion on properly accounting for proximity of 

residences by stating:  “[t]hus it is clear that Petitioners made a serious effort to 

minimize the number of residences in proximity to the route.”  (Ameren IB, p. 36)  Based 

on the information available, Staff does not believe in the vicinity of the Village of 

Baldwin that Ameren did indeed make a serious effort to minimize the number of 

residences in proximity to the route.  Staff’s recommended alternative route corrects 

that oversight. 

B. Financing 
 

One of the determinations the Commission must make under Section 8-406(b) of 

the PUA, is that the utility has demonstrated that the utility is capable of financing the 

proposed construction without significant adverse financial consequences for the utility 

or its customers.  (See 220 ILCS 5/8-406(b)(3))  There is no disagreement between 

Petitioners and Staff about how the financing would work, i.e., that Prairie State 

Generating Company , LLC (“Prairie State”) will pay for the total cost of the Project up 

front and will be repaid with interest, beginning when the project goes into service.  

Petitioners and Staff concur that, in this docket, a downgrade of AmerenIP’s credit 

ratings to sub-investment grade would be a significant adverse financial consequence.  

(See Ameren IB, p. 17)  The Petitioners and Staff disagree about whether financing the 
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Project would cause AmerenIP’s credit ratings to be down-graded to sub-investment 

grade if AmerenIP financed 100% of the Project.   

1. Ameren’s Analysis 
 

Although AmerenIP states “it had very real concerns about its ability to financially 

undertake the Project” (Ameren IB, p. 16), it failed to offer any substantive analysis or 

provide any substantive critique of the analysis that was provided by Mr. Hardas.  In 

both its case in chief and in its Initial Brief, AmerenIP makes dramatic, but non-

substantive comments about Staff’s position, e.g., ”Mr. Hardas’ recommendation is 

highly irresponsible...” (AmerenIP Ex. 11., p. 1), “it is at odds with reality” (Id., p. 2), 

“Staff is willing to gamble that things will turn out all right..” (Ameren IB, p. 16), “... is at 

odds with reality and is more hope than analysis...” (Ameren IB, p. 19).  While these 

comments add interest to an otherwise dry subject, they provide no basis upon which 

the Commission may rely when determining whether or not AmerenIP is capable of 

financing the Project without significant adverse financial consequences.  This is, after 

all, a regulatory proceeding wherein the Commission must make substantive findings 

based upon the facts and in conformance with statutory requirements.  The Petitioners 

bear the burden of proof in this proceeding.1   

However, rather than providing a substantive analysis, AmerenIP has chosen to 

pontificate and dramatize.  Although Ameren argues that Mr. Nickloy explained his 

conclusions (Ameren IB, p. 16-17), a review of the record reveals that his testimony 

consists of conclusory statements rather than analysis.   

                                            
1 “...The Commission shall determine that proposed construction will promote the public 

convenience and necessity only if the utility demonstrates: ...” (220 ILCS5/8-406(b)) 
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Mr. Nickloy referenced AmerenIP’s rating of Baa2 from Moody’s, stated that it 

was only two notches above sub-investment grade, and concluded categorically that  

AmerenIP cannot meet the statutory test of Section 8-406 [of the PUA] ... 
because [AmerenIP] will receive no incremental cash flows by which to 
cover or offset the debt incurred for construction of the Project, among 
other cash flow challenges.  (AmerenIP Ex. 4.0, p. 4) 
 

Mr. Nickloy then concluded that he “would consider a downgrade of AmerenIP’s credit 

ratings to be both a significant and an adverse impact on AmerenIP.”  (Id.)  These 

conclusions are not accompanied with an explanation of his analysis.   

2. Staff’s Analysis 
 
 Mr. Hardas did present the basis for his conclusion that AmerenIP is capable of 

financing 100% of the Project.  He began his analysis by comparing the cost of 100% of 

the Project with AmerenIP’s existing assets and revenue.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 3)   He 

stated that is a typical comparison, which the Commission has accepted for other 

certificate cases.  (TR., p. 188)  Mr. Hardas testified that the resulting ratios, on a stand-

alone basis, did not indicate that there would be a significant adverse affect.  (Id.)  Mr. 

Hardas stated that the estimated cost of the Project is small in comparison to 

AmerenIP’s total utility plant and revenue for electric operations.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, p. 4)   

Mr. Hardas went further.  He requested and presented AmerenIP’s own 

projection of its cash flow ratios adjusted to include the effect of AmerenIP financing 

100% of the Project.  In his direct testimony, Mr. Hardas concluded that the funds from 

operations interest coverage ratio and the funds from operations to total debt ratio were 

within the benchmark range for S&P’s A and BBB credit rating.  (Staff Ex. 2.0, pp. 4-5)  

In response to pending legislation that would extend a retail electric rate freeze an 

additional three years, S&P downgraded AmerenIP’s credit rating from BBB+ to BBB- 
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and its business profile from “4” to “8” after Staff filed its direct testimony.  (Staff Ex. 6.0, 

p. 3)  Mr. Hardas then updated his analysis to reflect AmerenIP’s lower business profile 

score.  (Id., pp. 4-5)  Mr. Hardas determined that although the calculations demonstrate 

that the Project debt would result in small declines in its financial ratios, AmerenIP’s 

ratios remained in the same credit rating range for the funds from operations interest 

coverage ratio and funds from operations to total debt ratio.  (Id., p. 4) Therefore Mr. 

Hardas concluded that even with the recent downgrade, AmerenIP is capable of 

financing the Project without significant adverse financial consequences for the utility or 

its customers. (Id.)   

3. Ameren’s Criticisms 
 

Although the Petitioners vehemently disagreed with Mr. Hardas, AmerenIP failed 

to provide any analysis to support its hypothesis that AmerenIP is not capable of 

financing the Project without significant adverse financial consequences.  Rather than 

offer any substantive analysis to discredit Mr. Hardas’ conclusion that AmerenIP could 

finance the Project alone, Ameren provides 3 reasons why Mr. Hardas’ reasoning is 

“off-base”.  (Ameren IB, p. 20)   

First, Ameren argues that Mr. Hardas presumes that AmerenIP is starting from a 

position of credit strength: although, AmerenIP’s financial credit ratings had been 

severely weakened in the recent past.  (Id.)  To support this Ameren points to the 

downgrade that occurred subsequent to the filing of Staff direct testimony.   

Second, Ameren states that “by definition AmerenIP’s key financial metrics would 

be harmed by the incremental capital expenditures and debt (without offsetting 

incremental cash flow) associated with financing and constructing 100% of the Project.”  
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(Id.)  Ameren complains that Mr. Hardas’ analysis was based solely upon S&P’s ratio 

guidelines and had not addressed the effect at Moody’s.  Although in both brief and 

testimony, Ameren states “[t]hese guidelines are not helpful or instructive in attempting 

to presuppose any ratings result or lack of result, at Moody’s” (Id. And AmerenIP Ex. 

11.0, p. 4) Ameren failed to provide any analysis to show what the effect would be at 

Moody’s.   

Finally, Ameren postulates that there is no reason to believe that the rating 

agencies would treat the debt associated with the Project any differently from 

conventional debt.  (Ameren IB, p. 21)  Ameren complains that Mr. Hardas cites no 

statements from rating agencies or provides examples where any such distinction was 

made.  However, again, Ameren itself failed to provide support for Mr. Nickloy’s opinion 

that rate agencies would not make such a distinction.  In sum, although Ameren 

provided a conclusory opinion about the effect financing the Project would have on 

AmerenIP, Ameren failed to provide any substantive basis for this opinion.  Ameren 

challenged Staff’s conclusions but did not offer any support for its criticisms.    

4. Possible Downgrade 
 

Ameren places emphasis on the fact that AmerenIP’s ratings are under review 

for possible downgrade and are under negative credit watch.  (Ameren IB, p. 20)  It 

states that any further weakening of its financial condition could produce a sub-

investment grade rating.  (Id.)  As discussed above, Staff considered the recent 

downgrade and the possibility of a further downgrade in its analysis.  However, the 

record is clear that the potential for another downgrade relates solely to the potential for 

legislation mandating an electric rate freeze extension for up to three years.  (Staff Ex. 
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6.0, p. 3, and Staff Ex. 6.1)  A Section 8-406(b)(3) analysis is focused solely on whether 

or not AmerenIP is capable of financing the proposed construction without significant 

adverse financial consequences for the utility or its customers.   

It is relevant to consider whether the recent rating downgrade and the adjusted 

financial ratios based upon the financing of the Project would cause significant adverse 

financial consequences.  Mr. Hardas included those considerations in his analysis.  

(See Staff Ex. 6.0, pp. 4-5)  Having considered the adjusted financial ratios, Mr. Hardas 

continued to conclude that AmerenIP is capable of financing 100% of the Project 

without significant adverse financial consequences.2    

During construction, the Project will cause no cash flow impacts. The Project will 

be financed through advances. (Staff Ex. 6.0, p. 2) The Project will not require 

AmerenIP to devote a single dollar of its cash flow to repaying the Project debt principal 

and interest until the Project is in service generating its own cash flow.  Further, once 

the Project is in service it will have a positive effect on AmerenIP’s cash flow.  From 

2009 to 2015, AmerenIP forecasts average annual Project revenue of $15.4 million, 

which exceeds the $8.3 million annual repayment, through transmission credits, to 

Prairie State.  (Id., pp. 2-3)   Thus, AmerenIP forecasts that the Project would have a 

positive affect on its cash flow.   

Ameren has devoted considerable effort in its discussion of the ramifications of a 

downgrade of AmerenIP’s credit ratings.  (See Ameren IB, pp. 17-18)  Staff has not 

contested any of Ameren’s assertions in this regard.  However, the discussion of the 

ramifications of a downgrade is misplaced when there is no substantive evidence in the 

                                            
2 Given that the recent downgrade was solely caused by the potential for the legislated rate 

freeze, it should be noted that Staff’s direct testimony analysis examines the effect of the Project on 
AmerenIP’s S&P credit ratings absent the potential for a rate freeze. (Staff Ex. 2.0, pp. 4-5)   
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record that there will be a downgrade.   Ameren focuses on its message of gloom and 

doom and the adverse affects from a potential downgrade.  But Ameren has neglected 

to provide an analysis to support its theory that a downgrade is likely.  Staff has 

provided an analysis, which soundly rebuts Ameren’s theory.  Ameren has put the cart 

before the horse by focusing on the affects of a downgrade when the record 

demonstrates that the financing of the Project will not result in a downgrade of 

AmerenIP’s credit rating. 

4. Transco 
Ameren does not contest Staff’s position that Ameren Transco’s current financial 

ratios are nonexistent and would be much weaker than financial ratios for AmerenIP.  

(See Staff Ex. 6.0, pp. 6-7)  Ameren claims there are no consequences for the 

weakening of Ameren Transco’s financial position.  (Ameren IB, p. 22)  Yet once again, 

Ameren fails to provide anything beyond conclusory statements.  There is no reason to 

believe that there would be different adverse consequences for a downgrade to Transco 

then there would be for any other entity.  (TR., p. 202) 

5. Guarantee 
Finally, Ameren makes a statement that Staff “... cannot conclude nor guarantee 

that significant adverse financial consequences would not result.”  (Ameren IB, p. 22)  

The reference to a guarantee is misplaced.  This is a regulatory proceeding; Staff 

provides expert testimony for the Commission’s consideration.  Neither Staff nor any 

other expert witness providing testimony at the Commission functions as a guarantor.   

Nevertheless, the absence of a guarantor should not dissuade the Commission from 

basing its decision on the weight of the evidence before it and concluding that 
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AmerenIP is capable of financing construction of the project without significant adverse 

consequences for either AmerenIP or its customers.   

Moreover, if the mere presence of this project debt on AmerenIP’s balance sheet 

were to have significant adverse consequences for AmerenIP or its customers, as 

Ameren alleges, then it follows that transferring that debt (along with the project assets) 

to another entity would reverse those adverse consequences.  Therefore, should 

AmerenIP become incapable of constructing the project without significant adverse 

consequences for either AmerenIP or its customers, (for whatever reason) Ameren 

could return to the Commission with evidence of such significant adverse consequences 

and request permission to transfer a portion of the project and the project debt to 

Transco.  Denying Transco a certificate in this proceeding is not irreversible.   

C.     Public Policy Concerns  
 

Amid all the claims that Ameren makes in its Initial Brief, it neglects to consider 

Staff’s key, in a sense limited, logic.  First, Staff concludes, in Mr. Hardas’ testimony, 

that Ameren in no way supported its conclusion that the added debt was likely to 

significantly impair AmerenIP and raise its costs.  Therefore as Dr. Rearden testifies, in 

this case, Staff is unable to conclude that granting the certificate to Ameren Transco 

provides any benefits to ratepayers.  Finally, Staff also finds that this same action 

generates a risk that either monitoring costs will increase or affiliate abuse will raise 

costs to ratepayers.  The reasonably simple conclusion in this docket is that ratepayers 

are not better off with the certificate granted to Ameren Transco. 
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1. Commission Budget 
 

However, rather than address Staff’s logic, Ameren instead brings in several 

unrelated points that do not bolster its case in this docket, however interesting it may 

find them.  For example, it notes that while ICC head counts have decreased 

dramatically, budget appropriations have increased, which Ameren speculates indicates 

increased efficiency and productivity. (Ameren IB, pp. 29-30)  Regardless how much 

surprise and curiosity is raised by Ameren’s assertion that budget appropriations 

indicate the cost per Commission employee has risen by $16,927 per employee 

annually3 from 2003 to 2006, (Id.), it is irrelevant. An increase, or not, in Commission 

budget appropriations does not address the social cost or benefit of creating a new, 

unnecessary utility. Similarly, while the Staff welcomes tariff consolidation within the 

Ameren family as having several benefits, it should not be treated, in this docket, as 

creating ‘headroom’ for other changes which are unnecessary and have the opposite 

effect.   

2. Monitoring 
 

Ameren argues that Ameren Transco may not require as much monitoring as 

AmerenIP. (Ameren IB, p. 30) This expectation is quite appropriate as the asset base 

for Ameren Transco is magnitudes of degree smaller than AmerenIP.    But, again, the 

magnitude of monitoring does not address Staff’s position in this docket: there is no 

need for Ameren Transco to finance the Project and there are social costs with the 

creation of Ameren Transco; therefore, the social costs outweigh the social benefits and 

Ameren Transco should not be granted a CPCN. Ameren has not rebutted Staff’s 
                                            

3 Disappointingly Ameren did not inform the record as to where this money is being spent. 
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fundamental point; the fact remains that Ameren Transco will require some monitoring.  

In the absence of any social benefit, and as long as the risk of additional ratepayer 

costs loom, it is not in the public interest to grant the CPCN to Ameren Transco.  

3. Joint Operating Agreement 
 

Similarly, the reporting called for under the Joint Operating Agreement (“JOA”) is 

better than no reporting at all, Staff retains its view that no CPCN for the affiliate is the 

better alternative.  Monitoring is monitoring, even if it’s not as expensive or difficult as it 

could be. Similarly, while Ameren may view the risk for affiliate abuse to be small, Staff 

remains adamant that the potential still exists for transactions that imprudently raise 

ratepayers’ costs.  The difference between many affiliates that holding companies 

create and this particular one is that Ameren Transco is a utility.  Requiring a CPCN, a 

new affiliate utility is subject to Commission approval.  Staff recommends against 

granting a CPCN to Ameren Transco. 

D. Miscellaneous 
 
 Within its argument regarding the need for Ameren Transco to finance the 

Project, Ameren states “... we think it important to note that Staff never considered the 

importance of completing the generating project to Illinois consumers.”  (Ameren IB, p. 

16)  In support of the statement, Ameren cites to Mr. Hardas’ testimony that “he did not 

take the desirability of adding new generation facilities into account in any respect in 

developing his analysis, and he was not aware of any position taken by the Staff on this 

issue.”  (Ameren IB, p. 16)  The argument is mystifying.  It is true that Staff’s financial 

analysis did not include a consideration of the “importance of completing the generating 

project to Illinois consumers” (Id.).  There is no evidence in the record that such a 
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consideration would be appropriate in a financial analysis.  Indeed Staff finds the 

implication baffling.   

The “importance of completing the generating project to Illinois consumers” (Id.) 

would more appropriately be considered under Section 8-406(b)(1).  Staff clearly 

provided a Section 8-406(b)(1) analysis.  Staff testified that Project is necessary (Staff 

Ex. 1.0, p. 8) and that there is no alternative means of satisfying the needs of Prairie 

State (Id., p. 13).  Thus, Staff did consider “... the importance of completing the 

generating project to Illinois consumers”  (Ameren IB, p. 16) in a manner appropriate to 

its Section 8-406(b) analysis.    

 

III. CONCLUSION 
 
 WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Staff of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission respectfully requests that Commission issue a Certificate of Convenience 

and Necessity as requested to AmerenIP and adopt Staff’s recommendations in its 

Order in this matter. 

       Respectfully submitted,    
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