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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
ILLINOIS POWER COMPANY d/b/a   ) 
AmerenIP, and      ) 
        ) 
AMEREN ILLINOIS TRANSMISSION    )    Docket No. 06-0179 
COMPANY       ) 
        ) 
Petition for (i) a Certificate of Public    ) 
Convenience, 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 line 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 of an ) 
Agreement between affiliated interests; and  ) 
(v) other relief as may be necessary   ) 
 

REPLY BRIEF OF  
BALDWIN / STRINGTOWN INTERVENORS  

 
 Intervening Land Owners, Phyllis J. Bixby, Virgil & Rosalie Chandler, Earl 
Falkenhain, Trustee, William C. Hogan, Trustee, Elisa C. Kloepper, Karnal C. & 
Elizabeth A. Phegley, Roger Roscow, Marvin Rosenberg, Trustee, Evelyn 
Schwartzkopf, Harry P. Wetzel, Ronald H. Wirth, and Omer H. Liefer (hereinafter 
"Baldwin/ Stringtown Intervenors"), by and through their attorney, Paul J. Evans, 
hereby file their Reply Brief in the above-captioned proceedings.   
 
 Intervenors again respond solely to the location of the Green Route east 
of the Kaskaskia River.   
 
 Petitioner, in its Initial Brief, raised several arguments.  First, at pages 11 
& 12, they raised the argument of "lowest cost".  Intervenors refer to and adopt 
that argument raised by Staff in its Initial Brief, that the statutory requirement of 
"least cost" does not always mean "lowest" cost.  This is even admitted by the 
Petitioner's own witness, (Ameren IP Exhibit 14.0, Page 2).  Although Petitioner 
speaks in terms of benefits/detriment analysis, Petitioner's Brief focuses on the 
lowest dollar cost as its justification.   
 
 At page 12 of Petitioner's Brief, it lists the disadvantages of the Red 
Route, and attempts to give the impression that these far outweigh the 
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advantages, which they plainly admit include avoiding the incorporated 
community of Baldwin.  However, the disadvantages they cite are all west of the 
Kaskaskia River.  By its own arguments in their own Brief, if the Commission 
looks at the segment east of the Kaskaskia River, the Red Route is preferable.  
Petitioner continuously seeks to diminish the claims of the Baldwin/Stringtown 
Intervenors, by referring to only five affected land owners.  There are twelve 
affected land owners, and these twelve constitute the vast majority of all lands 
affected by this segment of the route, and all twelve have testified as to their 
harm.     
 
 Petitioner also raised the argument about the impact upon the projects' 
completion schedule if the alternate Red Route was selected (at page 25 of their 
Brief).  However, the supporting testimony it references is merely conclusionary 
statements of the witness.  The only fact is that nineteen additional structures are 
required, with these structures being single pole type construction.  Although 
Intervenors do not even attempt the argument that there are no additional costs 
involved, no factual testimony has been presented as to specific cost or time 
impacts upon a construction schedule.     
 
 Another argument Petitioner raises is the avoidance of the interference of 
growth for the community of Baldwin by going to the west of the Village and not 
around it to the east.  Intervenors addressed this in their Initial Brief (at page 13-
14).  However, Petitioner has already testified that "Ameren does not feel that 
transmission lines prevent community growth".  (Ameren IP Exhibit 9.0, page 10, 
line 222).  Intervenors' arguments are based upon real and present harm to 
existing property interests.  Their homes and buildings are already present.  Even 
if not within two hundred feet of the line, other intervenors still have structures 
closer to the line than other owners along the Red Route.  Intervenors damages 
are not conjectural, based upon what may or may not happen, but are based 
upon present reality.    
 
 Petitioners cites to a Position Statement by Intervenor Guebert.  However, 
when actually looking at the specific statement Guebert made pertaining to future 
speculative growth on the east side of Baldwin due to the presence of the new 
shooting complex five miles to the east, Guebert stated, "Whether or not anything 
happens, remains to be seen."  (Guebert Position Statement page 2).  Guebert 
also has a vested interest in personal financial gain by future land speculation, 
whereas the Intervenors are protecting their current homestead interests.  The 
one non-interested party in this case, ICC Staff member Linckenback, has opined 
in favor of the Red Route.   
 
 Petitioner advances an environmental concern as a basis for objecting to 
the Red Route.  Petitioner has a simple statement that "erosion levels in sections 
28, 27, and 26 are higher".  Interestingly, when Petitioner needs to cite specific 
dollar or percentage costs, it is quite able to do so.  Here, there is no supporting 
documentation as to just how much more erosion might be encountered, whether 
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a little bit higher, or a lot higher.  Intervenors argue that Petitioner's silence, other 
than this one sentence, suggests the relative percentage costs are not that much 
higher.  Such an argument based upon lack of evidence is valid, given that 
Petitioner has asserted the same type of argument in claiming that Staff witness 
Linckenback has failed to provide evidence that growth east of Baldwin would not 
take place. 
 
 Petitioners argue in their Initial Brief that their comprehensive study 
accounts for the proximity of residences in the route selection (Page 35) and that 
their proposal harms the least amount of residences.  However, Petitioners have 
to hide behind the statistics of the entire route to claim this justification, and not 
just the segment east of the Kaskaskia River, for which they cannot justify the 
proximity to residences.  Petitioners continue to rely firmly upon their original 
route studies in its insistence on using the Green Route as one entire whole, not 
capable of being changed by information later developed or identified afterwards.  
This contradicts Petitioner's actual behavior in which it changed the western edge 
of the Green Route due to environmental concerns, such change being made 
after the Petition was filed.  Petitioner also puts great reliance upon an attempt to 
justify their change from the original route east of Baldwin to accommodate 
concerns that had been expressed.  Petitioner does not explain its rationale for 
addressing some concerns that have been expressed, but not in the form of 
official arguments and appearance before this Commission, while at the same 
time, completely ignoring and discounting the arguments and concerns raised by 
Intervenors, raised not only informally, but through formal argument and 
appearance before the Commission.     
 
 Intervenors believe that the detriment caused by the Green Route, for the 
segment from Baldwin to the Kaskaskia River, outweighs any benefits, and 
therefore the alternate Red Route to the east of the Village of Baldwin and 
thence west to the Kaskaskia River, should be the required location.   
 
 
Dated:  January 8, 2007    Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
       Baldwin / Stringtown Intervenors 
 
       By: s/Paul J.  Evans                 . 
       Paul J. Evans 
       Attorney at Law 
       6 Eagle Center, Suite 
       O'Fallon, IL  62269 
       618-628-9092 
       Fax: 618-628-9823 
       evanslaw@apci.net 


