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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET NO. 12-_______ 2 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DONELL MURPHY 3 

Submitted On Behalf Of 4 

Ameren Illinois 5 

I. INTRODUCTION AND WITNESS QUALIFICATION 6 

Q. Please state your name, business address and present position. 7 

A. My name is Donell Murphy.  I am a Partner with Environmental Resources 8 

Management (ERM), located at 1701 Golf Road, Suite 1-1000, Rolling Meadows, 9 

Illinois. 10 

Q. Please summarize your educational background and professional 11 

experience? 12 

A. I have a B.S. degree in Forest Biology and Geographical Information Science from 13 

Colorado State University.  I have been with ERM since August 2010.  I was previously 14 

with Natural Resource Group, Arcadis, Greystone Environmental Consultants (acquired 15 

by Arcadis), and the U.S. Forest Service over the past eleven years.  I have worked 16 

exclusively on power generation and linear facility siting projects.  I have performed both 17 

technical and overall management services on siting projects throughout the Midwest and 18 

western United States, having been directly responsible for leading the siting efforts or 19 

feasibility studies of more than a thousand miles of other linear facilities in addition to 20 

this project.  The stakeholder and public involvement efforts associated with these 21 

projects extended over multiple years and involved outreach to hundreds of thousands.  22 
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The approach that has been undertaken for the Brokaw to South Bloomington 23 

Transmission Line Project is similar to the processes utilized for other projects of which I 24 

have managed or supported.  I have held previous positions managing business 25 

operations, projects, and staff.   26 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities in your present position? 27 

A. My primary duties and responsibilities include managing or overseeing various 28 

projects.  Additionally, I manage a team of environmental professionals located in 29 

multiple offices across the Midwest.  30 

II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE 31 

Q. Are you familiar with the Petition filed by Ameren Illinois Company (“AIC” 32 

or “Petitioner”) in this proceeding? 33 

A. Yes.  AIC is seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 34 

(“Certificate”) authorizing it to construct a 345 kV electric transmission line (the 35 

“Transmission Line”) in an area southeast of Bloomington, Illinois, connecting the 36 

Brokaw and South Bloomington substations, as shown on Exhibit 4.1.  Substation 37 

modifications at the Brokaw and South Bloomington Substations (which, together with 38 

the Transmission Line, constitute the “Project”) will also be required. 39 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in support of this Petition? 40 

A. AIC retained ERM to conduct a route siting analysis for the proposed 41 

Transmission Line and to provide support with respect to the stakeholder engagement and 42 

public involvement process during the development of the Transmission Line Project.  A 43 

compilation of information associated with the route siting analysis is attached as Ameren 44 
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Exhibit 4.2 to my direct testimony.  This compilation of information, also referred to as 45 

the Siting Study, includes a detailed description of the route siting analysis, a baseline 46 

resource assessment, and information pertaining to the stakeholder engagement and 47 

public involvement process.  The purpose of my testimony is to summarize the 48 

methodology used for the route siting analysis and the results of the analysis, discuss the 49 

analysis of environmental and other potential impacts associated with the Project, and 50 

describe the public participation process, workshops and public meetings conducted with 51 

respect to the selection of a primary route for the Transmission Line.  52 

Q. What exhibits are you sponsoring with your testimony? 53 

A. I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 54 

4.1 Map of Proposed Routes  55 

4.2  Siting Study 56 

4.3 Categorized Environmental Siting Criteria 57 

4.4  Route Comparison Summary 58 

4.5 Map of All Routes Considered 59 

4.6 Agency Letters 60 

III. ROUTE SITING ANALYSIS 61 

Q. What approach was implemented for route siting analysis? 62 

A. ERM assisted AIC in facilitating a process in which stakeholder engagement and 63 

public involvement was integrated with route development and selection.  The approach 64 

generally included formal stakeholder engagement; initial emphasis on the need and 65 

benefits of the Project and encouraging the understanding as to how routes would be 66 
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developed and selected; and the early engagement and ongoing involvement of 67 

stakeholders and members of the general public.  The process was initially outlined as 68 

including three milestone phases, or stages, within the overall decision-making process.  69 

These phases included Phase I – Need and Benefits; Phase II – Potential Route 70 

Alternatives; and Phase III – Proposed Routes.  Public meetings were conducted 71 

respective to each stage (Phase I, June 2009; Phase II, August 2009; Phase III, January 72 

2010).   73 

Following the enactment of Section 8-406.1 in July 2010, which added a number 74 

of additional requirements to the approval process for utilities seeking expedited 75 

transmission line Certificates, the Project’s need and previously selected routes were re-76 

evaluated and reaffirmed.  The process of re-evaluating and reaffirming the previously 77 

selected routes to now be included in this Petition included additional stakeholder 78 

engagement and public involvement.  To comply with Section 8-406.1, three public 79 

meetings have been conducted within the six months prior to the filing of this Petition.  80 

For this portion of my testimony, I will focus on the route development and selection 81 

process, otherwise referred to as the route siting analysis.  Ameren Exhibit 4.1, attached 82 

to my direct testimony, depicts the Proposed Routes for the Transmission Line and 83 

clearly distinguishes the Primary Route.  A compilation of information associated with 84 

the route siting analysis is attached as Ameren Exhibit 4.2 to my direct testimony.  This 85 

compilation of information, also referred to as the Siting Study, includes a detailed 86 

description of the route siting analysis, a baseline resource assessment, and information 87 

pertaining to the stakeholder and public involvement process.   88 

Q. Please describe how the route siting analysis was performed. 89 
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A. Generally, the route siting analysis was performed as a methodical funneling 90 

process where the area or scope of study was narrowed with each stage of route 91 

development and selection.  Beginning from the establishment of the Project study area 92 

and the identification of the environmental siting criteria to be utilized, the area of study 93 

was reduced upon progression to the development of potential route alternatives, to the 94 

selection of the Proposed Routes, and ultimately to the selection of the Primary Route.  95 

Route alternatives were developed through a comparative evaluation process which 96 

involved the collective review of existing opportunities, the overall occurrence of 97 

sensitivities along these opportunities, and the priority of affected sensitivities when route 98 

alternatives were otherwise comparable.  The priority of affected sensitivities was derived 99 

from input received from stakeholders, landowners, and other members of the public who 100 

participated in the public process.   101 

Select sensitivities were categorized or prioritized as “high” sensitivities (the 102 

prioritization of the environmental siting criteria is discussed in further detail later).  103 

Following the identification and categorization of the environmental siting criteria, 104 

information and data related to the criteria were collected and compositely mapped.  The 105 

composite mapping demonstrated areas obviously constrained.  These areas, along with 106 

areas hosting potential locations for route siting that would otherwise conflict with the 107 

intended directional orientation of the Project, were removed from consideration.  108 

Localized potential locations similar in directional orientation or functionality for route 109 

siting were comparatively evaluated.  The objective was ultimately to select two routes 110 

(Primary and Alternate) to be carried forward in this Petition as the "Proposed Routes".  111 

The potential route alternatives were comparatively evaluated.  Those route alternatives 112 
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that were identified as having a lesser potential for impact to the various environmental 113 

factors were then carried forward as the Proposed Routes.  The Proposed Routes were 114 

again comparatively evaluated, with the inclusion of cost and constructability 115 

considerations in addition to the environmental siting criteria, to select the Primary 116 

Route.   117 

Q. What siting criteria were identified for the analysis? 118 

A. The siting criteria identified included the environmental siting criteria, 119 

characterized as opportunities and sensitivities.  Other siting criteria, including cost and 120 

constructability considerations, were utilized in later stages of the analysis.  For electric 121 

transmission lines, advantageous siting “opportunities” can be characterized by 122 

corridors with the potential for sharing right-of-way or running alongside existing 123 

facilities, infrastructure, and landscape features.  These features are characterized as 124 

opportunities in that they may be advantageous or more compatible for parallel co-125 

location of a new transmission line. “Sensitivities” can be characterized as those 126 

environmental – human and natural – siting criteria, including point locations, areas, or 127 

features, which are taken into account with regard to routing, construction, or additional 128 

licensing/permitting procedures.  Sensitivities include such things as proximity of the line 129 

to residences, land use classifications, occurrence of wetlands, and stream crossings. 130 

Sensitivity does not imply or necessitate avoidance.  Rather, the occurrence and 131 

characteristics of the opportunities and sensitivities were the basis of comparative 132 

evaluation.   133 

Q. How were the environmental siting criteria identified and prioritized? 134 
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A. ERM compared a list of environmental siting criteria that has been used by ERM 135 

for various other linear facility siting projects to a list of factors that AIC has typically 136 

used on similar projects.  This list included criteria such as various types of land use, 137 

wetlands and waterways, or existing facilities.  The combined list was then presented to 138 

stakeholders and the public for review and concurrence.  Both groups were given the 139 

opportunity to suggest additional criteria, and prioritize the sensitivities.  The number of 140 

times a particular sensitivity was identified as being a priority, divided by the total 141 

number of meeting participants, resulted in a percent value.  The average percent value 142 

for each criterion between the participating stakeholders and collective members of the 143 

public was then calculated.  The environmental siting criteria were categorized as highly 144 

sensitive, moderately sensitive, and least sensitive based on the average percent value.  145 

Higher percent values, such as those reflected for criteria such as airports, archaeological 146 

or historic sites, floodplains, residential use areas, and schools, comprised a majority 147 

consensus.  The categorized criteria resulting from this process are shown on Ameren 148 

Exhibit 4.3 attached to my direct testimony.  149 

Q. Please explain how stakeholder and public input obtained during the public 150 

meetings in 2011 was considered in the process of categorizing the environmental 151 

siting criteria. 152 

A. When public meetings were held in fall 2011, stakeholders and members of the 153 

public who attended the meetings were asked to review the prior categorization of the 154 

environmental siting criteria.   The feedback received suggested no change to how the 155 

environmental criteria had previously been prioritized.   156 
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Q. In addition to the environmental siting considerations, were cost and 157 

constructability considerations taken into account? 158 

A. As previously identified, the environmental siting criteria were used for identifying 159 

and evaluating potential route alternatives.  Upon the selection of potential route 160 

alternatives to be carried forward for the Transmission Line, the environmental 161 

characteristics of each alternative were evaluated in conjunction with cost and 162 

constructability.  Cost considerations generally included the assessment of existing 163 

easements and potential use of these easements, and length of line related to each 164 

alternative.  Constructability considerations generally included the assessment of existing 165 

and available access and preliminary design considerations.  The environmental-related 166 

characteristics of the potential route alternatives were further studied to identify those 167 

alternatives having a lesser potential for environmental (human and natural) impact.  168 

Concurrent with this evaluation, preliminary design considerations (such as structure 169 

height or potential pole placement relative to select existing features) and the presence of 170 

existing access and easements were also evaluated. 171 

Q. What were the results of the route siting analysis? 172 

A. From the route siting analysis, the Proposed Routes emerged as the optimum 173 

locations for the proposed Transmission Line where the potential for environmental 174 

impacts could be reduced or minimized.  Section 8-406.1 requires AIC to identify a 175 

primary route.  The Primary Route was selected as the route having the least potential for 176 

impact, all things considered as discussed herein, among the Proposed Routes.   177 
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Q. Can you further elaborate as to how and why the two Proposed Routes were 178 

selected? 179 

A. Numerous potential route alternatives were identified.  Through a comparative 180 

evaluation process, these route alternatives were narrowed to three predominant route 181 

alternatives:  a northern alternative, central alternative, and southern alternative.  182 

Potential route alternatives west and south of U.S. Highway 150 would likely result in a 183 

greater potential for impact to existing residences.  Other potential route alternatives 184 

served as localized alternatives to portions of the three predominant route alternatives.  In 185 

most cases, localized alternatives removed from consideration would require additional 186 

angle structures or additional length with no particular advantage or benefit in doing so.  187 

Due to various considerations associated with the Central Illinois Regional Airport 188 

(location of airport-owned property, planned expansion of the airport's north-south 189 

runway and associated instrumentation upgrades, and requirements or restrictions 190 

associated with the airport's various air surfaces), potential route alternatives in the north-191 

eastern portion of the study area were limited to a single viable route alternative (which 192 

can otherwise be characterized as the eastern half of the northern route alternative carried 193 

forward).  The location and configuration of parcel lines within the central portion of the 194 

study area and a new school along U.S. Highway 150 resulted in the eastern half of the 195 

central route alternative being common to the northern route.  The western half of the 196 

central route alternative was common to the southern route.  The uncommon portion of 197 

the central route alternative would require significantly more tree clearing and additional 198 

angle structures or placing transmission structures further into one or more agricultural 199 

fields to avoid displacement of an existing residence.  The Proposed Routes, which 200 



Ameren Exhibit 4.0 
Page 10 of 36 

 
collectively include the Primary and Alternate Routes (as depicted on Ameren Exhibit 201 

4.1), provide for the optimum locations for the proposed Transmission Line where the 202 

potential for environmental impacts can be reduced or minimized without incurring 203 

additional length or cost.   204 

Q. Please summarize any key routing considerations. 205 

A. Throughout the process, two routing considerations were consistently raised for 206 

discussion by participants in the process.  These considerations included proximity to 207 

existing residences and proximity to planned or proposed developments (schools, road 208 

extensions, and other developments).  As previously discussed, considerations associated 209 

with the Central Illinois Regional Airport and the locations of other existing utilities also 210 

influenced routing.   211 

Q. Was cost a factor in selecting the Proposed Routes? 212 

A. Yes, as previously indicated, cost was a consideration in selecting the Proposed 213 

Routes. 214 

Q. Please describe the location of the Primary Route. 215 

A. As shown on Ameren Exhibit 4.1, the Primary Route exits the existing Brokaw 216 

Substation to the north-northwest and then extends south (for less than half a mile), 217 

crossing the railroad and existing 69 kV and 138 kV facilities parallel to the railroad, 218 

until diverging to the southwest as it approaches the existing ComEd 345 kV 219 

transmission line.  The Primary Route extends along the existing ComEd 345 kV line for 220 

approximately half a mile, then diverges west for approximately half a mile until 221 

approaching an existing 138 kV transmission line.  The Primary Route extends along the 222 
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existing 138 kV line for just over half a mile, and then diverges north for less than half a 223 

mile to the railroad.  The Primary Route then extends west along the railroad for 224 

approximately two miles.   Approaching U.S. Highway 150, the Primary Route deviates 225 

slightly south to be located on the south side of an existing natural gas facility.   The 226 

Primary Route continues west for approximately 0.25 miles and then diverges northwest 227 

along the west side of the existing railroad corridor.  The Primary Route extends along 228 

the west side of the existing railroad corridor for over half a mile.  Upon crossing Bunn 229 

Street, the Primary Route widens for approximately 0.25 miles (implying that more than 230 

one alignment has been identified) until crossing Veterans Parkway.  AIC has identified 231 

two alternative alignments in this area (as discussed further in the testimony of Mr. 232 

Meier).  While both alignments are buildable, one will ultimately be selected pending 233 

continued engineering and design and coordination with the affected landowners.  Upon 234 

crossing Veterans Parkway, the Primary Route narrows to a single route and continues 235 

north for less than a thousand feet to the existing South Bloomington Substation. 236 

Q. Please describe the location of the Alternate Route. 237 

A. As shown on Ameren Exhibit 4.1, the Alternate Route is common to the Primary 238 

Route (for less than a mile) until the Primary Route diverges west from the existing 239 

ComEd 345 kV transmission line.  The Alternate Route continues paralleling the existing 240 

ComEd 345 kV line for approximately one mile, then diverges west along a property line 241 

for approximately 1.5 miles to Capodice Road.  The Alternate Route then extends 242 

northwest along Capodice Road for approximately two miles.  The Alternate Route is 243 

common to the Primary Route from the location where the Primary Route extends 244 



Ameren Exhibit 4.0 
Page 12 of 36 

 
northwest along the existing railroad corridor (just west of the intersection of Capodice 245 

Road and Rhodes Lane) to the South Bloomington Substation.    246 

Q. Please describe why the Alternate Route was not selected as the preferred 247 

routing alternative. 248 

A. The Alternate Route is approximately one mile longer than the Primary Route, 249 

although the two routes are generally comparable in terms of cost.  However, the 250 

Alternate Route would have a greater potential for impact to existing residences (more 251 

homes occur along the Alternate Route) and would result in additional ground 252 

disturbance as a function of additional length. 253 

Q. How did input from participants in the public process factor into this 254 

conclusion? 255 

A. Participants in the stakeholder working groups and public open houses 256 

collectively prioritized the environmental siting criteria.  The results from each forum 257 

were combined to derive what AIC concluded was the majority consensus.  This 258 

consensus prioritized existing residential use areas as a “high” sensitivity.  Numerous 259 

comment forms reiterated this heightened sensitivity to existing residences.  The public 260 

process is described in further detail in a later portion of my direct testimony. 261 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 262 

Q. Please summarize the approach to identifying and assessing potential 263 

environmental impacts within the route siting analysis. 264 

A. The routing of any electrical transmission line generally involves studying the 265 

potential for displacement of land or land uses and the potential for impacts to the human 266 
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(built) and natural environment that may result from the construction, operation, and 267 

maintenance of the facility.  The evaluation of these potential impacts is based on a 268 

collective assessment of trade-offs associated with affected land uses; perceptions or 269 

values of affected stakeholders, landowners, or other members of the general public; cost 270 

considerations; constructability or other physical considerations; regulatory compliance; 271 

and other environmental considerations.  The routing of the proposed Transmission Line 272 

relied on available data and information relative to the overall study area and typical 273 

industry practices.  These practices involve the evaluation of the potential to parallel 274 

existing rights-of-way and other linear features, such as property or field lines, while also 275 

reducing the potential for impacts to land uses or other environmental features that occur 276 

along these linear corridors. 277 

Q. Please describe the environmental assessment. 278 

A. As previously stated, sensitivities are environmental (human and natural) factors 279 

which are taken into account with regard to physical proximity, regulatory, and 280 

constructability and design considerations.  The proposed Transmission Line has the 281 

potential to affect each of the various sensitivities as it relates to one or more of these 282 

considerations.  The route siting analysis included the assessment of either the number of 283 

times sensitivities occurred, relative to study corridors associated with existing linear 284 

features, or the acres of occurrence of sensitivities within these corridors.  The values of 285 

occurrence relative to two or more study corridors similar in directional orientation and 286 

geographic placement were evaluated in comparison to one another.  They were 287 

evaluated by first comparing the total occurrence of sensitivities, then comparing the 288 

characteristics of the linear features that they occur along, and, in situations where there 289 
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was no significant difference in total occurrence, comparing the occurrence of only those 290 

environmental factors identified as being most sensitive to stakeholder and public 291 

participants.  Then comparing two potential routing corridors, values of greater 292 

occurrence imply a greater potential for impact. For example, if along one corridor the 293 

land use is predominantly agricultural use and along a second corridor the land use is 294 

something other than agricultural use, there would be a greater potential for impact to 295 

agricultural use land along the first corridor.  Or, if along one corridor there is a greater 296 

number of existing residences that occur within immediate proximity of the existing 297 

linear feature being studied for routing than compared to a second corridor, there would 298 

be a greater potential for impact to existing residences along the first corridor.  The 299 

phrase ‘potential for impact’ does not necessarily imply that an impact will occur, nor 300 

does the term ‘impact’ necessarily imply an adverse effect. Impacts resulting from the 301 

proposed Transmission Line will ultimately be dependent on where the line is 302 

constructed, and as it relates to many sensitivities, where poles will be located.  The 303 

results of the comparative evaluation of sensitivities occurring along the Proposed Routes 304 

are provided in Ameren Exhibit 4.4.  Ameren Exhibit 4.5 depicts all route options 305 

considered for the proposed Transmission Line. 306 

Q. Will further analysis be undertaken? 307 

A. Yes.  AIC will continue consultation with the Illinois Department of Natural 308 

Resources and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, seeking their review of the Proposed 309 

Routes to further identify any potential for impacts to protected species or habitats.  310 

Additionally, AIC will continue consultation with the Illinois Historic Preservation 311 

Agency, seeking their review of the Proposed Routes to further identify the potential for 312 
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any impacts to archaeological or historic sites.  Impacts to protected species, protected 313 

habitat, wetlands or waterways, and archaeological and historic sites will be analyzed 314 

following continued agency coordination, and any necessary or required field surveys 315 

specific to the approved route.  AIC will conduct any necessary reviews or assessments 316 

and obtain all required permits or approvals prior to construction. 317 

Q. Are any protected species or habitats known to occur, or have the potential 318 

to occur, within the Project area? 319 

A. Yes.  Information regarding the potential for occurrence of threatened and 320 

endangered species and Illinois Natural Areas Inventory sites within the Project area was 321 

obtained from the Department of Natural Resources Natural Heritage Inventory Database 322 

and Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool.  A desktop assessment of habitats 323 

occurring within the Project area was also completed.  Further, representatives from both 324 

the Department of Natural Resources and the Fish and Wildlife Service conducted 325 

preliminary reviews of the Project prior to the final Proposed Routes being selected.  326 

Based on this information, no Illinois Natural Areas Inventory sites (sites considered as 327 

high quality natural areas, providing habitat for endangered species, or hosting other 328 

significant natural features) are located within the Project area.  One state-listed avian 329 

species, the loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), has the potential to occur within the 330 

Project area.   331 

 The threatened loggerhead shrike is a predatory songbird. They feed mainly on 332 

insects; however, they may eat small mammals, reptiles, or other birds.  Loggerhead 333 

shrikes prefer open land with lookout perches, such as scattered trees, large shrubs, and 334 

overhead utility facilities, for hunting.  These areas are often characterized by low-335 



Ameren Exhibit 4.0 
Page 16 of 36 

 
growing vegetation, including newly cultivated fields.  They nest in dense, brushy 336 

vegetation adjacent to feeding areas.  Loggerhead shrikes are migratory birds who 337 

typically return in March/April to undisturbed nest sites from the year before. 338 

Two federally-listed species have the potential to occur within the study area:  the 339 

endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and the threatened Eastern prairie fringed orchid 340 

(Platanthaera leucophaea).  Indiana bats frequent the corridors of small streams with 341 

well-developed riparian woods, as well as mature bottomland and upland forests during 342 

the spring through early fall months.  During this time period, Indiana bats roost under 343 

the loose/peeling bark of trees (dead or alive), where each female gives birth to a single 344 

young in June or early July.  In general, the Project occurs within an agricultural setting 345 

where there are small linear waterway or drainage corridors crossed by the Proposed 346 

Routes.  Forested habitat along the corridors that would be crossed by the Primary Route 347 

is absent to minimal and not well established. Land along the Proposed Routes is almost 348 

entirely cultivated agricultural land until the two routes converge near Rhodes Lane.  349 

From this point north, land use is predominantly commercial and industrial.  350 

Additionally, there are no known Indiana bat hibernacula in the Project area that would 351 

provide winter habitat for the species.   352 

In Illinois, wet prairie remnants may provide potential habitat for the threatened 353 

eastern prairie fringed orchid.  These areas may consist of wet grassland habitats, 354 

including sedge meadows and marsh edges.  However, based on a review of high-355 

resolution aerial imagery, National Wetland Inventory data, and field reconnaissance of 356 

the Project area, no impacts to wet or mesic prairie remnants are anticipated to occur.  No 357 

prairie remnants have been identified along the Proposed Routes and existing wetlands 358 
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predominantly include isolated wetlands occurring on agricultural lands.  Some attendant 359 

wetlands occur along existing waterways or drainage features, including the Little 360 

Kickapoo Creek and its tributaries, although these waterways and their associated 361 

attendant wetlands would be spanned to the maximum extent feasible.  362 

Q. Will the Transmission Line potentially cross or affect wetlands? 363 

A. Yes.  Based on the Fish and Wildlife Service’s National Wetland Inventory data 364 

and a desktop review of high resolution aerial imagery, a few wetlands, all small in size, 365 

occur along the Proposed Routes.  Specific to the Primary Route, attendant wetlands 366 

occur along the linear waterways or drainage features crossed by the route.  367 

Q. Will the presence of wetlands along the Preferred Route prevent that route 368 

from being constructed? 369 

A. No.  The potential for impact to wetlands along the Primary Route is not 370 

anticipated to prevent the route from being constructed.  Further, the location and extent 371 

of impacts to wetlands is dependent on the location of the final approved route, and more 372 

specifically, the location of poles along this route.  Any necessary or required field 373 

surveys specific to the approved route will be conducted.  AIC will obtain all required 374 

permits or approvals prior to construction.  375 

Q. Based on the information that you have reviewed to date, do you believe 376 

there are any species, habitat, or wetland considerations that would prevent the 377 

Transmission Line from being constructed? 378 
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A. No, based on my understanding of the information I have reviewed to date, I do 379 

not believe there are any species, habitat, or wetland considerations that would prevent 380 

the Transmission Line from being constructed. 381 

Q. Has AIC addressed the potential for impact to cultural resources that may 382 

result from this Project? 383 

A. On behalf of AIC, ERM consulted the Illinois Inventory of Archaeological Sites 384 

and the Historic Architectural and Archaeology Resources Geographic Information 385 

System databases for the presence of known historic or archaeological sites within 386 

proximity to the Proposed Routes.  Additionally, an archaeological file review was 387 

performed by the Illinois State Museum in August 2011.  Based on these reviews, no 388 

previously recorded archaeological sites are known to occur immediately adjacent to the 389 

Proposed Routes.  One previously recorded site occurs east of Hershey Road and north of 390 

the railroad.  However, the Primary Route would be located south of the railroad.  391 

Additionally, one previously recorded site occurs along the east side of Capodice Road.  392 

However, the Alternate Route extends along the opposite side of Capodice Road in this 393 

area.   Both routes also traverse an area associated with Little Kickapoo Creek identified 394 

by the Illinois State Museum as being a high potential area for previously unrecorded 395 

archaeological resources. 396 

Q. Based on the information related to cultural resources that you have 397 

reviewed to date, do you believe the presence of cultural resources would prevent 398 

the Transmission Line from being constructed? 399 
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A. While only limited information has been available for review, due to the location 400 

of the Primary Route along active agricultural land and existing pre-disturbed rights-of-401 

way, I would not anticipate that the potential occurrence of archaeological or historic 402 

resources would prevent the Transmission Line from being constructed.  AIC will 403 

continue to consult with the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency in an effort to identify 404 

and minimize the potential for impacts to these resources.  Any necessary or required 405 

field surveys specific to the approved route will be conducted.  AIC will obtain all 406 

required permits or approvals prior to construction.  407 

Q. What do you conclude regarding the environmental impacts for the Primary 408 

Route of the Transmission Line? 409 

A. The route siting analysis for the Transmission Line involved a comprehensive and 410 

methodical series of comparative evaluations, which also included the incorporation of 411 

input received from stakeholders and the general public.  I conclude that of the Proposed 412 

Routes, the selected Primary Route has the least potential for environmental impacts. 413 

V. PUBLIC MEETING PROCESS 414 

Q. Has the Company held public meetings as required by Illinois statute? 415 

A. Yes.  Subsection 8-406.1(a)(3) of the Public Utilities Act requires a utility to hold 416 

at least three pre-filing public meetings to receive feedback from the public concerning 417 

the Project in each county where the Project is to be located.  ERM assisted AIC in 418 

conducting these meetings.   419 

Q. Please describe the timing and location of each meeting. 420 
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A. The Project is only located in McLean County.  The three public meetings 421 

required by Section 8-406.1 were separately held on November 17th and December 15th, 422 

2011 and January 19th, 2012 at the Doubletree Hotel in Bloomington from 4:00 to 7:00 423 

p.m. 424 

Q. Were notices of the meetings published in a newspaper of general 425 

circulation? 426 

A. Yes.  A copy of the notices is included in Ameren Exhibit 4.2. 427 

Q. Was the McLean County Clerk notified? 428 

A. Yes.  A copy of the notices is included in Ameren Exhibit 4.2. 429 

Q. Has the Company sought public input beyond the statutorily required 430 

meeting? 431 

A. Yes.  AIC engaged ERM to undertake a stakeholder engagement and public 432 

involvement process.   This process commenced with a series of meetings held prior to 433 

the enactment of Section 8-406.1 in February, April and December 2009.   Following the 434 

enactment of Section 8-406.1, additional public meetings were required since the 435 

previous meetings did not occur within six months prior to filing the Petition.  A fourth 436 

stakeholder working group meeting occurred in September 2012.  In accordance with 437 

Section 8-406.1, three additional public open houses were conducted in 2011 and 2012 to 438 

occur within six months in advance of filing the Petition.  Additionally, two additional 439 

stakeholder working groups were conducted in November 2011 and January 2012.  The 440 

discussion that follows provides a chronological summary of the process. 441 



Ameren Exhibit 4.0 
Page 21 of 36 

 
Q. Please describe the approach to stakeholder engagement and public 442 

participation that was undertaken with respect to the Transmission Line? 443 

A. ERM assisted AIC in facilitating a process in which stakeholder engagement and 444 

public participation was integrated with each of the three phases of route development 445 

and selection.  The three phases included Phase I, Need and Benefits; Phase II, Potential 446 

Route Alternatives; and Phase III, Proposed Routes.  The general approach included 447 

formal stakeholder engagement; initial emphasis on the need and benefits of the Project, 448 

and encouraging the understanding as to how routes would be developed and selected; 449 

and the early engagement and ongoing involvement of stakeholders and members of the 450 

general public. 451 

Q. How was the stakeholder and public participation process framed around 452 

the three stages of route development? 453 

A. A stakeholder working group was conducted for each phase of route development 454 

and selection.  At least one public open house was conducted subsequent to the 455 

stakeholder working groups for Phases II and III.  The stakeholder working group 456 

differed from an open house only in the presentational format.  While the stakeholder 457 

working group allowed for a formal presentation of information to a smaller group 458 

audience and their involvement in interactive exercises, the open house venue allowed for 459 

one-on-one exchanges of information in a more casual format.  The same information 460 

was presented at each stakeholder working group and subsequent open house. 461 

Q. How were stakeholders identified and when were they engaged? 462 
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A. Once the Project area was established, potential stakeholders that may be affected 463 

by the Project were identified.  Many of these stakeholders were contacted as part of the 464 

preliminary data collection effort.  Potentially affected stakeholders then made up the list 465 

of invitees to participate in the stakeholder working group. 466 

Q. Who were identified as stakeholders of the Project? 467 

A. Invitees to participate in the stakeholder working group included local elected 468 

officials, agency representatives, and other representatives of local public constituencies.  469 

Participation in the stakeholder working group allowed attendees to share with AIC any 470 

local concerns or perceptions while also being informed of the Project so they could be 471 

responsive to their constituents. 472 

Q. What were the objectives of the first stakeholder working group and open 473 

house? 474 

A. The first stakeholder working group and open house were largely focused on 475 

discussing the needs and benefits of the Project and the environmental criteria that would 476 

serve as the basis for route development and selection.   477 

Q. How did you invite stakeholders and members of the public to the first 478 

working group and open house? 479 

A. Individual invitation letters were mailed to stakeholders requesting their 480 

participation in the stakeholder working group.  The open house was advertised in the 481 

local newspaper, the Pantagragh, and poster-size flyers were posted throughout the study 482 

area. 483 

Q. How did you seek input from participants in these meetings? 484 
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A. At the stakeholder working group, two interactive exercises were conducted.  The 485 

exercises included one in which the environmental siting criteria were prioritized.  The 486 

second exercise involved team route identification within a study area similar in setting, 487 

but entirely unrelated to the Project study area. At the open house, a criteria prioritization 488 

exercise was also conducted.  Attendees were given three colored dot stickers and asked 489 

to place their dots alongside the three criteria they felt were most sensitive to them.  490 

Additionally, focused comment forms were distributed at both meetings. 491 

Q. Were there any particular considerations raised by attendees of the first 492 

stakeholder working group or open house? 493 

A. Comments shared by stakeholders participating in the first working group were 494 

mostly related to the Project schedule, and existing and future land use in the study area.  495 

Comments shared by attendees at the first open house were also mostly related to existing 496 

and future land use in the study area. 497 

Q. How did direct input received from the attending stakeholders or members 498 

of the public affect the route siting analysis? 499 

A. The most direct input received was the results of the criteria prioritization exercise.  500 

The criteria collectively identified as being of greatest priority to the participating 501 

stakeholders were subsequently combined with the results of this same exercise 502 

conducted with members of the public who attended the first open house.  The consensus 503 

derived from the results of both exercises influenced route development and selection 504 

when quantitative analysis alone wasn’t sufficient enough to differentiate comparable 505 

routing options.  506 
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Q. What were the objectives of the second stakeholder working group and 507 

second open house? 508 

A. The second stakeholder working group and open house were largely focused on 509 

discussing the potential route alternatives which had been selected for the Project.  510 

Information pertaining to the needs and benefits of the Project, as well as route 511 

development and selection methodology, engineering considerations, regulatory review, 512 

and the typical easement acquisition process were also reviewed. 513 

Q. How did you invite stakeholders and members of the public to the second 514 

working group and second open house? 515 

A. Individual invitation letters were mailed to stakeholders requesting their 516 

participation in the second stakeholder working group.  The open house was advertised in 517 

the local newspaper and through poster-size flyers posted throughout the Project study 518 

area.  Three ads, a quarter-page in size, were published in the Pantagraph. Additionally, 519 

letters were sent to landowners along the potential route alternatives.  Landowners within 520 

an area encompassing one half mile outside of the potential route alternatives, and 521 

otherwise including the area within, received direct mail invitations.   522 

Q. How did you seek stakeholder and public input at the second working group 523 

and subsequent open house? 524 

A. Similar to the first working group, focused comment forms were distributed. 525 

Additionally, stakeholders participating in the second working group completed an 526 

exercise in which they prioritized at least two alternatives of those potential route 527 

alternatives that had been identified.  Open house attendees again had the opportunity to 528 
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view specific areas within the Project study area and provide comments at interactive 529 

geographic information system stations. 530 

Q. Were any particular considerations raised by attendees of the second 531 

stakeholder working group or second open house? 532 

A. Comments shared by stakeholders participating in the second working group were 533 

again mostly related to the Project schedule, and existing and future land use in the study 534 

area.  Additionally, routing considerations associated with the Central Illinois Regional 535 

Airport were also discussed.  Comments shared by attendees at the second open house 536 

were also mostly related to existing and future land use in the study area, in addition to 537 

personal property concerns. 538 

Q. Following the second open house, was a third stakeholder working group and 539 

open house conducted? 540 

A. Yes. 541 

Q. What were the objectives of these meetings? 542 

A. The third stakeholder working group and open house were largely focused on 543 

discussing the proposed routes which had been selected for the Project at that time.  544 

Information pertaining to the needs and benefits of the Project, as well as route 545 

development and selection methodology, engineering considerations, regulatory review, 546 

and the typical easement acquisition process were also reviewed. 547 

Q. How did you invite stakeholders and members of the public to the third 548 

working group and third open house? 549 
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A. Individual invitation letters were mailed to stakeholders requesting their 550 

participation in the third stakeholder working group.  The open house was advertised in 551 

the local newspaper and through poster-size flyers posted throughout the Project study 552 

area.  Additionally, letters were sent to the same list of landowners that had been 553 

compiled for the second open house.  554 

Q. How did you seek stakeholder and public input? 555 

A. Similar to the previous working groups and open houses, focused comment forms 556 

were distributed.  Open house attendees were again given the opportunity to view specific 557 

areas within the Project study area and provide comments at interactive geographic 558 

information system stations. 559 

Q. Were any particular considerations raised by attendees of the third 560 

stakeholder working group or open house? 561 

A. No particular considerations were raised by participating stakeholders, though 562 

there was some discussion related to the placement of the Transmission Line along the 563 

existing railroad.  No particular considerations were raised by attendees of the third open 564 

house. 565 

Q. Following the first three phases of the public process, were additional public 566 

meetings conducted? 567 

A. Yes.  A fourth stakeholder working group was conducted in September 2010 568 

following the enactment of Section 8-406.1.  This meeting was intended to inform 569 

stakeholders of the new siting process.  Additionally, with the enactment of Section 8-570 

406.1, additional public meetings were required since the previous meetings did not occur 571 
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within six months prior to filing the Petition.  In accordance with Section 8-406.1, three 572 

additional public open houses were conducted.  As discussed previously, the three public 573 

meetings required by Section 8-406.1 were separately held on November 17th and 574 

December 15th, 2011 and January 19th, 2012.  Additionally, two additional stakeholder 575 

working groups were conducted on November 17th, 2011 and January 19th, 2012. 576 

Q. Can you provide an overview of the first of the two additional stakeholder 577 

working group meetings? 578 

A. The same stakeholders invited to the previous working groups were again invited 579 

to participate.  The first of the two additional working groups addressed the expedited 580 

siting process (Section 8-406.1) and its effect on the Project, and reminded attendees of 581 

the need and benefits associated with the Project, selected route alternatives, and Project 582 

schedule.  Attendees engaged in a group exercise whereby separate groups were asked to 583 

document, via marking up maps, key routing considerations – particularly any new or 584 

changed information.   585 

Q. Can you provide an overview of the second of the two additional stakeholder 586 

working group meetings? 587 

A. Again, the same list of stakeholders was invited to participate. The second of the 588 

two additional stakeholder working group meetings was largely focused on presenting 589 

and discussing the Proposed Routes. 590 

Q. What was the approach to the three additional public meetings? 591 

A. The three additional public meetings required by Section 8-406.1 were conducted 592 

similar in format to the previous open houses.  Landowners and local residents within the 593 
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Project area and along the Proposed Routes were sent individual mailers inviting their 594 

participation.  Input and feedback was sought through one-on-one dialogue and focused 595 

comment forms.  Additionally, an exercise was conducted at the first additional open 596 

house whereby open house participants were asked to identify areas of concern or 597 

sensitivity to them, as it relates to the environmental siting criteria.  Areas were identified 598 

by placing colored dots on a large format map.   599 

Q. Please summarize the results of the three additional public meetings. 600 

A. The first of the three public meetings addressed the expedited siting process 601 

(Section 8-406.1) and its effect on the Project, and refreshed attendees as to the need and 602 

benefits associated with the Project, selected route alternatives, and Project schedule.  As 603 

previously mentioned, participants were invited to provide direct input as to identifying 604 

locations of perceived concern or sensitivity.   While sensitivities associated with existing 605 

residences and other existing and planned land uses continued to be a common theme, 606 

there was also discussion related to routing near the Central Illinois Regional Airport.  607 

The second additional public meting was generally focused on continued discussion of 608 

routing considerations associated with the two selected route alternatives.  The third 609 

additional public meeting was focused on presenting and discussing the Proposed Routes. 610 

Q. Was any new or material information brought forward that resulted in 611 

modifications to the already selected routes? 612 

A. No, the results of the additional public meetings reaffirmed prior route selection 613 

rationale. 614 

Q. Were the additional public meetings noticed as required by Section 8-406.1? 615 
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A. Yes.  An ad was published in the Pantagraph for three consecutive weeks in 616 

advance of each public meeting.  A formal notice of each public meeting and a copy of 617 

the ad respective to each were also provided to the McLean County Clerk.  Copies of 618 

these ads and notices to the County Clerk are included in the Siting Study attached as 619 

Ameren Exhibit 4.2. 620 

Q. Were any other meetings conducted as part of the public process? 621 

A. Yes.  Representatives of AIC and ERM have met with representatives of the 622 

Central Illinois Regional Airport on multiple occasions, Unit 5 School District, Illinois 623 

Department of Agriculture, and Illinois Department of Transportation.   624 

Q. What were the results of each of these meetings? 625 

A. Stakeholder representatives participating in these meetings were provided with an 626 

overview of the Project.  They reciprocated with information pertaining to their interests 627 

or concerns.  The meetings with the Central Illinois Regional Airport were focused on 628 

discussing physical and regulatory considerations associated with routing near the airport, 629 

or on airport property.  The meeting with the Unit 5 School District focused on 630 

identifying both planned and future potential locations of new school sites.  The meeting 631 

with the Illinois Department of Agriculture resulted in the Department offering their 632 

continued support of the public process and the development of an agricultural impact 633 

mitigation agreement (“AIMA”) which is attached to AIC witness Mr. Roger D. Nelson's 634 

testimony as Ameren Exhibit 2.4.   The meeting with the Illinois Department of 635 

Transportation provided a framework for future discussions to be conducted more 636 

specific to any approved route. 637 
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Q. Were any other forms of comment received as a result of the public process? 638 

A. Outside of information transmittal, no formal correspondence from potentially 639 

affected stakeholders was received. 640 

Q. What other means of disseminating Project information were utilized? 641 

A. A Project website was established and regularly updated.  Additionally, a toll free 642 

hotline was established for the Project. 643 

Q. What do you consider to be the results of the public participation process? 644 

A. Based on comments received from stakeholders, I believe the Project need and 645 

benefits are understood.  As it relates to the Proposed Routes carried forward in the 646 

Petition, particularly the Primary Route, I believe that AIC has demonstrated that it has 647 

incorporated input received from stakeholders and members of the public into our 648 

decision-making process.  649 

VI. REGULATORY APPROVALS 650 

Q. Has AIC contacted the relevant state and federal agencies regarding 651 

environmental and regulatory aspects of the Project? 652 

A. Yes.  On behalf of AIC, ERM has either sought information from these entities 653 

through publicly available sources for the purposes of route development and selection, 654 

invited these agencies to the stakeholder working groups, or directly contacted these 655 

agencies for the purpose of reviewing the Proposed Routes.  These agencies include the 656 

Illinois Department of Natural Resources, Illinois Historic Preservation Agency, U.S. 657 

Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5, and Illinois 658 

Environmental Protection Agency.  AIC has initiated formal consultation with the 659 
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following state or federal agencies by way of submitting correspondence to these 660 

agencies seeking their review of the Proposed Routes: 661 

Agency Issue of Interest 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Threatened and Endangered Species 

Illinois Department of Natural Resources State Natural Heritage Inventory database, 

Threatened and Endangered species, Nature 

Preserves, Floodways/Floodplains 

Illinois Historical Preservation Agency Cultural resources review 

 

Agency responses that have been received to-date are included in Ameren Exhibit 4.6. 662 

Q. Please describe the status of agency contacts with respect to threatened and 663 

endangered species. 664 

A. As previously stated, letters supplemented by maps of the Proposed Routes have 665 

been submitted to the Illinois Department of Natural Resources and the U.S. Fish and 666 

Wildlife Service. Though the Department of Natural Resources terminated consultation 667 

in December 2009, identifying that adverse effects are unlikely (See Ameren Exhibit 668 

4.6), AIC will continue consultation with the Department of Natural Resources to 669 

reconfirm consultation of termination.  The Fish and Wildlife Service has identified no 670 

objections to the Project as proposed (See Ameren Exhibit 4.6).   Any necessary or 671 

required field surveys specific to the approved route will be conducted.  AIC will obtain 672 

all required permits or approvals prior to construction.  673 

Q. Please describe the status of agency contacts with respect to wetlands. 674 
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A. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Illinois Department of Natural 675 

Resources were invited to participate in the stakeholder working groups.  With respect to 676 

agency contacts specific to potential impacts to wetlands, the location and extent of 677 

impacts to wetlands is dependent on the location of the final approved route, and more 678 

specifically, the location of poles along this route. Typically the U.S. Army Corps of 679 

Engineers is engaged following approval of a route and assessment of potential wetland 680 

impacts specific to this route.  If wetland impacts are anticipated to the extent that permit 681 

approval from the Corps is anticipated, AIC will initiate consultation with the Corps via a 682 

pre-application meeting.  Any necessary or required field surveys specific to the 683 

approved route will be conducted. AIC will obtain all required permits or approvals prior 684 

to construction.   685 

Q. Please describe contacts with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 686 

and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding potential contaminated 687 

areas. 688 

A. Both agencies were invited to participate in the stakeholder working groups.  The 689 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s online geographic information system data 690 

was reviewed to obtain locations of known contaminated sites.  No underground storage 691 

tanks or known contaminated sites occur along or near the Proposed Routes.  AIC will 692 

obtain all required permits or approvals, including any required National Pollutant 693 

Discharge Elimination System permit or approval, prior to construction.  A Stormwater 694 

Pollution Prevention Plan will be developed for the Project and adhered to during 695 

construction. 696 
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Q. Please describe the status of approval from IHPA. 697 

A. The Illinois Historic Preservation Agency was invited to participate in the 698 

stakeholder working groups.  AIC will continue consultation with the Historic 699 

Preservation Agency.  Any necessary or required field surveys specific to the approved 700 

route will be conducted.  AIC will obtain all required permits or approvals prior to 701 

construction.   702 

Q. Please describe the status of other applicable regulatory approvals. 703 

A. Other applicable regulatory approvals may include compliance with local 704 

permitting requirements and continued coordination with the Central Illinois Regional 705 

Airport and the Federal Aviation Administration, as applicable or appropriate.  The 706 

location of the final approved route will determine other required regulatory approvals.  707 

AIC will obtain all other necessary permits or approvals as required.   708 

Q. Please summarize Petitioner’s compliance with applicable statutory or rule 709 

requirements. 710 

A. A summary can be found in the attached table.  711 

Statute or Rule 
Reference 

Subject of Statute or Rule Action by Petitioner 

20 ILCS 830 Interagency Wetland Policy Act Petitioner will continue 
agency consultation and 
obtain all required permits 
or regulatory approvals, as 
it relates to the final 
approved route, as 
applicable or appropriate. 

20 ILCS 3420 Illinois State Agency Historic 
Resources Preservation Act 

Petitioner has initiated 
consultation with the 
Illinois State Historic 
Preservation Agency.  
Petitioner will continue 
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Statute or Rule 

Reference 
Subject of Statute or Rule Action by Petitioner 

consultation as further 
necessary or appropriate. 

505 ILCS 5 Agricultural Areas Conservation 
and Protection Act 

As discussed by Mr. 
Nelson, Petitioner has 
consulted with the Illinois 
Department of Agriculture.  
An Agricultural Impact 
Mitigation Agreement 
(“AIMA”), addressing a 
broad range of agricultural 
concerns, has been 
approved and is attached as 
Ameren Exhibit 2.4 

505 ILCS 75 Farmland Preservation Act As discussed by Mr. 
Nelson, Petitioner has 
consulted with the Illinois 
Department of Agriculture.  
An AIMA has been 
approved and is attached as 
Ameren Exhibit 2.4. 

520 ILCS 10/11 Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Act 

Petitioner has initiated 
consultation with the 
Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources. 
Petitioner will continue 
consultation as further 
necessary or appropriate. 

525 ILCS 30/17 Illinois Natural Areas Preservation 
Act 

No dedicated nature 
preserves would be affected 
by any of the Proposed 
Routes.  Petitioner will 
continue consultation with 
the Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources, as 
further necessary or 
appropriate. 

615 ILCS 5 Rivers Lakes and Streams Act Petitioner will continue 
agency consultation and 
obtain all required permits 
or regulatory approvals, as 
it relates to the final 
approved route, as 
applicable or appropriate. 
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Statute or Rule 

Reference 
Subject of Statute or Rule Action by Petitioner 

8 Ill. Adm. Code 700 Farmland Preservation Rules As discussed by Mr. 
Nelson, Petitioner has 
consulted with the Illinois 
Department of Agriculture.  
An AIMA has been 
approved and is attached as 
Ameren Exhibit 2.4.   

17 Ill. Adm. Code 
1075 

Consultation Procedures for 
Assessing Impact of Agency 
Actions on Endangered and 
Threatened Species and Natural 
Areas 

Petitioner has initiated 
consultation with the 
Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources. 
Petitioner will continue 
consultation with the 
Department of Natural 
Resources and local 
governments as further 
necessary or appropriate. 

83 Ill. Adm. Code 
300 

Guidelines for Rights of Way 
Acquisition 

As discussed by Mr. 
Nelson, Petitioner will 
acquire the necessary right-
of-way for the Project in 
accordance with 83 Ill. 
Adm. Code 300 to the 
extent feasible or 
appropriate. 

83 Ill. Adm. Code 
305 

Construction of Electric Power and 
Communication Lines 

As discussed by Mr. 
Murbarger, Petitioner will 
install, operate and maintain 
the Transmission Line in 
accordance with 83 Ill. 
Adm. Code 305 to the 
extent feasible or 
appropriate. 

14 CFR 77 Object Affecting Navigable 
Airspace 

Petitioner will submit any 
notification and associated 
information to the Federal 
Aviation Administration for 
review, as appropriate.  No 
conflict with restricted or 
protected airspace is 
anticipated. 

33 CFR 203-384 Code of Federal Regulations; Title 
33 – Navigation and Navigable 

Petitioner will continue 
agency consultation and 
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Statute or Rule 

Reference 
Subject of Statute or Rule Action by Petitioner 

Waters; Chapter II – Corps of 
Engineers, Department of the 
Army 

obtain all required permits 
or regulatory approvals, as 
it relates to the final 
approved route, as 
applicable or appropriate. 

40 CFR 401 Protection of Environment Petitioner will continue 
agency consultation and 
obtain all required permits 
or regulatory approvals, as 
it relates to the final 
approved route, as 
applicable or appropriate. 

VII. CONCLUSION 712 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 713 

A. Yes, it does. 714 
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