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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Yassir Rashid.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 2 

Springfield, Illinois  62701. 3 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 4 

A. I have been employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or 5 

“Commission”) as an Electrical Engineer in the Energy Engineering Program 6 

of the Safety & Reliability Division since September 2008. 7 

Q. What is the function of the Energy Engineering Program of the 8 

Commission? 9 

A. The Energy Engineering Program’s function is to monitor and review planning 10 

and operating practices of Illinois' regulated utilities as part of the 11 

Commission’s responsibilities under the Illinois Public Utilities Act (the “Act”) 12 

and to provide information, technical expertise, and recommendations on 13 

matters before the Commission through Commission Staff (“Staff”) reports or 14 

testimony. 15 

Q. What is your work experience prior to coming to the Commission? 16 

A. Prior to joining Staff, I worked as an Electrical Engineer for three different 17 

companies in Sudan from 1994 to 1999. 18 

Q. What is your educational background? 19 

A. I earned a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering with Honors from the 20 

University of Khartoum, Sudan in 1994.  I earned a Postgraduate Diploma in 21 

Business Administration with Merit from the University of Khartoum, Sudan in 22 

1997.  I earned a Master of Science in Electrical and Computer Engineering 23 
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from Southern Illinois University Carbondale in 2004. 24 

Q. What is the nature of this proceeding? 25 

A. On February 29, 2012, Ameren Illinois Company (“AIC” or “Ameren”) filed an 26 

application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) to 27 

operate and maintain a new 345,000-volt electric transmission line in 28 

Bloomington, Illinois.  AIC also plans to make substation modifications to its 29 

Brokaw and South Bloomington Substations.1  In my testimony, I will refer to 30 

the transmission line and the substation upgrades as the “proposed project.” 31 

Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony? 32 

A. The purpose of my Direct Testimony is to present my examination of the need 33 

for and the prudence of AIC’s proposed project. 34 

Q. Have you examined the information that AIC provided in its petition? 35 

A. Yes, I have read AIC’s petition as well as its witnesses’ direct testimony.  I 36 

have examined AIC’s responses to Staff’s data requests “(DRs”).  I also 37 

participated in a stakeholder meeting that AIC held in November 17, 2011 and 38 

in an open house that it held in January 19, 2012 in connection with its 39 

proposed project where AIC provided information to residents and community 40 

leaders who might be affected by, or interested in, AIC’s proposed project.  41 

On January 19, 2012, I inspected AIC’s primary and alternative routes in the 42 

field by driving along those routes. 43 

Q. What conclusions have you reached? 44 

A. I have concluded that AIC has established the need for the proposed 45 

transmission line.  AIC also established that its proposal cost the least among 46 

                                            
1
 Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 2, lines 40 to 42. 
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transmission and distribution alternatives that it considered. 47 

Q.  What criteria did you use to examine AIC’s petition for the proposed 48 

project? 49 

A. I used the criteria that are included in Section 8-406.1 of the Act.  Section 8-50 

406.1 of the Act provides for an expedited schedule compared to a request for 51 

a CPCN made under Section 8-406 of the Act.2  Section 8-406.1(f) states:  52 

The Commission shall, after notice and hearing, grant a 53 
certificate of public convenience and necessity filed in 54 
accordance with the requirements of this Section if, based upon 55 
the application filed with the Commission and the evidentiary 56 
record, it finds the Project will promote the public convenience 57 
and necessity and that all of the following criteria are satisfied:  58 
 59 
1) That the Project is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, 60 

and efficient service to the public utility's customers and is 61 
the least-cost means of satisfying the service needs of the 62 
public utility's customers or that the Project will promote the 63 
development of an effectively competitive electricity market 64 
that operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is 65 
the least cost means of satisfying those objectives.  66 

2) That the public utility is capable of efficiently managing and 67 
supervising the construction process and has taken sufficient 68 
action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and 69 
supervision of the construction.  70 

3) That the public utility is capable of financing the proposed 71 
construction without significant adverse financial 72 
consequences for the utility or its customers. 73 

I am not an attorney; however, I believe that the aforementioned criteria 74 

should serve as the primary basis for the Commission’s decision regarding 75 

AIC’s petition for its proposed project.  The Commission should also consider 76 

other requirements that are contained in Section 8-406.1 of the Act, including:  77 

                                            
2
 Section 8-406.1 of the Act became effective July 28, 2010 and provides that the Commission’s order 
regarding a certificate request be issued no more than 150 days after the utility’s filing, unless a 75 
day extension is applied within 30 days of the utility’s filing. 
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 that the utility provide specific information in its application in support of 78 

the project, pursuant to Section 8-406.1(a)(1) of the Act;  79 

 that the utility pay an application fee, pursuant to Section 8-406.1(a)(2) of 80 

the Act;  81 

 that the utility include a showing that it held at least three public meetings 82 

about the project within 6 months prior to filing its petition to receive public 83 

comment, pursuant to Section 8-406.1(a)(3) of the Act;  84 

 that the utility publish notice about the project in the official state 85 

newspaper within 10 days of the utility filing, pursuant to Section 8-86 

406.1(d) of the Act; and 87 

 that the utility establish a dedicated website at least 3 weeks prior to the 88 

first public meeting and maintain the website until project completion, 89 

pursuant to Section (e) of the Act.  90 

In addition to the utility requirements listed above, Subsection 8-406.1(i) 91 

specifies that any Commission decision granting a certificate under Section 8-92 

406.1 of the Act shall include an order pursuant to Section 8-503 of the Act, 93 

authorizing or directing the construction of the project in the manner and 94 

within the time specified in the order. 95 

My investigation pertaining to Section 8-406.1 of the Act examined:  (i) 96 

whether AIC’s construction of the proposed project is necessary for AIC to 97 

provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to its customers; (ii) whether 98 

constructing the proposed project is the least-cost means for AIC to satisfy 99 

the service needs of its customers; and (iii) whether AIC is capable of 100 
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efficiently managing and supervising the construction process.  Staff witness 101 

Michael McNally examined whether constructing the proposed transmission 102 

line will result in significant adverse financial consequences for AIC or its 103 

customers.  Mr. McNally discusses his conclusions in ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0.  104 

Q. Please describe the facilities that supply electric power to the proposed 105 

project area. 106 

A. AIC witness John Sullivan stated that the primary electricity supply for the 107 

Bloomington area is a network of 138 kV transmission lines from Brokaw 108 

Substation.  The Brokaw Substation has two 345 kV supply connections, a 109 

line from Clinton and a tap to the ComEd Pontiac-Lanesville line; two 345 kV 110 

breakers; two 345/138 kV transformers; and four outlet 138 kV lines.  Two of 111 

these 138 kV lines are the main source for the Bloomington area and with all 112 

facilities in-service, at high load levels these two 138 kV lines supply 113 

approximately 80% of the Bloomington-Normal area load.  One of these 138 114 

kV lines is a double-circuit configuration and terminates at South Bloomington 115 

Substation.  The other line feeds into the Normal, East Substation to the north.  116 

Two additional 138 kV lines, which connect to Brokaw Substation, provide a 117 

small amount of support to the Bloomington area from Champaign and 118 

Paxton.  The 138 kV lines from Champaign and Paxton supply approximately 119 

9% and 4% of the Bloomington area load, respectively, with all facilities in 120 

service.  An additional 138 kV line from the Decatur area, which connects to 121 

South Bloomington Substation, supplies approximately 7% of the Bloomington 122 

area load with all facilities in service.  Two additional 138 kV lines connected 123 
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to the Bloomington area, one from the Peoria area to the west, and one from 124 

the Oglesby area to the north, provide limited support to the Peoria and 125 

Oglesby areas with all facilities in service.  However, during transmission 126 

contingencies, the flow direction on these lines can reverse such that the lines 127 

would provide a small amount of support to the Bloomington area.3 128 

Q. Describe the reasons that AIC provided for building its proposed 129 

project. 130 

A. AIC provided two major reasons for building the proposed project.  The first 131 

reason is that AIC has to comply with North American Electric Reliability 132 

Council (“NERC”) requirements.  Specifically, AIC cited NERC Standard TPL-133 

300-0 that addresses the system performance following the loss of two or 134 

more bulk electric system elements.4  The second reason is that “[it] is 135 

expected that by summer 2014 the Bloomington regional area could 136 

experience a voltage collapse5 from the loss of two bulk electric system 137 

elements.”6 138 

Q. Did AIC explain how NERC Standard TPL-300-0 is relevant to the 139 

analysis that AIC performed prior to proposing the proposed project? 140 

A. Yes.  Mr. Sullivan attached NERC Standard TPL-300-0 to his direct testimony 141 

as Ameren Exhibit 1.6 and explained the requirements of such a standard.7  142 

Mr. Sullivan indicated that requirement R1 of NERC Standard TPL-300-0 143 

                                            
3
 Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 14, lines 287 – 308. 

4
 Id, pp. 9 & 10. 

5
 Electric utility engineers use the term “voltage collapse” to describe a scenario where an area of the 
interconnected system experiences rapidly declining voltages followed by a total loss of electric 

service.  Ameren Ex. 1.22 at ¶F. 
6
 Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 17, lines 358 & 359. 

7
 Id, pp. 9 & 10. 
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“requires that an annual assessment be developed considering both the near-144 

term and longer-term planning horizons, and that the assessment be based 145 

on engineering studies.”8  Mr. Sullivan stated, “[of] particular interest to the 146 

Bloomington area is the Category C5 contingency…”9  Category C5 147 

contingency involves the loss of “[any] two circuits of a multiple circuit tower 148 

line.”10 149 

Q. Why does AIC project the possibility of a voltage collapse by summer 150 

2014? 151 

A. Mr. Sullivan stated, “AIC reviews the need for system upgrades or operational 152 

solutions throughout its service area, including in the Bloomington regional 153 

area, which includes the area southeast of Bloomington, on an annual 154 

basis.”11  Mr. Sullivan described different scenarios that may result in voltage 155 

collapse and the analysis of these scenarios.12  The risk of voltage collapse 156 

exists if two elements of AIC’s transmission system experience simultaneous 157 

outages.13  Prominent among these scenarios is the loss of Circuits 1562 and 158 

1596, which share common transmission structures (installed on the same 159 

poles) for approximately 2.4 miles between Brokaw and South Bloomington 160 

Substations.14  Mr. Sullivan stated, “the outage of these circuits during 161 

summer peak conditions results in low voltages in the Bloomington area…”15  162 

Mr. Sullivan further states, “[if] the outage of these circuits would occur during 163 

                                            
8
 Id, p. 9, lines 187 – 189. 

9
 Id, p. 19, line 409. 

10
 Ameren Ex. 1.6, p. 4. 

11
 Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 16, lines 336 – 338. 

12
 Id, pp. 17 – 19. 

13
 Id, pp 17, lines 360 – 363. 

14
 Id, p. 19, lines 410 – 413. 

15
 Id, p 19, lines 413 – 414. 
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an extreme heat wave, our analyses show that the area would experience a 164 

voltage collapse and loss of service to a large amount of load in the 165 

Bloomington area.  Although dropping of customer load is allowed to meet the 166 

NERC Standard and the loss of load would probably be contained within the 167 

Bloomington area, the amount of load that would be dropped for this double-168 

circuit outage event at time of summer peak conditions is projected to violate 169 

the Ameren Transmission Planning Criteria.”16  AIC’s planning criteria requires 170 

the proposed project if the transmission system topology and/or the 171 

transmission system’s natural response would expose more than 300 172 

megawatts (MW) of load to intentional service interruptions lasting more than 173 

15 minutes.17 174 

Q. Please explain what you mean by the transmission system topology 175 

and/or the transmission system’s natural response and how they could 176 

cause customers to experience service interruptions. 177 

A. My understanding is that “system topology” refers to the design, construction, 178 

and physical locations of the interconnected transmission system elements.  179 

An example would be a substation, which serves distribution load and has 180 

only two supplies.  The concurrent outage of both supplies will result in the 181 

load at that substation being lost/dropped because of system topology.18  That 182 

would result in customer service interruptions. 183 

My understanding of “natural system response” is the reaction of circuit 184 

breakers or other devices in the system when the system is exposed to 185 

                                            
16

 Id, p 19, lines 414 – 421. 
17

 Id, p. 20, lines 430 – 432.   
18

 Ameren Ex. 1.7, p. 10, ¶6. 
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overload.  An example of that would be a substation, which has three 186 

supplies, but if two supplies experience a concurrent outage, then the 187 

substation experiences a local voltage collapse and the load is lost/dropped 188 

as a result of the natural response of the system because of excessive 189 

voltage drop through the remaining substation supply or characteristics of the 190 

system load.19  That would result in customer service interruptions. 191 

Q. Please describe the modifications that AIC proposes to implement in its 192 

substations.  193 

A. The proposed project includes a reconfiguration of the 345 kV bus at Brokaw 194 

Substation.  AIC will modify the existing 345 kV bus at Brokaw Substation into 195 

a ring bus configuration through the installation of four new 345 kV breakers.  196 

AIC will split the existing 345 kV transmission line connection to Brokaw 197 

Substation from Commonwealth Edison Company’s Pontiac-Lanesville 345 kV 198 

line into two separate incoming lines.  AIC will also install a new 345/138 kV 199 

transformer at South Bloomington Substation, which will be connected via a 200 

138 kV breaker to the South Bloomington Substation west bus.20 201 

Q. Do you believe that AIC provided evidence that the proposed project is 202 

necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to its 203 

customers? 204 

A. Yes.  Based on the testimony of Mr. Sullivan that I cited above, I believe that 205 

AIC provided evidence that the proposed project is necessary to provide 206 

adequate, reliable, and efficient service to its customers. 207 

                                            
19

 Ameren Ex. 1.7, p. 10, ¶6. 
20

 Ameren Ex. 1.0, p 22, lines 467 – 479. 
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Q. Did AIC disclose the cost of the proposed project? 208 

A Yes.  In its petition AIC stated that the total cost of the proposed project, 209 

including substation modifications, ranges approximately from $26.9 million for 210 

the primary route to approximately $29 million for the alternate route.21  211 

However, in Ameren Exhibits 1.20 and 1.22, AIC listed the cost of the 212 

proposed project at approximately $35 million.  In its rebuttal testimony, AIC 213 

should address this discrepancy.  214 

Q. Did AIC consider other alternatives to the proposed project that would 215 

enable it to meet NERC requirements as well as the requirements of 216 

Section 8-406.1 of the Act? 217 

A. Yes.  Mr. Sullivan indicated that AIC considered four other transmission 218 

projects to comply with NERC Standard TPL-300-0 and to alleviate the risk of 219 

voltage collapse.  Those alternative estimated costs range between $44 220 

million and $77 million.22  The four transmission alternatives would also 221 

increase transmission line mileage.  AIC included a copy of a study comparing 222 

the various transmission alternatives as Ameren Exhibit 1.22.  AIC also 223 

considered distribution solutions that comprise installing distribution capacitors 224 

and static var compensators.  Mr. Sullivan stated that the distribution solution 225 

“would only defer the need to build the new transmission line, would not add 226 

robustness of the overall supply to the area, and would carry a high 227 

maintenance cost.”23  Mr. Sullivan also indicated that the estimated cost of the 228 

                                            
21

 Petition, page 7, ¶18. 
22

 Ameren Ex. 1.20. 
23

 Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 27, lines 581 – 583.. 
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distribution solution is over $35 million.24  Based on Mr. Sullivan’s testimony, 229 

AIC provided evidence that the proposed project is the most efficient and the 230 

least cost alternative. 231 

Q. Please describe the transmission line’s layout and facilities. 232 

A. AIC witness Anthony Meier indicated that the proposed line is a 345 kV three 233 

phase multi-grounded 60 Hz overhead transmission line with a primary route 234 

5.6 miles in length.25  Mr. Meier indicated that the primary route is 235 

approximately 0.8 of a mile shorter than the alternate route.26  Mr. Meier 236 

indicated that AIC will construct the proposed transmission line using single 237 

shaft steel poles on concrete foundations with pole heights ranging from 85 238 

feet to 130 feet above ground.  The average span length will be approximately 239 

700 feet with the maximum span being approximately 1200 feet. 27  Mr. Meier 240 

indicated that a minimum vertical line clearance of 25 feet will be 241 

maintained.28  Mr. Meier indicated that AIC needs a 150 feet wide easement 242 

“to provide adequate clearance from the transmission line conductors to the 243 

edge of the right-of-way for operational and maintenance purposes.”29  In its 244 

petition, AIC indicated that the total easement area for the primary route would 245 

contain approximately 95.2 acres and that for the alternate route would 246 

contain approximately 109.5 acres.  AIC also indicated that the proposed 247 

project would permanently remove from cultivation only the agricultural land 248 

                                            
24

 Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 27, lines 580 – 581. 
25

,Ameren Ex. 3.0, p. 4, lines 73–74. 
26

 Id, p. 9, lines 185–187. 
27

 Id, p. 4, lines 75–78. 
28

 Id, pp. 4 – 5, lines 89 – 90. 
29

 Id, p. 5, lines 106–108. 
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occupied by the footprint of the concrete foundations of the single shaft steel 249 

pole support structures, which would occupy less than one acre of actual 250 

farmland in total for the entire length of the line.30 251 

Q. Do you believe that AIC is capable of efficiently managing and 252 

supervising the construction of the proposed project? 253 

A. Yes.  In his direct testimony, Mr. Meier stated “…AIC is capable of efficiently 254 

managing and supervising construction of the transmission Line.  AIC has 255 

built lines and projects of this magnitude and has recently received approval 256 

from the Commission […] to construct several lines in Illinois.”31  AIC is the 257 

second largest electric utility in Illinois, supplies more than two million Illinois 258 

customers, and controls a vast system of transmission and distribution 259 

networks in Illinois.  I have no reason to believe that AIC will not be able to 260 

efficiently manage and supervise the construction of the proposed project. 261 

Q. Did AIC’s application include the detailed information about the 262 

proposed project as required by Section 8-406.1(a)(1) of the Act?  263 

A. Yes.  AIC’s petition appears to include the information listed in Subsection 8-264 

142 406.1(a)(1) of the Act. 265 

Q. Did AIC pay the application fee of $100,000.00 as required by Section 8-266 

406.1(a)(2) of the Act? 267 

A. Yes.  The Financial Information Section of the Commission processed the 268 

payment on February 29, 2012. 269 

                                            
30

 Petition, p. 8, ¶20. 
31

 Ameren Ex. 3.0, p. 9, lines 193–196. 
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Q. Did AIC hold at least three public meetings to receive public comments 270 

about the project within 6 months of filing its petition, as required by 271 

Section 8-406.1(a)(3) of the Act? 272 

A. Yes.  AIC held three public meetings at the Double Tree Hotel and 273 

Conference Center in Bloomington, from 4:00 to 8:00 p.m., on November 17, 274 

2011, December 15, 2011, and January 19, 2012.  AIC also held two 275 

stakeholder working group meetings at its Operating Center in Bloomington, 276 

from 9:00 to 10:00 a.m., on November 17, 2011 and January 19, 2012. 277 

Q. Did AIC publish notice about its proposed project in the official state 278 

newspaper within 10 days of its filing, as Subsection 8-406.1(d) 279 

requires?  280 

A. Yes.  AIC filed its application on February 29, 2012.  On April 11, 2012, AIC 281 

filed proof that it published the required notice in the Breeze-Courier (the 282 

official State newspaper) on March 5, 2012. 283 

Q. Did AIC establish a dedicated website about the project at least 3 weeks 284 

prior to holding its first public meeting, and does AIC continue to 285 

maintain the website? 286 

A. Yes.  AIC’s petition lists the website address: http://www.Brtransmission.com. 287 

Q. Are there issues that you would like AIC to address in its rebuttal 288 

testimony? 289 

A. Yes.  First, as I noted above, AIC indicated in its petition and in Ameren 290 

Exhibit 3.0 that the total cost of the proposed project, including substation 291 

modifications, ranges approximately from $26.9 million for the primary route 292 

http://www.brtransmission.com/
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to approximately $29 million for the alternate route.32  However, in Ameren 293 

Exhibits 1.20 and 1.22, AIC listed the cost of the proposed project at 294 

approximately $35 million.  In its rebuttal testimony, AIC should address this 295 

discrepancy. 296 

Second, although AIC indicated that its models predicted that by summer 297 

2014 the Bloomington regional area could experience a voltage collapse from 298 

the loss of two bulk electric system elements, the in-service date for the 299 

proposed project is June 2015, one year later.33  Mr. Sullivan failed to 300 

adequately address this issue in his direct testimony.34  AIC initiated the 301 

process for applying for a CPCN for the proposed project in early 2009 and 302 

held its first public meeting in February 10, 2009,35 but then halted the 303 

proposed project until it applied for a CPCN in February 29, 2012.  The 304 

apparent result of AIC’s action is the exposure of customers in the 305 

Bloomington area to possible extended service interruptions during the 306 

summer of 2014.  In its rebuttal testimony, AIC should provide more details 307 

about its decision making process regarding the delay of the proposed 308 

project.  AIC should also address its plans to mitigate the occurrence of a 309 

voltage collapse in the summer of 2014 without having completed the 310 

proposed project. 311 

Q. Does that conclude your prepared Direct Testimony? 312 

A. Yes, it does. 313 

                                            
32

 Petition, page 7, ¶18. 
33

 Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 31, line 671. 
34

 Id, pp. 31 – 32, lines 677–690. 
35

 Petition, page 6, ¶13. 


