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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. Are you the same Yassir Rashid who previously testified in this docket? 4 

A. Yes, I am.  My prepared direct testimony in this docket is ICC Staff Exhibit 5 

1.0. 6 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 7 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to comment on the rebuttal testimony 8 

of Ameren Illinois Company (“AIC” or “Ameren”) witness John Sullivan 9 

regarding two issues that I raised in my direct testimony.  The first issue 10 

pertains to the discrepancy between the proposed project’s completion cost 11 

as Ameren reported it in its petition and in Mr. Sullivan’s direct testimony, and 12 

as Ameren reported it in Attachments to Mr. Sullivan’s direct testimony.  The 13 

second issue pertains to the completion date of the proposed project and the 14 

effects the completion date would have if the contingencies that Ameren 15 

described in its analyses occurred in 2014. 16 

Q. Please describe the first issue. 17 

A. AIC indicated in its petition and in Ameren Exhibit 3.0 that the total cost of the 18 

proposed project ranges approximately from $26.9 million for the primary 19 

route to approximately $29 million for the alternate route.1  However, in 20 

Ameren Exhibits 1.20 and 1.22, AIC listed the cost of the proposed project at 21 

approximately $35 million. 22 

                                            
1
 Petition, page 7, ¶18. 
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Q. In his rebuttal testimony, did Mr. Sullivan explain that discrepancy? 23 

A. Yes.  Mr Sullivan stated, “[the] original $35 million estimated project cost 24 

included $8.17 million for the expansion of the Brokaw substation to a 345 kV 25 

ring bus configuration including modification of the connection to the ComEd 26 

line to an “in-out” arrangement.”2  Mr. Sullivan further stated, “[the] Brokaw 27 

substation modifications are not included in this filing, as they are already in 28 

process and are planned to be completed by the end of 2012.”3 29 

Q. Do you believe that Mr. Sullivan adequately addressed the proposed 30 

project’s completion cost discrepancy issue? 31 

A. Yes.  I believe that Mr. Sullivan adequately explained the discrepancy 32 

between the Project’s completion cost as Ameren reported it in its petition and 33 

in his direct testimony, and as Ameren reported it in Attachments to Mr. 34 

Sullivan’s direct testimony. 35 

Q. Please describe the second issue. 36 

A. AIC indicated that its models predicted that by summer 2014 the Bloomington 37 

regional area could experience a voltage collapse from the loss of two bulk 38 

electric system elements; however, AIC planned the in-service date for the 39 

proposed project to be June 20154, one year later. 40 

 In my direct testimony, I noted that AIC had initiated the process for applying 41 

for a Certificate of Public Convenient and Necessity (“CPCN”) for the 42 

proposed project in early 20095 but then halted the proposed project until it 43 

                                            
2
 Ameren Ex. 6.0, p 2, lines 30 – 32. 

3
 Id, lines 32 – 34. 

4
 Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 31, line 671. 

5
 Petition, page 6, ¶13. 
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applied for a CPCN in early 2012.  My concern was that the apparent result of 44 

AIC’s action (based on AIC’s own analyses) would be the exposure of 45 

customers in the Bloomington area to possible extended service interruptions 46 

during the summer of 2014.  In my direct testimony, I requested that, in its 47 

rebuttal testimony, AIC provide more details about its decision to postpone 48 

the proposed project.  I also requested that AIC address its plans to mitigate 49 

the occurrence of a voltage collapse in the summer of 2014 if the proposed 50 

project is not completed by then. 51 

Q. In his rebuttal testimony, did Mr. Sullivan explain why AIC decided to 52 

delay applying for a CPCN to implement the proposed project? 53 

A. Mr. Sullivan indicated that the reason for the delay was AIC’s decision to 54 

review the load forecasts and modeling developed for the proposed project 55 

after Staff expressed concerns that AIC had not used the most recent 56 

available load forecasts when AIC applied for a CPCN in Docket No. 10-57 

0079.6  In my opinion updating load forecasts in AIC’s models does not justify 58 

a three year delay for applying for a CPCN.  In addition, it is AIC’s duty to 59 

update its load forecasts regularly to be able to conduct annual “valid 60 

assessment that its portion of the interconnected transmission systems is 61 

planned such that the network can be operated to supply projected customer 62 

demands and projected Firm (non-recallable reserved) Transmission 63 

Services, at all demand Levels over the range of forecast system demands, 64 

                                            
6
 Ameren Ex. 6.0, p. 3 lines 43 – 49. 



Docket No. 12-0154 
ICC Staff Exhibit 3.0 

4 

under the contingency conditions as defined in Category C of Table I,”7 as 65 

required by NERC Standard TPL-003-0.  Mr. Sullivan himself referred to 66 

NERC Standard TPL-003-0 several times in his direct testimony. 67 

Q. Do you have concerns after reading AIC’s response to your concern 68 

regarding the delay of the proposed project? 69 

A. Yes.  In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Sullivan mischaracterized my direct 70 

testimony by suggesting that “AIC is not aware of any detriment to the public 71 

by virtue of the earlier public meetings …”8  I did not suggest that early public 72 

meetings were detrimental to the public.  I referred to information that AIC 73 

provided in its petition to demonstrate that AIC chose to delay applying for a 74 

CPCN for the proposed project, which led to delaying its completion date, 75 

leaving the customers in the Bloomington area susceptible to reliability 76 

problems for a full year, between summer 2014 and summer 2015. 77 

 In addition, Mr. Sullivan tried to minimalize the effects of the delaying the 78 

proposed project’s completion date to summer 2015.  In his rebuttal 79 

testimony, Mr. Sullivan states, “the risk of voltage collapse to the Bloomington 80 

area does not occur suddenly at a particular load level, but increases over 81 

time as load increases.  There would be some level of risk at present 82 

following the transmission outage conditions I outlined at Ameren Ex. 1.0, p. 83 

17.”9  Without providing an explanation to the following statement, Mr. 84 

Sullivan added, “[the] risk of exposure to voltage collapse was balanced with 85 

                                            
7
 Ameren Ex. 1.6, p 1, at ¶R1. 

8
 Ameren Ex. 6.0, p. 3 lines 56 – 57. 

9
 Id, pp. 3 – 4, lines 62 – 65 (emphasis added). 
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the feasibility of completing construction in a cost-effective manner in 86 

determining the project in-service date.”10 87 

Q. Did AIC explain the steps it has taken, is taking, or would take to 88 

mitigate a possible voltage collapse in summer 2014? 89 

A. Mr. Sullivan stated, “expansion work at Brokaw Substation is currently 90 

ongoing and is planned to be completed by the end of 2012, which will 91 

address concerns related to one of the three NERC Category C double 92 

outage events in the Bloomington area.”11  Mr. Sullivan added that AIC is 93 

“working to expedite the current construction schedule and believe that it 94 

might be possible to get the line in-service in 2014.  However, the time 95 

required for real estate acquisition may make a June 2014 in-service difficult 96 

to obtain.”12 97 

 Mr. Sullivan indicated that if AIC is not able to put the proposed project in 98 

service during summer 2014, then AIC’s “Transmission Operations and 99 

Distribution Operations groups will take appropriate measures (e.g. limiting 100 

other work, ensuring capacitors are available), when possible, to try to reduce 101 

the risk of voltage collapse conditions.”13  Mr. Sullivan however did not 102 

provide information about the technical, operational, or financial implications 103 

that a voltage collapse in the Bloomington area would generate if it occurred 104 

before the proposed project is completed and in service. 105 

                                            
10

 Id, p. 4, lines 66 – 68. 
11

 Id, p. 4, lines 77 – 79. 
12

 Id, p. 4, lines 81 – 83. 
13

 Id, pp. 4 – 5, lines 84 – 87.  
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Q. Do you believe that Ameren could have handled the timing of the 106 

proposed project better? 107 

A. Yes, I do.  AIC could have and should have allowed ample time to petition the 108 

Commission for the proposed project in a way to avoid risking the reliability of 109 

its system in the Bloomington area.  AIC initiated the process for the 110 

proposed project in early 2009 but decided to delay commencing the process 111 

for implementing it for three years.  Had AIC proceeded with petitioning the 112 

Commission for the proposed project after it initiated the 2009 public 113 

meetings, the Bloomington area would not be facing the prospect of a voltage 114 

collapse in summer 2014.  AIC should keep its load forecasts current by 115 

regularly reviewing them and updating them as required by NERC.  That way, 116 

AIC would be able to identify the need for future reliability projects and start 117 

taking the necessary steps to implementing them and putting them in service 118 

in a timely manner.  That would result in AIC customers not being susceptible 119 

to reliability problems due to poor planning. 120 

Q. What do you recommend? 121 

A. Despite my criticism of the flawed planning of the proposed project, I 122 

recommend that the Commission approve AIC’s petition to install, operate, 123 

and maintain the proposed project along the primary route as shown in 124 

Ameren Ex. 4.1 and as described in Ameren Ex. 2.1, for the reasons that I 125 

explained in my direct testimony.  126 

Q. Does that conclude you prepared rebuttal testimony? 127 

A. Yes, it does. 128 


