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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET No. 13-   2 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 3 

DONELL MURPHY 4 

Submitted On Behalf Of Ameren Illinois Company 5 

I. INTRODUCTION AND WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS 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 Management 8 

(“ERM”), located at 1701 Golf Road, Suite 1-1000, Rolling Meadows, Illinois, 60008. 9 

Q. Please summarize your educational background and professional experience. 10 

A. Please see my Resume, attached as an Appendix to this testimony. 11 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities in your present position? 12 

A. My primary duties and responsibilities include managing or overseeing various projects.  13 

Some of these projects are managed by other project managers and involve only my oversight of 14 

quality assurance, resource management and budgetary management, in addition to technical 15 

guidance when needed.  I directly manage all aspects of other projects (quality assurance, 16 

resources, scope, schedule and budget).  Additionally, I manage a team of environmental 17 

professionals located in multiple offices across the Midwest.  18 
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II. PURPOSE AND SCOPE 19 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 20 

A. Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois (“AIC”) retained ERM to conduct a 21 

route siting analysis for the develpement of the Fargo-Mapleridge 345 kV Transmission Line 22 

(“Transmission Line”) and to provide support with respect to the stakeholder engagement and 23 

public involvement process for the Proposed Transmission Line and related facilities (the 24 

“Project”).  A compilation of information associated with the route siting analysis is attached as 25 

Ameren Exhibit 5.2.  This compilation of information, also referred to as the Siting Study, 26 

includes a detailed description of the route siting analysis, a baseline resource assessment, and 27 

information pertaining to the stakeholder engagement and public involvement process.  The 28 

purpose of my testimony is to summarize the methodology used for the route siting analysis, the 29 

results of the analysis and the public involvement process conducted with respect to the selection 30 

of a primary route for the Transmission Line.  ERM also conducted an environmental impact 31 

analysis, which is discussed by AIC witness Ms. Heather Heater.   32 

Q. What exhibits are you sponsoring with your testimony? 33 

A. I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 34 

 Ameren Exhibit 5.1 Description and Map of Proposed Routes and Foreign 35 
Utilities 36 

 Ameren Exhibit 5.2 Siting Study  37 

 Ameren Exhibit 5.3 Categorized Environmental Siting Criteria  38 

 Ameren Exhibit 5.4 Map of All Routes Considered 39 

 Ameren Exhibit 5.5 Newspaper Ads and Affidavits of Publication  40 

 Ameren Exhibit 5.6 County Clerk Letters 41 
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III. ROUTE SITING ANALYSIS 42 

Q. What approach was implemented for route siting analysis? 43 

A. ERM assisted AIC in facilitating a process that integrated stakeholder engagement and 44 

public involvement with route development and selection.  The approach generally included 45 

proactive and formal stakeholder engagement (through community representative forum 46 

meetings).  The approach also featured initial emphasis on the need and benefits of the Project 47 

and encouraged the understanding as to how routes would be developed and selected.  The 48 

process included holding the public meetings required under Section 8-406.1 of the Illinois 49 

Public Utilities Act (the “Act”), 220 ILCS 5/8-406.1.  The public meetings were comprised of 50 

three milestone phases, or stages, within the overall decision-making process.  These phases 51 

included Phase I – Need and Benefits; Phase II – Potential Route Alternatives; and Phase III – 52 

Proposed Routes.  Public meetings were conducted with respect to each stage.  The Phase I 53 

meeting was held on August 13, 2012; Phase II on October 8, 2012; and Phase III on December 54 

10, 2012.  The three public meetings have been conducted within the six months prior to the 55 

filing of AIC’s Petition to comply with Section 8-406.1.   56 

For this portion of my testimony, I will focus on the route development and selection 57 

process, otherwise referred to as the route siting analysis.  Ameren Exhibit 5.1, attached to my 58 

direct testimony, depicts the Proposed Routes for the Transmission Line and clearly 59 

distinguishes the Primary Route.  As mentioned, the Siting Study attached as Ameren Exhibit 5.2 60 

is a compilation of information associated with the route siting analysis undertaken for the 61 

Project.   62 
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Q. Please describe how the route siting analysis was performed. 63 

A. Generally, the route siting analysis was performed as a methodical narrowing process 64 

where the area or scope of study was reduced with each stage of route development and 65 

selection.  First, the Project area was established (the geographic extent of which is described in 66 

Ameren Exhibit 5.2, Appendix A), and environmental siting criteria were identified.  Using this 67 

basis, the analysis progressively resulted in the development of potential route alternatives within 68 

the Project area, the selection of Proposed Routes, and ultimately the selection of the Primary 69 

Route.   70 

Potential route alternatives were developed through a comparative evaluation process, 71 

which involved the collective review of existing opportunities (defined later), the overall 72 

occurrence of sensitivities (defined later) along these opportunities, and the priority of affected 73 

sensitivities when route alternatives were otherwise comparable.  The priority of affected 74 

sensitivities was derived from input received from stakeholders, landowners, and other members 75 

of the public who participated in the public process.  The results from the public process were 76 

combined to derive what AIC concluded was the majority consensus.  The public process is 77 

described in further detail in a later portion of my direct testimony. 78 

 Select sensitivities were categorized or prioritized as “high” sensitivities including, for 79 

example, prime farmland and restricted airspace.  The prioritization of the environmental siting 80 

criteria is discussed in further detail later in my direct testimony.  Following the identification 81 

and categorization of the environmental siting criteria, information and data related to the criteria 82 

were collected and mapped.  The overlay of opportunities and sensitivities demonstrated areas 83 

obviously constrained.  These areas, along with areas hosting potential locations for route siting 84 

that would otherwise conflict with the intended directional orientation of the Project, were 85 
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removed from consideration.  Predominant opportunities were comparatively evaluated.  From 86 

this comparative evaluation, potential route alternatives emerged.  These route alternatives were 87 

further analyzed, modified and again comparatively evaluated.  From this comparative 88 

assessment, and with the incorporation of additional public input.  Those potential route 89 

alternatives that were identified as having a lesser potential for impact to the identified 90 

sensitivities were then carried forward as the Proposed Routes.  The Proposed Routes were again 91 

comparatively evaluated based on cost, conceptual design and constructability considerations in 92 

addition to the environmental siting criteria, to select the Primary Route and Alternate Route for 93 

the Project.  A more detailed discussion of the route selection process is provided in the Siting 94 

Study (Ameren Exhibit 5.2). 95 

Q. What siting criteria were identified for the analysis? 96 

A. The siting criteria identified included the environmental siting criteria, characterized as 97 

opportunities and sensitivities.  Other siting criteria, including cost and constructability 98 

considerations, were utilized in later stages of the analysis.  For electric transmission lines, 99 

advantageous siting “opportunities” can be characterized as corridors with the potential for 100 

sharing right-of-way or running alongside existing facilities, infrastructure and landscape 101 

features.  Opportunities include existing rights-of-way, section lines, property lines and field 102 

lines.  These features are characterized as opportunities because they may be advantageous or 103 

more compatible for parallel co-location of a new transmission line – in simplest form, like 104 

features by like features.  “Sensitivities” can be characterized as those environmental – human 105 

(of the built environment) and natural – siting criteria, including point locations, areas or 106 

features, which are taken into account with regard to location, construction or additional 107 

licensing/permitting procedures.  Sensitivities include such things as existing residences, land 108 
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use classifications, wetlands and stream crossings.  Sensitivity does not imply or necessitate 109 

avoidance.  Rather, the occurrence and characteristics of the opportunities and sensitivities were 110 

the basis of comparative evaluation.   111 

Q. How were the environmental siting criteria identified and prioritized? 112 

A. ERM compiled a list of environmental siting criteria that has been used by ERM for 113 

various other linear facility siting projects in Illinois.  The list was then presented to stakeholders 114 

and the public for review and concurrence during the Phase I public meetings.  Both groups were 115 

given the opportunity to suggest additional criteria and prioritize the sensitivities.  The number of 116 

times a particular sensitivity was identified as being a priority, divided by the total number of 117 

meeting participants, resulted in a percent value.  The average percent value for each criterion 118 

between the participating stakeholders and collective members of the public was then calculated.  119 

The environmental siting criteria were categorized as highly sensitive, moderately sensitive and 120 

least sensitive based on the average percent value.  Higher percent values, such as those reflected 121 

for criteria such as prime farmland and restricted airspace, comprised a majority consensus.  The 122 

categorized criteria resulting from this process are shown on Ameren Exhibit 5.3.  Ameren 123 

Exhibit 5.4 depicts all route options considered for the proposed Transmission Line. 124 

Q. Was the categorization of environmental criteria reviewed by the public?  If so, 125 

please explain how and if any changes in the categorization resulted from this review. 126 

A. When the Phase II public meeting was held in October 2012, stakeholders and members 127 

of the public who attended the meeting were asked to review the prior categorization of the 128 

environmental siting criteria.  The feedback received suggested no change to how the 129 

environmental criteria had previously been prioritized.   130 
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Q. In addition to the environmental siting considerations, were cost, conceptual design 131 

and constructability considerations taken into account? 132 

A. Yes.  As previously discussed, the environmental siting criteria were used for identifying 133 

and evaluating potential route alternatives and Proposed Routes.  After Proposed Routes were 134 

selected for the Project, the environmental characteristics of each were evaluated in conjunction 135 

with cost, conceptual design and constructability.  The environmental-related characteristics of 136 

the proposed routes were further studied to identify those alternatives having a lesser potential 137 

for environmental impact.  Concurrent with this evaluation, conceptual design considerations 138 

(such as the estimated number of angle structures or representative pole placement relative to 139 

select existing features) and the presence of existing access and easements were also evaluated. 140 

Q. What were the results of the route siting analysis? 141 

A. From the route siting analysis, the Proposed Routes, which collectively include the 142 

Primary and Alternate Route (as depicted on Ameren Exhibit 5.1) and Segment Options 143 

(localized route segments allowing for maneuverability between parts of either the Primary or 144 

Alternate routes), emerged as the optimum locations for the proposed Transmission Line where 145 

the potential for environmental impacts could be reduced or minimized.  These routes are 146 

intended to be cost effective while best representing input received from those who have 147 

participated in the public process.  Based on a desktop analysis and field reconnaissance of the 148 

Proposed Routes, these routes appear to be permittable and can be constructed.  Section 8-406.1 149 

of the Act requires AIC to identify a primary route.   150 
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Q. Can you further elaborate as to why the Proposed Routes were selected? 151 

A. Multiple potential route alternatives were identified between the two substation 152 

interconnection locations.  The Proposed Routes represent the optimum locations for the 153 

proposed Transmission Line where the potential for environmental impacts can be reduced or 154 

minimized without incurring additional length or cost.  The Proposed Routes parallel some 155 

roadways as well as existing transmission lines, property lines and section lines.  In some cases, 156 

the Proposed Routes parallel field lines, based on available aerial photography.  The Proposed 157 

Routes have a lesser cumulative occurrence of sensitivities associated with each, as compared to 158 

other route alternatives.  The Proposed Routes are located within proximity (75-500 feet) to 159 

fewer homes, minimize the potential for impact to agricultural use areas (through the proposed 160 

structure type and parallel routing to existing transmission and distribution lines, property lines, 161 

section lines, and field lines) and require less tree removal.  A more detailed discussion of the 162 

route selection process is provided in the Siting Study (Ameren Exhibit 5.2). 163 

Q. Why was the Primary Route selected as such? 164 

A. The Primary Route makes use of approximately seven miles of existing easements and 165 

certain land already owned in fee by AIC.  While there is a marginally greater impact associated 166 

with some criteria for the Primary Route in comparison to the Alternate Route, such as the 167 

number of homes along the route, there would be no significant reduction in the potential for 168 

impact associated with the Alternate Route should this route have been selected instead.  The 169 

Primary Route is shorter and would therefore result in less ground disturbance.  There is a lower 170 

occurrence of prime farmland soils (a high sensitivity) along the Primary Route. 171 
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Q. Please summarize any other key routing considerations. 172 

A. In addition to the criteria identified by the participating members of the public as being 173 

“high” sensitivities, proximity to the Peoria International Airport was also a key routing 174 

consideration.  Route alternatives that would directly conflict, or require additional cost so as not 175 

to conflict, with the approach paths and air surfaces associated with the airport were removed 176 

from consideration.  Additionally, the Wildlife Prairie State Park was a key consideration. 177 

Q. Has AIC consulted with the Peoria International Airport and/or the Federal 178 

Aviation Administration? 179 

A. Yes.  A representative from the airport attended an open house.  This same representative 180 

also provided AIC with copies of the airport layout plan and information associated with the air 181 

surfaces affecting the airport.  While no impacts to air surfaces associated with the airport are 182 

anticipated, information will be provided to the Federal Aviation Administration to review 183 

following final route approval.  Ms. Heater discusses other agency consultations and regulatory 184 

requirements in her direct testimony (Ameren Exhibit 6.0). 185 

Q. How did the Wildlife Prairie State Park affect routing? 186 

A. AIC has met with representatives of the Wildlife Prairie State Park, including the Illinois 187 

Department of Natural Resources.  AIC understands that there are presently limitations 188 

associated with extent, timing and mitigation of tree removal within the Park, which is presently 189 

owned by the Illinois Department of Natural Resources.  Further, there are portions of the Park 190 

that were subject to mining in the past.  This is evident at the surface in some areas, and not in 191 

others.  AIC anticipated that tree removal would have been a consideration subject to heightened 192 
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sensitivity.  Pole placement in areas previously mined would also have been a consideration.  193 

Therefore, AIC did not carry forward any potential route alternative through the Park. 194 

Q. Please explain the purpose of Segment Option 4.  195 

A. Segment Option 4 was identified to allow for some routing flexibility to lessen the 196 

potential for impact near the proposed off-ramp associated with the Illinois Department of 197 

Transportation (IDOT) Illinois Route 336 project located along the Alternate Route to the extent 198 

this flexibility is needed.   199 

Q. Was cost a factor in selecting the Proposed Routes? 200 

A. Yes.  As previously indicated, cost was a consideration in selecting the Proposed Routes.   201 

Q. Did participants in the public process suggest any routes as an alternative to the 202 

Proposed Routes? 203 

A. No routes were brought forward by participants in the public process. 204 

Q. Have all landowners owning property along the Proposed Routes been identified? 205 

A. Yes.  Exhibit C to AIC’s Petition provides a list of landowners within 75 -feet of any of 206 

the Proposed Routes and adjacent to the new Mapleridge Substation site and existing Fargo 207 

Substation.   208 

Q. Has AIC identified all foreign company linear facilities that may be in general 209 

proximity to the proposed Transmission Line? 210 

A. Yes.  Exhibit C to AIC’s Petition depicts the known foreign company linear facilities 211 

(specifically including known overhead electric supply and railroad company facilities) which 212 

are crossed by or are located in close proximity to the Proposed Routes.  Exhibit D to AIC’s 213 

Petition separately provides a list of other utilities that may be affected by the Project, including 214 
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parties listed in 83 Ill. Adm. Code Sections 305.50(d) and 305.60.  AIC, with support from ERM, 215 

will work with each of these utilities, as required, to reach an agreement as to the location of the 216 

proposed facilities by AIC.  217 

IV. PUBLIC MEETING PROCESS 218 

Q. Has AIC held public meetings as required by Illinois statute? 219 

A. Yes.  Subsection 8-406.1(a)(3) of the Act requires a utility to hold at least three pre-filing 220 

public meetings to receive public comment concerning the Project in each county where the 221 

Project is to be located.  The Proposed Routes are located in Peoria County.  ERM assisted AIC 222 

in conducting these meetings, which were held on August 13, October 8, and December 10, 2012 223 

at the Bartonville American Legion located at 4501 South Airport Road, Bartonville, IL 61607.  224 

The meetings were held in public open house formats.  AIC also conducted separate community 225 

representative forums as discussed below. 226 

Q. Were notices of the public meetings published in a newspaper of general 227 

circulation? 228 

A. Yes, notices were published for each public meeting in a newspaper of general circulation 229 

within Peoria County once a week for three consecutive weeks, beginning no earlier than one 230 

month prior to each meeting.  A copy of the notices and affidavits of publication are included in 231 

Ameren Exhibit 5.5. 232 

Q. Was a representative of the Commission invited to the public meetings? 233 

A. Yes.  The invitation to the community representative forum meetings and each open 234 

house was provided to Commission Staff, as required by Section 8-406.1. 235 
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Q. Were County Clerks notified? 236 

A. Yes.  Written notice of each public meeting, including a description of the Project, was 237 

sent to the Peoria County Clerk.  Copies of these notices are included in Ameren Exhibit 5.6. 238 

Q. Has AIC sought public input beyond the statutorily required meetings? 239 

A. Yes.  As previously noted, specific stakeholders, such as potentially affected local 240 

officials, agencies, school districts, soil and water conservation districts, farm bureaus, water 241 

districts were directly invited to participate in the community representative forum meetings 242 

(Ameren Exhibit 5.2, Appendix C). 243 

Q. Please describe the approach to stakeholder engagement and public involvement 244 

that was undertaken with respect to the Project. 245 

A. ERM assisted AIC in facilitating a process which integrated stakeholder engagement and 246 

public involvement into three phases of route development and selection: Phase I, Need and 247 

Benefits; Phase II, Potential Route Alternatives; and Phase III, Proposed Routes.  The general 248 

process entailed formal stakeholder engagement; initial emphasis on the need and benefits of the 249 

Project and encouraging understanding as to how routes would be developed and selected; and 250 

the early engagement and ongoing involvement of stakeholders and members of the general 251 

public. 252 

Q. How was the stakeholder and public involvement process framed around the three 253 

phases of route development? 254 

A. A community representative forum meeting was conducted for the first and third phases 255 

of route development and selection.  Public open houses were conducted concurrent with the 256 

community representative forum meetings in Phase I and III.  An open house was also conducted 257 
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in Phase II.  The community representative forum meetings differed from the open houses only 258 

in the presentational format.  While the community representative forum meetings allowed for a 259 

formal presentation of information to a smaller group audience and their involvement in 260 

interactive exercises (venues were arranged classroom style and information shared via a 261 

Microsoft PowerPoint presentation projected to a large screen), the open house venues allowed 262 

for one-on-one exchanges of information in a more casual format (informational stations specific 263 

to some subject matter located around each venue).  The same information was presented at each 264 

series of community representative forum meetings and open houses respective to each phase.  265 

Over 170 stakeholders and members of the public participated in community represnettaive 266 

forums or open houses (see Ameren Ex. 5.2, pp. 15-16.) 267 

Q. How were stakeholders identified and when were they contacted? 268 

A. Once the Project area was established, potential stakeholders that may be affected by the 269 

Project were identified (Ameren Exhibit 5.2, Appendix C).  Many of these stakeholders were 270 

contacted as part of the preliminary data collection effort.  Potentially affected stakeholders then 271 

made up the list of invitees to participate in the community representative forum meetings.   272 

Q. Who were identified as stakeholders of the Project? 273 

A. As noted, invitees to participate in the community representative forum meetings 274 

included local elected officials, agency representatives, and other representatives of local public 275 

constituencies (Ameren Exhbit 5.2, Appendix C).  Participation in the community representative 276 

forum meetings allowed attendees to share with AIC any local concerns or perceptions while 277 

also being informed of the Project so they could be responsive to their constituents. 278 
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Q. What were the objectives of the Phase I community representative forum meeting 279 

and open house?  280 

A. The objectives of the first, or Phase I, community representative forum meeting included 281 

introducing the Project and encouraging an understanding as to the Project background and 282 

benefits, as well as the process by which routes would be developed and selected. 283 

Q. How did AIC invite stakeholders and members of the public to the Phase I 284 

community representative forum meeting and open house? 285 

A. Individual invitation letters were mailed to stakeholders requesting their participation in 286 

the Phase I community representative forum meeting.  The Phase I open house was advertised in 287 

the local newspaper, Peoria Journal Star, and poster-size flyers were posted throughout the study 288 

area. 289 

Q. How did AIC seek input from participants during these meetings? 290 

A. At the Phase I community representative forum meeting, two interactive exercises were 291 

conducted.  The first exercise involved prioritizing the environmental siting criteria.  The second 292 

exercise involved team route identification within a study area similar in setting, but entirely 293 

unrelated to the Project area.  At the Phase I open house, a criteria prioritization exercise also 294 

was conducted.  Attendees were given three colored dot stickers and asked to place their dots 295 

alongside the three criteria they felt were most sensitive to them, as listed on a large display 296 

board.  Additionally, focused comment forms were distributed at both meeting formats and a 297 

web-based survey replicating the hard copy comment form was available.  Open house attendees 298 

had the opportunity to view specific areas within the Project area and provide comments at 299 

interactive geographic information system stations. 300 
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Q. How did the direct input received from Phase I public meeting attendees affect the 301 

route siting analysis? 302 

A. The direct input received as a result of the criteria prioritization exercise influenced route 303 

selection.  The consensus derived from those participating in the exercise impacted route 304 

development and selection when quantitative analysis alone was not sufficient to differentiate 305 

comparable routing options.  306 

Q. What were the objectives of the Phase II open house? 307 

A. The primary objective of the second, or Phase II, public open house meeting was to 308 

convey the potential route alternatives and seek input and feedback relative to those alternatives. 309 

Q. How did AIC invite stakeholders and members of the public to the Phase II open 310 

house? 311 

A. The Phase II open house was advertised in local newspapers and through poster-size 312 

flyers posted throughout the Project study area.  A copy of the notices and affidavits of 313 

publication are included in Ameren Exhibit 5.5.  Additionally, letters were sent to landowners or 314 

residents along the potential route alternatives.  Landowners and residents within an area 315 

encompassing one half mile outside of the potential route alternatives (except for landowners or 316 

residents within incorporated municipalities since flyers were instead posted throughout these 317 

communities and most of these areas were removed from consideration for routing due to the 318 

high concentration of sensitivities occurring within them), received direct mail invitations. More 319 

than 2,700 invitations were  mailed. County property records (parcel boundaries and owner 320 

information) were utilized to invite landowners.   321 
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Q. How did AIC seek stakeholder and public input at the Phase II open house? 322 

A. Similar to the Phase I meeting, focused comment forms were distributed.  Open house 323 

attendees again had the opportunity to view specific areas within the Project area and to provide 324 

comments at interactive geographic information system stations. 325 

Q. How did the direct input received from the Phase II public meeting attendees affect 326 

the route siting analysis? 327 

A. Input received from meeting attendees suggested no change to the previously prioritized 328 

environmental criteria.  Private property interests regarding the potential route alternatives were 329 

conveyed by meeting attendees. 330 

Q. What were the objectives of the Phase III community representative forum meeting 331 

and open house? 332 

A. The primary objective of the third, or Phase III, meetings was to convey the Proposed 333 

Routes and seek input and feedback relative to these routes. 334 

Q. How did AIC invite stakeholders and members of the public to the Phase III 335 

community representative forum meeting and open house?  336 

A. Individual invitation letters were mailed to stakeholders requesting their participation in 337 

the Phase III community representative forum meeting.  The open house was advertised in local 338 

newspapers and through poster-size flyers posted throughout the local communities.  A copy of 339 

the notices and affidavits of publication are included in Ameren Exhibit 5.5.  Additionally, letters 340 

were sent to the same list of landowners or residents that had been compiled for the Phase II 341 

open house.  Landowners within 250 feet of any Proposed Route, or within 450 feet of any angle 342 

along a Proposed Route, received a direct mail invitation indicating their property may be 343 
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affected.  All other landowners or residents received a direct mail invitation simply encouraging 344 

their participation.  More than 2,700 invitations were mailed. 345 

Q. How did AIC seek stakeholder and public input at the Phase III community 346 

representative forum meeting and open house? 347 

A. Similar to Phases I and II, focused comment forms were distributed.  Open house 348 

attendees were again given the opportunity to view specific areas within the Project area and 349 

provide comments at interactive geographic information system stations. 350 

Q. Were any particular considerations raised by attendees of the Phase III community 351 

representative forum meeting or open house? 352 

A. The proposed IDOT Illinois Route 336 project and associated corridor protection area 353 

was raised by multiple attendees. 354 

Q. Did this information affect the Proposed Routes? 355 

A. Yes. As discussed abovea  Segment Option was developed to address the potential 356 

conflict with the IDOT Illinois Route 336 project.  AIC will continue to coordinate with the 357 

Department of Transportation. 358 

Q. Were any additional meetings conducted as part of the public process? 359 

A. Yes.  AIC also met with representatives of the Wildlife Prairie State Park.  360 

Q. Were any other forms of comment received as a result of the public process? 361 

A. Yes.  AIC received comment forms and letters of correspondence.  Copies of these forms 362 

of comment are included as an attachment to the Siting Study (Ameren Exhibit 5.2).  Some 363 

comments were also conveyed verbally by landowners via the telephone hotline established for 364 

the Project. 365 
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Q. What other means of disseminating Project information were utilized? 366 

A. As mentioned, a toll free hotline was established for the Project.  In addition, AIC 367 

established a dedicated website for the Project at www.fargotransmission.com on June 16, 2012. 368 

Q. What do you consider to be the results of the public involvement process? 369 

A. Based on comments received from stakeholders and the general public, I believe the 370 

Project need and benefits are understood.  With respect to the Proposed Routes identified in 371 

AIC’s Petition, particularly the Primary Route, I believe that AIC has demonstrated that it has 372 

incorporated input received from stakeholders and members of the public into its decision-373 

making process.  AIC has provided notice beyond what is required (through direct mail 374 

invitations, flyers and press releases) and conducted additional meetings beyond what is required 375 

(most notably including the community representative forum meetings).  It is my opinion that 376 

AIC has provided ample opportunity for potentially affected stakeholders, landowners and 377 

members of the public to participate in the process and provide input.  378 

V. CONCLUSION 379 

Does this conclude your direct testimony? 380 

A. Yes, it does.381 
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APPENDIX 

Delivering sustainable solutions in a more competitive world 
 

Ms. Donell (Doni) Murphy is a Partner and Certified Project 
Manager with over 12 years of experience. Ms. Murphy 
specializes in linear corridor and right-of-way assessment, 
siting, permitting, and acquisition; power generation and 
substation facility siting and permitting; stakeholder 
engagement and public involvement; NEPA compliance; 
post-certification and pre-construction permitting; 
environmental access planning for construction; 
environmental mitigation planning; environmental 
monitoring; and geographical information systems (GIS). 
She has managed the siting and/or permitting associated 
with linear telecommunications and energy development 
projects, including multiple projects in Illinois.  She has 
managed the routing and permitting of more than 1,200 
miles of high voltage electrical transmission lines, ranging in 
voltage from 115 kV to 500 kV. Ms. Murphy recently 
assisted in drafting state legislation that, now enacted, 
provides for a prescribed, alternative review process for the 
siting of new transmission facilities in the state of Illinois. 
 
Ms. Murphy has also managed due diligence reviews, 
critical issues assessments, and environmental assessments 
of more than 30 wind development projects throughout the 
U.S. Other renewable energy project experience includes the 
preliminary siting and development of a strategic 
permitting plan for a large-scale solar generation project 
(900 MW) in the southwestern U.S.  
 
Additionally, she has managed various aspects of nuclear 
generating projects including permitting associated with 
decommissioning; siting and permitting of an independent 
spent fuel storage installation; and feasibility studies 
associated with new nuclear generating facilities. Ms. 
Murphy has also supported the siting and permitting 
associated with one new natural gas pipeline facility, 
including having provided expert witness testimony for this 
project, in addition to having managed the postdisturbance 
permitting for two large-scale pipe releases. 

Professional Affiliations and Registrations 

 Society of American Foresters 

Fields of Competence 
 Environmental impact assessments 
 NEPA compliance 
 Feasibility and siting studies 
 Stakeholder engagement and public involvement 
 Federal, state, and local permitting 
 Ecological, social, and cultural resource studies 
 Expert witness testimony  

Education 

 B.S., Forest Biology, Colorado State University 
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Key Projects 
 
Illinois Rivers Project 
Ms. Murphy is serving as the Partner-in-Charge and 
Program Manager for a 380-mile 345 kV transmission line 
that originates in Missouri, extends across Illinois, and 
terminates in Indiana.  ERM is providing the following 
scope of services:  siting/routing studies; stakeholder 
engagement and public involvement; field studies and 
surveys; agency coordination and consultation; state 
licensing; permitting; and land and easement acquisition. 
 
Mapleridge to Fargo Project 
Ms. Murphy is serving as the Partner-in-Charge for a 30-
mile 345 kV transmission line in Illinois. ERM is providing 
the following scope of services:  siting/routing studies; 
stakeholder engagement and public involvement; field 
studies; agency coordination and consultation; and state 
licensing. 
 
CapX2020 Big Stone to Brookings County South Project 
Ms. Murphy is serving as the Partner-in-Charge for a 70-
mile 345 kV electric transmission line in eastern South 
Dakota.  ERM is providing the following scope of services:  
siting/routing studies; stakeholder engagement and public 
involvement; field studies and surveys; agency coordination 
and consultation; state licensing; and permitting. 
 
CapX2020 Fargo to Monticello Project 
Ms. Murphy is serving as the overall Project Manager for a 
250-mile 345 kV electric transmission line. ERM is providing 
the following scope of services:  siting/routing studies; 
stakeholder engagement and public involvement; field 
studies and surveys; agency coordination and consultation; 
state licensing; and permitting. Early phases of the project 
involved strategic planning and regulatory assessment 
aimed at evaluating potential NEPA triggers. To date, no 
federal undertaking requiring an additional environmental 
review in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act has been identified for the project. 
 
ComEd, Northwest Reliability Project 
Ms. Murphy served as the Project Manager and Expert 
Witness for a 12-mile 138 kV electric transmission line. The 
project involved siting/routing studies, stakeholder 
engagement and public involvement, field studies, agency 
coordination and consultation, state licensing, 
expert witness testimony, field surveys, and permitting. 
 
American Transmission Company, Gardner Park to 
Central Wisconsin and Morgan to Werner West Projects 
Ms. Murphy served as the Project Manager for a 150-mile 
345 and 138 kV electric transmission Line. The project 
involved siting/routing studies, public involvement, state 

licensing and environmental access planning for 
construction. 
 
SRP, Palo Verde to Pinal West and Pinal West to Southeast 
Valley Projects 
Ms. Murphy served as the Technical Project Manager for a 
150-mile 500 kV electric transmission line. The project 
involved siting/routing studies, stakeholder engagement 
and public involvement, field studies, permitting, tribal and 
agency consultations, and state licensing. The project 
traversed Bureau of Land Management lands. An EA and 
Plan of Development was prepared for the Bureau of Land 
Management. Representatives from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and Arizona Game and Fish Department 
were engaged in field verification of select locations. The 
agencies concurred with the conclusion that no surveys 
would be required for the protected pygmy owl, thereby 
setting a precedence in that area of designated critical 
habitat. 
 
San Diego Gas & Electric, Sunrise Power Link Project 
Ms. Murphy supported the routing of a 150-mile 500/230 
kV electric transmission line. The project involved  
siting/routing studies, stakeholder engagement and public 
involvement, tribal and agency consultations, and field 
studies. The project traversed Department of Defense, 
Bureau of Land Management, and U.S. Forest Service lands. 
A Categorical Exclusion was required for geotechnical, 
environmental and other pre-construction surveys. An EIS 
was prepared for the Bureau of Land Management as the 
Lead federal agency. 
 
Southern California Edison, Tehachapi Renewable 
Transmission Project (Segments 1 and 2) 
Ms. Murphy managed access road planning and design, 
field studies, and pre-construction state and local permitting 
for 60-miles of a new 500 kV electric transmission line. 
 
Confidential Feasibility Study 
Ms. Murphy served as the Project Manager for a 
comprehensive feasibility study of a 500-mile 500 kV electric 
transmission line. The study involved routing/siting, 
strategic permitting plan development, environmental 
mitigation planning, and estimation of capital cost 
expenditures for both permitting and land/right-of-way 
acquisition. 
 
Ameren Brokaw to South Bloomington, Latham to Oreana, 
Bondville to Southwest Campus, and North Alton Projects 
Ms. Murphy is serving as the overall Program Manager and 
Expert Witness for various 345 and 138 kV electric 
transmission line projects. The projects involved 
siting/routing studies, stakeholder engagement and public 
involvement, field studies, state licensing, expert witness 
testimony. 
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