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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 7, 2013, 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 (“345 kV”) electric transmission line 28 

that will be located generally west of Peoria in Peoria County.  The proposed 29 

transmission line will connect Fargo Substation to the existing Duck Creek – 30 

Tazewell 345 kV transmission line.  AIC plans to construct a new 31 

transmission switching station that will be located generally north of Mapleton 32 

to interconnect the proposed transmission line to the existing Duck Creek – 33 

Tazewell transmission line.  AIC refers to the proposed transmission 34 

switching station as “Mapleridge Substation.”  AIC also plans to make 35 

substation modifications to its existing Fargo Substation.1  In my testimony, I 36 

will refer to the proposed transmission line, the proposed transmission 37 

switching station, and the proposed substation upgrades as the “proposed 38 

project.” 39 

Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony? 40 

A. The purpose of my Direct Testimony is to present my examination of the need 41 

for, and the prudence of AIC’s proposed project. 42 

Q. Have you examined the information that AIC provided in its petition? 43 

A. Yes, I have read AIC’s petition as well as its witnesses’ direct testimony.  I 44 

participated in a Community Representative Forum that AIC held on August 45 

                                            
1
 Petition at ¶4. 
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13, 2012 in connection with the proposed project where AIC provided 46 

information to community leaders who might be affected by, or interested in, 47 

the proposed project.  On January 18, 2013, I conducted a field inspection of 48 

the proposed project’s primary and alternative routes by driving along those 49 

routes. 50 

Q. What conclusions have you reached? 51 

A. I have concluded that AIC has established the need for the proposed 52 

transmission line.  AIC also established that its proposal costs less than all 53 

other transmission alternatives that it considered. 54 

Q.  What criteria did you use to examine AIC’s petition for the proposed 55 

project? 56 

A. I used the criteria included in Section 8-406.1 of the Act.  Section 8-406.1 of 57 

the Act provides for an expedited schedule compared to a request for a CPCN 58 

made under Section 8-406 of the Act.2  Section 8-406.1(f) states:  59 

The Commission shall, after notice and hearing, grant a 60 
certificate of public convenience and necessity filed in 61 
accordance with the requirements of this Section if, based upon 62 
the application filed with the Commission and the evidentiary 63 
record, it finds the Project will promote the public convenience 64 
and necessity and that all of the following criteria are satisfied:  65 
 66 
1) That the Project is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, 67 

and efficient service to the public utility's customers and is 68 
the least-cost means of satisfying the service needs of the 69 
public utility's customers or that the Project will promote the 70 
development of an effectively competitive electricity market 71 
that operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is 72 
the least cost means of satisfying those objectives.  73 

                                            
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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2) That the public utility is capable of efficiently managing and 74 
supervising the construction process and has taken sufficient 75 
action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and 76 
supervision of the construction.  77 

3) That the public utility is capable of financing the proposed 78 
construction without significant adverse financial 79 
consequences for the utility or its customers. 80 

I am not an attorney; however, I believe that the aforementioned criteria 81 

should serve as the primary basis for the Commission’s decision regarding 82 

AIC’s petition for the proposed project.  The Commission should also consider 83 

other requirements that are contained in Section 8-406.1 of the Act, including:  84 

 that the utility provide specific information in its application in support of 85 

the project, pursuant to Section 8-406.1(a)(1) of the Act;  86 

 that the utility pay an application fee, pursuant to Section 8-406.1(a)(2) of 87 

the Act;  88 

 that the utility include a showing that it held at least three public meetings 89 

about the project within 6 months prior to filing its petition to receive public 90 

comment, pursuant to Section 8-406.1(a)(3) of the Act;  91 

 that the utility publish notice about the project in the official state 92 

newspaper within 10 days of the utility filing, pursuant to Section 8-93 

406.1(d) of the Act; and 94 

 that the utility establish a dedicated website at least 3 weeks prior to the 95 

first public meeting and maintain the website until project completion, 96 

pursuant to Section (e) of the Act.  97 

In addition to the utility requirements listed above, Subsection 8-406.1(i) 98 

specifies that any Commission decision granting a certificate under Section 8-99 
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406.1 of the Act shall include an order pursuant to Section 8-503 of the Act, 100 

authorizing or directing the construction of the project in the manner and 101 

within the time specified in the order. 102 

During the course of my investigation pertaining to Section 8-406.1 of the Act, 103 

I examined:  (i) whether AIC’s construction of the proposed project is 104 

necessary for AIC to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to its 105 

customers; (ii) whether constructing the proposed project is the least-cost 106 

means for AIC to satisfy the service needs of its customers; and (iii) whether 107 

AIC is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction 108 

process.  Staff witness Janis Freetly examined whether constructing the 109 

proposed transmission line will result in significant adverse financial 110 

consequences for AIC or its customers.  Ms. Freetly discusses her 111 

conclusions in ICC Staff Exhibit 2.0.  112 

Q. Please describe the facilities that supply electric power to the proposed 113 

project area. 114 

A. AIC witness James Verhaar stated that the proposed project area is “primarily 115 

supplied by a network of 138 kV transmission lines from the Tazewell 116 

Substation and Edwards Generating Station,” and that the proposed project 117 

area is “completely dependent on the supplies from these two stations.”  Mr. 118 

Verhaar further explained that “Tazewell Substation has three 345 kV supply 119 

connections (a line from Duck Creek Generating Station, a line from the 120 

ComEd Powerton Generating Station and a line from the ComEd Kendal 121 

County Substation), six 345 kV breakers, two 345-138 kV transformers, six 122 
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outlet 138 kV lines and one 138-69 kV transformer.  In addition, the Edwards 123 

Generating Station has one 360 MW generator connected to the 138 kV bus 124 

[Unit 3], one 275 MW generator connected to the 69 kV bus [Unit 2], one 125 125 

MW generator connected to the 69 kV bus and eight 138 kV outlet lines [Unit 126 

1].”3 127 

Q. Please describe the facilities the AIC will include in the proposed 128 

project. 129 

A. In its petition, AIC indicated that the proposed facilities include 15.7 miles of 130 

new 345 kV electric transmission line.4  AIC will erect a new switching 131 

substation (the Mapleridge Substation), which will separate the existing Duck 132 

Creek – Tazewell transmission line and will be generally located north of 133 

Mapleton.5  The south end of the proposed transmission line will connect to 134 

the proposed Mapleridge Substation.  The north end of the proposed 135 

transmission line will connect to the existing Fargo Substation, which is 136 

generally located north of Peoria, just off U.S. Route 150.6  AIC will modify 137 

Fargo Substation by installing new 345 kV terminal equipment and a new 138 

345/138 kV transformer.7 139 

Q. Describe the reasons that AIC provided for building its proposed 140 

project. 141 

A. Mr. Verhaar indicated that “[t]he load in the Peoria is approximately 1600 142 

                                            
3
 Ameren Ex. 1.0 (Rev.) at 13. 

4
 Petition at ¶3. 

5
 Petition at ¶4. 

6
 Id. 

7
 Id. 
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MW.”8  Mr. Verhaar indicated the latest available “load forecast in the Peoria 143 

area is shown to increase between 1% to 1.8% per year,”9 and accordingly, 144 

“[the] current Peoria area load projection is 1720 MW in summer 2016.”10  Mr. 145 

Verhaar indicated that AIC has studied the powerflow in its transmission 146 

system based on the aforementioned load forecast. 147 

Mr. Verhaar indicated that that the powerflow studies concluded that “by 148 

summer 2016, the Peoria regional area could experience voltage collapse 149 

from the loss of two bulk electric system elements.”11  Mr. Verhaar described 150 

three scenarios where voltage collapse would occur.  These scenarios are: i) 151 

the coincident outage of Edward’s Units 2 and 3, ii) the coincident loss of the 152 

two Tazewell 345/138 kV transformers, and iii) the coincident loss of one of 153 

Tazewell’s 345/138 kV transformers and the loss of Edward’s Unit 3.12  The 154 

occurrence of either scenario is classified as NERC Category C3 event, which 155 

AIC must mitigate to comply with North American Electric Reliability Council 156 

(“NERC”) requirements. 157 

Q. Please describe NERC Category C3. 158 

NERC category C3 is defined in NERC Standard TPL-300-0 that addresses 159 

the system performance following the loss of two or more bulk electric system 160 

elements.13  Mr. Verhaar attached NERC Standard TPL-300-0 to his direct 161 

testimony as Ameren Exhibit 1.6.  According to NERC Standard TPL-300-0, 162 

                                            
8
 Ameren Ex. 1.0 (Rev.) at 13. 

9
 Id. at 13 – 14. 

10
 Id. at 14. 

11
 Id. at 15. 

12
 Id. at 16 – 17. 

13
 Id. at 9 – 10. 
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Category C3 takes place when a generator, transmission circuit, or a 163 

transformer is faulted following the fault of another generator, transmission 164 

circuit, or a transformer.  If powerflow models show that reliability would be 165 

affected following the occurrence of concurrent losses of two such 166 

transmission elements, then the utility is required to mitigate such an 167 

occurrence. 168 

Q. Did AIC provide evidence that implementing the proposed project would 169 

mitigate the voltage collapse, which would result from either of the three 170 

scenarios that Mr. Verhaar described? 171 

A. Yes.  Based on the simulation results that Mr. Verhaar included in his direct 172 

testimony14 and presented in Ameren Exhibits 1.17 – 1.19, the proposed 173 

project would mitigate the voltage collapse situation that would result if one of 174 

the three scenarios described above is realized. 175 

Q. Do you believe the proposed project is necessary to provide adequate, 176 

reliable, and efficient service to AIC’s customers? 177 

A. Yes.  Based on the testimony of Mr. Verhaar, I believe the proposed project is 178 

necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to its customers. 179 

Q. Did AIC disclose the cost of the proposed project? 180 

A Yes.  AIC witness Adam Molitor stated that the total cost of the proposed 181 

project, including the new Mapleridge Substation and the modifications to the 182 

existing Fargo Substation, ranges approximately from $62.615 million if the 183 

primary route is utilized to approximately $79.8 million if the alternate route is 184 

                                            
14

 Id. at 17 – 18. 
15

 Ameren Ex. 3.0 (Rev.) at 8. 
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utilized.16  Both cost estimates include $20.6 million for construction of the 185 

new Mapleridge Substation and modifications of the existing Fargo 186 

Substation.17  .  187 

Q. Did AIC consider other alternatives to the proposed project that would 188 

enable it to meet NERC requirements as well as the requirements of 189 

Section 8-406.1 of the Act? 190 

A. Yes.  Mr. Verhaar indicated that AIC considered installing a new 345 kV 191 

breaker position at Tazewell Substation, extending a 345 kV line from 192 

Tazewell Substation to Richland Switching Station, installing a new 345 kV 193 

and 138 kV substation at Richland, and installing a 345-138 kV 560 MVA 194 

transformer at Richland Substation.18  This alternative proposal would require 195 

approximately 30 miles of new 345 kV transmission line and is estimated to 196 

cost $97.5 million.19 197 

AIC rejected this alternative because it is more expensive than the proposed 198 

project and because it requires additional upgrades to the 138 kV system.20 199 

Another alternative that AIC considered was to install a new 345 kV breaker 200 

position at Tazewell Substation, extend a 345 kV line from Tazewell 201 

Substation to a new substation located where the existing double circuit lines 202 

1357 and 1344 split (in East Peoria)21, install a new 345 kV and 138 kV 203 

substation at this location, and install a 345-138 kV 560 MVA transformer at 204 

                                            
16

 Id. at 8. 
17

 Id. 
18

 Ameren Ex. 1.0 (Rev.) at 20. 
19

 Id. 
20

 Id. 
21

 Ameren Ex. 1.9 included the coordinates of this substation, which puts it in the City of East Peoria. 
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this new location.  This alternative would require approximately 23.5 miles of 205 

new 345 kV transmission line and is estimated to cost $86.3 million. 206 

AIC rejected this alternative because it is more expensive than the proposed 207 

project and because it “did not provide the opportunity to expand the 345 kV 208 

network in the future in order to tie into existing 345 kV facilities near the 209 

Peoria Area.”22  210 

Q. Please describe the transmission line’s layout and facilities. 211 

A. Mr. Molitor testified that the proposed line is a 345 kV three phase multi-212 

grounded 60 Hz overhead transmission line with a primary route of 15.7 miles 213 

in length.23  Mr. Molitor stated that the primary route is approximately 5.9 miles 214 

shorter than the alternate route.24  Mr. Molitor indicated that AIC will construct 215 

the proposed transmission line using single shaft steel poles on concrete 216 

foundations with pole heights ranging from 80 feet to 140 feet above ground.  217 

The typical span length will vary between 700 feet and 1000 feet.25  Mr. 218 

Molitor testified that a minimum vertical line clearance of 25 feet would be 219 

maintained.26  Mr. Molitor stated that AIC needs an easement of 150 feet wide 220 

“to provide adequate clearance from the transmission line conductors to the 221 

edge of the right-of-way for operational and maintenance purposes.”27  Mr. 222 

Molitor further indicated, “[during] the installation of the wires, the construction 223 

contractor may have a need to set up equipment off the 150-foot wide right-of-224 

                                            
22

 Id.. 
23

 Ameren Ex. 3.0 (Rev.) at 3. 
24

 Id. at 7. 
25

 Id. at 3. 
26

 Id. 
27

 Id. at 4. 



Docket No. 13-0115 
ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0 

11 

way.  Depending on where this might occur, there may be a need to obtain 225 

construction easements.”28 226 

 In addition, Mr. Molitor indicated, “[the] new Mapleridge Substation will be 227 

situated in 5 acres…”29 228 

In its petition, AIC indicated that the total easement area for the primary route 229 

would contain approximately 285 acres and that for the alternate route would 230 

contain approximately 393 acres.  AIC also indicated, “less than one acre of 231 

farmland will be taken out of production” because “[the] construction of single 232 

shaft steel poles with no permanent “down guys” or anchors will reduce the 233 

amount of land removed from cultivation.”  AIC added, “the existing plans call 234 

for placing the structures near or adjacent to existing property lines or use 235 

lines (i.e. agricultural field lines) wherever feasible.”30 236 

Q. Do you believe that AIC is capable of efficiently managing and 237 

supervising the construction of the proposed project? 238 

A. Yes.  In his direct testimony, Mr. Molitor stated, “…AIC is capable of efficiently 239 

managing and supervising the construction process for the Transmission 240 

Lines.  AIC has built numerous transmission line projects of this magnitude, 241 

and has recently received approval from the Commission […] to construct 242 

several lines in Illinois.”31  AIC is the second largest electric utility in Illinois, 243 

supplies more than two million Illinois customers, and controls a vast system 244 

of transmission and distribution networks in Illinois.  I have no reason to 245 

                                            
28

 Id. at 5. 
29

 Id. at 3. 
30

 Petition at ¶7. 
31

 Ameren Ex. 3.0 (Rev.) at 7. 
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believe that AIC will not be able to efficiently manage and supervise the 246 

construction of the proposed project. 247 

Q. Did AIC’s application include the detailed information about the 248 

proposed project as required by Section 8-406.1(a)(1) of the Act?  249 

A. Yes.  AIC’s petition appears to include the information listed in Subsection 8-250 

142 406.1(a)(1) of the Act. 251 

Q. Did AIC pay the application fee of $100,000.00 as required by Section 8-252 

406.1(a)(2) of the Act? 253 

A. Yes.  The Financial Information Section of the Commission processed the 254 

payment on February 8, 2013. 255 

Q. Did AIC hold at least three public meetings to receive public comments 256 

about the project within 6 months of filing its petition, as required by 257 

Section 8-406.1(a)(3) of the Act? 258 

A. Yes.  AIC held three Public Open House meetings at the American Legion in 259 

Bartonville, from 5:00 to 8:00 p.m., on August 13, 2012, from 4:00 to 7:00 260 

p.m. on October 8, 2012, and on December 10, 2012.  AIC also held two 261 

Community Representative Forums at American Legion in Bartonville, from 262 

10:45 a.m. to 12:00 p.m., on August 13, 2011 and on December 10, 2012. 263 

Q. Did AIC publish notice about its proposed project in the official state 264 

newspaper within 10 days of its filing, as Subsection 8-406.1(d) 265 

requires?  266 

A. Although AIC indicated that it would publish a notice of its petition in the 267 

Official State Newspaper with 10 days following the petition filing date as 268 
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Section 8-406.1(d) requires,32 AIC did not provide proof that it published such 269 

a notice by February 17, 2013 as required by Section 8-406.1(d) of the Act. 270 

Q. Did AIC establish a dedicated website about the project at least 3 weeks 271 

prior to holding its first public meeting, and does AIC continue to 272 

maintain the website? 273 

A. Yes.  AIC’s petition lists the website address: 274 

http://www.fargotransmission.com.33 275 

Q. Do you take issue with AIC transmission planning? 276 

A. Yes.  Although AIC indicated that its models predicted that by summer 2016 277 

the Peoria area could experience a voltage collapse from the loss of two bulk 278 

electric system elements34, the in-service date for the proposed project is 279 

December 1, 2016.35  To explain AIC’s failure to plan properly to avoid 280 

disruptions to its system reliability, Mr. Verhaar stated,  281 

“[the] risk of voltage collapse to the Peoria area does not occur 282 
suddenly at a particular load level, but increases over time as 283 
load increases. There would be some level of risk currently with 284 
the loss of Edwards units 2 and 3 as described above. However, 285 
the risk would be more significant by 2014 and greater still in 286 
2015 and 2016. The risk of exposure to voltage collapse was 287 
balanced with the feasibility of completing construction in a cost 288 
effective manner in determining the project in-service date. 289 
Completing any construction project on a highly expedited 290 
schedule is usually possible, but it can dramatically increase the 291 
cost of construction. Thus, AIC must balance service needs with 292 
the costs of accelerating a construction schedule. In other 293 
words, AIC must also consider cost effectiveness when 294 
determining a project’s in-service date.” 36 295 

                                            
32

 Petition at ¶31. 
33

 Petition at ¶32. 
34

 Ameren Ex. 1.0 (Rev.) at 15. 
35

 Id. at 24. 
36

 Id. at 24 – 25. 

http://www.fargotransmission.com/
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The position that Mr. Verhaar took in his direct testimony is identical to the 296 

position that another AIC witness took in a similar petition that AIC filed with 297 

the Commission in 2012.  In Docket 12-0154, Staff raised concerns that AIC 298 

plans to complete the transmission project it proposed one year later than 299 

when its models predicted the possibility of voltage collapse in the area where 300 

that transmission project was planned to serve.  Mr. Verhaar, in his direct 301 

testimony, echoed virtually verbatim the position taken by AIC witness John 302 

Sullivan in Docket 12-0154.37  In its Final Order in Docket 12-0154, the 303 

Commission stated that it “[shared] Staff’s concern about timing and [urged] 304 

AIC to proceed with future electric transmission certificate applications in a 305 

timely manner, using the best information that AIC has available.”38 306 

Q. Do you know what aspect of AIC’s transmission planning process and 307 

practices sometimes results in project in-service dates that are too late 308 

to address reliability problems? 309 

A. No.  There could be one or more reasons for inadequate planning.  Perhaps 310 

AIC begins its planning process too late for it to timely tackle reliability 311 

problems when they become apparent.  In other words, perhaps AIC does not 312 

plan far enough ahead.  It is possible AIC’s interaction with regional 313 

transmission authorities somehow delays project in-service dates.  For 314 

whatever reason, it appears that AIC has a pattern of neglecting the urgency 315 

of the potential reliability problems that its own models indicate.  As a result, 316 

AIC sometimes selects in-service dates for its transmission projects that leave 317 

                                            
37

 Docket 12-0154, Ameren Ex. 6.0 at 3 - 4 and Ameren Ex. 7.0 at 3. 
38

 Docket 12-0154 Final Order at 16. 
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its service area susceptible to reliability problems, such as voltage collapse.  318 

AIC should eliminate delays for future transmission projects to avoid 319 

jeopardizing its system reliability, which could be detrimental to its customers. 320 

Q. Do you believe that AIC should address the lateness of its in-service 321 

date for this proposed project in its rebuttal testimony? 322 

A. Yes.  In its rebuttal testimony, AIC should provide more details about its 323 

decision making process that caused the delay of this proposed project 324 

beyond summer 2016.  AIC should also address its plans to mitigate the 325 

occurrence of a voltage collapse in the summer of 2016 without having 326 

completed the proposed project. 327 

Q. Does that conclude your prepared Direct Testimony? 328 

A. Yes, it does. 329 


