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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET NO. 13-0115 2 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF  3 

JAMES L. VERHAAR 4 

Submitted On Behalf Of Ameren Illinois Company 5 

I. INTRODUCTION AND WITNESS QUALIFICATIONS 6 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 7 

A. My name is James L. Verhaar and my business address is One Ameren Plaza, St. 8 

Louis, Missouri 63166.  9 

Q. Are you the same James L. Verhaar who provided direct testimony and 10 

rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 11 

A. Yes, I am.  12 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 13 

A. My surrebuttal testimony responds to ICC Staff (“Staff”) witness Mr. Yassir 14 

Rashid’s rebuttal testimony.  15 

II. RESPONSE TO MR. RASHID 16 

Q. Have you reviewed Mr. Rashid’s rebuttal testimony? 17 

A. Yes, I have. 18 

Q. What did he conclude? 19 

A. He recommends the Commission approve AIC’s Petition to install, operate, and 20 

maintain the proposed Project along the Primary Route as shown on Petition Exhibit A 21 
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(p. 1) (see also Ameren Ex. 5.1, p. 6) and as legally described in Petition Exhibit B (p. 1) 22 

(see also Ameren Ex. 2.1).  He recommends the Commission approve the Transmission 23 

Line, along the Primary Route, for the following reasons as explained in his direct 24 

testimony: (1) AIC provided evidence that the proposed Project is necessary to provide 25 

adequate, reliable, and efficient service to its customers; (2) AIC provided evidence that 26 

the proposed Project is the least cost alternative considered to meet the needs of its 27 

customers; (3) and AIC can efficiently manage and supervise the construction of the 28 

proposed Project.  Mr. Rashid also concluded that AIC has met the other key 29 

requirements of Section 8-406.1 as follows: (1) it included detailed information about the 30 

Project in its application as required by Subsection 8-406.1(a)(1); (2) it paid the 31 

application fee of $100,000 required by Subsection 8-406.1(a)(2); (3) it held at least three 32 

public meetings to receive public comments about the Project within six months of filing 33 

the Petition pursuant to Subsection 8-406.1(a)(3); and (4) it established, and maintained, 34 

a dedicated website about the Project at least three weeks prior to holding the first public 35 

meeting.  (See ICC Staff Ex. 1.0.) 36 

Q. Did AIC publish notice of the Project in the official state newspaper within 37 

10 days of its filing, as Subsection 8-406.1(d) requires? 38 

A. Yes.  AIC published notice about the Project in the Breeze-Courier on February 39 

11, 2013 and February 18, 2013.  AIC also filed a copy of the published legal notice 40 

regarding the Petition in this proceeding and accompanying Certificate of Publication on 41 

the Commission’s e-Docket site on April 12, 2013.  42 
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Q. Does Mr. Rashid have any remaining concerns, notwithstanding his 43 

recommendation that the Commission grant AIC a Certificate? 44 

A. Yes.  In his rebuttal testimony Mr. Rashid stated AIC “did not adequately explain 45 

why AIC did not start planning for the proposed project earlier to avoid running into 46 

unnecessary and potentially dangerous delays to the proposed project’s in-service date.”  47 

(ICC Staff Ex. 3.0, p. 2.)  He also believes AIC did not adequately address his concern 48 

regarding its plans to mitigate the event of a voltage collapse in summer 2016 absent the 49 

proposed project.  50 

Q. Please respond. 51 

A. Mr. Rashid’s ultimate concern is with preventing the loss of service to customers 52 

in the Peoria area.  AIC shares this concern and will continue to take appropriate steps to 53 

ensure that service is adequate and reliable consistent with AIC’s statutory obligations 54 

under the Illinois Public Utilities Act.  This includes steps to ensure in-service dates for 55 

projects are such that reliability needs are met for all areas, consistent with these statutory 56 

obligations.  However, I would continue to emphasize that selection of in-service dates 57 

requires a balancing of factors, including the reliability of information on the need for the 58 

project, regulatory and construction time frames, and cost considerations. 59 

Q. Does Mr. Rashid agree that the risk of voltage collapse to the Peoria area 60 

does not occur suddenly at a particular load level, but gradually increases over time 61 

as load increases? 62 

A. Yes.  In fact, he states it is an “obvious point in that a gradual increase in load 63 

results in a gradual increase in the risk of voltage collapse.”  (ICC Staff Ex. 3.0, p. 3.)   64 
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Q. Is identifying a risk of voltage collapse the same as predicting at what time 65 

and load level voltage collapse will occur? 66 

A. No.  Despite the fact that Mr. Rashid agrees the risk does not occur suddenly at a 67 

particular load level, he states AIC “failed to explain the discrepancy between when a 68 

voltage collapse might occur and the proposed project’s in-service date.”  (ICC Staff Ex. 69 

3.0, p. 3.)  He seems to believe there is a threshold or triggers that will cause voltage 70 

collapse in the summer of 2016.  This is evident in his statement that “the load in the 71 

project area will increase gradually to reach a certain level in summer 2016.  At that 72 

point, and according to AIC’s own analysis, voltage collapse will happen . . . .”  (Id., ll. 73 

130-35.) (emphasis added.)  However, I have not testified in this case that voltage 74 

collapse will happen at any given time.  In my direct testimony, I stated “It is expected 75 

that by summer 2016, the Peoria regional area could experience voltage collapse from the 76 

loss of two bulk electric system elements.”  (Ameren Ex. 1.0 (Rev.), p. 15, ll. 357-58.)  I 77 

stated system reinforcement was needed to “eliminate the projected exposure to loss of 78 

load.”  (Id., p. 16, ll. 378-82.)   79 

As stated previously, the risk of voltage collapse to the Peoria area does not occur 80 

suddenly at a particular load level, but gradually increases over time as load increases.  81 

Thus, the risk for voltage collapse in the Peoria area with the outage of Edwards units 2 82 

and 3 during summer peak or near-peak conditions is present to some degree in 2014 and 83 

slightly greater still in 2015 and 2016, assuming moderate expected load growth.  In 84 

2017, the risk would be still higher, absent the reinforcements proposed here.  85 

Q. Please respond to Mr. Rashid’s criticism that you did not adequately explain 86 

“why AIC did not start planning for the proposed project earlier to avoid running 87 
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into unnecessary and potentially dangerous delays to the proposed project’s in-88 

service date.” 89 

A. It appears Mr. Rashid’s criticism focuses on the date the need for the Project was 90 

confirmed.  As I explained in my rebuttal testimony, AIC prefers to see a demonstrated 91 

need in two consecutive planning assessments before committing to a project in order to 92 

protect our ratepayers from unnecessary costs which might arise as a consequence of the 93 

volatility of load information.  As I stated in my rebuttal, AIC believes the in-service date 94 

for this Project is appropriate based on the best information available.   95 

Q. Mr. Rashid also suggests AIC explain your statements in rebuttal that "if the 96 

Commission were to direct AIC to be more 'conservative,' i.e. construct projects 97 

earlier on less-solid information, AIC could set the threshold (or trigger) criteria 98 

more conservatively.  Given the expense, and public engagement, AIC would not 99 

propose to do this."  Can you clarify what you meant by this?  100 

A. AIC is not suggesting that the Commission would require AIC to construct 101 

projects based on less reliable information.  The point I was making was that earlier 102 

confirmation of a project's need would have to be based on longer range forecasts.  103 

Information becomes inherently more uncertain the further into the future it is forecast.  104 

As a result, longer range forecast information supporting the need for a project is usually 105 

subject to revision, and with such revision the timing of the need for the project may 106 

change as well.  Docket 10-0079 is illustrative of this very concern: AmerenIP used load 107 

forecast information following the summer of 2006 to determine the need for the project.  108 

Staff’s concern was that subsequent summer 2009 load forecast information, which 109 

reflected the impact of the economic downturn, did not show a need for the project until 110 
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after 2021 – hence Staff’s concern that “This is too long of a lead-time to support the 111 

proposed transmission line at this time.”1  112 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Rashid’s statement that “AIC should use reliable 113 

information and allow itself ample time to plan for all reliability projects, including 114 

transmission projects.”     115 

A. AIC is in fact already doing what Mr. Rashid recommends, and keeps its load 116 

forecasts current and fully compliant with the NERC requirements.  These load forecasts, 117 

in turn, are included in the annual update of the powerflow models used by AIC to 118 

perform annual transmission system assessments in line with NERC reliability standards 119 

and AIC transmission planning requirements.  AIC will continue to review its processes 120 

to assure that the load forecasts utilized in developing powerflow models are the most 121 

current available.   122 

Q. Mr. Rashid states “A public utility should adhere to the statutes that require 123 

it to maintain the reliability of its system, before the Commission urges it to do so in 124 

a Commission’s Order.”  Do you agree? 125 

A. Absolutely.  AIC recognizes and adheres to its statutory obligations governing the 126 

provision of service to its customers.  In discussing the Docket 12-0154 Order in my 127 

rebuttal, I was simply responding to Mr. Rashid’s direct testimony which implied AIC 128 

was not in compliance with a Commission order that was issued after the regulatory 129 

process in this proceeding began.   130 

                                                

1 (Docket 10-0079, ICC Staff Ex. 1.0 (Conf.), pp. 6-7.) 
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Q. Mr. Rashid also requests that AIC provide “better information regarding its 131 

mitigation strategies.”  Has AIC identified any additional steps it can take to 132 

mitigate the potential risk for voltage collapse prior to the Project’s in service date? 133 

A. Not beyond what was discussed in my rebuttal testimony.  However, it is worth 134 

noting that the Primary Route makes use of approximately seven miles of existing 135 

easements of sufficient width required for the Transmission Line as well as certain land 136 

owned in fee by AIC.  If the Commission approves the Primary Route, AIC can begin the 137 

environmental surveys, soil boring, and final line design process on more than half the 138 

route as soon as a final order is issued in this case while the negotiation process for the 139 

remainder of the land rights is occurring.  As a result, if the Commission approves the 140 

Primary Route as recommended in Staff’s rebuttal, AIC may be able to expedite the 141 

current construction schedule, potentially, with an in-service date as early as June 2016.  142 

Obviously, protracted condemnation will render this advancement impractical. 143 

Q. In your rebuttal testimony, you stated “the in-service date for this Project is 144 

appropriate, feasible and is the earliest in-service date possible due to the time 145 

constraints discussed [in your rebuttal testimony].”  Is your response above 146 

inconsistent with that testimony? 147 

A. No.  I should emphasize my rebuttal testimony was discussing the in-service date 148 

for the Project, and as such it reflects the uncertainties of route selection and land 149 

acquisition.  The in-service date for the Project (or for any project) cannot assume the 150 

Commission will adopt AIC’s Primary Route, and therefore must consider the factors 151 

relevant to the Project as a whole.  As discussed by Ms. Murphy (AIC Ex. 5.0), the 152 

Alternate Route is also permittable, constructible, cost effective, and represents the input 153 
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received from the public process.  Thus, the Project in-service date must account for the 154 

time required to construct and acquire the necessary land rights for the Alternate Route as 155 

well.  My testimony above assumes that the Commission follows Staff’s recommendation 156 

and adopts the Primary Route. 157 

Q. Do you have anything else to add? 158 

A. Yes.  AIC would be willing to meet with Staff to further discuss the project 159 

planning process after the conclusion of this proceeding.   160 

III. CONCLUSION 161 

Q.   Does this conclude your prepared surrebuttal testimony? 162 

A. Yes, it does.  163 


