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ORDER 

 
By the Commission: 
 
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
 
 On February 7, 2013, Ameren Illinois Company (“AIC” or the “Company”) filed a 
Petition with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) for a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity (“Certificate”) pursuant to Section 8-406.1 of the 
Public Utilities Act (“Act”), 220 ILCS 5/8-406.1, authorizing AIC to construct, operate, 
and maintain a new 345 kilovolt ("kV") electrical transmission line (the “Transmission 
Line”) in Peoria County, Illinois ("Peoria Area"), connecting the existing Fargo 
Substation and Duck Creek-Tazewell transmission line.  Authority is also requested to 
construct, operate, and maintain a proposed, new 345 kV switching station north of 
Mapleton, Illinois (the “Mapleridge Substation”) and substation modifications at the 
Fargo Substation (which, together with the Transmission Line and all appurtenant land 
rights, constitute the “Project”). In addition, AIC requested an order pursuant to Sections 
8-503 and 8-406.1(i) of the Act directing that the Project be built. 
 
 The Staff of the Commission (“Staff”) participated in the proceeding. Leave to 
Intervene was granted to Kathryn and Stephen Smart. 
 
 Pursuant to due notice, an evidentiary hearing was held in the Commission’s 
Springfield office on June 13, 2013.  At the evidentiary hearings, appearances were 
entered by counsel on behalf of AIC and Staff.  AIC presented the testimony of James 
L. Verhaar, a Consulting Engineer - Transmission Planning in the Transmission Policy 
and Planning Department of Ameren Services Company ("Ameren Services"), Roger D. 
Nelson, a Real Estate Supervisor for Ameren Services, Adam J. Molitor, a Transmission 
Project Engineer in Ameren Services' Transmission Lines Design group, Darrell E. 
Hughes, Supervisor Valuation and Cost of Capital - Corporate Finance for Ameren 
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Services, Donell Murphy, a Partner with Environmental Resources Management, and 
Heather Heater, a Senior Project Manager with Environmental Resources Management.  
Staff presented the testimony of Yassir Rashid, an Electrical Engineer in the Energy 
Engineering Program of the Safety & Reliability Division and Janis Freetly, a Senior 
Financial Analyst in the Finance Department of the Financial Analysis Division at the 
Commission, on behalf of Staff.  The record was marked “Heard and Taken” on June 
27, 2013. 
 
II. APPLICABLE STATUTORY AUTHORITY 
 
 The expedited consideration provided for in Section 8-406.1 of the Act is 
available only to public utilities seeking to construct a new high voltage electric service 
line and related facilities.  Section 8-406.1(a) sets forth in detail the information required 
to be filed in support of the application.  The statute further provides: 
 

(f) The Commission shall, after notice and hearing, grant a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity filed in accordance with the 
requirements of this Section if, based upon the application filed with 
the Commission and the evidentiary record, it finds the Project will 
promote the public convenience and necessity and that all of the 
following criteria are satisfied: 

 
(1) That the Project is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, 

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

 
(2) That the public utility is capable of efficiently managing and 

supervising the construction process and has taken sufficient 
action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and 
supervision of the construction. 

 
(3) That the public utility is capable of financing the proposed 

construction without significant adverse financial 
consequences for the utility or its customers. 

 
Section 8-406.1(g) states: 
 

(g) The Commission shall issue its decision with findings of fact and 
conclusions of law granting or denying the application no later than 
150 days after the application is filed.  The Commission may extend 
the 150-day deadline upon notice by an additional 75 days if, on or 
before the 30th day after the filing of the application, the 
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Commission finds that good cause exists to extend the 150-day 
period. 

 
In addition, the statute requires that a decision granting a certificate under Section 8-
406.1 shall include an order pursuant to Section 8-503 of the Act: 
 

(i) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Act, a decision granting 
a certificate under this Section shall include an order pursuant to 
Section 8-503 of this Act authorizing or directing the construction of 
the high voltage electric service line and related facilities as 
approved by the Commission, in the manner and within the time 
specified in said order. 

 
 Section 8-503 of the Act concerns, among other things, additions to or 
extensions of public utility facilities.  This section provides, in part, as follows: 
 

Whenever the Commission, after a hearing, shall find that additions, 
extensions, repairs or improvements to, or changes in, the existing plant, 
equipment, apparatus, facilities or other physical property of any public 
utility . . . are necessary and ought reasonably to be made or that a new 
structure or structures is or are necessary and should be erected, to 
promote the security or convenience of its employees or the public, or in 
any other way to secure adequate service or facilities, the Commission 
shall make and serve an order authorizing or directing that such additions, 
extensions, repairs, improvements or changes be made, or such structure 
or structures be erected at the location, in the manner and within the time 
specified in said order;  . . . 

 
III. DESCRIPTION OF PETITIONER AND THE PROJECT 
 
 AIC is an Illinois corporation and wholly-owned subsidiary of Ameren Corporation 
(“Ameren”).  AIC owns, operates, controls and manages within the State of Illinois 
certain transmission and distribution facilities for the furnishing or delivery of electricity, 
and is therefore a public utility within the meaning of Section 3-105(a)(1) of the Act.  AIC 
is engaged in the business of supplying electric power and energy throughout its 
certificated service territory within the State of Illinois, and is therefore also an electric 
utility within the meaning of Section 16-102 of the Act.  AIC has requested authority 
from the Commission to construct, operate, and maintain a new 345 kilovolt electrical 
transmission line to connect the existing Duck Creek-Tazewell transmission line to the 
Fargo Substation in AIC's Peoria service area.  In conjunction with the construction of 
the Transmission Line, AIC proposes to construct a new 345 kV switching station and 
install 345 kV terminal equipment and a 345-138 kV transformer at the Fargo 
Substation.   
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IV. CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 
 

A. Filing Requirements:  Engineering Data, Application Fee, Notice 
Requirements, and Website 

 
 Subsections 8-406.1(a), (d), and (e) of the Act contain specific requirements 
including generally:  a provision of a complete description of the Project, engineering 
data, an application fee, notice requirements, and establishment of a dedicated website.  
Subsections 8-406.1(a)(1) and (2), contain requirements regarding engineering data, 
and an application fee that a utility must include in or with its application.  AIC states its 
application included the information required by Subsection 8-406.1(a)(1) of the Act.  
AIC maintains it has paid the application fee of $100,000 required by Subsection 8-
406.1(a)(2).  AIC asserts it held at least three public meetings to receive public 
comments about the Project within six months of filing the Petition pursuant to 
Subsection 8-406.1(a)(3).  AIC filed a filed a copy of the legal notice regarding the 
Petition in this proceeding; that was published in the Breeze-Courier on February 11, 
2013 and February 18, 2013 within 10 days of filing the Petition and filed a Certificate of 
Publication as Subsection 8-406.1(d) requires.  AIC also states that it established, and 
maintained, a dedicated website about the Project at least three weeks prior to holding 
the first public meeting.   
 
 Staff witness Mr. Rashid testifies that AIC has met these requirements of Section 
8-406.1.  He testifies that AIC’s application included the detailed information about the 
Project as required by Subsection 8-406.1(a)(1).  Staff indicates that AIC has paid the 
application fee that Subsection 8-406.1(a)(2) requires.  In addition, Staff says AIC did 
hold at least three public meetings to receive public comments about the project within 6 
months of filing its petition, as Subsection 8-406.1(a)(3) of the Act requires.  Mr. Rashid 
testifies that AIC did establish a dedicated website about the proposed project at least 3 
weeks prior to holding its first public meeting.  
 

B. Route 
 

 Section 8-406.1 of the Act requires that it select two alternate routes for a project: 
“applicant shall provide and identify a primary right-of-way and one or more alternate 
rights-of-way for the Project . . . .”  AIC proposed both a Primary and Alternate Route.  
AIC asserts the routes were selected in a comprehensive process including public and 
stakeholder meetings, consultation with local governmental representatives, and state 
regulatory bodies. 
 
 AIC states that the study of the potential routes associated with the Transmission 
Line was conducted through a comprehensive integrated process, where participation 
by stakeholders and the general public was incorporated into route development and 
selection.  AIC says the process included holding meetings associated with the 
stakeholder/public process, collecting input as to what factors may be considered for 
route development and selection (including locations of such considerations), and 
allowing feedback regarding routing decisions as they have been made at each 
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milestone phase of route development.  AIC says these meetings included the three 
public meetings required by Section 8-406.1 of the Act.  According to AIC, each of these 
milestone phases of route development included a corresponding stakeholder working 
group meeting and at least one public open house.  AIC says the integrated route 
development/selection and stakeholder/public process was intended to be an open and 
transparent process aimed at engaging potentially affected parties early and at regular 
intervals as routing decisions were being made.  AIC testifies this facilitated not only an 
understanding by stakeholders and the public of the process itself, but also the need for 
the Project.  AIC indicates the final Primary and Alternate Route for the Transmission 
Line was derived from this process. 
 
 AIC also indicates that after the Proposed Routes were selected for the Project, 
the environmental characteristics of each were evaluated in conjunction with cost, 
conceptual design, and constructability.  AIC says the environmental-related 
characteristics of the proposed routes were further studied to identify those alternatives 
having a lesser potential for environmental impact.  Concurrent with this evaluation, AIC 
says conceptual design considerations (such as the estimated number of angle 
structures or representative pole placement relative to select existing features) and the 
presence of existing access and easements were also evaluated. 
 
 AIC testifies that throughout the process, certain routing considerations were 
raised for discussion by participants.  According to AIC, these considerations included 
prime farmland and restricted airspace, and proximity to the Peoria International Airport.  
AIC says route alternatives that would directly conflict, or require additional cost so as 
not to conflict, with the approach paths and air surfaces associated with the airport were 
removed from consideration.  AIC also says the Wildlife Prairie State Park was a key 
consideration. 
 
 With respect to land rights for the routing of the Transmission Line, AIC contends 
it will need to acquire new easements, including all necessary and appurtenant land 
rights, for approximately 8.8 miles of the Primary Route of the Transmission Line.  The 
total length of the proposed Primary Route is 15.7 miles; however, AIC indicates it 
already has existing easements of sufficient width along approximately 6.9 miles of this 
route. 
 
 As discussed by AIC witness Roger Nelson, as designed, the proposed 
Transmission Line will require a permanent easement 150 feet in width, the minimum 
easement required for long span construction.  AIC claims the 150 foot wide easement 
is required to provide adequate clearance from the transmission line conductors to the 
edge of the right-of-way for operational and maintenance purposes.  AIC states that on 
those portions of the route where the transmission line parallels existing road right-of-
way or railroad right-of-way, a portion of the transmission line right-of-way may fall 
within the road or railroad right- of way, or additional rights may be required. 
 
 AIC says it may, depending upon the route and final design, require additional 
access or temporary construction easements.  During the installation of the wires, AIC 
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claims the construction contractor may have a need to set up equipment off the 150-foot 
wide right-of-way.  Depending on where this might occur, AIC says there may be a need 
to obtain construction easements.  If such easements are needed, AIC indicates they 
would be up to and including 150 feet in width. 
 
 AIC indicates that it currently owns property at the Fargo Substation site and 
along the Duck Creek-Tazewell 345 kV corridor where the proposed Mapleridge 
Substation will be constructed.  AIC claims it may be necessary, however, to re-route an 
existing 69 kV line to accommodate the installation of the Mapleridge Substation.  AIC 
says it would need to acquire additional easement rights for this 69 kV line.  AIC asserts 
it is expected that this easement would be at least 50 feet in width.  To the extent 
additional land rights need to be acquired, AIC says it will follow the requirements of 83 
Ill. Adm. Code 300 ("Part 300") in doing so.  AIC also says there may be instances 
where permanent access, temporary access, and construction easements are required.  
AIC indicates it would intend to acquire any other property or property rights needed 
through a negotiated process. AIC states that it cannot rule out the possibility that, 
should negotiations be unsuccessful, eminent domain authority could be required to 
obtain other property or property rights. 
 
 Staff witness Rashid testified that he conducted a review of the petition, 
testimony, and exhibits filed by AIC outlining the proposed routes.  In addition, Mr. 
Rashid says he participated in a Community Representative Forum held by AIC in 
August, 2012.  Mr. Rashid also states that he conducted a field inspection by driving 
along the primary and alternative routes.   
 

C. Criteria Necessary for Grant of Certificate 
 
Subsection 8-406.1(f) provides that the Commission shall make a finding that the 

Project will promote the public convenience and necessity.  It also lists three criteria 
which must be satisfied before a Certificate may be granted.  First, the Commission 
must find that the Project is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient 
service and is the least-cost means of satisfying the utility customers’ service needs or 
will promote the development of an effectively-competitive electricity market that 
operates efficiently, is equitable, and is the least-cost means of satisfying those 
objectives.  Second, a finding must be made that the utility is capable of, and has taken 
action to efficiently manage and supervise the construction process.  Finally, there must 
be a finding that the utility is capable of financing the proposed construction without 
significant adverse financial consequences for the utility or its customers.  
 

1. Necessary and Least Cost 
 

a. AIC's Position 
 
 AIC states the proposed Project is needed for AIC to provide adequate, reliable 
and efficient service to the Peoria Area.  AIC witness James Verhaar testifies that the 
Project is necessary to prevent loss of service to the Peoria Area due to the coincident 
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outage of two transmission elements.  AIC witness Mr. Verhaar asserts that the 
transmission system in the Peoria Area is heavily dependent on one substation and one 
generating station located on the south end of the region.  He states that the Peoria 
Area is completely dependant on supplies from these two stations.  Mr. Verhaar 
discusses recent studies performed by Ameren Services to ensure that the performance 
of AIC's transmission system meets North American Electric Reliability Council 
("NERC") planning standards and the Ameren Transmission Planning Criteria ("ATPC").  
He states that the transmission system was assessed to identify projected transmission 
facility overloads and voltages outside of established limits during both normal and 
contingency conditions.  According to AIC, its review and analysis indicates that by 
summer of 2016, the Peoria Area could experience a voltage collapse following the loss 
of two bulk electric system elements.   
 
 AIC states that in determining the need for the Project, it performed a 
contingency analysis, as prescribed by the NERC planning standards and the ATPC, for 
forecasted 2016 summer peak load conditions in the Peoria Area.  Based on the 
potential impact from the coincident outage of Edwards Units 2 and 3, the coincident 
outage of the two Tazewell 345-138 kV transformers, or the coincident outage of 
Edwards Unit 3 and one of the two Tazewell 345-138 kV transformers, AIC says it 
determined that system reinforcements are needed.  AIC says power flow simulations 
indicated that transmission facility overloading and voltage collapse would occur as a 
result of any of the contingency events discussed.  According to AIC, the foregoing 
scenarios would result in a NERC Category C3 and a violation of the ATPC.  AIC 
concludes that system reinforcements are required. 
 
 AIC proposes the Project to address these concerns with the addition of the new 
Mapleridge 345 kV substation on the Duck Creek-Tazewell line, the addition of 345 kV 
equipment and a 345-138 kV transformer at the existing Fargo Substation, and the 
installation of the 345 kV Transmission Line between Mapleridge and Fargo 
Substations.  With these improvements, AIC says the post-contingency loading and 
voltage issues described above would be resolved.  Following the addition of the 
Project, AIC asserts that transmission voltages would be greater than 96% for all 
busses immediately following the outage of Edwards Units 2 and 3, with no thermal 
overloads on the transmission system.  In addition, AIC says no transmission voltages 
would be less than 98% immediately following the loss of both Tazewell 345-138 kV 
transformers with no thermal overloads on the transmission system.  Finally, AIC 
indicates no thermal overloads on the transmission system or transmission voltages 
less than 97% occur with the coincident outage of Edwards Unit 3 and one of the two 
Tazewell 345-138 kV transformers.  According to AIC, the Transmission Line would 
improve voltages, improve reliability of service, and also add capacity for future load 
growth in the Peoria Area.  In addition, AIC claims the Project provides mitigation for 
transmission elements with thermal overloads due to the coincident outage of two 
transmission elements.  In AIC's view, construction of the Project would ensure 
continued reliable service to customers within the Peoria Area and effectively satisfy 
NERC Reliability Standard TPL-003-0 and ATPC.  According to AIC, based on the risk 
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of voltage collapse and expected load growth, the Project is necessary to provide 
adequate, reliable and efficient service to the Peoria Area.   
 
 AIC explains that it considered alternative projects.  Ameren Exhibit 1.9 
discusses the upgrades required by each project and the estimated cost to implement 
each project.  The alternatives considered were: (1) tap the existing Duck Creek to 
Tazewell 345 kV line, install the new Mapleridge switching station, construct a new 345 
kV line to the Fargo Substation, and add 345 kV equipment and a 345-138 kV 
transformer at the Fargo Substation, requiring approximately 15.7 miles of new 345 kV 
transmission line; (2) install a new 345 kV breaker position at Tazewell Substation, 
extend a 345 kV line from Tazewell Substation to Richland Switching Station, install a 
new 345 kV and 138 kV substation, a 345-138 kV 560 megavolt-ampere ("MVA") 
transformer, and a 345-138 kV 560 MVA transformer at Richland Substation, requiring 
approximately 30 miles of new 345 kV transmission line; and (3) install a new 345 kV 
breaker position at Tazewell Substation, extend a 345 kV line from Tazewell Substation 
to a new substation located where the existing double circuit lines 1357 and 1344 split, 
and install a new 345 kV and 138 kV substation and a 345-138 kV 560 MVA transformer 
at this new location, requiring approximately 23.5 miles of new 345 kV transmission line. 
 
 AIC states it selected option 1, for the Project (1), because AIC found this option 
to be the best option for addressing the reliability needs of the Peoria Area.  AIC says its 
route siting analysis resulted in a Primary Route for the Transmission Line which makes 
use of approximately seven miles of existing easements and certain land already owned 
in fee by AIC.  While there is a marginally greater impact associated with some criteria 
for the Primary Route in comparison to the Alternate Route, such as the number of 
homes along the route, AIC asserts there would be no significant reduction in the 
potential for impact associated with the Alternate Route should this route have been 
selected instead.  AIC indicates the Primary Route is shorter and would therefore result 
in less ground disturbance.  AIC claims there is also a lower occurrence of prime 
farmland soils (a high sensitivity) along the Primary Route than the Alternate Route.  For 
these reasons, AIC states the record supports the selection of the Primary Route as the 
least cost option.  
 
 AIC states the selected project alternative significantly improves the robustness 
of the transmission system in the area, eliminates the projected exposure to voltage 
collapse from double contingency scenarios, and can be constructed in the shortest 
amount of time.  Therefore, it is AIC’s position that the proposed Transmission Line 
represents the best, and least cost option, for providing the required system 
reinforcement in the Peoria Area by 2016. 
 
 Initially Mr. Verhaar testified that the anticipated in-service date was December 1, 
2016.  He states this date was determined by AIC as an outcome of power flow studies.  
However, he believes that, should the Commission adopt the primary route proposed by 
AIC, AIC may be able to move the in-service date to June 1, 2016.  Should AIC be 
unable to complete the proposed transmission line, AIC indicates customer load in the 
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Peoria Area would continue to be subjected to possible voltage collapse from the 
outages discussed above. 
 
 AIC notes the risk of voltage collapse to the Peoria Area does not occur suddenly 
at a particular load level, but increases over time as load increases.  AIC says there 
would be some level of risk currently with the loss of Edwards Units 2 and 3; however, 
the risk would be more significant by 2014 and greater still in 2015 and 2016.  AIC 
claims the risk of exposure to voltage collapse was balanced with the feasibility of 
completing construction in a cost effective manner in determining the project in-service 
date.  According to AIC, completing any construction project on a highly expedited 
schedule is usually possible, but it can dramatically increase the cost of construction.  In 
AIC's view, it must balance service needs with the costs of accelerating a construction 
schedule.  AIC says, in other words, it must also consider cost effectiveness when 
determining a project’s in-service date.  To address the potential risk for voltage 
collapse prior to the in-service date, AIC states that Ameren Transmission Operations 
and Distribution Operations groups will take appropriate measures (e.g. limiting other 
work in the area, limiting planned line and generator outages, and ensuring capacitors 
are available during peak load periods), when possible, to reduce the risk of voltage 
collapse conditions. 
 
 In response to Staff’s concern about the timing of the in-service date for the 
Project, AIC asserts that the in-service dates often cannot be advanced because of 
regulatory, permitting, right-of-way acquisition, and construction time requirements.  AIC 
insists it cannot determine in year 1 that an area will experience voltage collapse in year 
2 and then construct the needed facility by year 2 to allow continued provision of 
adequate and reliable service.  AIC claims longer planning horizons are required.   
 
 AIC provides a description of what takes place during the planning.  Mr. Verhaar 
explains that annual assessments are done to test the performance of AIC’s 
transmission system under the system conditions projected for future years compared 
to the relevant NERC planning standards and ATPC, and to identify any projected 
transmission facility overloads or voltages outside of established limits during both 
normal and contingency conditions.  AIC says the results of these assessments provide 
an indication of when, and to what extent, system reinforcement is needed.  However, 
AIC asserts that because of the volatility of some load information, and in order to 
protect ratepayers from unnecessary costs, AIC prefers to see a demonstrated need in 
two consecutive assessments before committing to a system reinforcement project. 
 
 AIC states that after it determines a system reinforcement project is necessary, it 
begins the studies necessary to perform an in-depth comparison of alternative system 
reinforcements to assure that the optimum system reinforcement is selected.  According 
to AIC, this involves both documenting the need for the Project based on the latest 
available information and beginning the preliminary route analysis and public meeting 
process.  Mr. Verhaar estimates that this process takes 6 months to complete.  AIC 
says the regulatory approval process can take over 12 months, including conducting the 
required public meetings and the time required for the docketed proceeding.  Once a 
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final order is issued, AIC says it must generally allow at least six months for final line 
design and acquisition of property rights, and one year for any potential circuit court 
condemnation proceedings. 
 
 Mr. Verhaar also describes the procurement activities.  He indicates that 
materials are ordered after final line design is completed, and once ordered will take 
approximately 35 weeks to be delivered.  He states that while some foundation work 
can begin a little earlier, the bulk of the construction cannot begin until the materials 
have been delivered, and construction is estimated to take two years to complete.  
According to AIC, once the need for a project is confirmed, it takes approximately 5½ 
years for the project to be completed and put in service.  AIC says some aspects of the 
process can be compressed, but typically this will increase the cost.  AIC claims it is not 
possible to compress the timeframe for the regulatory approval process.  AIC indicates 
it may be possible to compress the time required for real estate acquisition or 
construction, but claims this will increase the cost of a project.   
 
 In AIC's view, the risk of exposure to the contingency event must be balanced 
with the feasibility of completing construction in a cost effective manner in determining 
the project in-service date and the effectiveness of mitigation measures.  AIC asserts 
that the cost of construction generally increases significantly as the timeframe for 
construction shortens, an expedited schedule will increase costs, perhaps significantly.  
AIC says it must consider cost effectiveness when determining a project’s in-service 
date, and must balance service needs with the costs of accelerating a construction 
schedule.  AIC contends that the in-service date must be set realistically and be 
achievable. 
 
 In addition, AIC argues there is a need to ensure that the utility is only proposing 
facilities that are required to meet expected service demand and reliability requirements.  
AIC says a utility cannot simply apply for approval for a project on the “off chance” it will 
be needed; the facilities must be required to provide reliable service or meet market 
needs.  AIC states that in order to demonstrate need, there must be some level of 
assurance or confidence that the system would be exposed to a particular set of 
conditions in the absence of a proposed project.  AIC says new facilities would then be 
constructed in order to maintain reliable service or meet those needs, subject to the 
balancing factors discussed above. 
 
 AIC raises a concern about being directed to be more “conservative” or to 
construct projects earlier on less-solid information.  AIC cautions against this, citing the 
expense, and public engagement required in the process.  AIC explains that it is not 
suggesting that the Commission would require AIC to construct projects based on less 
reliable information.  Rather, AIC says its concern is that confirmation of a project's 
need would have to be based on longer-range forecasts and forecasts become 
inherently more uncertain as they go out further into the future.  As a result, AIC 
believes longer range forecast information supporting the need for a project is usually 
subject to revision, and with such revision the timing of the need for the project may 
change as well.  AIC cites Docket No. 10-0079 as an illustration of its concern.  It says 
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there, AmerenIP used load forecast information following the summer of 2006 to 
determine the need for the project, but because of the economic downturn, the summer 
2009 load forecast information did not show a need for the project until after 2021.  AIC 
emphasizes that selection of in-service dates requires a balancing of factors, including 
the reliability of information on the need for the project, regulatory and construction time 
frames, and cost considerations. 
 
 AIC explains that the Project in-service date must account for the time required 
for the entire project regardless of the route approved.  AIC states that the in-service 
date may be advanced depending upon the route approved and timing of the various 
steps in the process.  AIC notes the Primary Route makes use of approximately seven 
miles of existing easements of sufficient width required for the Transmission Line as 
well as certain land owned in fee by AIC.  AIC states that if the Commission approves 
the primary Route, AIC can begin the environmental surveys, soil boring, and final line 
design process on more than half the route as soon as a final order is issued in this 
case while the negotiation process for the remainder of the land rights is occurring.  As 
a result, if the Commission approves the Primary Route, AIC says it may be able to 
expedite the current construction schedule, potentially with an in-service date as early 
as June 2016.  AIC notes that protracted condemnation will render this advancement 
impractical.  AIC asserts that the in-service date for the Project (or for any project) 
cannot assume the Commission will adopt AIC’s Primary Route, and therefore must 
consider the factors relevant to the Project as a whole.  AIC states that the Alternate 
Route is also permittable, constructible, cost effective, and represents the input received 
from the public process.   
 
 AIC avers the in-service date for this Project is appropriate, feasible and is the 
earliest reasonably achievable in-service date possible due to the time constraints 
discussed above.  AIC states that it shares Staff’s concern about preventing the loss of 
service to customers in the Peoria Area.  However, AIC states that identifying a risk of 
voltage collapse is not the same as predicting at what time and load level voltage 
collapse will occur.   AIC affirms that it will continue to take appropriate steps to ensure 
that service is adequate and reliable consistent with AIC’s statutory obligations under 
the Act.  AIC says this includes steps to ensure in-service dates for projects are such 
that reliability needs are met for all areas, consistent with these statutory obligations.  
AIC also expressed willingness to meet with Staff to further discuss the project planning 
process after the conclusion of this proceeding. 
 
 In addition, AIC provides information regarding the steps it is taking to mitigate 
concerns for 2014.  AIC says work is currently in progress to add 138 kV capacitor 
banks to the Fargo and Keystone Substation to boost voltage support for the Peoria 
Area.  AIC indicates the Fargo Substation Capacitor bank is scheduled to be in service 
in 2014 and the Keystone Substation Capacitor bank is scheduled to be in service in 
2015.  AIC notes that while these capacitor banks will minimize the time a voltage 
collapse is likely to occur, they will not eliminate the risk.  AIC says Transmission 
Operations and Distribution Operations groups will also take appropriate measures 
when possible to try to reduce the risk of voltage collapse conditions.  According to AIC, 
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these actions include but are not limited to, limiting other work in the area, limiting 
planned line and generator outages and ensuring system capacitors are available 
during peak load periods. 
 

b. Staff's Position 
 
 Staff concludes AIC has established the need for the Transmission Line.  
Further, Staff recommends that the Commission approve AIC’s Petition to install, 
operate and maintain the proposed project along the Primary Route as this Project cost 
the least of the transmission alternatives that AIC considered.  Staff witness Yassir 
Rashid states AIC has provided evidence that the Project is necessary to provide 
adequate, reliable, and efficient service to its customers.  Mr. Rashid relies upon Mr. 
Verhaar's testimony that AIC's load in the Peoria Area is approximately 1600 MW and 
the latest load forecast shows the load increasing between 1% to 1.8% per year from 
which he calculates that the current Peoria Area load projection is 1720 MW in summer 
2016.   
 
 Staff discusses the three scenarios under which voltage collapse would occur, 
according to Mr. Verhaar's testimony: i) the coincident outage of Edwards Units 2 and 3, 
ii) the coincident loss of the two Tazewell 345/138 kV transformers, and iii) the 
coincident loss of one of Tazewell’s 345/138 kV transformers and the loss of Edwards 
Unit 3.  Staff concurs with AIC that the occurrence of any of the three scenarios is 
classified as a NERC Category C3 event, which AIC must mitigate to comply with 
NERC requirements. 
 
 Staff states that a NERC Category C3 is defined in NERC Standard TPL-300-0 
that addresses the system performance following the loss of two or more bulk electric 
system elements.  Mr. Rashid explains that a Category C3 takes place when a 
generator, transmission circuit, or a transformer is faulted following the fault of another 
generator, transmission circuit, or a transformer.  Staff agrees with AIC that if powerflow 
models show that reliability would be affected by the occurrence of concurrent losses of 
two such transmission elements, then AIC is required to mitigate such an occurrence.  
Staff also agrees that based on the simulation results provided by AIC witness, Mr. 
Verhaar, the Project would mitigate the voltage collapse situation that would take place 
if one of these three scenarios occurs. 
 
 Staff notes AIC witness Adam J. Molitor's statement that the total cost of the 
Project, including the new Mapleridge Substation and the modifications to the existing 
Fargo Substation, ranges from approximately $62.6 million for the Primary Route to 
approximately $79.8 million for the Alternate Route.  Mr. Yassir states that both cost 
estimates include $20.8 million for construction of the new Mapleridge Substation and 
modifications of the existing Substation. 
 
 Mr. Rashid raises concerns about the Company's in-service date being 
December 2016 rather than the summer of 2016.  He notes that AIC's models predicted 
a voltage collapse if one of three contingencies occurred in the summer of 2016.  Mr. 
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Rashid questions why AIC did not start planning for the proposed project earlier to avoid 
running into unnecessary and potentially dangerous delays to the Project’s in-service 
date.  Mr. Rashid testifies that AIC demonstrated the need for the Project based on a 
load forecast of gradual increase in load in the Peoria Area over the years and that it 
failed to explain the discrepancy between when a voltage collapse might occur and the 
proposed project’s in-service date.   
 
 Mr. Rashid provides an explanation of what a voltage collapse is and how it could 
occur.  He testifies that voltage collapse is the process by which a sequence of events 
results in abnormally low voltages in a substantial portion of a utility’s service area.  He 
explains the low voltages result in the electric system network being unable to maintain 
steady voltage at the load sites at the allowable voltage levels.  He states this may 
ultimately result in a loss of electric service, a blackout, to an area.  According to Mr. 
Rashid, a blackout in a part of the electric system may expand beyond that specific area 
to other areas of the electric system if the blackout is managed poorly.  He states that 
sometimes, if the magnitude of the initial blackout is unmanageable, the expansion of 
the blackout is inevitable.  Mr. Rashid further testifies the main symptoms of voltage 
collapse are low voltage profiles, heavy reactive power flows, inadequate reactive 
support, and heavily loaded systems.  He asserts a voltage collapse is often 
precipitated by low-probability single or multiple contingency events.  Mr. Rashid states 
the consequences of voltage collapse often require long system restoration, during 
which large groups of customers are left without supply for extended periods of time.   
 
 According to Mr. Rashid, AIC predicts that its system will not be able to handle 
summer 2016 load, given one of three contingencies.  Mr. Rashid agrees with AIC that 
the risk of voltage collapse does not occur at a particular load level, but gradually 
increases over time as load increases.  Mr. Rashid states that AIC's explanation for the 
timing in this docket is identical to the position AIC took in Docket No. 12-0154, where 
the Commission stated it shared Staff's concern about timing and urged AIC to proceed 
with future electric transmission certificate applications in a timely manner using the 
best information available.  Mr. Rashid states AIC minimizes the impact of its 
inadequate planning.  He asserts that the load in the Peoria Area will increase gradually 
to reach a level in summer 2016 at which point, according to AIC’s own analysis, 
voltage collapse will happen if one of the multiple contingency events takes place.  Mr. 
Rashid recommends that AIC should eliminate delays for future transmission projects to 
avoid jeopardizing its system reliability which could be detrimental to its customers. 
 
 Mr. Rashid states that AIC did not adequately address its plans to mitigate the 
event of a voltage collapse.  Mr. Rashid states that the only mitigation strategy 
discussed was the installation of capacitor banks.  However, he says even AIC admitted 
that while the capacitor banks will minimize the time a voltage collapse is likely to occur, 
they will not eliminate the risk of a collapse.   
 
 Mr. Rashid recommends the Commission approve the Transmission Line, along 
the Primary Route, because AIC provided evidence that the proposed Project is 
necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to its customers; and AIC 
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provided evidence that the proposed Project is the least cost alternative considered to 
meet the needs of its customers.  Mr. Rashid also cautions that AIC should allow itself 
ample time to plan for all reliability projects, including transmission projects in order to 
avoid subjecting its customers to situations that may create events like a voltage 
collapse, which is a possibility between summer 2016 and December 1, 2016.  Mr. 
Rashid emphasizes the importance of a comprehensive mitigation strategy. 
 

3. Managing And Supervising The Construction Process 
 
 AIC believes it is capable of efficiently managing and supervising construction of 
the Transmission Line.  AIC claims it has built numerous transmission line projects of 
this magnitude, and has recently received approval from the Commission (in Docket 
Nos. 06-0179, 06-0706, 10-0079, 12-0080 and 12-0154) to construct several lines in 
Illinois.  AIC also asserts that the Transmission Line will be constructed in accordance 
with all applicable federal and state regulations and orders of the Commission, including 
83 Ill. Adm. Code 305 and the National Electrical Safety Code. 
 
 Staff relies upon the AIC testimony regarding its capabilities with respect to 
management and supervision of the construction of the 345 kV transmission line that 
AIC proposes.  In particular, Staff notes the testimony about other lines and projects of 
this magnitude built by AIC and the recently received approval from the Commission for 
AIC to construct several lines in Illinois.  Staff states that AIC is the second largest 
electric utility in Illinois, supplies more than two million Illinois customers, and controls a 
vast system of transmission and distribution networks in Illinois.  Staff witness Rashid 
concludes that he has no reason to believe AIC will not be able to efficiently manage 
and supervise the construction of the proposed Project. 
 

4. Financing The Proposed Construction 
 
 Section 8-406.1(f)(3) provides that before the Commission can grant a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity, it must find that the public utility is capable of 
financing the proposed construction without significant adverse financial consequences 
for the utility or its customers.   
 
 AIC asserts that constructing the proposed Transmission Line will not have 
adverse financial consequences for AIC or its customers.  AIC indicates the total 
estimated cost of the Project is between $62.6 million (Primary Route including 
substation modifications) and $79.8 million (Alternative Route including substation 
modifications).  AIC says it will finance immediate construction capital requirements with 
short-term debt.  AIC also indicates permanent financing will be done through two 
primary sources, long-term debt and equity. 
 
 AIC testifies the Project has only modest construction needs between now and 
2014 that should be fully supported by the existing lines of credit.  AIC says any interest 
expense incurred between now and 2014 will be minimal.  After 2014, AIC indicates 
there are increased funding requirements, but claims that it remains a small portion of 
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AIC's total capital expenditures and of the total expected borrowing capacity of AIC’s 
renewed credit facility.  AIC witness Mr. Hughes explained the interest expense by 2016 
(even to fund the more costly alternative route at 6% interest) would be less than 1.6% 
of AIC’s expense in 2011, which AIC claims is not enough to cause any concern from a 
financing, ratings, or liquidity standpoint.  In addition, AIC asserts that the beneficial 
effect of short-term debt rates would decrease the prospective interest costs by the time 
the project nears completion.  AIC also claims increased transmission revenue would 
provide adequate cash flow to fully support the amount of debt and equity.  AIC says 
other costs like depreciation, maintenance and operations would also be recovered via 
the transmission rates.  According to AIC, this revenue would have a beneficial 
sustaining effect on credit metrics and ratings.  AIC testifies it can finance the Project 
without adverse financial consequences to the utility or its customers. 
 
 Staff witness Janis Freetly reviewed AIC's filing and the supplemental information 
provided in response to Staff data requests.  Ms. Freetly testifies that AIC’s electric 
utility plant had a net value of $6,611,492,808 as of December 31, 2011; its electric 
utility operating revenues for the twelve months ended December 31, 2011, was 
$1,941,533,594.  Thus, she concludes that the estimated cost of the proposed 
construction represents 0.99% - 1.26% of AIC's net utility plant and 3.22% - 4.11% of 
AIC's total utility operating revenue.  In addition, She states that the projected capital 
expenditures for this Project represent 1.64% - 2.08% of AIC’s total capital expenditures 
budgeted for the years 2013 through 2017. 
 
 Ms. Freetly also testifies AIC has access to a variety of funds to finance this 
Project.  She notes AIC renewed its short-term credit facilities in November 2012, which 
provide direct borrowing capability for up to $800 million within a credit facility of $1.1 
billion that extends through 2017, throughout the construction timeframe of the Project.  
In addition, Staff says AIC has the ability to draw funds from the Ameren Utility Money 
Pool and additional liquidity can be provided directly by its parent company, Ameren 
Corporation.  Ms. Freetly recommends that the Commission find that AIC is capable of 
financing the proposed construction without significant adverse financial consequences 
for the utility or its customers. 
 

D. Commission Analysis and Conclusion 
 
 In this proceeding, AIC requests that the Commission grant a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity authorizing it to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Project, a new 345 kV electrical transmission line in Peoria County, Illinois, connecting 
the Fargo Substation and Duck Creek-Tazewell transmission line, the 345 kV 
Mapleridge Substation, and modifications at the Fargo Substation.  Subsections 8-406.1 
(a), (d), and (e) contain specific requirements including generally:  the provision of a 
complete description of the Project, engineering data, an application fee, a primary and 
alternative route, three pre-filing public meetings, establishment of a dedicated website, 
and publication of notice of filing of the application.  AIC asserts and Staff agrees that it 
has complied with these requirements.  The Commission finds that AIC has met the 
requirements set forth in subsections (a), (d), and (e) of Section 8-406.1. 
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 Based on the evidence presented the Commission finds that the proposed 
construction of the Transmission Line along the Primary Route is necessary to provide 
adequate, reliable, and efficient service and is the least-cost means of satisfying the 
service needs of its customers, and is therefore in the public interest and should be 
approved.  The Commission concludes that the construction of the Transmission Line 
by AIC will promote the public convenience and is necessary to provide adequate, 
reliable, and efficient electric power service to the Peoria area.  The Commission finds 
the Primary Route to be the best and least cost option for mitigating the risk of voltage 
collapse in the Peoria Area.  The Commission further finds the minimum right of way for 
the Transmission Line shall be 150 feet.  Finally the Commission finds that construction 
easements, if required, shall be up to or including an additional 150 feet. 
 
 The Commission concludes that the record demonstrates that AIC is capable of 
efficiently managing and supervising the construction process and has taken sufficient 
action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and supervision thereof.  The 
Commission also finds that AIC is capable of financing the proposed construction 
without significant adverse financial consequences for the utility or its customers. 
 
 With regard to Staff’s testimony about the timing of the in-service date for the 
Project, the Commission appreciates Staff’s concern about preventing the loss of 
service to customers in the Peoria Area.  The Commission shares this concern, and 
understands AIC does as well.  The Commission notes that AIC indicates it has taken 
certain steps, such as adding 138 kV capacitor banks to the Fargo and Keystone 
substations to boost voltage support for the Peoria Area, to help mitigate the risk of 
voltage collapse in 2016.  The Commission also observes that, if the Commission 
adopts the Primary route, AIC may be able to expedite the current construction 
schedule, potentially with an in-service date as early as June 2016.  The Commission 
urges AIC to utilize best efforts to achieve a June 2016 in-service date. 
 
 The Commission notes that AIC acknowledges its obligation to take appropriate 
steps to ensure that service is adequate and reliable consistent with its statutory 
obligations under the Act.  Consistent with that obligation, the Commission directs AIC 
to ensure in-service dates for projects are such that reliability needs are met for all 
areas, consistent with AIC’s statutory obligations.  Finally, AIC also indicated that it 
would be willing to meet with Staff to further discuss the project planning process after 
the conclusion of this proceeding.  The Commission endorses such a meeting as an 
appropriate step to facilitate understanding between AIC and Staff on this issue and 
directs AIC and Staff to undertake necessary meetings to accomplish this goal. 
 
V. SECTION 8-503 OF THE ACT 
 
 AIC also seeks a Commission order authorizing the Project be built pursuant to 
Section 8-503 of the Act.  Section 8-503 of the Act provides whenever the Commission 
finds that additions to existing plant are necessary and ought reasonably to be made, or 
that a new structure or structures ought to be erected, the Commission “shall make and 

16 
 



13-0115 

serve an order authorizing or directing that such additions . . . be made, or structure or 
structures be erected . . . .”  No party opposes a grant of authority under Section 8-503.  
In compliance with Section 8-406.1(i), the Commission authorizes AIC under Section 8-
503 of the Act to construct the Project as set forth in this Order. 
 
VI. FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 
 

Having given due consideration to the entire record, the Commission is of the 
opinion and finds that:  
  

(1) AIC is a public utility and an electric utility pursuant to the Act; 

(2) the Commission has jurisdiction over AIC and the subject matter of this 
proceeding; 

(3) the recitals of fact and legal argument identified as the parties’ respective 
positions are supported by the record 

(4) the facts recited and conclusions of law reached in the Commission 
Analysis and Conclusion are hereby adopted as findings herein;  

(5) pursuant to Section 8-406.1(f)(1) of the Act, the Commission finds that the 
Project is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to 
the public utility's customers and is the least cost means of satisfying the 
service needs of the public utility's customers; 

(6) pursuant to Section 8-406.1(f)(2) of the Act, the Commission finds that AIC 
is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction 
process and has taken sufficient action to ensure adequate and efficient 
construction and supervision of the construction; 

(7) pursuant to Section 8-406.1(f)(3) of the Act, the Commission finds that AIC 
is capable of financing the proposed construction without significant 
adverse financial consequences for the utility or its customers; 

(8) the Primary Route, as shown and described in the Appendix hereto, is the 
least-cost route, is reasonable, and should be approved; 

(9) the easements for the Transmission Line as approved herein are 
reasonable and appropriate and should be approved; 

(10) the Project as approved herein, including a new switching substation north 
of Mapleton, modifications to the Fargo Substation, and the construction of 
the Transmission Line as described in this Order, is necessary and ought 
reasonably to be made to promote the security or the convenience of the 
public and to secure adequate electric service or facilities to AIC’s 
customers; 
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(11) pursuant to Section 8-406.1(h), the Commission finds that AIC shall pay a 
one time construction fee to each county in which the project is 
constructed within 30 days after the completion of construction; the 
construction fee shall be $20,000 per mile of high voltage electric service 
line constructed in that county, or a proportionate fraction of that fee; the 
fee shall be in lieu of any permitting fees that otherwise would be imposed 
by a county; 

(12) pursuant to Section 8-406.1(i) of the Act, AIC is authorized, pursuant to 
Section 8-503 of the Act, to construct the high voltage electric service line 
at the locations and in the manner specified herein on, over, along, 
across, and through the parcels of land along the route described in and 
shown on the Appendix hereto, as well as construct the new switching 
station, modify an existing substation, and related facilities as approved by 
the Commission in the prefatory portion of this Order; and 

(13) all motions, petitions, objections, and other matters in this proceeding 
which remain unresolved should be disposed of consistent with the 
conclusions herein. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity is hereby issued to Ameren Illinois 
Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois pursuant to Section 8-406.1 of the Public Utilities Act, 
and that said certificate shall read as follows:  

 
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 
 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the public convenience and 

necessity require (1) construction, operation, and maintenance by Ameren 
Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois of a new 345 kilovolt electrical 
transmission line within Peoria County, Illinois, as shown on the Appendix 
attached hereto connecting the existing Fargo Substation and Duck 
Creek-Tazewell transmission line; a new 345 kilovolt switching station 
north of Mapleton, Illinois; and substation modifications at the Fargo 
Substation, and (2) the transaction of an electric public utility business in 
connection therewith, all as herein before set forth. 
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Transmission Line Primary Route, as legally 

described and the location of which is shown on the Appendix hereto, is hereby 
approved, and the right-of-way width on such route shall be as set forth in the 
Commission Analysis and Conclusion portion of this order; 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to Section 8-503 of the Act, Ameren 

Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois is authorized to construct the Project described 
herein, including a new switching substation north of Mapleton, modifications to the 
Fargo Substation, and construction of the Transmission Line on, over, along, across, 
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and through the parcels of land along the route described in and shown on the 
Appendix attached hereto. 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois 

is authorized and directed to commence construction of the Project specified herein 
within three years of the date of this Order. 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all motions, petitions, objections, and other 

matters in this proceeding which remain unresolved are disposed of consistent with the 
conclusions herein. 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that subject to the provisions of Section 10-113 of 

the Act and 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880, this Order is final; it is not subject to the 
Administrative Review Law. 
 
 By order of the Commission this 4th day of September, 2013. 
 
 
 
 (SIGNED) DOUGLAS P. SCOTT 
 
 Chairman 
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