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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
In the Matter of the Application of Ameren Transmission ) 
Company of Illinois for Other Relief or, in the Alternative,  ) 
a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity  ) 
Authorizing it to Construct, Install, Own, Operate,  )   File No. EA-2015-0146 
Maintain and Otherwise Control and Manage a    ) 
345,000-volt Electric Transmission Line from Palmyra, ) 
Missouri, to the Iowa Border and Associated Substation  ) 
Near Kirksville, Missouri.1   ) 
 

Motion to Strike or Deny Admission of Certain Exhibits 

 Ameren Transmission Company of Illinois (“ATXI”) hereby files its objections2 to 

certain inadmissible exhibits that were offered at local public hearings and moves the 

Public Service Commission (“PSC”) to strike those exhibits or otherwise deny their 

admission. 

While it is true this Commission is not bound by the technical rules of evidence, it 

is still bound by the fundamental rules of evidence:  

Cases brought before administrative agencies generally are less formal and 
structured than are civil proceedings in the circuit courts. That does not 
mean that evidentiary rules developed in civil cases have no application to 
administrative actions, however. To the contrary, the legislature has 
specifically directed that many evidentiary principles developed in civil 
actions be applied in administrative ones, including those regarding 
privilege, judicial notice, admission of writings and documents, depositions 
and so forth.  

 

                                                 
1 The project for which the CCN is sought in this case also includes a 161,000-volt line connecting to the associated 
substation to allow interconnection with the existing transmission system in the area.  
2 At the first local public hearing, held in Shelbyville, Missouri, on October 19, 2015, Administrative Law Judge 
Pridgin agreed that objections to any exhibits offered at the local public hearings did not need to be made at the 
hearing itself but could be made following the receipt of hearing transcripts. Transcript - Volume 2 (Local Public 
Hearing - Shelbyville 10-19-15) at 21:4-15 [EFIS Item No. 74]. 
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State Bd. of Registration for Healing Arts v. McDonagh, 123 S.W.3d 146, 154 (Mo. 

2003). In fact, the Commission’s own regulation at 4 C.S.R. 240-2.130(1) adopts 

particular rules of evidence found at Mo. Rev. Stat. § 536.070. Because exhibits offered 

by lay witnesses at the local public hearings become part of the record, they are subject to 

the same evidentiary rules as are those offered at hearing. 

A.  Fundamental Rules of Evidence Govern the Admissibility of Exhibits 
 Offered at the Public Hearings.  
 

1.  Relevance  

One of these fundamental rules of evidence is the exclusion of irrelevant evidence. 

Mo. Rev. Stat. § 536.070(8) (“Irrelevant and unduly repetitious evidence shall be 

excluded.”). To be relevant, the proffered evidence must tend to either prove or disprove 

any fact in issue or corroborate other relevant evidence bearing on the principal issues 

before the Commission. In the Matter of the Joint Application of Great Plains Energy 

Inc., et al., for Approval of the Merger of Aquila, Inc., 2008 Mo. PSC LEXIS 820 at *6 

(Order Denying Motions for Rehearing, Clarifying Report and Order, and Denying 

Motion to Stay as Being Moot) (Case No. EM-2007-0374, August 5, 2008). In deciding 

whether to grant a CCN, the “principal issues” before the Commission pertain to 

economic feasibility, the need for the transmission line and financing; protection from 

EMF, wildlife or bat populations are not, however, principal concerns of the 

Commission. See State ex rel. Util. Consumers Council of Mo., Inc. v. Pub. Serv. 

Comm’n, 562 S.W.2d 688, 698-99 (Mo. App. E.D. 1978) (upon review of grant of CCN 

for construction of the Callaway nuclear plant, court affirming finding by Commission 
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that the issue of safety was not an issue to be decided by the Commission: “[t]he 

considerations of the Commission do not attempt to protect the citizens of Missouri 

against radiation hazards.” To the contrary, the “Commission must determine whether it 

will issue its certificate of convenience and necessity. To arrive at its determination, the 

Commission must find that the nuclear facility is adequate to meet the needs of the public 

and is economical when compared with alternative sources of energy.”). 

The same is true here. Other federal and state agencies—U.S. Fish & Wildlife and 

the Missouri Department of Conservation, to name two—have certain authority over 

aspects of the transmission line. These concerns are not the principal considerations of 

the Commission. 

2.   Proper Foundation 

Another fundamental rule of evidence applicable before the Commission is the 

necessity of laying a proper foundation for the admissibility of writings, documents and 

records. See, e.g, Smith et al. v. Morton et al., 890 S.W.2d 403, 406 (Mo. App. E.D. 

1995) (confirming that in an administrative proceeding a proper foundation is required 

even though the technical rules of evidence do not apply); McDonagh, 123 S.W.3d at 153 

(while recognizing that technical rules of evidence do not apply in administrative 

proceedings, the Supreme Court also stated that experts could only testify if a proper 

foundation were laid and that Section 490.065 applied in an administrative proceeding). 

Proper foundation requires authentication of the document sought to be admitted. Collins 

v. West Plains Mem. Hosp., 735 S.W.2d 404, 407 (Mo. App. S.D. 1987). In terms of 

receiving expert testimony, including admission to the record of hearsay as the basis of 
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the expert’s opinion, proper foundation also requires compliance with all of the 

foundational elements of section 490.065.  

The Commission, as required by the fundamental rule of evidence requiring a 

proper foundation, has frequently rejected the admission into evidence of documents for 

which the proper foundation had not been laid. See, e.g., In the Matter of the Application 

by Aquila, Inc., for Authority to Assign, Transfer, Mortgage or Encumber Its Franchise, 

Works or System, 2003 Mo. PSC LEXIS 1558 at *2 (Order Denying Staff’s Motion to 

File Exhibits Late) (Case NO. EF-2003-0465, December 4, 2003) (rejecting Staff request 

to admit SEC10-Q filing and documents evidencing sale of collateral where no 

foundation could be laid for exhibits); In the Matter of Union Electric Co. of St. Louis, 

Mo., for Authority to File Tariffs Increasing Rates for Electric Service, 1983 Mo. PSC 

LEXIS 19 at *10 (Report and Order) (Case No. ER-1983-0163, October 21, 1983) 

(rejecting utility’s request to admit Proposition I campaign literature where no foundation 

laid to identify authors or to describe their connection with Proposition I); In the Matter 

of Missouri Gas Energy’s Tariff Sheets Designed to Increase Rates for Gas Service, 2000 

Mo. PSC LEXIS 1186 at *3 (Order Sustaining Objections to Late-Filed Exhibit No. 241) 

(Case No. GR-1998-0140, August 10, 2000) (denying admission of IRS letter ruling 

because, among other grounds, no foundation had been laid for its admission). 

The requirement that proper foundation be laid before a document is admitted into 

evidence equally applies to scientific studies and reports. The requirement that a witness 

be able to lay the proper foundation for scientific studies or surveys is reflected in Section 

536.070(11): 
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The results of statistical examinations or studies, or of audits, compilations 
of figures, or surveys, involving interviews with many persons, or 
examination of many records, or of long or complicated accounts, or of a 
large number of figures, or involving the ascertainment of many related 
facts, shall be admissible as evidence of such results, if it shall appear that 
such examination, study, audit, compilation of figures, or survey was made 
by or under the supervision of a witness, who is present at the hearing, who 
testifies to the accuracy of such results, and who is subject to cross-
examination, and if it shall further appear by evidence adduced that the 
witness making or under whose supervision such examination, study, audit, 
compilation of figures, or survey was made was basically qualified to make 
it. All the circumstances relating to the making of such an examination, 
study, audit, compilation of figures or survey, including the nature and 
extent of the qualifications of the maker, may be shown to affect the weight 
of such evidence but such showing shall not affect its admissibility. 
 

Mo. Rev. Stat. § 536.070(11). Within § 536.070(11), the witness must testify as to the 

accuracy of the statistical examination, study, audit, compilation of figures or survey 

before it can be admitted into evidence. State ex rel. Hotel Continental v. Burton, 334 

S.W.2d 75, 87-88 (Mo. 1960); In the matter of the Application of Ill. Central Gulf R.R. 

Co., 1982 Mo. PSC LEXIS 51 at *35 (Report and Order) (Case No. RS-80-321, January 

22, 1982). None of the lay witnesses who offered the exhibits addressed below have the 

ability to meet these foundational requirements. 

3.   Bar Against Hearsay 

The bar against the admission of hearsay evidence over objection is also a 

fundamental rule of evidence before the Commission. Lee v. Missouri Am. Water Co., 

2009 Mo. PSC LEXIS 430 at *2-*3 (Order Denying Evidentiary Motions Without 

Prejudice) (Case No. WC-2009-0277, May 19, 2009). This is because the value of 

hearsay evidence depends on the declarant’s credibility evaluated under cross-

examination; where there is no opportunity for the declarant to be cross-examined, that 
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determination cannot be made. Id.; see also In the Matter of the Application of Union 

Electric Co., d/b/a Ameren Missouri for Permission and Approval and a Certificate of 

Public Convenience and Necessity Authorizing it to Construct, Install, Own, Operate, 

Maintain, and Otherwise Control and Manage a Utility Waste Landfill and Related 

Facilities at its Labadie Energy Center, 2013 Mo. PSC LEXIS 896 at *2-*3 (Order 

Regarding Objections and Motion to Strike) (Case No. EA-2012-0281, August 28, 2013). 

Because the right to cross-examination of opposing witnesses is a fundamental due 

process right, hearsay evidence must be excluded upon objection to its admission. In the 

Matter of the Application of Keith Mallory for a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity 

to Haul Mobile Homes, 1982 Mo. PSC LEXIS 20 at *7 (Report and Order) (Case No. T-

48,374, September 20, 1982). Where there is an objection made, hearsay evidence does 

not rise to the level of "competent and substantial evidence" upon which the Commission 

can base its decision. State ex rel. Marco Sales, Inc. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n, 685 S.W.2d 

216, 220 (Mo. App. W.D. 1984); State ex rel. DeWeese v. Morris, 221 S.W.2d 206, 209 

(Mo. 1949). Reliance on such information would therefore constitute error by the 

Commission. 

Application of this fundamental rule of evidence by the Commission has resulted 

in the exclusion of an affidavit that merely relayed what the affiant learned from another 

person (McFarlin v. KCPL&L Greater Mo. Operations Co., 2013 Mo. PSC LEXIS 311 at 

*5-*6 (Order Regarding Motion for Summary Determination) (Case No. EC-2013-0024, 

March 21, 2013)); exclusion of website pages, as well as testimony from an unrelated 

public hearing (Lee, 2009 Mo. PSC LEXIS 430 at *2-*3); exclusion of anonymous letters 



7 
 

(In the Matter of the Joint Application of Great Plains Energy Inc., KCP&L Co., and 

Aquila, Inc., for Approval of the Merger of Aquila, Inc., 2008 Mo. PSC LEXIS 693 at 

*26 (Report and Order) (Case No. EM-2007-0374, July 1, 2008); exclusion of letters 

from various witnesses who were not present to testify at hearing (In the Matter of the 

Application of Keith Mallory, 1982 Mo. PSC LEXIS at *6-*7), and studies prepared and 

published by non-governmental entities or individuals (Labadie, 2013 Mo. PSC LEXIS 

896 at *10). It is equally true that where the information in them is offered for the truth of 

the matter asserted, newspaper articles or clippings also constitute inadmissible hearsay. 

Wessel v. Wessel, 953 S.W.2d 630, 631 (Mo. App. S.D. 1997) citing Thoroughbred Ford, 

Inc. v. Ford Motor Co., 908 S.W.2d 719, 736 (Mo. App. W.D. 1995); McDowell v. 

LaFayette Co. Comm’n, 802 S.W.2d 162, 166 (Mo. App. W.D. 1990); see also Labadie, 

2013 Mo. PSC LEXIS 896 at *10. 

4.   Standards for Expert Testimony 

Finally, as noted earlier, the standards for admission of expert testimony constitute 

a fundamental rule of evidence in administrative proceedings such that expert testimony 

must meet the standards for admissibility set out in Mo. Rev. Stat. § 490.065. McDonagh, 

123 S.W.3d at 154-155. This statute expressly allows opinion testimony only from 

experts in the relevant area established as such by proper foundation, and requires a 

showing that facts and data are of a type reasonably relied on by experts in the field in 

forming opinions or inferences upon the subject of the expert's testimony. 123 S.W.3d at 

156, citing Mo. Rev. Stat. § 490.065.3. That foundation must be laid—even at a local 

public hearing—in order for a witness to be qualified as an expert under section 490.065. 
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Labadie, 2013 Mo. PSC LEXIS 896 at *6. Where an expert merely acts as a conduit for 

another expert’s opinion by testifying as to opinions contained in documents he or she 

has reviewed, however, such testimony is hearsay and inadmissible. Bruflat v. Mister 

Guy, Inc., 933 S.W.2d 829, 833 (Mo. App. W.D. 1996); State ex rel. Missouri Hwy. & 

Transp. Comm’n v. Modern Tractor & Supply Co., 839 S.W.2d 642, 655 (Mo. App. S.D. 

1992). 

It is equally important to note that even where an expert relies upon documents 

containing facts and data of a type reasonably relied on by experts in the field in forming 

his or her opinions, the underlying documents are not admissible absent proper 

foundation. Wilson v. ANR Freight Sys., Inc., 892 S.W.2d 658, 664-665 (Mo. App. W.D. 

1994). This is because the books or publications are often hearsay evidence of matters 

concerning which living witnesses could be called to testify. Longshore v. City of St. 

Louis, 699 S.W.2d 16, 18 (Mo. App. E.D. 1985).  

B.  Certain Exhibits Offered at the Public Hearings Do Not Meet These  

Fundamental Rules of Evidence.  

Some of the exhibits offered by those testifying at the two public hearings fail to 

meet the fundamental rules of evidence and, therefore, are not admissible as evidence in 

this proceeding. 

1. Exhibit 1 – Shelbyville Local Public Hearing 

Exhibit 1 (attached as Exhibit 1-S), introduced by witness Dale Goers, consists of 

a three-page printout from a website for American Farmland Trust and contains numbers 

purportedly reflecting the number of acres of farmland lost from production. Mr. Goers 
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relied on the article as support for his statement that “we lose fifty acres of crop land 

every hour in the United States.” Transcript - Volume 2 (Local Public Hearing - 

Shelbyville 10-19-15) at 17:2-6 [EFIS Item No. 74]. Mr. Goers did not explain the source 

of the article, although it is apparent from the web address printed at the bottom of the 

article that it was likely downloaded from the internet. This article, offered for the truth 

of the matter asserted (to prove the rate of loss of farmland), lacks appropriate foundation 

and is inadmissible hearsay; moreover, it is irrelevant to any issue in this proceeding. 

ATXI objects to this exhibit on these bases, and it should be stricken from the record. 

2. Exhibit 4 – Queen City Local Public Hearing 

Exhibit 4 (attached as Exhibit 4-QC), introduced by witness Tandy Hawkins, 

consists of a study titled “Valuation Guidelines for Properties with Electric Transmission 

Lines.” Mr. Hawkins testified that his son had obtained this study and that it supported 

his opinion that the presence of a transmission line would affect valuation of the entire 

parcel. Transcript - Volume 3 (Local Public Hearing - Queen City 10-26-15) at 64:24-

65:6 [EFIS Item No. 72]. No other foundation was laid for the study, and Mr. Hawkins 

provided no qualifications from which one could conclude that he had any particular 

expertise on the subject or that the study was of a transmission line or parcels the same or 

similar to the ones here. This study, offered for the truth of the matter asserted (to prove 

that the presence of a transmission line impairs the value of the entire parcel), lacks 

appropriate foundation and is inadmissible hearsay; moreover, it is irrelevant to any issue 

in this proceeding in that the value of an easement is not an issue with which the PSC is 
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directly concerned. ATXI objects to this exhibit on these bases, and it should be stricken 

from the record. 

3. Exhibit 6 – Kirksville Local Public Hearing 

Exhibit 6 (attached as Exhibit 6-K), introduced by witness Clifford Hollenbeck, is 

comprised of a one-page research abstract and a research article about the alleged effect 

of magnetic fields on honey bees. Mr. Hollenbeck, a commercial beekeeper, submitted 

the studies for the purpose of proving that EMF has an effect on honeybees. Transcript - 

Volume 4 (Local Public Hearing - Kirksville 10-27-15) at 77:15-24, 79:3-7 [EFIS Item 

No. 73]. Mr. Hollenbeck, however, did not provide any foundation for the study and 

abstract, nor did he provide any information as to why the study and abstract were 

reliable; further, Mr. Hollenbeck did not offer testimony to suggest any reason why the 

study and abstract were not barred from admission into evidence on the grounds that they 

are hearsay. In addition, the abstract and the study is irrelevant to the issues before the 

PSC in that, much like the potential effects of radiation, it is not the PSC’s duty to protect 

bees from the alleged effects of EMF. Therefore, Exhibit 6 from the Kirksville Local 

Public Hearing should not be admitted into evidence in this matter. 

4. Exhibit 7 – Kirksville Local Public Hearing 

 Exhibit 7 (attached as Exhibit 7-K), introduced by witness Michael Kelrick, 

consists of  

 an email from an official at U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to Kenneth 
Lynn, an Ameren employee, about the need to conduct bat surveys in the 
proposed project area,  
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 a December 5, 2014 letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to Mr. 
Lynn about bat surveys and the restriction of removal of trees during 
periods to minimize impacts on bats and migratory birds,  

 an October 16, 2014 comment letter from the Missouri Department of 
Conservation to Burns and McDonnell, the organization charged with 
developing potential transmission line routes, enclosing a Natural Heritage 
Review Report for the project, identifying spawning stream seasonal 
construction restrictions and two conservation easements, 

 a November 21, 2014 supplemental comment letter from the Missouri 
Department of Conservation to Burns and McDonnell regarding the 
segmentation of forest blocks and conservation easements, 

 a research article regarding white-nose syndrome and its impact on the 
Indiana bat, and 

  a research article regarding the effect of forest fragmentation on bat species 
in southeastern Missouri. 
 

Mr. Kelrick is a biology and ecology professor at Truman State University whose 

primary area of research involves various plant species. Transcript - Volume 4 (Local 

Public Hearing - Kirksville 10-27-15) at 102:13-103:14 [EFIS Item No. 73].  

With regard to the communications between ATXI and U.S. Fish and Wildlife and 

ATXI and the Missouri Department of Conservation, Mr. Kelrick summarized or read 

from the communications to demonstrate that additional field work needed to be done for 

the project:  

 So it seems very clear that there’s a substantial amount of field work 
that would be required to even ascertain whether there are concerns to be 
pursued, and then furthermore that the plans for addressing whatever the 
consequences of those field studies would be would remain to be worked 
out with those agencies. And those agencies, indeed, would have to approve 
those plans prior to the project going forward. 
 

Id. at 107:10-17. Regarding the research articles offered by Mr. Kelrick—one discussing 

the effect on bats of disruption in bat habitat in southeast Missouri and the other about 

white-nose syndrome in bats (although Mr. Kelrick admits he does not know whether the 
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syndrome is present in northeastern Missouri)—Mr. Kelrick offered these documents as 

support for his point that additional field work will need to be completed by other 

relevant agencies with regard to these issues. Id. at 110:14-111:10. 

These out-of-court documents are offered to prove the truth of the matter asserted 

that there exist concerns related to the bat habitat and the need to conduct studies; they 

constitute, therefore, inadmissible hearsay. Although Mr. Kelrick is a biology and 

ecology professor, he did not testify as to particular expertise in bat or bat habitats; 

instead, his primary area of research deals with plants. Moreover, the research studies 

lack proper foundation in that Mr. Kelrick admits that he doesn’t know if white-nose 

disease (the subject of one of the research papers) is in Missouri; further, the other 

research study relates to habitats in southeast Missouri. Most importantly, Mr. Kelrick 

admits that these concerns are those which are addressed by other agencies—not the 

PSC; as such, these documents are irrelevant to this proceeding. This exhibit should not 

be admitted into evidence. 

5. Exhibit 9 – Kirksville Local Public Hearing 

Exhibit 9 (attached as Exhibit 9-K), introduced by witness Stephen Hadwiger, is 

comprised of two pages: the first is a diagram of Mr. Hadwiger’s house and its proximity 

to the proposed transmission line, and the second is a narrative summarizing 

epidemiological studies regarding childhood leukemia; it is the second page to which 

ATXI objects. The only testimony offered by Mr. Hadwiger regarding the second page of 

Exhibit 9 is the following: “[t]he studies that compare – of the studies I’ve got on the 

back page there has a nice diagram that shows what the electromatic—magnetic radiation 



13 
 

differences are between microwaves and power lines and things like that.” Transcript - 

Volume 4 (Local Public Hearing - Kirksville 10-27-15) at 161:12-16 [EFIS Item No. 73]. 

Although the second page of Exhibit 9 states that Mr. Hadwiger is a professor of nursing, 

no foundation was laid through testimony that Mr. Hadwiger has any special expertise in 

the relationship between EMF and childhood leukemia. Similarly, there was no 

foundation laid for the admissibility of the summary itself. Furthermore, this issue is not 

an issue to be addressed by the PSC; as such, the information is irrelevant. Finally, as a 

summary of research, it contains nothing more than hearsay within hearsay—something 

which an expert is not even entitled to rely upon under Missouri law. Exhibit 9 should be 

stricken for these reasons.   

6. Exhibit 11 – Kirksville Local Public Hearing 

Exhibit 11 (attached as Exhibit 11-K), introduced by witness John Leunen, 

contains a two-page copy of a pamphlet purportedly dealing with the Mid-American 

Energy Project in Iowa, followed by a series of aerial maps showing the proposed 

transmission route in relation to certain properties; ATXI objects to the admission of the 

two-page pamphlet. Mr. Leunen testified that he obtained Mid-American Energy’s 

brochure online and relied on the brochure to testify as to a transmission line project in 

Iowa. Transcript - Volume 4 (Local Public Hearing - Kirksville 10-27-15) at 195:2-8 

[EFIS Item No. 73]. The copy of the pamphlet is hearsay, and no hearsay exception 

authorizes its admission. In addition, no foundation was provided for the pamphlet, and it 

is irrelevant to the Mark Twain transmission line project. For these reasons, Exhibit 11 

should be stricken from evidence. 



14 
 

7. Exhibit 12 – Kirksville Local Public Hearing 

Exhibit 12 (attached as Exhibit 12-K), introduced by witness David Sidwell, 

contains a one-page letter from Mr. Sidwell to the PSC and a copy of a newspaper article 

about the Mark Twain project printed in the local newspaper. ATXI objects to the 

admission into evidence of the newspaper article. Mr. Sidwell provided no testimony at 

the hearing that was related in any way to the news article. Transcript - Volume 4 (Local 

Public Hearing - Kirksville 10-27-15) at 206:6-20 [EFIS Item No. 73]. Mr. Sidwell’s 

letter makes reference to the news article to support his opinion regarding ATXI’s 

treatment of those who attended the open houses. News articles are classic examples of 

hearsay, and this article provides no exception as Mr. Sidwell relies on it for the truth of 

the matters therein asserted. Furthermore, the fact that it may have been included with a 

letter to the PSC does not make it any more admissible; in fact, it constitutes triple 

hearsay. Because the news article is hearsay and no exception justifies its admission, it 

should be stricken from Exhibit 12.  

Relief Sought 

Because these exhibits lack foundation, constitute inadmissible hearsay and are 

irrelevant to the issues in this case, the PSC should strike from the record Exhibit 1 from 

the Shelbyville Local Public Hearing, Exhibit 4 from the Queen City Local Public 

Hearing, and all or a portion of Exhibit Nos. 6, 7, 9, 11 and 12 from the Kirksville Local 

Public Hearing.  
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     Respectfully submitted,  
 
     /s/ James B. Lowery    

      James B. Lowery, Mo. Bar #40503 
      Michael R. Tripp, Mo. Bar #41535 

     SMITH LEWIS, LLP  
     P.O. Box 918 
     Columbia, MO  65205-0918 
     (T) 573-443-3141 
     (F) 573-442-6686 
     lowery@smithlewis.com 
     tripp@smithlewis.com  

 
and 
 
Jeffrey K. Rosencrants, Mo. Bar #67605 
Senior Corporate Counsel 
Ameren Services Company 
One Ameren Plaza 
1901 Chouteau Avenue 
P.O. Box 66149 (MC 1310) 
St. Louis, MO 63166-6149 
(T) (314) 554-3955 
(F) (314) 554-4014 
Jrosencrants@ameren.com 
 
Attorneys for Ameren Transmission Company of 
Illinois 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I do hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the public version of the 

foregoing Motion to Compel Discovery has been e-mailed, this 20th day of January, 2016, 

to counsel for all parties of record. 

 

      /s/ James B. Lowery   

      An Attorney for Ameren Transmission 
      Company of Illinois 
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