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Q. Please state your name and your address. 

A. My name is Dee Bennett.  My home address is 2339 Oakwood, Marseilles, 

Illinois  61341. 

Q. Are you affiliated with Proponents of Tourism and Economic Development Along 

I-80, Inc. (“PROTED 80)? 

A. Yes, I am the president of PROTED 80. 

Q. How is PROTED 80 related to the Ameren I-80 Route Opponents (“AIRO”)? 

A. AIRO was an unincorporated association that I and some others started when we 

became aware of the docket filed by Illinois Power Company d/b/a AmerenIP and 

Ameren Illinois Transmission Company (jointly, “Ameren”).  Due to the time 

constraints of trying to organize and intervene in the docket, we did not have time 

to consider any more-sophisticated organizational structure.  After the initial work 

of establishing the schedule in this docket, we have now incorporated to impose 

clearer organizational principals on our advocacy.  For that reason, PROTED 80 

filed a motion to substitute its intervention for AIRO’s.  When I speak of 

PROTED 80, it is my intention to convey the position of its members. 

Q. What is PROTED 80’s purpose? 

A. In its Petition in this Docket, Ameren is seeking authority to build two power 

transmission lines, one transmission line to connect its North La Salle substation 
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to a new substation at Wedron, Illinois and the other transmission line to connect 

its Ottawa substation to the new Wedron substation.  In each case, Ameren 

proposed a primary route and two alternate routes. 

 PROTED 80 is taking no position on the placement of the Ottawa to Wedron 

transmission line.  PROTED 80, however, objects to the primary route advocated 

by Ameren for the North La Salle-to-Wedron transmission line.  Rather, 

PROTED 80 is proposing three alternatives (which I will call PROTED 80 Alt 1, 

PROTED Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3), each of which, PROTED 80 believes, 

would be superior to any of Ameren’s proposed routes.  PROTED 80 would also 

not object to Ameren’s use of either the first or second alternative routes included 

in its Petition, but PROTED believes its own alternatives are preferable to any of 

Ameren’s alternatives. 

 I would also note that Ameren’s Petition requires Ameren to demonstrate its need 

for either of the transmission lines.  While PROTED 80 does not take a position 

on the need for either transmission line, it encourages the Commission to require 

Ameren to meet its burden of proof on that issue because the placement of a 

transmission line anywhere is a burden on the area. 

Q.  Have you ever testified in Illinois Commerce Commission proceeding before 

this? 

A. No. 
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Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

A. I am providing testimony to explain the objections that PROTED 80 has to the 

primary route advanced by Ameren in this docket.  Equally important, I will 

describe the three alternative routes that PROTED 80 is advocating and I will 

provide testimony in support of requiring Ameren to use one of those routes 

should the Commission grant Ameren authority to build the transmission facilities 

it requests. 

Q. Do you have educational or professional experience that is relevant to your 

testimony here? 

A. Yes,  I graduated from Bradley University with a bachelor’s degree in civil 

engineering in 1981.  In 1986, I became a licensed professional engineer in the 

State of Illinois and, in 1990, I became a registered land surveyor in the State of 

Illinois.  I have been employed with Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America 

(Kinder Morgan) for the past 26 years.  (Kinder Morgan is not involved in this 

docket or in PROTED 80.  I am providing this testimony in my personal 

capacity.) 

 Throughout my 26 years with Kinder Morgan, I have been heavily involved with 

the construction, including route selection, of approximately 500 miles of natural 

gas pipelines, as well managing the day-to-day pipeline operations of Kinder 

Morgan’s facilities in northeastern Illinois.  
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 I was raised in Utica on a farm that Ameren proposes to cross with its proposed 

primary route. I lived there for 23 years then moved away in 1981 and returned to 

the area in 1991 and presently live in nearby Marseilles. For this reason I am 

extremely familiar with the geography at issue in this docket, along with the land 

uses and public reaction to this kind of transmission line.  

Q. How does this experience inform your testimony here? 

A. This experience has given me knowledge regarding the components which effect 

the selection of a route as well as the day-to-day operations of a large utility.  

Although the components for pipeline route selection may differ slightly from 

those for an electric transmission line, the primary components as described in 

Ameren’s response to data request RDL 1.26 (and attached as Schedule 1.1 to my 

testimony) are primarily the same.  Those include: 

• Length of the line 

• Difficulty and cost of construction 

• Difficulty and cost of operation and maintenance 

• Environmental Impacts 

• Impacts on historical resources 

• Social and land use impacts 

• Number of affected landowners and other stakeholders  

• Proximity to homes and other structures  

• Proximity to existing and planned development  

• Community acceptance  
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• Visual impact  

• Presence of existing corridors 

 I particularly agree with the response of Ameren’s Doug Emmon to data request 

RDL 1.19 and RDL 1.26, in which he notes that professional judgments rather 

than mathematical formulae are used to judge merits of utility route selection, as 

well as the consideration of public input.  Using those standards, it is apparent to 

me that the route selected by Ameren as its primary route is not the optimal route.  

Q. What do you believe are the major shortfalls of Ameren’s primary route? 

A. I believe that the major shortfall of Ameren’s primary route is the adverse effect 

that this line will have on tourism and economic development of the areas in and 

around the cities of La Salle, Utica and Ottawa. The proposed location of 

Ameren’s primary route passes by and through properties that have very high 

potential for future development.  This issue has direct relation to the value of 

these properties, community acceptance, visual impact and the cost estimate 

prepared by Ameren.  Although Ameren presents a cost estimate which shows its 

primary route as the least cost, I believe that if true representative costs of land 

values along Ameren’s primary route as reflected in Ameren’s own Market Data 

Book for La Salle County (a book which Ameren produced as a proprietary 

exhibit in this docket) and the attached Schedule 1.2  were used to develop those 

cost estimates, Ameren’s primary route would not be the least cost alternative, at 

least when compared to Ameren’s Alternate Route #1. 
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Other major shortfalls of Ameren’s primary route include where it crosses the 

Little Vermillion River, passing through environmentally sensitive areas and 

paralleling high pressure gas pipelines. 

Q. Have you investigated any alternate routes? 

A. Yes.  As a result of my investigations, I developed PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 

80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 (shown in Schedule 1.3 which is a modified 

Ameren Exhibit 3.1).  I believe that any of these routes have substantial merit 

based on the above criteria, and that all are a more attractive route under those 

criteria, including community acceptance.  If the Commission agrees that Ameren 

needs a North La Salle-to-Wedron transmission line, it should direct Ameren to 

use one of these routes. 

Q. Please describe your investigations. 

A. My investigation began by obtaining from the Internet aerial photographs from 

the U.S. Geological Survey.  I assembled photographs of a six mile wide swath of 

land (as measured from north to south) between La Salle and Wedron.  My goal 

was simply to look at potential routes for getting from “Point A” (La Salle) to 

“Point B” (Wedron).  Based on my review of the photographs and my knowledge 

of the geography and land uses in this area, I then began drawing different lines, 

taking into consideration: length, turns, property lines (using the 2005 La Salle 

County plat book), roads, homes, river crossing locations, existing corridors, 

future land use potential and known objections.  I then narrowed my selection to 
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approximately five different routes.  I then went to the field, traveling each of the 

routes I identified, and observed and evaluated the pros and cons of each of those 

routes.  I then selected what I felt to be the three best routes and ranked them. I 

then submitted these alternatives to the PROTED 80 members. The routes 

proposed as PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 are the 

results of this investigation and evaluation. 

Q. Please generally describe PROTED 80 Alt 1. 

A. PROTED 80 Alt 1 leaves La Salle in a north by northwesterly direction utilizing 

an abandoned railroad bed for approximately five miles (the same as Ameren’s 

Alternative 1 for four miles) then turns due east and runs for approximately 18.5 

miles then turns north and runs approximately one half of mile to the end.   

 This route is approximately four miles north of the Route 80 corridor which is 

presently experiencing a high level of development.  PROTED 80 Alt 1 

minimizes turns and parallels property lines for nearly the entire route.  Having 

grown up and lived in this area for most of my life, I believe that community 

acceptance to the proposed electric transmission line would be more well received 

along property lines than along roads.  Placing it along property lines as proposed 

in PROTED 80 Alt 1 & 2 would place the line at the back of the properties rather 

than the front.  When placed near the front, the transmission line is near homes 

and higher valued property.  I recognize that this may necessitate purchase of 

additional right-of-way but the expense of additional right-of-way outweighs the 
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negatives associated with the lack of community acceptance, visual impact, 

proximity to homes and developments that placing the line along roads creates. 

 It is also my belief that the right-of-way width that Ameren proposes could be 

reduced to widths that are necessitated by National Electrical Safety Code rather 

than Ameren’s convenience.  As shown in Ameren’s Real Estate Market Book for 

La Salle County and attached Schedule 1.2,  the value of the agricultural land 

which make up most of PROTED 80 Alt 1 are substantially less than the value of 

the rural commercial, industrial and rural residential land which make up much of 

Ameren’s primary route.  PROTED 80 Alt 1 also alleviates the issues of 

paralleling high pressure gas pipelines and the potential effect of induced AC 

current on pipelines. 

Q. Please generally describe PROTED 80 Alt 2. 

A. PROTED 80 Alt 2 leaves La Salle in a northerly direction, paralleling a road for 

approximately 3.5 miles (the same as Ameren’s Alt 2) then turns due east and 

runs for approximately 12.5 miles then turns and runs north for half a mile, then 

turns and runs east for approximately 5.5 miles (the same as Ameren’s primary 

route), then turns north for approximately two miles to the end.  This route has 

many of the same positive attributes as PROTED 80 Alt 1 except that it does 

bisect more properties than PROTED Alt 1 and raises the issue of paralleling high 

pressure gas pipelines. 
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Q. Please generally describe PROTED 80 Alt 3. 

A  PROTED 80 Alt 3 leaves La Salle in a northerly direction, paralleling a road for 

approximately 3 miles (the same as Ameren’s Alt 2) then turns due east and runs 

for approximately 13.5 miles then turns and runs north for one mile, then turns 

and runs east for approximately 4.5 miles (the same as Ameren’s primary route), 

then turns north for approximately two miles to the end. This route has many of 

the same positive attributes as PROTED 80 Alt 1 except that it raises the issue of 

paralleling high pressure gas pipelines.  Nevertheless, PROTED 80 Alt 3 does 

follow roads for approximately 9.5 miles in case Ameren considers having a route 

along a road to be critical. 

Q. Have the PROTED 80 members evaluated PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 

and PROTED 80 Alt 3? 

A. Yes.  They have reviewed all three alternatives and approved all alternatives, 

although PROTED 80 Alt 1 is clearly the primary alternative. 

Q. I would like you to go through the specific attributes you listed above and 

compare your alternatives to Ameren’s primary alternative and, if relevant, to 

Ameren’s 1st and 2nd alternatives.  For example, how do the PROTED 80 

alternates compare to Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in 

relation to length of the line? 
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A. I believe the length of line is comparable or not materially different between 

Ameren’s primary route and any of the PROTED 80 alternatives.  Not knowing 

how Ameren calculated its line length or having access to the specific information 

that Ameren used to calculate its stated lengths it is difficult to recreate Ameren’s 

exact numbers.  However, I used the US Geological Survey photographs to 

compare distances.  Utilizing this imagery, I calculate the Ameren primary route 

to be 23.76 miles, PROTED Alt 1 to be slightly longer at 23.88 miles and 

PROTED Alt 2 & 3 to be slightly shorter at 23.62 miles. 

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to difficulty and 

cost of construction? 

A. The terrain on any of the six proposed routes is relatively the same and therefore 

the difficulty of construction should be about the same on any of the routes. 

Taking that into consideration I believe that the cost of construction components 

that will most likely impact the total construction cost are right-of-way costs, an 

area near LaSalle on Ameren’s primary route and overbuilding costs. 

Q. Do you believe Ameren has correctly estimated the cost of the easements it will 

have to acquire? 

A. With respect to right of way costs, I believe Ameren has underestimated the 

probable cost to acquire necessary easements both because it fails to use its own 
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appraiser’s estimates and its appraiser’s estimates fail to account for recent 

increases in land value. 

Q. Can you explain the right of way cost issue? 

A. Ameren’s Attachment A to its response to Data Request RDL 3.2 (attached as 

Schedule 1.4 to the proprietary version of this testimony) purports to reflect how 

Ameren estimates value for the easements it must acquire.  In essence, Ameren 

divides land types into five value categories along its primary route (which I have 

identified by color code on Table 1 below). 

Table 1 212 
213 
214 

Ameren’s Estimated Easement Value 
as reflected in Attachment A to Ameren’s Response to Data Request RDL 3.2 

Color

Ameren’s Estimated 
Easement Value 

Per Acre 

Ameren’s Estimated Total 
Land Value Per Acre 

(assuming Ameren’s easement 
value reflects 75% of land value)

Orange $***** $*****  

Light 
Green 

$***** $*****  

Blue $***** $*****  

Dark 
Green 

$***** $*****  

Pink $***** $*****  

215 

216 

217 

218 

 According to Attachment A to Ameren’s Response to Data Request RDL 3.2, 

Ameren used these values to develop its cost estimate. 

 In response to discovery requests, Ameren produced a Real Estate Market Data 

Book for La Salle County.  Curiously, however, it does not appear to be the 
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source for the value categories Ameren created or assigned.  The Real Estate 

Market Data Book for La Salle County assigns the following values ranges for 

properties in general. 

Table 2 222 
223 
224 
225 

Ameren’s Appraiser’s Estimated Land Value 
as reflected in Attachment A to Ameren’s Response 

to Data Request Illinois 71 Resistors 3-2 

Property Type
Estimated  

Land Value Per Acre1

Rural Recreational/Timber $***** to $***** 

Agricultural $***** to $***** 

Rural Commercial $***** to $***** 

Rural Residential $***** 

Industrial $***** to $***** 

 I have been unable to correlate these numbers in Table 2 to Ameren’s estimates 

reflected in Table 1.  Moreover, as a result of using its own value categories 

reflected in Table 1 instead of its appraiser’s categories reflected in Table 2, 

Ameren appears to have generally estimated lower values for many segments of 

the primary route than its own appraiser would have estimated. 

226 

227 

228 

229 

230 

231 

232 

233 

234 

235 

                                                

 I also believe, however, that Ameren’s appraiser has excluded certain recent land 

sales that would have the overall affect of raising the appropriate estimates. 

Specifically, I have developed Schedule 1.2 to this testimony using Ameren’s 

Real Estate Market Data Book (“Market Data Book”) for La Salle County and my 

knowledge of other sales not shown in the Market Data Book.  On Schedule 1.2, 

 
1  In some cases, such as Rural Commercial, Ameren’s appraiser invokes its professional judgment 
to exclude what it apparently deems to be aberrationally high and low comparables.  In others, such as the 
Rural Residential, the appraiser appears to represent the average of all available comparables. 
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the property parcel numbers beginning with “A” came from the Market Data 

Book (and are reflected only in the proprietary version of my testimony) and the 

ones with “P” came from my research of the Assessor’s and Recorder’s records 

for LaSalle County. 

 To show how the use (or misuse) of these categories impact Ameren’s primary 

route, I have used the map provided in response to PROTED 80 Data Request 2.1 

to transpose Ameren’s values from Table 1 to plat maps (Schedule 1.5 to the 

proprietary version of this testimony) using the color coding indicated in Table 1 

for the five land value categories.  On this same map, I have indicated recent 

property sales as reflected in my Schedule 1.2.  This correlation reflects several 

examples of Ameren’s inappropriately low estimates for land values along its 

primary route. 

 For example, the properties in the La Salle area on the east side of Route 39 and a 

portion on the south side of Route 80 are shown as pink ($*****) although many 

of the properties as listed in the Market Data Book or recent land sales indicate 

values as Rural Commercial, Rural Residential Properties, or Industrial which 

249 

250 

251 

would suggest values of $***** to $*****, $***** or $***** to $*****, 

respectively. 

252 

253 

254  The properties in the Utica area on the south side of Route 80 are shown in dark 

green ($*****) and pink ($*****) although many of these properties as listed in 

the Market Data Book or in recent land sales indicate values as Industrial, 

255 

256 

$***** to $***** or higher. 257 
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portion as orange ($*****) although several of the properties listed in the Market 

Data Book are listed as Rural Commercial properties, which would generate an 
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 Taking all of the above information into consideration, knowing that individual 

properties have their own value and without performing individual appraisals, it 

appears that Ameren has either improperly identified the property types or 

disregarded its own Market Data Book along much of its primary route. Using 

additional recent sales it appears that even the Market Data Book underestimates 

land values.  As a result, Ameren has severely underestimated the cost of land and 

right of way component for its primary route.   

 This is substantiated by the fact that most, if not all, of the PROTED 80 members 

who are property owners along Ameren’s primary route feel that Ameren’s 

present offers for right of way acquisition are inadequate, even though the offers 

are in fact higher than what would be expected based on Attachment A of 

response to Data Request RDL 3.2.  If proper land values were applied to 

Ameren’s primary route, it would not be the least cost alternative. 

Q. Please explain your comment on an area near La Salle on Ameren’s primary 

route. 

A. I have heard one concern raised.  Ameren’s primary route near La Salle passes 

through Illinois Cement property which is a reclaimed stone quarry.  I understand 
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that Colby Sawin indicated on behalf of Ameren in a meeting with a La Salle 

official and local landowners that Ameren had some concerns about stabilizing 

the poles because of the unstable, silty ground in the reclaimed quarry.  This issue 

has the potential to drive up construction costs associated with pole/foundation 

installation which does not appear to be reflected in Amerens cost estimate and 

would be avoided on any PROTED 80 alternate as well as Ameren’s alternates. 

Q. Please explain your comment on overbuilding costs. 

A. Ameren’s Attachment A to its response to Data Request RDL 3.3 indicates 

various line cost data for different line configurations.  This exhibit shows that 

cost varies, dependent on the type of overbuilding that may be required.  I have 

not completed a detailed study of each of the PROTED 80 routes.  I feel this is 

outside of my expertise; however, throughout field observations it appears that 

especially PROTED 80 Alt 1 would provide for minimal overbuilding. 

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to difficulty and 

cost of operation and maintenance? 

A. I think the cost of maintenance of any PROTED 80 alternative would be roughly 

the same as for Ameren’s primary route.  While PROTED 80 Alt 1 & Alt 2 may 

impose costs as a result of the fact that neither is on a roadway, Ameren’s primary 

route parallels Route I-80.  The reality of using the I-80 corridor is that any 

operation and maintenance to the line will have to be accessed from the 
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north-south roads (not from Route I-80), the same as for PROTED 80 Alt 1 & 2.  

Only PROTED 80 Alt 3 provides for a substantial percentage of the transmission 

line to be maintained from the adjacent roadway and, in this regard, PROTED 80 

Alt 3 would be the least difficult to operate and maintain. 

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to environmental 

Impacts? 

A. I have not performed an environmental impact study on the PROTED 80 

alternatives. However, utilizing the aerial photography provided by Ameren, I can 

reach the following conclusions: 

(1) Ameren’s proposed primary route passes through or near many areas 

which are suitable for Indiana bat habitat as it leaves La Salle, passes 

near Utica and crosses the Fox River.  

(2) All of the PROTED alternatives eliminate the concern of the Indiana 

bat habitat as they leave La Salle and as it passes near Utica. 

 I would also refer the Commission to the testimony provided by SOLVE 

regarding the environmental impact of Ameren’s primary route as it winds 

through La Salle. 
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Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to impacts on 

historical resources? 

A. I have not performed a historical research study.  However, having grown up in 

this area, I know that there is much history associated with Starved Rock, Pierre 

Marquette and Louis Joliet.  All of this history is associated with the Illinois River 

and the water travel that the river supported.  Ameren’s primary route leaves 

La Salle and heads toward the Illinois River, and runs within approximately two 

miles of the Illinois River for much of the route. The PROTED 80 alternatives 

move away from the river and are located much further north than Ameren’s 

primary route. The PROTED 80 alternatives reduce the potential for encountering 

unexpected archeological finds. 

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to social and land 

use impacts? 

A. Recent development of properties along or in the vicinity of Ameren’s primary 

route include a truck stop, a water park (under development) and an amusement 

center (proposed) near Utica.  They also include subdivisions and a SuperWalmart 

near Ottawa. Sales of properties (as shown in Schedule 1.2) as well as present 

landowner plans indicates that future development is expected for much of the 

area along Ameren’s primary route.  As a result, land values have appreciated 

considerably.  Because of these facts, the landowners along Ameren’s primary 
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route oppose to the line on their property.  They also believe that the 

consideration that Ameren has been offering is no where near the present value of 

the properties along the proposed route.  This not only implies that condemnation 

on many of these tracts is highly likely but also that Ameren’s line item for 

right of-way costs is severely underestimated for this route.   

 There is another important land use that conflicts with Ameren’s primary route.  

Ameren’s primary route parallels high pressure (700 psi) natural gas pipelines for 

approximately 4.5 miles. Attached as Schedules 1.6, 1.7 and 1.8 are NACE 

International publications which document the detrimental effects and concerns 

raised when electric transmission lines parallel pipelines.  NACE International is 

an association with over 15,000 members in 92 countries dedicated to protecting 

people, assets and environment from the effects of corrosion.  Many pipeline 

company employees dedicated to corrosion prevention are active members of 

NACE.  NACE International serves its members by: 

• Setting standards for the corrosion industry; 

• Disseminating the latest technology worldwide through peer-reviewed 

journals and technical papers; and 

• Hosting and managing the most important international conferences, 

exhibits and topical meetings in the corrosion industry. 

People like me who plan pipeline routes rely on information provided through 

NACE International to establish standards for consideration when locating 
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pipelines and related utilities to avoid the damaging effects of corrosion.  The 

conclusions of  the NACE International documents attached as Schedules 1.6, 1.7 

and 1.8 in this regard are shared by the federal government.  The Federal 

Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 

Administration advisory bulletin of 3/06, Schedule 1.9 to my testimony, indicates 

the concern of the effect of stray currents on newly constructed pipelines.  The 

same concern exists when new electric transmission lines are constructed adjacent 

to existing pipelines.  Although many pipelines reside in electric transmission 

corridors, a new electric line placed adjacent to a pipeline system puts an 

additional responsibility upon the pipeline operators to ensure that stray currents 

from the electric transmission lines are not adversely affecting the pipelines 

integrity and jeopardizing the safety of the general public.  The placement of 

Ameren’s primary route as proposed simply places an additional risk to the 

general public that would be avoided by placing the line elsewhere. 

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to number of 

affected landowners and other stakeholders? 
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A. Following is a summary comparison of the number of landowners and the number 

of parcels between Ameren’s three routes and the three PROTED 80 routes. I took 

the Ameren information from Ameren Exhibit 3.3.  I developed the PROTED 80 

information from the 2005 LaSalle County Plat Book. 

 Ameren  PROTED 80

Route Primary Alt 2 Alt 3  Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3

Number of Landowners 83 107 106  57 69 76 

Number of Parcels 128 132 125  62 76 83 
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 Every one of the PROTED 80 alternatives, but particularly PROTED 80 Alt 1, 

minimized the number of land owners and tracts that Ameren impacts and must 

negotiate with. 

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to proximity to 

homes and other structures? 

A. Following is a summary comparison of structures within 200 feet of centerline 

between Ameren’s three routes and the three PROTED 80 routes. I took the 

Ameren information from its Exhibit 3.3. The PROTED information was 

developed from aerial photography and field verification. 

 Ameren  PROTED 80

Route Primary Alt 2 Alt 3  Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3

Occupied Houses 15 44 92  11 44 59 

Garage & Farm Buildings 15 24 101  19 30 65 

Grain Bins 0 15 23  4 3 20 
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 Ameren  PROTED 80

Route Primary Alt 2 Alt 3  Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3

Other 34 17 23  5 28 37 
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 This clearly shows that PROTED 80 Alt 1 is the least intrusive to occupied houses 

and compares favorably on all other structures. 

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to proximity to 

existing and planned development? 

A. My analysis of this element is the same as my analysis regarding land use above. 

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to community 

acceptance? 

A. I think there is substantial evidence that the community is unwilling to accept 

Ameren’s primary route.  The creation of PROTED 80 is one very important 

piece of evidence that the community will not lightly accept Ameren’s primary 

route.  

 Although Ameren states in its response to data request RDL 1.21 that options for 

exiting La Salle were discussed with local landowner groups, the route selected is 

in fact highly controversial to a large segment of the community which includes 

approximately 10 individual property owners who have interest in property 

adjacent to the proposed primary route exiting La Salle 
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 SOLVE’s separate intervention and participation with PROTED 80 is another 

substantial piece of evidence refuting the community acceptance of Ameren’s 

primary route.  Interestingly, although Ameren claims through the direct 

testimony of Roger D. Nelson (Ameren Exhibit No. 2.0) that it has worked 

diligently with SOLVE, SOLVE is now a member of PROTED 80 and has filed 

its own intervention. 

 The Village of Utica has filed an intervention in opposition to the proposed route 

as it passes through Utica on the south side of Interstate 80. Their concerns are 

that this property and other properties in the immediate vicinity have an extremely 

high potential for development in the areas of commercial, light industrial use, 

and/or as a residential subdivision. The Village is currently working with several 

developers regarding these types of developments. The Village strongly believes 

that construction of the overhead electric transmission lines at this location would 

severely impact the potential development of that property. The potential 

development of that property is critical to the economic future and growth of the 

Village as the Village continues it’s recovery from the 2004 tornado.  

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to visual impact  

A. I believe that it is obvious that La Salle, Utica and Ottawa are locations that have 

very high potential for future development and that much of that potential 

revolves around proximity to Routes I-80 and I-39.  No matter how carefully they 

are constructed, electric transmission lines are an eyesore and will impede 
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development where they are built.  Building them where there is a demonstrated 

interest in development is contrary to the public interest. 

Q. How do PROTED 80 Alt 1, PROTED 80 Alt 2 and PROTED 80 Alt 3 compare to 

Ameren’s primary North La Salle-to-Wedron Route in relation to presence of 

existing corridors? 

A. Other than the utilization of existing electric line corridors the only potential 

existing corridor is that of the pipelines.  I have previously addresses these 

concerns.  I will also comment that additional landowners along the pipeline 

corridor who are not members of PROTED 80 have filed to intervene. 

Q. Does this complete your responsive testimony? 

A. Yes it does.
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Schedules to PROTED 80 Exhibit 1.0 
Direct Testimony of Dee Bennett 

Schedule 1.1 Ameren’s Response to Data Request RDL 1.26. 

Schedule 1.2 (Proprietary) PROTED 80 list of comparable land sales in La Salle 
County. 

Schedule 1.3 Map reflecting PROTED 80 Alt 1, Alt 2 and Alt 3 
(superimposed on Ameren Exhibit 3.1). 

Schedule 1.4 (Proprietary) Ameren’s Attachment A to its response to Data Request 
RDL 3.2. 

Schedule 1.5 (Proprietary) Map Comparing Exhibit A to Ameren’s Response to Data 
Request RDL 3.2 to values drawn from Schedule 1.2. 

Schedule 1.6 R.A. Gummow, R.G. Wakflin & S.M. Segall, AC 
CORROSION, A CHALLENGE TO PIPELINE INTEGRITY, 
Materials Performance, February 1999. 

Schedule 1.7 Corrosion 2004, Paper No. 040205. 

Schedule 1.8 Corrosion 2004, Paper No. 040206. 

Schedule 1.9 Federal Department of Transportation Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration advisory 
bulletin of March, 2006. 
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