STATE OF ILLINOIS
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

DAKOTA ACCESS, LLC

Application Pursuant to Section 15-401 of the Docket No. 14-0754
Common Carrier by Pipeline Law and

Sections 8-503 and 8-509 of the Public Utilities
Act and for a Certificate of Good Standing and
Related Authority to Construct and Operate a
Petroleum Pipeline as a Common Carrier
Pipeline and When Necessary to Take Private
Property as Provided by the Law of Eminent

Domain

R N N N S L N I N A T e

JOINT INITIAL BRIEF OF ILLINOIS AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION
and THE SP GROUP

Pursuant to Section 200.800 of the Rules Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission
("Commission™), 83 ILL. ADM. CODE 200.800, and the procedural schedule established for this
proceeding, the ILLINOIS AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION a/k/a the Illinois Farm Bureau
("Farm Bureau"), by and through its attorney, Laura A. Harmon, and landowner intervenors
represented by Shay Phillips, Ltd. (together the “SP Group™) hereby file their Joint Initial Brief in
the above-captioned proceeding. The landowner intervenors comprising the SP Group are O.L.
Behymer, Wilma Behymer, Tamara Behymer, Terry Behymer, Donald A. and Mary C. Fry, Ann
Burns Hendrick, William J. Klingele, Kathleen A. Klingele, Mary E. Klingele-Ahmed, Glen Koch,
Alan Koch, Robert E. Koch, Terrance J. Markert, Andrew M. Ray, Julie J. Radel, Carole A. Salrin,
Evelyn Thomas, Jane M. Veith, Julia A. Veith, and Elizabeth J. Veith.

I Introduction and Procedural History

On December 22, 2014, Dakota Access, LLC (“Dakota Access”) filed its Application for
Certificate in Good Standing and Other Relief (“Application”) seeking authority to construct and

operate a petroleum pipeline as a common carrier pipeline and to take private property through




eminent domain pursuant to Section 15-401(a) of the Common Carrier by Pipeline Law (220 ILCS
5/15-401(a) and pursuant to Sections 8-503 (220 ILCS 5/8-503) and 8-509 (220 ILCS 5/8-509) of
the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“PUA”). Several parties, including Farm Bureau and SP Group
intervened! and testimony was presented by Dakota Access, ICC Staff, SP Group and other
intervenors. An evidentiary hearing was held on September 1, 2015, and at the conclusion of the
hearing the matter was not marked HEARD and TAKEN.

1L Description of Project and Relief Requested

The Dakota Access project originates in North Dakota, passes through South Dakota, Iowa
and Illinois and terminates in Patoka, Illinois. Dakota Access is proposing to construct a 30-inch
diameter crude oil pipeline approximately 180 miles in length in Illinois through the counties of
Adams, Bond, Brown, Fayette, Hancock, Macoupin, Marion, Montgomery, Morgan, Pike,
Schuyler, and Scott. When Dakota Access filed its Application, it submitted a preliminary
proposed route, requested approval of a 500 foot project width around the final approved route and
notified landowners within a general .75 mile wide corridor on the preliminary proposed route.
(Application, ] 4, p. 3, and Dakota Access Exh. 2.0, p. 6) In its Application, Dakota Access stated
that it planned to start construction in the 4® Quarter of 2015, and place the pipeline in service in
the 4% Quarter of 2016. (Application, 9 34) On March 6, 2015, Dakota Access submitted additional
testimony identifying ten minor realignments and re-routes (Exh. 2.16) and on August 31, 2015,
Dakota filed supplemental testimony identifying 28 realignments and re-routes for the proposed
project. (Exh. 2.22). On June 8, 2015 Dakota Access entered into an Agricultural Impact
Mitigation Agreement (“AIMA”) with the Illinois Department of Agriculture for the project.

(Dakota Access Exh. 2.19)

! SP Group members filed separate Petitions for Leave to Intervene as reflected by their ownership of affected
properties.




I11. Statutory Provisions

Requests for a Certificate in Good Standing authorizing a company to operate as a
common carrier by pipeline are governed by Section 15-401 of the PUA, which provides,
in part:

(@) No person shall operate as a common catrier by pipeline unless the person
possesses a certificate in good standing authorizing it to operate as a common
carrier by pipeline. No person shall begin or continue construction of a pipeline
or other facility, other than the repair or replacement of an existing pipeline or
facility, for use in operations as a common carrier by pipeline unless the person
possesses a certificate in good standing.

(b) Requirements for issuance. The Commission, after a hearing, shall grant
an application for a certificate authorizing operations as a common carrier by
pipeline, in whole or in part, to the extent that it finds that the application was
properly filed; a public need for the service exists; the applicant is fit, willing,
and able to provide the service in compliance with this Act, Commission
regulations, and orders; and the public convenience and necessity requires issuance
of the certificate. In its determination of public convenience and necessity for a
proposed pipeline or facility designed or intended to transport crude oil and
any alternate locations for such proposed pipeline or facility, the Commission
shall consider, but not be limited to, the following:

(1) any evidence presented by the Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency regarding the environmental impact of the proposed
pipeline or other facility;

(2) any evidence presented by the Illinois Department of Transportation
regarding the impact of the proposed pipeline or facility on traffic
safety, road construction, or other transportation issues;

(3) any evidence presented by the Department of Natural Resources
regarding the impact of the proposed pipeline or facility on any
conservation areas, forest preserves, wildlife preserves, wetlands, or
any other natural resource;

(4) any evidence of the effect of the pipeline upon the economy,
infrastructure, and public safety presented by local governmental
units that will be affected by the proposed pipeline or facility;

(5) any evidence of the effect of the pipeline upon property values
presented by property owners who will be affected by the proposed
pipeline or facility;

(6) any evidence presented by the Department of Commerce and
Economic Opportunity regarding the current and future economic
effect of the proposed pipeline or facility including, but not limited




to, property values, employment rates, and residential and business
development; and

(7) any evidence presented by any other State agency that participates
in the proceeding,

In its written order, the Commission shall address all of the evidence presented,
and if the order is contrary to any of the evidence, the Commission shall state the
reasons for its determination with regard to that evidence. The provisions of this
amendatory Act of 1996 apply to any certificate granted or denied after the effective
date of this amendatory Act of 1996.

Section 8-503 of the PUA, provides, in part:

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 or of any 2
or more public utilities 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 ...

Section 8-509 states, in part:

When necessary for the construction of any alterations, additions, extensions
or improvements ordered or authorized under Section 8-503 or 12-218 of this
Act, any public utility may enter upon, take or damage private property in the
manner provided for by the law of eminent domain.

IV. Section 8-503 of the Public Utilities Act

The Farm Bureau and the SP Group take no direct position on whether the Commission
should grant a certificate to Dakota Access under Sections 15-401 and 8-503 of the PUA, but if
the Commission grants such relief then Dakota Access should be held to the terms of the
Agricultural Impact Mitigation Agreement and condition the certificate upon compliance with
the AIMA. (See Rock Island Clean Line LLC, Docket No. 12-0560 (Order, Nov. 25 2014), 201-

205 requiring compliance with the AIMA).




V. Section 8-509 of the Public Utilities Act-Eminent Domain

The Common Carrier by Pipeline Law does not contain provisions regarding the authority
to use eminent domain. Section 8-509 of the PUA provides that when necessary for the
construction of any project authorized under Section 8-503 a public utility may enter upon, take or
damage private property in the manner provided for by the law of eminent domain. The
Commission has found that under Section 8-509, a utility must show that it made a reasonable
attempt to acquire the easements necessary to construct the project.

Although Dakota Access filed its Application on December 22, 2015, it did not file direct
testimony supporting its Application until January 21, 2015. According to its Application, Dakota
Access began easement negotiations with landowners in October 2014. (Application, § 73) Dakota
Access Witness Bryon McGregor is the project Right-of-Way Manager-IL employed by Contract
Land Staff, the land service company with whom Dakota Access contracted to assist with acquiring
easements. Mr. McGregor testified that as of January 16, 2015, it had obtained easement
agreements with nine landowners and had an appraiser conduct a market study in the Counties
through which the pipeline would traverse to “assist Dakota Access in making good-faith offers
for easements for the proposed Project.” (Dakota Access Exh. 5.0, pp 9, 11)

ICC Staff Witness Mark Maple filed direct testimony on May 20, 2015. Mr. Maple is the
Staff Senior Gas Engineer in the Energy Engineering Program of the Safety & Reliability Division.
Among other things, Mr. Maple testified that Dakota Access met the requirements for obtaining
eminent domain authority. (ICC Staff Exh. 1.0, p 25) In his testimony Staff Witness Maple noted
the factors the Commission considers in evaluating whether an applicant has met the required
showing for eminent domain:

(1) the number and extent of contacts with landowners; (2) whether the utility has explained
its offer of compensation; (3) whether the offers of compensation are comparable to offers




made to similarly situated landowners; (4) whether the utility has made an effort to address
landowner concerns; and (5) whether further negotiations will likely prove fruitful in
reaching negotiated settlements. (See, Ameren Illinois Company, Docket No. 13-0456 at
3, 9-10 (September 10, 2013).) (ICC Staff Exh. 1.0, pp. 20-21)

Mr. Maple relied upon Dakota Access Witness McGregor’s testimony and Dakota
Access’s response to Staff data request ENG 1.21 and concluded that Dakota Access made the
required showing on the number and extent of contacts with landowners because: Dakota Access
had contacted 100% of the landowners at least once; Dakota Access testified that it had acquired
267 easements of 887 easements needed; made offers to 87% of the landowners; and that Dakota
Access contacted almost every landowner multiple times. (ICC Staff Exh 1.0, p 21).

Mr. Maple testified that Dakota Access adequately explained its offer of compensation to
landowners based upon Dakota Access Witness McGregor’s testimony on valuing easements, crop
damage payments and that offers are comparable to offers made to similarly situated landowners
because the market study was used as a basis for making specific offers for each property on the
route. (ICC Staff Exh. 1.0, pp 21-22). Mr. Maple testified further that Dakota Access met the
required showing on addressing landowner concerns by modifying the routing due to landowner
concerns, and working with the Illinois Department of Agriculture to develop an AIMA. In
response to whether further negotiations would likely prove fruitful in reaching negotiated
settlements, Mr. Maple testified:

I do not know with certainty, but I do believe it is very likely in the short

term that Dakota Access will continue to obtain additional easements along the

route. At the time, McGregor filed his direct testimony on January 21, 2015, the

Company had only finalized 9 easements, and had only recently begun making

offers, as about 12% of landowners had been presented an offer. (Dakota Access

Exhibit 5.0 at 11) More recently, in its April 30 update to Staff data request ENG

1.21, attached hereto as Attachment B, Dakota Access had signed 267 easements.

However, I do believe that it is very possible that Dakota Access will encounter a

stalemate in negotiations with certain landowners prior to obtaining 100% of the

easements. In that same date request response, Dakota Access noted that there are
27 landowners that are unwilling to negotiate, 36 landowners that Dakota Access




has been unable to contact, and 3 landowners that have refused to meet. (ICC Staff

Exh. 1.0, pp 23-24)

Prior to the evidentiary hearing on September 1, 2015, Dakota Access Witness McGregor
filed Surrebuttal Testimony to reflect that the company has obtained easements for 522 parcels of
a total 858 parcels that will be impacted by the pipeline, or 60.0% of the easements needed for this
Project. According to McGregor, Dakota Access has met in-person with all of the landowners,
except for 38 parcels, but was successful in negotiating easements for 13 of the 38 parcels without
an in-person meeting, (Dakota Access Exh. 5.9, p. 2, and Exh. 5.10). Dakota Access updated its
response to Staff data request ENG 1.21 on August 27, 2015 to reflect that it had obtained 560
easements of 856 needed, is engaged in ongoing negotiations with 289 landowners, has not made
offers on 3 parcels, no landowners have refused to meet with Dakota Access and it believes that 4
landowners are unwilling to negotiate in good faith for an easement agreement on reasonable
terms.

Landowner intervenor William Klingele, an SP Group member, testified that Dakota
Access’s request for eminent domain authority is premature and assuming the Commission grants
a certificate and approves a route, then it would be timely and appropriate for the affected
landowner to negotiate an easement. (Klingele Exh. 1.0, pp 2-3) “I am not interested in spending
time and money, including paying an attorney, to deal with negotiating an easement for the
pipeline, when we do not know if the Commission is going to approve it at all, and if it does, what
the route will be.” (/d., p.2.) Mr. Klingele explained that he would feel obligated to negotiate if
and when Dakota Access obtains approval for the pipeline and the route by the Commission, and
consult an attorney to determine if the easement terms are fair and reasonable. Under this

approach, which electric transmission public utilities use, if a landowner is unable to reach an




easement agreement with Dakota Access, despite reasonable efforts, then Dakota Access could
seek eminent domain authority from the Commission. Utilities normally seek and obtain approval
for the project and the route, and if the utility cannot negotiate an easement with all of the
landowners, it returns to the commission to request eminent domain authority. (/d., pp 3-4) Mr.
Klingele disagreed with Dakota Access’ characterization of “the monopoly power of a ‘holdout’
landowner. (Id., p.4, quoting Application, § 71) In his opinion, without § 8-509 authority initially,
both the pipeline and the landowner would feel pressure to negotiate and attempt to agree and the
terms of an easement. (Id., p.4) Mr. Klingele stated that he would not relish the idea of intervening
in a subsequent § 8-509 proceeding, and then having to defend himself in a civil condemnation
lawsuit. (/d.) In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Klingele stated that he did not understand on what basis
the grant of eminent domain authority in this proceeding is “necessary” which is a requirement to
be shown under § 8-509. As a landowner, Mr. Klingele believes some landowners would not want
to negotiate with Dakota Access unless Dakota Access gains regulatory approval. (Klingele Exh.
2.0, p. 2) No witness countered Mr. Klingele in prepared testimony on this point, and he was not
cross-examined.

During the evidentiary hearing on September 1, 2015, on cross examination Staff Witness
Maple clarified that according to Dakota Access four landowners are refusing to negotiate in good
faith and in his opinion the company will be unable to reach easements with all landowners.
(Evidentiary Hearing Transcript, pp 105-06, 128) Maple acknowledged that landowners are
entering into voluntary easements even though the Commission hasn’t approved the project and
the company can come back to the Commission at any time and request eminent domain authority
if the Commission does not grant eminent domain in this proceeding. (Transcript p. 106, 111-12)

Mr. Maple acknowledged that, based on his understanding of the PUA, the Commission is not




required to grant § 8-509 authority in the same proceeding in which the pipeline is seeking project
approval. (Id., pp. 11-112). Mr. Maple further acknowledged on cross that he was aware of an
Enbridge pipeline case (Docket 07-0446) in which the Commission declined to grant § 8-509
authority, instead requiring Enbridge to return at a later point in time, if necessary, to seek a § 8-
509 order (which it did in Docket 13-0446) (pp. 112-114) Mr. Maple quoted his testimony in the
Enbridge § 8-509 proceeding (Docket 13-0446) where he expressed concern about the possibility
of negotiating leverage on the part of the pipeline over the landowner if it has been granted § 8-
509 authority. (Id., pp 116-119) As to any particular time pressures, Dakota Access was facing in
its Project, Mr. Maple could not recall any deadline. (/d., pp 120-121)

In Section 8-509 proceedings, the Commission has relied upon five factors which Staff
Witness Maple references in his testimony, yet the evidence relied upon by Mr. Maple does not
support granting eminent domain in this proceeding. Maple relied upon testimony submitted by
Dakota Access and monthly updates on the status of easement negotiations and has no direct
knowledge as to what is transpiring between landowners and Dakota Access during the easement
acquisition process. For example, to support the number and extent of contacts with landowner;
explanation of compensation offers McGregor provides information on how many easements have
been obtained, how many offers have been made, how many and with whom Dakota Access is
negotiating easements, and how many landowners Dakota Access asserts may not be willing to
negotiate in good faith. Mr. Maple was not aware of the substance of communications between
Dakota Access and any landowner that would lead one to conclude that further negotiations would
likely not be fruitful. (/d., pp 126-127)

The monthly update to Staff Eng data requests 1.21 and 1.38 prepared by Dakota Access

identifies the parcel, property owner, number and type of contacts with the landowner and the dates




of those contacts but does not contain information about the substance of those contacts or
meetings with landowners. In his Rebuttal Testimony, McGregor responds to the direct testimony
of the Hapo landowner intervenors and provides a status of the easement negotiations with those
landowners. Status updates on easement negotiations is insufficient to support a finding that
eminent domain should be granted. There’s no narrative summary or substantive testimony to
inform the Commission that Dakota Access met with the landowners(s).

Based upon the evidence in the record we know that Dakota Access sent survey
notifications, ICC Landowner packets, has a form easement, conducted a market study, eventually
signed the AIMA on June 8th and provided these materials to landowners. We don’t know if the
land agents explained the proposed easement dimensions, or terms of the easement document. We
don’t know how many times the land agents met with the landowner to actually discuss easement
terms. We don’t know if landowners were provided with an appraisal. We don’t know if the
landowners made counter offers or if the company responded to those counteroffers. We don’t
know if landowners have raised concerns and whether the company has responded to those
concerns. There is insufficient evidence in the record to support a finding that Dakota Access has
explained its offer of compensation, whether the offers of compensation are comparable to offers
made to similarly situated landowners and whether Dakota Access has made an effort to address
landowner concerns as part of the easement negotiation process.

Dakota Access’s request for eminent domain in this case is premature and the in this record
clearly supports a finding that further negotiations will be useful. While Dakota Access has
represented that it plans to start construction in time to place the pipeline in service in the 4t
Quarter of 2016, it did not provide any further information about the desired in-service date, or the

consequences if it did not meet such a schedule. It was incumbent on the Application in this
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proceeding to demonstrate the need for an Order by a certain date, and for the pipeline, if approved
along with a route, to be constructed and in service. Similarly, Dakota Access provided no evidence
about the regulatory approvals it needs from other states, and the status of those proceedings.

In January, the company had negotiated 9 easements and by May it had acquired 267
easements for this project. According to the most recent easement acquisition update, Dakota
Access has acquired 604 easements of the 859 required for the entire project. Negotiations are
ongoing with 249 landowners and Dakota Access has not made an offer to 1 landowner. According
to Dakota Access, 5 landowners’ response to easement offers indicates they are unwilling to
negotiate in good faith for an easement agreement on reasonable terms. (DAPL Response to Staff
ENG 1.21 9/29/15). There’s no evidence to support Dakota Access’s assertion that 5 landowners
are not negotiating in good faith, or whether any reluctance to negotiate is due to the fact that
Dakota Access possess neither regulatory approval to construct the pipeline nor an approved route.
The record clearly does not support a finding that further negotiations would be pointless.

The landowners are negotiating and should be allowed to continue to negotiate with
Dakota Access and not be forced to agree to an easement where Dakota Access has a certificate
and eminent domain authority under § 8-509. More importantly, it’s unreasonable to require
landowners to enter into easements for a project that hasn’t been approved by this Commission.
As this Commission noted in Dockets 06-0706, 07-0532 and 07-0446 seeking eminent domain
authority after a certificate is granted and route is approved may better serve the landowners in the
easement negotiation process. If Dakota Access is unsuccessful in obtaining the remaining
easement rights through post-certification negotiations, then it can seek authorization to exercise
eminent domain in later petition filed at any time under Section 8-509. Until then, however, the

Commission should withhold § 8-509 authority and help foster a more level playing field between




Dakota Access and the landowners. This outcome would be consistent with all recent Commission
orders in electric utility transmission line dockets, and nothing in the record shows that Dakota
Access would be unduly prejudiced as a result.
VI. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the Farm Bureau and SP Group request that, if the Commission
decides to grant authority to Dakota Access to construct the proposed pipeline, that it withhold
granting eminent domain authority under § 8-509 that withholding such authority presently be
without prejudice to Dakota Access to return later for such additional authority applicable to the
specific properties for which it requires eminent domain authority, based on making the showings

this Commission traditionally requires in § 8-509 proceedings.

October 1, 2015
Respectfully submitted,

ILLINOIS AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION
a/k/a the I}linois Farm Bureau

By: ’ \CU“*CV ﬁaAMW\

[4 A

Laura A. Harmon
Senior Counsel
Office of the General Counsel

Laura A. Harmon

Senior Counsel

Office of the General Counsel

Illinois Agricultural Association & Affiliated Companies
1701 Towanda Ave, PO Box 2901

Bloomington, IL 61702-2901

Tharmon@ilfb.org
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SP Group landowners

By:j/m

William M. Shay V

Shay Phillips, Ltd.

456 Fulton Street, Suite 255
Peoria, Illinois 61602
309-494-6155
wshay@skplawyers.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Laura A. Harmon, an attorney, certify that on O( % / , 2015, 1 caused a

copy of the foregoing Joint Initial Brief of Illinois Agricultural Association and SP Group to be

filed with the Commission and served by electronic mail to the individuals on the Commission's

i

Laura A. Harmon

Service List for Docket 14-0754.
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SERVICE LIST

Tammy Behymer, Landowner
831 900 E. St.

Mt. Sterling, IL 62353
tbehymer@adams.net

Ellen O. Boardman, Atty. for United
Association

O'Donoghue & O'Donoghue LLP
4748 Wisconsin Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20016
eboardman(@odonoghuelaw.com

Ann Burns Hendrick, Landowner
5560 Basswood Ct.

Petoskey, MI 49770
lfth-abh@charter.net

Christine Ericson

Office of General Counsel

Illinois Commerce Commission

160 North LaSalle Street, Suite C-800
Chicago, IL 60601
cericson@icc.illinois.gov

Paul G. Foran, Atty. for Intervenors
Lueders Robertson & Konzen

1939 Delmar Ave.

Granite City, IL 62040

paulgforan@gmail.com

Mary C. Fry, Landowner
PO Box 34

Stronghurst, IL 61480
damcfry@hotmail.com

Ryan A. Hagerty, Atty. for
Brotherhood of Teamsters
Asher Gittler & D'Alba, Ltd.
200 W. Jackson Blvd., Ste. 1900
Chicago, IL 60606
rah@ulaw.com

Terry Behymer, Landowner
831 900 E. St.

Mt. Sterling, IL 62353
tbehymer@adams.net

Deborah A. Bone, Atty. for Dakota
Access, LLC

Schiff Hardin LLP

233 S. Wacker Sr., Ste. 6600
Chicago, IL 60606
dbone@schifthardin.com

Colin C. Clark, Atty. for Oelze
Equipment Company, L.L.C.

Black Hedin Ballard McDonald P.C.
PO Box 4007

Mt. Vernon, IL 62864
cclark@illinoisfirm.com

Matthew Flanigan

Black Hedin Ballard McDonald, P.C.
PO Box 4007

108 S. 9th St.

Mt. Vemnon, IL 62864

mflanigan@illinoisfirm.com

Donald A. Fry, Landowner
PO Box 34

Stronghurst, IL 61480
damcfry@hotmail.com

Alison Goncher, Paralegal
Shay Phillips Ltd.

456 Fulton St., Ste. 255
Peoria, IL 61602
agoncher@skplawyers.com

Laura A. Harmon, Asst. General
Counsel

Office of General Counsel
Illinois Agricultural Association
1701 Towanda Ave.
Bloomington, IL 61701
Iharmon@ilfb.org




Steve Hughart, Business
Manager/Financial Secretary
IBEW Local 702

106 N. Monroe St.

West Frankfort, IL. 62896
shughart@ibew702.0rg

Brian R. Kalb, Atty. for MCPO
Byron Carlson Petri & Kalb LLC
411 St. Louis St.

Edwardsville, IL 62025
brk@bcpklaw.com

William J. Klingele, Landowner
21519 W. Chestnut Lane
Plainfield, IL 60554
bill.Inf@comcast.net

Glen Koch, Landowner
618 1290 N. Ave.

Mt. Sterling, IL 62353
gakoch@adams.net

Owen E. MacBride, Atty. for Dakota

Access, LLC

Schiff Hardin LLP

6600 Sears Tower

Chicago, IL 60606
omacbride@schiffhardin.com

Michael T. Manley

Legal Dept.

International Brotherhood of
Teamsters

25 Louisiana, NW
Washington, DC 20001

mmanley@teamster.org

Terrance J. Markert, Landowner
11 Totem Trail

Macomb, IL. 61455
markertrentals@comcast.net
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Alexandra L. Iannessa, Atty. for
Dakota Access, LLC

Schiff Hardin LLP

233 S. Wacker Dr., Ste. 6600
Chicago, IL 60606

aiannessa@schiffhardin.com

Kathleen A. Klingele, Landowner
312 W. Main St.
Mt. Sterling, IL 62353

kklingele@smseagle.org

Alan Koch, Landowner
1319 E. 400 St.

Mt. Sterling, IL 62353
akoch@adams.net

Martha Krohe, for Scott County
Property Owners

Burrus Seed Farms, Inc.

200 Capitol Way

Jacksonville, IL 62650
martha@burrusseed.com

Joseph E. Mallon, Atty. for United
Association

JOHNSON & KROL, LLC

300 S. Wacker Dr., Ste. 1313
Chicago, IL 60606
mallon@johnsonkrol.com

Mark Maple, Case Manager
Mlinois Commerce Commission
527 E. Capitol Ave.
Springfield, IL 62701
mmaple@icc.illinois.gov

Dennis R. Minick, Business Manager

ITUOE Local 965

3520 E. Cook St.
Springfield, IL 62703
dminick@comcast.net




Jeff E. Naville, Atty. for LIUNA Local

Unions

Laborers' International Union of North

America

#1 N. Old State Capitol Plz., Ste. 525
Springfield, IL 62701
inaville@midwestlaborers.org

Keegan Pieper, Associate General
Counsel

Dakota Access, LLC

1300 Main St.

Houston, TX 77002

keegan pieper@energytransfer.com

Eric Robertson, Atty. for Intervenors
Lueders, Robertson, Konzen

1939 Delmar Ave., P.O. Box 735
Granite City, IL 62040
erobertson@lrklaw.com

William M. Shay, Atty. for
Intervenors

Shay Phillips, Ltd.

456 Fulton St., Ste. 255
Peoria, IL 61602-1220
wshay@skplawyers.com

Gary L. Smith, Atty. for Intervenors
Loewenstein & Smith, P.C.

1204 S. Fourth St.

Springfield, IL 62703-2229
lexsmith@lhoslaw.com

Evelyn Thomas, Landowner
2301 Concordia Village Dr.
Springfield, IL 62711
evelyn.thomas@brandt.co

Stephen T. Veatch, Sr. Director,
Certificates & Reporting

Dakota Access, LLC

1300 Main St.

Houston, TX 77002
stephen.veatch(@energytransfer.com
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Jonathan L. Phillips, Atty. for
Intervenors

Shay Phillips, Ltd.

456 Fulton St., Ste. 255
Peoria, IL 61602
iphillips@skplawyers.com

Andrew M. Ray, Landowner
1187 980 N, Ave.

Mt. Sterling, IL 62353
oliverplows08@hotmail.com

Ryan Robertson, Atty. for Intervenors
Lueders Robertson & Konzen

1939 Delmar Ave., PO Box 735
Granite City, IL 62040
ryrobertson@lrklaw.com

Rochelle G. Skolnick, Atty. for IBEW
Local 702

Schuchat, Cook & Werner

1221 Locust St., 2nd Flr.

St. Louis, MO 63103
rgs@schuchatcw.com

Marilyn S. Teitelbaum, Atty. for
IBEW Local 702

Schuchat Cook & Werner

1221 Locust St., 2nd Fl.

St. Louis, MO 63103
mst@schuchatcw.com

Tabitha F. Tripp, Landowner
PO Box 199
Anna, IL 62906

saveilwater@gmail.com

Jane M. Veith, Landowner
R.R.4,Box 3

Mt. Sterling, IL 62353
jmv1374@adams.net




Janis Von Qualen, Administrative Christopher M. Webb, Atty. for

Law Judge Hancock/Adams County Property
Ilinois Commerce Commission Owners
527 E. Capitol Ave. Schmeideskamp Robertson Neu &
Springfield, IL 62701 Mitchell LLP
jvonqual@jicc.illinois.gov ‘ PO Box 1069

525 Jersey

Quincy, IL 62306
cwebb@smm.com
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