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property due to its proximity to our residence and essential farm business structures. 

A 2018 study by Wyman and Mothorpe in the Journal of Real Estate Research1 

found that the proximity of power lines and their visibility impact property pricing  

negatively. In their study they noted that vacant lots (N=5,455) near high-voltage power  

lines sell for 44.9% less than equivalent lots that aren’t located near power lines.  

Furthermore, real estate expert, Kelsey Heath2 advises that low-voltage utility lines,  

supported by poles like the ones that are currently adjacent to our home, as you will see in  

photos below, typically do not impact property values because they are essential to  

keeping our residences livable. In our case, these utility poles are placed where visibility is  

mitigated. However, Heath notes the presence of high-voltage power lines do reduce  

property value. Heath further notes there can be a more severe impact on property value  

for rural properties where people are less desensitized to the presence of power lines, and  

where a scenic view is prioritized. We are gathering additional information that will be more  

specific about impact on our property value. 

Additionally, the powerlines will impair the privacy, aesthetics, and the peaceful use  

of our home and farming business. We value the quality of life we have worked hard to  

establish and maintain for the last 22 years in the operation of our farm and in family life at  

this location. The privacy, the unobstructed views, and the quiet are important to our  

quality of life particularly because our livestock require daily care, and it is rare we can  

spend significant time away from our farm. Our outdoor space is our refuge in work and in  

 

1 Wyman, D., & Mothorpe, C. (2018). The Pricing of Power Lines: A Geospatial Approach to Measuring 

Residential Property Values. Journal of Real Estate Research, 40(1), 121–154. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10835547.2018.12091490  
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interactive maps different than the map in the flyer.   

A second communication from Ameren was sent in July, 2024. The letter was dated  

July 5, and was received mid-July. This letter was addressed to   

The letter was inexplicit and did not define proximity to  

our residence nor match our address. The letter said to call, email or visit the project  

website to learn more. We did access the website noted in the letter. It was also non- 

descriptive, and we did not find an interactive map. See attached Exhibit 907. 

Dated November 22, a third communication addressed to   

was sent. This letter was from the Missouri Public Service  

Commission. In this communication we were advised that the proposed route was within  

300 feet of our property.  We were also notified in the letter of two early December  

meetings (December 9, 2024, at 6 p.m. & December 10, 2024, at 12 p.m.), and to “PLEASE  

NOTE: These local public hearings are the only opportunity for the public to present  

evidence directly into the record that the PSC Commissioners review.”  See attached Exhibit 

908. 

Rochelle attended the December 9 hearing.  Kevin was unable to attend due to  

issues we were having with our cattle that evening. It was not until this meeting that we  

knew with certainty where the route was planned. Rochelle did speak at the hearing  

and followed up with communications and comments to the Office of Public Counsel. We  

did not have the information we have obtained from EFIS since becoming party to this case  

to help us prepare for a hearing. 

In summary, we describe our experience as lacking information across the process  

to effectively communicate concerns/needs in a timely informed way. The purpose of the  
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first forums was not clear to us, the opportunities communicated to us to meet face to face  

with Ameren representatives were limited to those two public meetings on April 9, and the  

date of the meetings were not communicated very far in advance.  

Q:   Describe alternative routing suggestions you have presented or discussed either 

in documents submitted as part of this case, or in communication with Ameren, ATXI, or  

Contract Land Staff.  

A:   In our Application to Intervene (item 93, paragraph 6 in the case docket) we stated 

with conditions that “consumer comments P202501688, P202501172, and P202501110,  

present agreeable variations to proposed route that relieve close proximity to homes”.  

These comments supported shifting the route to our east property border. 

 On June 6 we received a phone message from a Contract Land Staff representative  

who stated he understood we had concerns about routing. He indicated he helped with the  

real estate portions of the routing and wanted to talk about our concerns and see what  

ideas we might have. On June 9, 2025 we spoke with that representative from Contract  

Land Staff and discussed an alternative route. The representative explained he would  

redraw the route. Then, if we agreed he would present the reroute to Ameren, and if Ameren 

agreed he would then reach out to seek potential agreement from 2 other landowners that  

the reroute would impact. We agreed that same day to his redrawn route which placed the  

route along the east border of our property and away from our residence See attached Exhibit 

909. 

On June 19 I followed up to ask if communications were moving forward. The same  

Contract Land Staff representative replied “Ameren is evaluating the route. At first blush  

they feel it will be cost prohibitive with the additional turns and length.” We replied that it  
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was disappointing, and that we hoped to hear more soon and would see what our attorney might 

advise at that point. June 19 was the last communication from Contract Land Staff. See attached 

Exhibit 910. 

Q:   Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

A:   Yes 
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Exhibit 910 

Follow-up Communication about Reroute 

 

 






