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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Donell Murphy.  My business address is 1701 Golf Road, Suite 1-700, 4 

Rolling Meadows, Illinois, 60008. 5 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 6 

A. I am a Partner with Environmental Resources Management (“ERM”).  ERM is a leading 7 

global provider of environmental, health, safety, risk and social consulting services. 8 

Q. Who are you testifying on behalf of in this proceeding? 9 

A. I am testifying on behalf of Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”). 10 

B. Background and Qualifications 11 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities in your present position? 12 

A. My primary duties and responsibilities include managing the siting of various large 13 

infrastructure projects on behalf of clients that often require numerous types of regulatory 14 

approval.  In some instances, I oversee quality assurance, resource and budgetary 15 

management, and provide technical guidance on projects managed by other ERM project 16 

managers.  In other instances, I am responsible for directly managing ERM’s work on all 17 

aspects of a project (quality assurance, resources, scope, schedule and budget), such as in 18 

the case of ComEd’s Grand Prairie Gateway Transmission Line Project (the “Grand 19 

Prairie Gateway Project” or “Project”), which is the subject of this proceeding.  Within 20 
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ERM, I am directly responsible for a team of 20-plus environmental professionals located 21 

in multiple offices throughout the Midwest. 22 

Q. Please describe your professional and educational background. 23 

A. Over the last 13 years, I have assisted clients in managing the routing, permitting and 24 

construction of thousands of miles of high voltage electric transmission lines across the 25 

United States.  These projects have ranged in voltage from 138 kilovolts (“kV”) to 26 

500kV, and varied in length from five miles to almost 500 miles, with multiple projects 27 

averaging more than 100 miles in length.  Projects I have worked on have affected lands 28 

that are public, private, urban, rural, and any combination thereof.  While the geography 29 

associated with these projects has varied, all have been subject to multiple levels of 30 

regulatory and public review, including multiple state siting authorities (e.g. Arizona, 31 

California, Illinois, Minnesota, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wisconsin, etc.).  32 

Specific to Illinois, I have provided testimony in support of six other electric transmission 33 

line cases before the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC”).  Two of those cases were 34 

approved under Section 8-406 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“PUA”), and four were 35 

approved under Section 8-406.1 of the PUA.  For the past 13 years, I have spent a 36 

significant percentage of my time assisting with the routing, permitting and construction 37 

of electric transmission line projects.  For more details, please see my resume, attached as 38 

Exhibit 5.01 to this testimony. 39 

C. Itemized Attachments to Testimony 40 

Q. Are any exhibits attached to your direct testimony? 41 

A. Yes.  The following exhibits are attached to my testimony: 42 
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• ComEd Exhibit 5.01 Resume 43 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.02 Description and Map of Proposed Routes and Foreign 44 
Utilities 45 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.03 Routing Study 46 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.04 Categorized Environmental Routing Criteria 47 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.05  Route Comparison Summary 48 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.06 Map of All Linear Features Considered 49 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.07 County Clerk Letters 50 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.08 Newspaper Ads and Affidavits of Publication 51 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.09 Agency Correspondence 52 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.10 Affidavit of Michael Great regarding website 53 

• ComEd Exhibit 5.11 List of Authorities and Agencies Contacted  54 

The content of each exhibit is described in more detail below. 55 

D. Purpose of My Testimony 56 

Q. Why did ComEd retain ERM? 57 

A. ComEd retained ERM to assist in identifying a primary and alternate route for Grand 58 

Prairie Gateway Project, as is further detailed in ComEd Exhibit 5.03 – the Routing Study 59 

(“Routing Study”), which was prepared under my direction and control.  As the Routing 60 

Study describes, the Project consists of approximately 60 miles of a new 345kV 61 

transmission line to be installed between ComEd’s Byron and Wayne substations.  ERM 62 

also provided support with respect to public and stakeholder outreach for the Project.   63 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 64 
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A. The purpose of my direct testimony is to: summarize the route selection methodology and 65 

the results of the Routing Study, describe the public process conducted for the Project, 66 

and discuss the potential environmental impacts of the Project.  The public process was 67 

integrated with the route selection process; as such, my testimony is laid out in the 68 

following manner to provide a progressional overview of the integrated processes: 69 

• Identification of Project Study Area and Initial Data Gathering 70 

• Overview of Route Selection Methodology 71 

• Overview of ComEd’s Public Process 72 

• Phase I Public Process 73 

• Identification of Potential Route Corridors 74 

• Phase II Public Process 75 

• Identification of Primary and Alternate Routes 76 

• Phase III Public Process 77 

• Final Proposed Routes 78 

In addition, ERM assisted ComEd in contacting or consulting with agencies and 79 

authorities to inform them of the Project in advance of obtaining any required approvals 80 

and authorizations for the Project.  Therefore, I also describe these efforts.       81 

II. IDENTIFICATION OF PROJECT STUDY AREA AND INITIAL DATA 82 
GATHERING 83 

Q. Did the Routing Study commence with an initial data gathering effort? 84 

A. Yes.  After establishing the Project’s study area, the next step was to gather data.  The 85 

study area had been delineated to allow for geographic diversity between and around the 86 

two substations so multiple routing options could be identified and studied.  This allowed 87 
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not only for a broad area between the two substations, but also an equivalent area north of 88 

the Byron Substation and south of the Wayne Substation.  Because the Byron Substation 89 

is northwest of the Wayne Substation, we sought to identify routes generally extending 90 

south and east from Byron.  Since the area north of the Wayne Substation is densely 91 

developed, we sought to identify routes generally extending south and west from Wayne.  92 

The roughly 700-square mile Project study area is depicted below and also on page 3 of 93 

the Routing Study, ComEd Exhibit 5.03.   94 

 95 

Well over 100 data layers representing more than 50 categories of data—96 

including existing infrastructure and electric transmission facilities, jurisdictional 97 

boundaries, property boundaries, existing and future land use and zoning features, and 98 

environmental (ecological, hydrological, topographical, geological, soils, archaeological 99 

and historic, etc.) features—were collected from publicly and commercial sources.  In 100 

sum, data was acquired from more than 50 sources, the majority of those being federal, 101 

state or local agencies.  The data was then incorporated into an electronic Geographic 102 

Information System (“GIS”), in conjunction with satellite imagery, by ERM’s team of 103 

experienced GIS specialists.  GIS served as the underlying platform for displaying the 104 
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various levels of data and analyzing potential routes.  To assist in ensuring data accuracy, 105 

in October 2013, ComEd obtained aerial photographs and compared this imagery to 106 

earlier 2012 imagery.  ComEd Exhibit 5.02 contains the October 2013 aerial 107 

photography, where it was obtained specifically along the proposed Primary and 108 

Alternate Routes, and publicly available 2012 imagery.  As depicted on Exhibit 5.02, 109 

mapbook page 3, as an example, a subtle line is apparent on either side of the Primary 110 

Route where the imagery changes color.  The imagery within these lines is 2013 imagery 111 

and the imagery outside of these lines is 2012 imagery. 112 

III. OVERVIEW OF ROUTE SELECTION METHODOLOGY 113 

Q. Could you please provide a general description of ComEd’s route selection 114 

methodology? 115 

A. The routing of any electrical transmission line typically involves studying the potential 116 

for displacement of land or land uses, and the potential human and environmental impacts 117 

that may result from the construction, operation and maintenance of the project.  We 118 

typically then evaluate these potential impacts by assessing: the trade-offs associated with 119 

affected land uses; stakeholder, landowner and public perceptions and values; costs; 120 

constructability and physical considerations; regulatory compliance; and other 121 

environmental considerations.   122 

For this Project, we used a similar approach.  The Grand Prairie Gateway route 123 

selection methodology included identifying, evaluating, and comparing potential routes, 124 

and using the information gathered as part of the public process, in conjunction with 125 

balancing related environmental, economic and engineering factors.  As a result, the 126 
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routing effort involved a comprehensive study that allowed for consistent application of 127 

ComEd’s siting criteria across the entire study area and consideration of public input.  128 

ComEd Exhibit 5.06 depicts the linear features ComEd considered as part of this routing 129 

effort that began in February 2013. 130 

Q. You mentioned ComEd’s “siting criteria”; would you explain what siting criteria 131 

ComEd identified? 132 

A. The primary siting criteria were environmental siting criteria, which are characterized as 133 

“opportunities” and “sensitivities.”  Other criteria, such as cost and constructability, were 134 

utilized in later stages of the analysis.  For electric transmission lines, advantageous siting 135 

opportunities can be characterized as corridors with the potential for right-of-way 136 

(“ROW”) sharing, or corridors running alongside existing facilities, infrastructure and 137 

landscape features.  Opportunities include existing rights-of-way, section lines, property 138 

lines and field lines.  These features are considered opportunities because they may allow 139 

for co-location of like features.  “Sensitivities,” on the other hand, can be characterized as 140 

environmental features — both man-made and natural — that have the potential to 141 

influence construction or licensing/permitting requirements.  Sensitivities include, for 142 

instance, existing residences, land use classifications, wetlands and stream crossings.  143 

While the term “sensitivity” does not imply or necessitate avoidance, opportunities and 144 

sensitivities are jointly considered, forming the basis of comparative evaluation.  145 

Q. How did you identify existing residences? 146 

A. Existing residences were identified based on ERM’s interpretation of aerial imagery.  147 

During the later stages of the route selection process, ERM confirmed whether such 148 
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structures were indeed residential or non-residential through field review, to the extent 149 

structures could be viewed without obstruction from nearby public rights-of-way. 150 

Q. What were the more prevalent environmental routing considerations? 151 

A. For the western and central portions of the study area, in particular, the more prevalent 152 

environmental routing considerations included existing residences and agricultural uses, 153 

given that these are the predominant land uses in the area.  For the central and eastern 154 

portions of the study area, in addition to residential and agricultural considerations, 155 

county forest preserves were also an important consideration.  Other prevalent 156 

environmental routing considerations in the eastern portion of the study area included 157 

density of existing land development and crossing the Fox River.  While we considered 158 

existing ComEd property rights throughout the entire Project study area, we evaluated the 159 

physical extent of these rights relative to existing residential and non-residential 160 

structures and county forest preserve lands, within or adjacent to these rights.   We also 161 

considered routing opportunities in areas where ComEd does not currently have rights.  162 

In other words, we looked at current land uses holistically and did not simply assume that 163 

a particular route segment should be accepted simply because ComEd had existing rights. 164 

Q. Did ComEd incorporate stakeholders and the public in developing the Routing 165 

Study? 166 

A. Yes. ComEd engaged in significant and broad outreach efforts, primarily through 167 

stakeholder working group meetings and public open houses.  These events are discussed 168 

in more detail in Sections IV-IX below.   169 
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Q. Generally speaking, how did public input influence the Routing Study? 170 

A. As a result of the feedback received, any useful additions or modifications to the data that 171 

had already been collected were investigated and, when applicable, data gaps were 172 

reconciled.  The results of the Phase I and Phase II exercises helped ComEd further 173 

distinguish between potential route options. 174 

IV. OVERVIEW OF COMED’S PUBLIC PROCESS 175 

Q. Can you summarize the general framework of ComEd’s public process? 176 

A. Yes.  Section 8-406.1 of the PUA outlines the required public process, including the 177 

number of meetings required, the timeframe within which those meetings must occur, and 178 

how meetings should be publicized.  ComEd’s public process took this basic framework 179 

and significantly augmented it to maximize stakeholder and public participation and to 180 

encourage broad-based Project understanding.  ComEd assiduously pursued active 181 

participation by stakeholders and the public — both through its own employees and ERM 182 

— and continues to monitor feedback.  ComEd’s outreach efforts have significantly 183 

exceeded the statutory requirements and demonstrate an extraordinary effort to keep 184 

stakeholders and the public not only informed, but also engaged throughout the entire 185 

route selection process.  In addition to public meetings, ComEd met with local public 186 

officials, agency representatives and other community representatives.  In sum, ComEd’s 187 

public process included the following: 188 

• Stakeholder Working Groups (9 total meetings) 189 

• Individual stakeholder meetings (more than 50 total) 190 

• Stakeholder Working Group invitees (more than 240 total) 191 
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• Project hotline (more than 425 calls to-date) 192 

• Direct mail invitations to landowners for all three phases of public open 193 

houses (more than 57,800 invitations collectively mailed) 194 

• Public open house flyers (more than 125 total posted in prominent community 195 

locations) 196 

• Web-based survey at public open houses 197 

• Remote GIS (more than 451 maps printed for attendees and more than 48 198 

comments from the public directly captured in GIS at the open houses) 199 

• Comment forms (more than 300 received from the public to-date) 200 

• Project website comments (more than 50 to-date) 201 

• Legislative outreach (ComEd representatives met with all pertinent federal 202 

and state representatives, including vehicular tours of the Primary and 203 

Alternate Routes for interested officials) 204 

• Numerous meetings with ICC Staff and Commissioners (including a vehicular 205 

tour of the Primary and Alternate Routes a with Staff representative) 206 

• Numerous meetings with pertinent agencies (including field review of the 207 

Primary and Alternate Routes for interested officials) 208 

The graphic below demonstrates ComEd’s three-phase public process approach, as it 209 

correlates to the route selection process.  210 
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 211 

Q. Has ComEd satisfied the public meeting requirements set forth in Section 8-406.1 of 212 

the PUA? 213 

A. Yes.  Section 8-406.1(a)(3) of the PUA requires a utility to hold at least three pre-filing 214 

public meetings concerning the Project in each county where the Project is to be located.  215 

The Proposed Routes would traverse the following counties: Ogle, DeKalb, Kane, and 216 
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DuPage.  At least three public meetings concerning the Project were held in each of these 217 

counties, except in Kane and DuPage Counties where meetings were combined pursuant 218 

to Section 8-406.1 of the PUA.  That Section permitted those meetings to be combined 219 

because the line mileage and number of landowners over whose property the Primary 220 

Route crosses in DuPage County is 1/5 or less of the mileage and number of landowners 221 

in Kane County.    222 

Q. Could you provide more detail regarding the approach ComEd took to engage 223 

stakeholders and the public? 224 

A. Yes.  ComEd conducted three stakeholder working group meetings in relation to each 225 

phase of the route development process, either subsequent to or concurrent with public 226 

open houses.  In total, ComEd conducted nine stakeholder working group meetings and 227 

nine open houses.  Although there was no material difference in content between the 228 

stakeholder working groups and the public open houses, the format varied slightly.  The 229 

stakeholder group included a more formal presentation with the audience arranged in 230 

classroom style seating, whereas the format of the public open houses allowed for one-231 

on-one dialogue in a more casual setting.  Each public open house included informational 232 

stations that addressed topics such as need and benefits, engineering and construction, 233 

routing and environmental considerations, regulatory review, or ROW acquisition.   More 234 

than 1,960 individuals participated in both the stakeholder working group meetings or 235 

public open houses.  236 

Q. What were the objectives of the public meetings? 237 
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A. The public meetings were intended to provide a forum to share Project information, to 238 

solicit feedback about the environmental siting criteria and how the criteria should be 239 

considered in the route selection process, and to obtain feedback about potential routes.  240 

In doing so, we worked very hard to maintain transparency throughout the route selection 241 

process while also engaging all who were interested.   242 

Q. How did ComEd advertise the public meetings? 243 

A. Individual invitations were mailed to more than 240 stakeholders requesting their 244 

participation in each phase of stakeholder working group meetings.  The list of invitees to 245 

these meetings was updated from Phase I to Phase II, and from Phase II to Phase III in 246 

order to include any participants who were not on the original list.  The open houses were 247 

advertised in numerous local newspapers exceeding the requirements of Section 8-406.1.  248 

The notices covered at least a quarter of one page of the respective paper. Some notices 249 

were published on multiple days, particularly on high circulation days, for more than 250 

three weeks to ensure that the minimum notice requirement was achieved.  A copy of the 251 

notices and affidavits of publication are included in ComEd Exhibit 5.08.   252 

Though not required by Section 8-406.1, 11x17-inch posters were displayed 253 

throughout communities where the open houses were conducted in high-traffic locations, 254 

such as post offices, village halls, convenience stores, gas stations, libraries, restaurants, 255 

coffee shops, etc.   256 

Though also not required by Section 8-406.1, ComEd sent individual direct mail 257 

invitations to landowners within the Project study area.  For Phase I, ComEd sent direct 258 

mail invitations to landowners who own property outside of municipal boundaries.  For 259 
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Phase II, ComEd sent direct mail invitations to those same landowners identified for the 260 

Phase I invitations, in addition to landowners along the potential route corridors.  For 261 

Phase III, ComEd sent direct mail invitations to the same landowners mentioned above, 262 

in addition to all landowners along the Primary and Alternate Routes.  In total, ComEd 263 

sent more than 57,800 letters or direct mail invitations. 264 

Finally, ComEd advertised the open houses on the dedicated Project website, 265 

ComEd.com/GrandPrairieGateway, as confirmed in Exhibit 5.10. 266 

Q. Was anyone else invited to the public meetings? 267 

A. Yes.  Invitations to each stakeholder working group meeting and each public open house 268 

were provided to the ICC, as required by Section 8-406.1. Written notice of each public 269 

meeting, including a description of the Project, was also sent to the Clerk of each 270 

applicable county.  Copies of these notices are included in ComEd Exhibit 5.07. 271 

Q. Has ComEd sought public input beyond those parties described above? 272 

A. Yes.  Beginning well before the open houses, ComEd sought input from more than 240 273 

stakeholders having a constituency within the 700-square mile Project study area.  This 274 

group included board members, administrative staff, planning and zoning representatives, 275 

transportation and highway department representatives, forest preserve district 276 

representatives, farm bureau representatives, soil, water and conservation district 277 

representatives, and water resources division representatives.  Municipal mayors, 278 

managers, presidents or administrative representatives were invited to participate.  For 279 

townships, supervisors, road or highway representatives and administrative 280 

representatives were invited to participate.  In addition to local representatives, ComEd 281 
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met with Illinois General Assembly members, U.S. Congressional members and the 282 

Illinois Office of the Governor.  And, ComEd met with stakeholders upon individual 283 

requests.   284 

V. PHASE I PUBLIC PROCESS 285 

Q. Can you provide detail regarding the meetings conducted as part of Phase I? 286 

A. Yes.  The Phase I stakeholder working group meetings occurred in June 2013 and the 287 

Phase I public open houses occurred in July 2013.  The Phase I public open houses were 288 

conducted from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m.  At each open house, eight stations complete with 289 

visual displays and subject matter experts were made available to the public.  Handouts 290 

were also distributed.   291 

Q. What was the focus of these meetings? 292 

The Phase I public meetings were focused on introducing the Project, namely its 293 

need and benefits, depicting the Project study area, introducing the environmental siting 294 

criteria, and explaining the overall approach to route selection. During this first phase, 295 

two interactive exercises were conducted.  The first exercise asked participants to 296 

prioritize the environmental siting criteria shown below: 297 
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 298 

Participants were first asked to individually prioritize all criteria.  Next, they were 299 

placed in teams and as a second exercise, each team was asked to identify two potential 300 

routes within a study area similar in setting, but entirely unrelated to the Project study 301 

area.   302 

Q. Can you summarize the results of the Phase I exercises? 303 

A. The majority of participants identified existing residences, prime farmland, drain tiles and 304 

schools as high sensitivities.  The categorized environmental criteria resulting from the 305 

Phase I exercise is provided on ComEd Exhibit 5.04.   306 

Q. Was this information considered within the Routing Study? 307 

A. Yes. The consensus derived from the participants in the exercise influenced route 308 

selection when quantitative analysis alone was not sufficient to differentiate comparable 309 
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routing options.  Very often, two routing options or corridors are generally comparable.  310 

When this occurred, the potential for impact to only high and moderate sensitivities was 311 

considered.   In applying only the high and moderate sensitivities to the two options that 312 

were otherwise comparable, one option was identified then has having a lower potential 313 

for impact than the other, and that option was therefore carried forward.   314 

VI. IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL ROUTE CORRIDORS 315 

Q. How were the potential route corridors identified? 316 

A. The potential route corridors were identified through a comparative evaluation process 317 

that involved the collective review of existing opportunities, occurrence of sensitivities 318 

along these opportunities, and the priority of affected sensitivities when two opportunities 319 

were otherwise comparable.  As described above, the priority of affected sensitivities was 320 

derived from input received from participants in the public process.  321 

Following the identification and categorization of the environmental siting 322 

criteria, information and data related to the criteria were collected and mapped.  The 323 

overlay of opportunities and sensitivities demonstrated areas that were obviously more 324 

constrained than other areas.  These areas, along with opportunities that would otherwise 325 

conflict with the intended directional orientation of the Project, were removed from 326 

consideration.  Predominant opportunities were comparatively evaluated.  From this 327 

comparative evaluation, potential route corridors emerged.  A more detailed discussion of 328 

the route selection process is provided in the Routing Study (ComEd Exhibit 5.03). 329 

VII. PHASE II PUBLIC PROCESS 330 

Q. Can you provide detail regarding the meetings conducted as part of Phase II? 331 
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A. The Phase II stakeholder working group meetings and public open houses occurred in 332 

August 2013.  The Phase II public open houses were conducted from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m.  333 

Similar to Phase I, at each Phase II open house, eight stations complete with visual 334 

displays and subject matter experts were made available to the public.  Handouts were 335 

also distributed.   336 

Q. What was the focus of the Phase II meetings? 337 

A. The Phase II public meetings were focused on presenting the various aspects of the 338 

Project (need, benefits, description, location, proposed structure types, required ROW 339 

and acquisition of required rights, sequencing of construction activities, Project schedule, 340 

etc.), and potential route corridors that had been identified for the Project.  During this 341 

phase, participants were asked to review the results of the Phase I prioritization of the 342 

environmental siting criteria.  In an effort to validate the Phase I exercise results and to 343 

afford participants who did not attend a Phase I public open house the same opportunity 344 

to provide input, participants were again asked to identify the type of environmental 345 

feature most sensitive to them.  Participants were also asked to select their preference as 346 

it related to types of linear features that could be paralleled by the Project.   347 

Q. Can you summarize the results of the Phase II exercise? 348 

A. Similar to the Phase I exercise results, the majority of participants identified existing 349 

homes/residences, schools and agricultural uses/features/activities as being most 350 

important or most sensitive to them.  Wetlands/waterways/other natural resources and 351 

wooded areas rounded out the top five most sensitive criteria.  Wetlands and wooded 352 

areas had previously been categorized as moderate sensitivities based on the results of the 353 
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Phase I exercise results.  The results of the Phase II exercise did not result in any change 354 

to the prior categorization of the environmental siting criteria. 355 

Q. How was this information considered within the Routing Study? 356 

A. Since there was no change to the prior categorization of the environmental siting criteria, 357 

the results of the Phase II exercise were considered within the Routing Study similar to 358 

the Phase I exercise results. 359 

Q. Were any other routing considerations raised by stakeholders? 360 

A. Yes.  The Kane County Forest Preserve District, for instance, identified that many forest 361 

preserve lands that have been deeded or granted to the county are subject to grant, deed 362 

or other permitting or funding related restrictions.  As such, the Kane County Forest 363 

Preserve District would be restricted in its ability to allow the construction and operation 364 

of the proposed 345kV line across these forest preserve lands.  This information initiated 365 

what has since transpired as an ongoing effort of Kane County, including the Kane 366 

County Forest Preserve District and the Kane County Department of Transportation, and 367 

ComEd to work together to identify potential solutions that would effectively meet the 368 

needs of all parties as it relates to potential route options.  369 

VIII. IDENTIFICATION OF PRIMARY AND ALTERNATE ROUTES 370 

Q. How were the Primary and Alternate Routes identified? 371 

A. We used the comparative assessment of the potential route corridors to select both the 372 

Primary and Alternate Routes.  These routes were identified after balancing 373 

environmental, cost, conceptual design and constructability considerations, and 374 
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consideration of public input received.  A more detailed discussion of the route selection 375 

process is provided in the Routing Study (ComEd Exhibit 5.03).  376 

Q. How were cost, conceptual design and constructability considerations analyzed in 377 

conjunction with the environmental siting criteria? 378 

A. After potential route corridors were selected for the Project, the environmental 379 

characteristics of these corridors were further studied to identify which corridors had a 380 

lower potential for environmental impact.  Concurrent with this evaluation, conceptual 381 

design considerations (such as the estimated number of angle structures, or representative 382 

pole placement relative to select existing features) and the presence of existing access and 383 

property rights were also evaluated.   384 

IX. PHASE III PUBLIC PROCESS 385 

Q. Can you detail the meetings conducted as part of Phase III? 386 

A. Yes.  The Phase III stakeholder working group meetings and public open houses occurred 387 

in October 2013.  The Phase III public open houses were conducted from 4:00 to 8:00 388 

p.m.  Similar to Phases I and II, at each Phase III open house, eight stations complete 389 

with visual displays and subject matter experts were made available to the public.  390 

Handouts were also distributed.   391 

Q. What was the focus of the Phase III meetings? 392 

A. The Phase IIII public meetings were focused on reviewing the various aspects of the 393 

Project (need, benefits, description, location, proposed structure types, required ROW 394 
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and acquisition of required rights, sequencing of construction activities, Project schedule, 395 

etc.) and the Primary and Alternate Routes that had been identified for the Project. 396 

Q. Can you summarize any public input received? 397 

A. The input that we received mostly included property-specific concerns (i.e. line location 398 

relative to existing homes or property lines, perceptions associated with property values, 399 

timing of construction, easement compensation, etc.). 400 

Q. Overall, were there any common themes that emerged in relation to the 401 

environmental siting criteria and public input received? 402 

A. Yes.  Themes from the public input directly correlated with the more prevalent routing 403 

considerations.  For example, agricultural uses are more prevalent in the western and 404 

central portions of the Project study area and more comments pertaining to these uses 405 

were received at the public meetings conducted in the western and central counties of 406 

Ogle and DeKalb.  Conversely, comments from the public in the more densely developed 407 

residential eastern counties, such as eastern Kane and DuPage counties, addressed 408 

property-specific concerns (namely residential property). 409 

X. FINAL PROPOSED ROUTES 410 

Q. Recognizing that the Primary and Alternate Routes were adopted as the Final 411 

Proposed Routes, were these routes in any way modified following the Phase III 412 

public meetings? 413 
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A. Yes.  Since these routes can also be generally characterized as representative centerlines, 414 

they were in some areas slightly refined by being shifted to one side or the other of a 415 

given property line.   416 

Q. Can you summarize how the route selection methodology was used to identify and 417 

select the Final Proposed Routes? 418 

A. Yes.  The Routing Study was generally performed as a step-by-step narrowing process 419 

where the area or scope of study was further refined at each stage of the process.  First, 420 

the Project study area was delineated (the geographic extent of which is depicted on 421 

Exhibit A to ComEd’s Petition) and the environmental siting criteria were identified.  422 

Data and information pertaining to both was collected.  Using this data and information 423 

as the underlying basis, the analysis progressively developed from the selection of 424 

potential route corridors within the Project study area to the ultimate selection of the 425 

Primary and Alternate Routes.   426 

The Final Proposed Routes, which collectively include the Primary and Alternate 427 

Routes emerged as the optimal locations for the Project.  Based on a desktop analysis and 428 

field reconnaissance of the Primary and Alternate Routes, these routes appear to be 429 

permittable and can be constructed.  These routes are depicted in ComEd Exhibit 5.02. 430 

Q. Did you identify an end-to-end alternate route entirely separate from the Primary 431 

Route? 432 

A. No.  The Alternate Routes provide for separate alternative options for portions of the 433 

Primary Route and collectively provide for an alternative option for approximately 80 434 

percent of the Primary Route. 435 
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Q. Why was the Primary Route, as depicted on ComEd Exhibit 5.02, selected? 436 

A. The Primary Route is shorter than the Alternate Route and makes more use of existing 437 

ComEd property rights and existing corridors — thereby resulting in lower cost.  The 438 

shorter length will also result in less ground disturbance and fewer affected landowners.   439 

Q. Why is there only one route in the eastern portion of the Project study area? 440 

A. Planning for the future is typically an important component of large infrastructure 441 

projects. The land uses across which these types of projects are developed are 442 

continuously changing, and ComEd, like other regulated utilities, is required to maintain 443 

reliable service for its customers despite these changes in landscape, or any system 444 

considerations that may otherwise affect ComEd’s ability to reliably serve its customers.  445 

Given the densely developed regional area encompassing the Wayne Substation and the 446 

extent of proposed and platted development in this same regional area, the Routing Study 447 

diligently assumed a ROW width necessary to accommodate the Grand Prairie Gateway 448 

Project and potential future circuits.  As such, the availability of viable opportunities 449 

along existing linear features where no existing residences would have to be displaced to 450 

accommodate the Project or potential future circuits was significantly lacking.  The 451 

limited number of opportunities that were identified would require excessive line length, 452 

in comparison to the Primary Route near the Wayne Substation.  Additionally, the 453 

Primary Route parallels an existing transmission line across the Fox River, which 454 

provides for a reduced potential for impact specific to the river. 455 

Q. For the portion of the Primary Route that crosses the Fox River, were any 456 

alternatives considered? 457 
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A. Yes.  Other existing crossings of the Fox River within approximately three miles of the 458 

proposed crossing were identified and considered.  Of the three existing crossings north 459 

of the proposed crossing, two are road crossings and one is an existing transmission line 460 

crossing.  The one existing crossing south of the proposed crossing is an existing road 461 

crossing.  However, crossing the Fox River at these alternative locations would require 462 

excessive line length due to the density of existing land development on either side of 463 

these crossings, in comparison to the Primary Route.  These alternative crossings would 464 

therefore not provide for any reduction in impact or cost savings compared to the Primary 465 

Route. 466 

Q. Were any routes suggested by participants in the public process as alternatives to 467 

the Proposed Routes? 468 

A. Yes.  Through comment forms and discussions with public open house participants, the 469 

Great Western Trail (a former railroad corridor) was identified as an alternative route 470 

option.  However, in the eastern portion of the Project study area, this trail/abandoned 471 

railroad corridor extends along both residential and non-residential developments.  And, 472 

in the western portion of the Project study area, this abandoned railroad corridor has been 473 

reverted back to private ownership and is mostly farmed over as it extends diagonally 474 

across these properties.  As such, this alternative would not provide for any reduced 475 

potential for impact or offer other advantage in comparison to either the Primary or 476 

Alternate Routes. 477 

Q. Have all landowners owning property along the Primary and Alternate Routes been 478 

identified and has this list been provided to the Commission? 479 
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A. Yes.  Exhibit D to ComEd’s Petition provides a list of landowners owning property that 480 

would be crossed by the Primary and Alternate Routes, as well as the landowners owning 481 

property immediately adjacent to those properties.   482 

Q. Has ComEd identified other linear utility or railroad facilities that may be in 483 

general proximity to the Grand Prairie Gateway Project? 484 

A. Yes.  ComEd Exhibit 5.02 depicts the known linear facility crossings (specifically 485 

including known overhead electric supply and railroad company facilities) that are 486 

crossed by the Primary and Alternate Routes.  ComEd will work with each of these 487 

entities, as required, to reach an agreement as to the location of ComEd’s proposed 488 

facilities in relation to their facilities. 489 

XI. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 490 

Q. What environmental assessment did ERM undertake on behalf of ComEd, with 491 

respect to both the route selection process and the potential for environmental 492 

impacts along the Primary and Alternate Routes? 493 

A. As previously described, sensitivities include environmental features which are taken into 494 

account with regard to physical proximity or location, regulatory requirements, and 495 

constructability and design considerations.  The Project has the potential to affect each of 496 

the various sensitivities as it relates to one or more of these considerations.  The Routing 497 

Study included various comparative assessments as to the number of times a sensitive 498 

feature occurs or is crossed, relative to studied corridors (along opportunities), or the 499 

acres of occurrence of sensitivities associated with these corridors.  Study corridors 500 

similar in directional orientation and general geography were evaluated in comparison to 501 
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one another.  They were evaluated by first comparing the total occurrence of sensitivities, 502 

then comparing the characteristics of the linear features that occur along, and, in 503 

situations where there was no significant difference in total occurrence, comparing the 504 

occurrence of only those environmental features identified as being most sensitive.  505 

However, just because a feature occurs along a route, this does not necessarily imply that 506 

an impact to the feature will, in fact, occur, nor does the term ‘impact’ necessarily imply 507 

an adverse effect.  As an example comparison, if along one corridor the land use is 508 

predominantly agricultural and along a second corridor the land use is something other 509 

than agricultural, there would be a greater potential for impact to agricultural use along 510 

the first corridor.  Or, if along one corridor there is a greater number of existing 511 

residences within immediate proximity of the existing linear feature than compared to a 512 

second corridor, there would be a greater potential for impact to existing residences along 513 

the first corridor.   514 

Q. What are the results of the environmental impact assessment undertaken by ERM 515 

on behalf of ComEd, specifically in relation to the Primary and Alternate Routes? 516 

A. The results of the comparative evaluation of sensitivities occurring along the Final 517 

Proposed Routes are provided in ComEd Exhibit 5.05 attached to my testimony.   518 

Q. Will any further analysis be undertaken? 519 

A. Yes.  Upon the Commission’s final approval of a route and after final engineering design 520 

is completed, the pole and access locations will be identified and the environmental 521 

impact assessment will be further refined.  ComEd will continue to consult with any 522 
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affected agencies having permitting authority over the Project to obtain any required 523 

permits or approvals in advance of construction. 524 

Q. Will any portion of the Project cross or run in the vicinity of natural areas other 525 

than those previously described? 526 

A. The Primary Route extends through the Pratt’s Wayne Woods Forest Preserve in DuPage 527 

County.  However, ComEd owns an existing corridor in fee and intends to locate the 528 

proposed 345kV line in this existing corridor.  The Project would not cross any nature 529 

preserves or land and water reserves owned and managed by either the Illinois 530 

Department of Natural Resources or the Illinois Nature Preserves Commission.  531 

Q. Will the Project potentially cross or affect jurisdictional wetlands or waters? 532 

A. Yes.  Based on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s National Wetland Inventory data and 533 

Kane County’s Advanced Identification (ADID) wetlands, a desktop review of high 534 

resolution aerial imagery, jurisdictional wetlands are anticipated to be crossed by the 535 

Project.  Additionally, the Project will cross the Fox River, a navigable waterway.  536 

ComEd Exhibit 5.05 provides an estimate of wetlands (though not necessarily 537 

jurisdictional) occurring along the Primary and Alternate Routes.  The occurrence of 538 

wetlands along the Primary and Alternate Routes does not imply the actual extent of 539 

wetlands that may be affected by the Project.  ComEd will span wetlands and minimize 540 

the dredging and filling of wetlands to the extent feasible or practical through pole 541 

placement and other mitigation measures. 542 
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Q. Will the presence of wetlands along the Primary and Alternate Routes prevent these 543 

routes from being constructed? 544 

A. No.  While wetlands are known to occur along the Primary and Alternate Routes (based 545 

on review of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s National Wetland Inventory data and 546 

Kane County’s Advanced Identification (ADID) wetlands), the potential for impact to 547 

wetlands along the Primary Route is not anticipated to prevent the route from being 548 

constructed.  The location and extent of impacts to wetlands is dependent on the location 549 

of poles along this route.  Any necessary or required field surveys specific to the 550 

approved route will be conducted.  ComEd will obtain all required permits or approvals 551 

prior to construction and will implement any appropriate or required wetland mitigation 552 

measures during construction.  As such, I do not believe that the presence of wetlands 553 

along the Primary or Alternate Routes will prevent these routes from being constructed. 554 

Q. Will the presence of protected species or their habitats along the Primary or 555 

Alternate Routes prevent these routes from being constructed? 556 

A. No.  Based on a review of data and information obtained from the Illinois Department of 557 

Natural Resources and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in addition to reviewing 558 

existing land cover and uses, ERM has not identified the presence of any protected 559 

species or their habitat along the Primary and Alternate Routes.  560 

Q. Has ComEd addressed the potential for impact to archaeological and historic 561 

resources that may result from the Project? 562 

A. ERM consulted the Illinois Inventory of Archaeological Sites and the Historic 563 

Architectural and Archaeology Resources Geographic Information System databases in 564 
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March 2013 to assess the extent of previous surveys and the occurrence of known 565 

archaeological sites, as well as the occurrence of known historic architectural resources, 566 

within immediate proximity to the Primary and Alternate Routes.   567 

Ten archaeological sites are known to occur along the Primary Route and three 568 

additional sites are known to occur along the Alternate Routes.  None of these 13 sites are 569 

currently listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  None of these sites is so 570 

large that it cannot be properly avoided and/or spanned.  No historic structures are known 571 

to occur along the Primary and Alternate Routes.  ComEd has submitted additional 572 

information to the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency (“IHPA”) seeking concurrence 573 

of no anticipated impacts to archaeological or historic resources.  Agency correspondence 574 

is provided in ComEd Exhibit 5.09.  At the request of the IHPA, ComEd will conduct a 575 

Phase I archaeological reconnaissance survey. 576 

Q. Based on the information related to archaeological and historic resources that ERM 577 

has reviewed to date, do you believe the presence of these resources would prevent 578 

the Project from being constructed? 579 

A. No. While some known archaeological sites do occur along the Primary and Alternate 580 

Routes, as previously identified, none of these sites are large enough that they can’t be 581 

spanned and therefore directly affected by the Project.   582 

XII. OTHER REGULATORY APPROVALS 583 

Q. Has ComEd contacted the relevant state and federal agencies regarding 584 

environmental and regulatory aspects of the Project? 585 
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A. Yes. ComEd has contacted all relevant state and federal agencies who may have 586 

permitting authority associated with the Project. A list of all such entities is attached as 587 

ComEd Ex. 5.11.  All potentially affected state and federal agencies were invited to 588 

participate in the stakeholder working group meetings.  ComEd will continue to 589 

coordinate or consult with all the relevant agencies, as necessary or appropriate, and 590 

obtain any required permits in advance of construction. 591 

Q. Are you aware of any conservation easements that would prevent the Primary and 592 

Alternate Routes from being constructed as they are generally proposed? 593 

A. No.  Based on a review of a nationwide database of existing conservation easements and 594 

coordination with the Natural Resource Conservation Service, no prohibitive 595 

conservation easements have been identified along the Primary or Alternate Routes. 596 

XIII. CONCLUSION 597 

Q. Does this complete your direct testimony? 598 

A. Yes.  599 
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