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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Neil F. Kaup.  My business address is Two Lincoln Centre, Oakbrook 4 

Terrace, Illinois 60181-4260. 5 

Q. Are you the same Neil F. Kaup who submitted testimony in this docket? 6 

A. Yes, I am.  7 

B. Summary of Testimony 8 

Q. What are the purposes of your rebuttal testimony? 9 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the testimony of certain 10 

intervenors
1
 regarding the design, and cost implications for various modifications to the 11 

proposed Grand Prairie Gateway Transmission Line Project (“GPG Project” or the 12 

“Project”).  In particular, I will first describe the design, and quantify the cost reduction 13 

for the Project if steel poles designed to support one 345 kilovolt (“kV”) circuit were 14 

installed rather than double and triple-circuit steel poles capable of supporting additional 15 

future circuits.  Second, I will describe the design, and quantify the additional costs if a 16 

segment of the Project was installed underground rather than overhead.  And finally, I 17 

will discuss the constructability, and quantify the cost changes if the Primary Route were 18 

modified in two locations as suggested by intervening parties. 19 

                                                           
  

1
 The intervenor testimony I respond to includes:  James R. Dauphinais (SKP Exhibit (“Ex.”) 1.0), Robert 

Mason, Mason Ex. 1.0; Jerry Drexler, Drexler Ex. 1.0; John Tomasciewicz, Tomasiewicz Ex. 1.0; Jeffrey King, 

School District U-46 Ex. 1.0; and David J. Kaptain, City of Elgin Ex. 1.0.  I also respond to the direct testimonies 

of Charles and Susan Payne and Jeffrey C. Payne. 
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C. Summary of Conclusions 20 

Q. What are the conclusions in your rebuttal testimony? 21 

A. First, there is a $71 million additional cost to initially install multi-circuit structures when 22 

compared to single-circuit structures.  Second, the additional cost for installing a short 23 

section of the Project underground is considerable and not least cost.  For example, the 24 

estimated all-in incremental cost to install a one-mile section of the line underground, 25 

including a pair of terminal stations, in a representative rural area along the Primary 26 

Route is approximately $43 million.  Third, ComEd does not dispute the cost 27 

comparisons for the two modifications to the Primary Route (Adjustment #1 and 28 

Adjustment #2) as proposed by SKP witness Mr. James R. Dauphinais.  Further setting 29 

aside the issues of land acquisitions and siting, these route modifications are 30 

constructible. 31 

D. Itemized Attachments to Rebuttal Testimony 32 

Q. Are you sponsoring any attachments to you testimony? 33 

A. Yes.  Attached to my testimony is ComEd Ex. 16.01, which is ComEd’s response to Data 34 

Request SKP-COMED 2.01.   35 

II. CONSTRUCTION OF A TRANSMISSION LINE SUPPORTING A SINGLE 36 

345KV CIRCUIT 37 

Q. What pole types did ComEd propose for the GPG Project? 38 

A. For certain portions of both the Primary Route and Alternative Route, ComEd is 39 

proposing to construct double-circuit poles or triple circuit poles.  For further discussion 40 

see my direct testimony, ComEd Ex. 6.0 (9:178-10:204).   41 
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Q. Why were double and triple-circuit poles proposed for the GPG Project rather than 42 

single-circuit poles? 43 

A. For the Project, ComEd proposed to install double-circuit poles for approximately 34.2 44 

miles of the Primary Route, and triple-circuit poles for 25.4 miles.  Installing poles with 45 

additional circuits provides for future long-term growth and is more cost effective.  46 

Otherwise, ComEd would need to remove single-circuit poles installed as part of the 47 

Project when additional circuits need to be added in the future, and install new double-48 

circuit or triple-circuit poles.  Refer to the direct and rebuttal testimonies of Thomas 49 

Leeming (ComEd Exs. 2.0 and 15.0, respectively) for discussion of factors supporting 50 

initially installing multi-circuit poles even though the initial cost is greater. 51 

Q. If single-circuit poles were to be used for the GPG Project, please describe the 52 

design of the structures that would be used. 53 

A. The Project would consist of self-supporting single steel poles supporting one three-phase 54 

345kV circuit and two static wires.  The conductors on these poles would be installed in a 55 

delta configuration, with two phases on one side of the pole and one on the other.  The 56 

conductors and static wires to be used would be the same as described in my testimony 57 

(ComEd Ex. 6.0).  Single-circuit poles will be approximately 100 to 135 feet tall. 58 

Q. If single-circuit poles were to be used, what is the estimated cost of the construction 59 

of the Project? 60 

A. The estimated cost to construct the Primary Route with single-circuit structures is $155 61 

million, excluding the costs associated with the acquisition of various rights-of-ways and 62 

substation costs.  The estimated cost to construct the Primary Route with double and 63 
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triple-circuit structures as described in my testimony (ComEd Ex. 6.0) is $226 million, 64 

excluding the costs associated with the acquisition of various rights-of-ways and 65 

substation costs.  Thus, there is a $71 million additional cost to initially install multi-66 

circuit structures. 67 

III. COSTS OF UNDERGROUNDING SEGMENTS OF THE PROJECT 68 

Q. Several intervenors recommend undergrounding sections of the Project.
2
  Why was 69 

an overhead installation proposed for the GPG Project rather than an underground 70 

installation? 71 

A. ComEd proposed an overhead installation for the Project to provide the least cost 72 

installation.  While ComEd has installed underground transmission lines, the additional 73 

cost is prohibitive, unless there is no corridor available to install an overhead 74 

transmission line.  Underground lines are typically located in densely populated and 75 

heavily developed city centers.  When it is possible to install a transmission line 76 

overhead, this is the least cost choice available. 77 

Q. Have any estimates of the incremental costs for installing a section of the Project 78 

underground been performed? 79 

A. Yes.  In ComEd’s response to Data Request SKP-COMED 2.01, a preliminary analysis of 80 

an underground equivalent of the proposed 345kV overhead line is described, and the 81 

anticipated incremental costs are estimated.  This preliminary analysis included 82 

installation of an additional 345kV and 138kV conduit package, to be consistent with the 83 

triple-circuit overhead structures that would be replaced.  The estimated all-in 84 

                                                           
  

2
 Mason Ex. 1.0, 4:58-63; Tomasiewicz Ex. 1.0, 9:177-10:200; Jeffrey King, School District U-46 Ex. 1.0, 

lines 93-98; City of Elgin Ex. 1.0, 3:51-5:112; Charles and Susan Payne at 4; and Jeffrey C. Payne at 5-6. 
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incremental cost to install a one-mile section of the line underground in a representative 85 

rural area along the route is approximately $43 million.  This all-in incremental cost 86 

includes the additional cost of more than $12 million for a pair of terminal substations.  87 

ComEd’s response to SKP-ComEd 2.01 is attached to my testimony as ComEd Ex. 88 

16.01.   89 

Q. What are the disadvantages of installing sections of the Project underground? 90 

A. The main disadvantage of installing a section of transmission line underground is the 91 

additional cost.  Not only is undergrounding a line costly, but a pair of terminal 92 

substations is needed to transition from overhead to underground and then back to 93 

overhead.  As described above, undergrounding a one-mile section of line would incur an 94 

additional incremental cost of approximately $31 million, and with the addition of the 95 

terminal stations, the incremental costs increase to approximately $43 million.  In 96 

addition, locations off of the transmission right-of-way will be necessary to site the large 97 

footprint of these terminal stations.  Another disadvantage of an underground section of 98 

line is that it is more time consuming and expensive to locate and repair an underground 99 

fault on the line.  As a result, it will take longer to restore service to the line following an 100 

interruption.  Though, an underground line provides an added margin of resistance to 101 

extraordinary weather events, a small section of underground in a 60-mile transmission 102 

line will provide minimal benefits. 103 
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IV. PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO THE PRIMARY ROUTE 104 

Q. Two modifications to the Primary Route (Adjustment #1 and Adjustment #2) are 105 

described in the direct testimony of James R. Dauphinais (SKP Ex. 1.0).  Please 106 

summarize these two modifications. 107 

A. Adjustment #1 is a modification of ComEd’s proposed Primary Route in the general 108 

vicinity of the area between Genoa, Illinois and Burlington, Illinois in northeastern 109 

Sycamore Township.  Adjustment #2 is a modification of ComEd’s proposed Primary 110 

Route in the general vicinity of Burlington, Illinois in north central Burlington Township. 111 

Q. Have you reviewed the comparisons of these two adjustments to the segments of the 112 

Primary Route that they would replace? 113 

A. Yes.  I have reviewed these comparisons, and will comment on the constructability and 114 

cost differences of these two adjustments.  In her rebuttal testimony, Donell Murphy 115 

(ComEd Ex.18.0) will comment on these comparisons from a siting perspective. 116 

As described in Mr. Dauphinais’ testimony (SKP Ex. 1.0, 13-14:284-287), the 117 

total length of Adjustment #1 will be approximately 0.14 miles shorter, and the estimated 118 

cost will be approximately $0.07 million more than the segment of the Primary Route 119 

that would be replaced.  ComEd has no basis to dispute the method used to compute this 120 

cost comparison.  ComEd has reviewed the proposed Adjustment #1, and setting aside 121 

the issues of land acquisitions and siting, foresees no issues that would affect the 122 

constructability of this segment. 123 

As described in Mr. Dauphinais’ testimony (SKP Ex. 1.0, 16-17:357-360), the 124 

total length of Adjustment #2 will be approximately 0.17 miles shorter, and the estimated 125 
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cost will be approximately $1.27 million less than the segment of the Primary Route that 126 

would be replaced.  ComEd has no basis to dispute the method used to compute this cost 127 

comparison.  ComEd has reviewed the proposed Adjustment #2, and setting aside the 128 

issues of land acquisition and siting, foresees no issues that would affect the 129 

constructability of this segment. 130 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 131 

A. Yes.  132 


