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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. Are you the same Donell Murphy 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 address direct testimony of Staff and 10 

intervenors, specific to routing and environmental considerations regarding 11 

Commonwealth Edison Company‘s (―ComEd‖) Grand Prairie Gateway Transmission 12 

Line Project (―GPG Project‖ or the ―Project‖).  My failure to address any witnesses‘ 13 

testimony or position should not be constructed as an endorsement of same.  14 

C. Summary of Conclusions 15 

Q. What are the conclusions in your rebuttal testimony? 16 

A. ComEd‘s Proposed Routes, namely the Primary Route, remains the superior routing 17 

option for the Grand Prairie Gateway Project.  While various intervenors have objected to 18 

ComEd‘s Primary and Alternate Routes, in whole or in part, the testimony submitted by 19 

these parties mostly suggests simply moving the route off of their property and onto the 20 

property of others without sufficient analysis to support doing so. 21 
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D. Itemized Attachments to Rebuttal Testimony 22 

Q. Are you sponsoring any attachments to you testimony? 23 

A. Yes.  The following exhibits are attached to my testimony:  24 

 ComEd Exhibit (―Ex.‖) 18.01 – Copy of Notice of Filing in State Newspaper and 25 

Affidavit of Publication 26 

 ComEd Ex. 18.02 – Map of ComEd‘s Proposed Routes and SKP Group
1
  27 

Proposed Adjustment #1 28 

 ComEd Ex. 18.03 – Map of ComEd‘s Proposed Routes and SKP Group Proposed 29 

Adjustment #2 30 

II. RESPONSE TO STAFF 31 

Q. Did Staff witness Mr. Yassir Rashid have any reservations related to the routing of 32 

this Project? 33 

A. No, in his direct testimony, Mr. Rashid stated that ComEd‘s Proposed Routes are 34 

―satisfactory and have no features that should preclude their use.‖ Staff Ex. 2.0, 11:241-35 

242.  However, Mr. Rashid expresses concern that ComEd did not comply with the 36 

requirement to publish notice of the Project in the official state newspaper within 10 days 37 

of its filing under Section 8-406.1(d) of the Public Utilities Act (―Act‖).  Id. at 13:285-38 

293.  39 

Q. Can you provide proof that ComEd published a notice of the filing of its petition in 40 

the Official State Newspaper within 10 days of its filing date of December 2, 2013? 41 

                                                           
  1 SKP Group includes the following intervenors: William Lenschow, Thomas Pienkowski, Kristine 

Pienkowski, Jerry Drexler, Kristin Drexler, John Tomasiewicz, and Robert and Diane Mason. 
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A. Yes, as required by Section 8-406.1(d) of the Act, ComEd published notice in the Breeze 42 

Courier, Illinois‘ Official State Newspaper on December 6
th

 and December 13
th

 of 2013.  43 

Please see ComEd Ex. 18.01 for a copy of the notice of filing and an affidavit of 44 

publication. 45 

III. RESPONSE TO INTERVENORS 46 

Q. Do you have any general comments on the route adjustments proposed by 47 

intervenors in this proceeding? 48 

A. Yes.  First, ComEd‘s routing analysis was comprehensive.  As I described in my direct 49 

testimony (ComEd Ex. 5.0), ComEd facilitated a robust public involvement process 50 

where input from members of the public and stakeholders was solicited and considered.  51 

It is not entirely clear how the route adjustments (as depicted on ComEd Exs. 18.02 and 52 

18.03) were analyzed, nor is it clear whether or not any discussions have been had with 53 

landowners who would be impacted by the proposed adjustments.  54 

Second, the proposed adjustments do not necessarily reduce the potential for 55 

environmental impact. Rather, they appear to simply shift the impact of the route from 56 

one location to another.  The same parochial sentiment―relocate the burden of impact to 57 

another location—applies to other intervenors who object to ComEd‘s Proposed Routes 58 

but who have not proposed alternative routes. In the testimonies of these latter parties, no 59 

analysis to support their interests was provided. 60 

Q. Please discuss Adjustment #1. 61 

A. Adjustment #1, as proposed by SKP Group witness James R. Dauphinais (see ComEd Ex. 62 

18.02), provides for a localized adjustment to ComEd‘s Primary Route near the central 63 



Docket No. 13-0657 

ComEd Ex. 18.0 

Page 4 of 10 

portion of the Project study area just west of the DeKalb/Kane county line. SKP Group 64 

Ex. 1.0, 11:225-246.  Adjustment #1 is only marginally shorter (less than a quarter mile) 65 

than the comparable portion of ComEd‘s Primary Route, but requires additional angles.  66 

Adjustment #1 has fewer residences within 500-feet of the route (with a total of one 67 

assumed residence within 500-feet).  There are five assumed residences within 500-feet 68 

of the comparable portion of ComEd‘s Primary Route.  However, the comparable portion 69 

of ComEd‘s Primary Route parallels the existing railroad corridor and makes use of 70 

existing ComEd property rights.  Mr. Dauphinais states that ―…if two hypothetical 71 

alternative routes only differed in that one entirely ran along section lines and the other 72 

entirely ran along an existing transmission line corridor, it could not be said that the two 73 

routes have similar impacts as the existing transmission line corridor route is already 74 

impacted by existing transmission line infrastructure while the section line route is much 75 

less likely to have been as significantly impacted by existing infrastructure.‖ SKP Group 76 

Ex. 1.0, 7:146-152.  With consideration of ComEd‘s Primary Route along the railroad, it 77 

seems the same idea stated by Mr. Dauphinais would also apply in terms of an existing 78 

corridor (the railroad) already being impacted more so than a section line or property line 79 

route. 80 

Q. Please discuss Adjustment #2. 81 

A. Adjustment #2, as proposed by SKP Group witness Mr. Dauphinais (see ComEd Ex. 82 

18.03), provides for a localized adjustment to ComEd‘s Primary Route near the central 83 

portion of the Project in Kane County. SKP Ex. 1.0, 14:299-15:321.  Adjustment #2 is 84 

only marginally shorter (less than a quarter mile) than the comparable portion of 85 
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ComEd‘s Primary Route and would require one less angle.  Adjustment #2 has one fewer 86 

residence within 500-feet of the route (with a total of three assumed residence within 87 

500-feet).  There are four assumed residences within 500-feet of the comparable portion 88 

of ComEd‘s Primary Route.  89 

Q. What is ComEd’s recommendation regarding the Adjustments proposed by the 90 

SKP Group? 91 

A. While there are fewer assumed residences within 500-feet of Adjustment #1, it does not 92 

appear to provide for a net reduction of environmental impacts (outside of an 93 

incrementally lesser extent of ground disturbance) otherwise.  Rather, it merely shifts the 94 

location of impact.  While there is one less assumed residence within 500-feet of 95 

Adjustment #2, it does not appear to provide for a net reduction of environmental impacts 96 

either and again simply shifts the location of impact.  Further, as previously stated, it is 97 

not clear whether or not any discussions have been had with landowners who would be 98 

impacted by the proposed adjustments.  Therefore, I believe that ComEd‘s Primary Route 99 

remains the best option for the Project.  ComEd‘s Proposed Routes have been fully 100 

analyzed and vetted through a robust public process. 101 

Q. SKP Group witness Mr. Dauphinais states concern with ComEd’s “lack of an 102 

alternative” for the eastern portion of the Project. SKP Ex. 1.0, 17:373-18:398.
2
 103 

What is your response to this concern? 104 

A. Mr. Dauphinais recommends ComEd reasonably and clearly demonstrate there are no 105 

feasible alternatives to the eastern portion of the Project and otherwise satisfy all 106 

                                                           
  

2
  Mr. John Tomasiewicz raises similar concerns regarding the eastern portion of the Project.  Tomasiewicz 

Ex. 1.0, 6:101-7:132.   
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requirements of Section 8-406.1.  Both of these conditions have been met.  As stated in 107 

my direct testimony, ComEd‘s Routing Study assumed a right-of-way width necessary to 108 

accommodate the GPG Project and potential future circuits.  In the eastern portion of the 109 

Project, which generally includes the portion of the Project from Plato Center to the 110 

Wayne Substation, the availability of opportunities along existing linear features other 111 

than the railroad corridor (as ComEd has proposed both Primary and Alternate Routes for 112 

this ‗eastern portion‘ of the Project along the railroad) where no existing residences 113 

would need to be displaced was extremely limited.  ComEd was able to identify only a 114 

single potential opportunity; however, this opportunity was not carried forward as even a 115 

potential route corridor due to its excessive length and resulting excessive cost.  116 

Additionally, ComEd‘s Primary Route makes use of existing ComEd property rights.  117 

Please see ComEd Ex. 5.06 for a depiction of all linear features considered.  I also note 118 

that Staff witness Mr. Rashid believes that ComEd ―showed good cause that excuses 119 

ComEd from identifying alternate right-of-way for the primary route sections‖ for the 120 

eastern portion of the proposed line.  See Staff‘s response to data request SKP→Staff 121 

1.03, see also Staff Ex. 2.0, 11:241-242.    122 

Q. How would you respond to the City of Elgin witness Mayor David J. Kaptain’s 123 

concerns regarding ComEd’s incorporation of public participant’s comments into 124 

the routing analysis?  City of Elgin Ex. 1.0, 6:113-8:165. 125 

A. Mayor Kaptain stated in his direct testimony that he is concerned that ComEd did not 126 

identify more than one potential route corridor in the eastern portion of the study area. 127 

City of Elgin Ex. 1.0: 6:121-124.  Mayor Kaptain goes on to state there is no indication in 128 



Docket No. 13-0657 

ComEd Ex. 18.0 

Page 7 of 10 

ComEd‘s testimony that it gave weight to the concerns of public participants in the public 129 

process in determining the proposed route through Elgin. Id., 6:126-129.  However, as 130 

previously discussed, ComEd has shown good cause in its filing for identifying only one 131 

proposed route for the eastern portion of the Project.  Public feedback was collected 132 

across the Project study area throughout the comprehensive routing analysis and public 133 

process.  I discussed in my direct testimony how public input was sought throughout 134 

ComEd‘s public process, as well as how it was incorporated into the route selection 135 

process. See ComEd Exs. 5.0 and 5.03.  136 

Furthermore, the subdivision plat maps for the residential areas in Elgin 137 

specifically named by Mayor Kaptain (namely Mulberry Grove and Bowes Creek) 138 

clearly depict ComEd‘s existing property owned in fee or ComEd‘s easement between 139 

the railroad corridor and each respective subdivision.  The Mulberry Grove subdivision 140 

plat maps were filed with Kane County in 2002.  The Bowes Creek subdivision plat maps 141 

were filed with Kane County in 2006.  So while Mayor Kaptain implies that the City of 142 

Elgin and its residents were not allowed to comment on ComEd‘s potential route 143 

corridors until Phase II of the public process and that ComEd failed to prioritize the 144 

comments of Elgin residents over any other routing criteria, it appears both the City of 145 

Elgin and its residents within these two subdivisions should have been aware of ComEd‘s 146 

existing rights adjacent to both subdivisions well in advance of even Phase I of the public 147 

process for the GPG Project.  As it relates to the Cedar Grove subdivision, ComEd‘s 148 

Primary Route does not extend immediately along this subdivision as it does along the 149 

Mulberry Grove and Bowes Creek subdivisions.  150 
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ComEd‘s Primary Route through the City of Elgin follows the shortest, most 151 

direct path.  Deviating away from this route would not only reduce ComEd‘s ability to 152 

make use of existing rights it had previously acquired, which would increase the cost of 153 

the Project, but would also very likely result in a greater impact to more existing 154 

residences as a function of length and density of development north and south of the 155 

railroad corridor. 156 

Q. Intervenor Mr. John Tomasiewicz notes he had issues with notification in the 157 

proceedings. Tomasiewicz Ex. 1.0, 10:201-11:218. How would you respond? 158 

A. In his direct testimony, Mr. Tomasiewicz stated he received the Illinois Commerce 159 

Commission letter on December 27, 2013 and that this was the first indication that 160 

ComEd was moving forward with the Project. Tomasiewicz Ex. 1.0, 11:203-205.  161 

However, Mr. Tomasiewicz acknowledges he and his neighbors attended at least one of 162 

ComEd‘s Open Houses in July 2013. Id., 11:205-208.  Mr. Tomasiewicz was also 163 

included on ComEd‘s mailing list for the Phase III open houses.  As Mr. Tomasiewicz 164 

has attended an Open House, has intervened in the proceeding, and has submitted direct 165 

testimony, it seems he has been aware of and involved in the Project for months.  ComEd 166 

has significantly exceeded statutory requirements of informing and engaging the public 167 

and stakeholders throughout the route selection process.  Please see ComEd Exs. 5.0 and 168 

5.03, generally, for discussion regarding ComEd‘s public participation process.  169 

Q. Mr. Jack Pizzo raises environmental concerns related to intervenor Denise 170 

Hubbard’s property. What is your response to these concerns? 171 
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A. Mr. Pizzo testifies that Ms. Hubbard‘s property is an environmentally sensitive parcel 172 

that has been subject to improvement such as removal of invasive species.  While this 173 

may be true, ComEd is not aware that any or all of the property is currently enrolled in 174 

any type of conservation reserve or conservation easement program.  ComEd is not aware 175 

that any or all of the property is currently designated by any local, state, or federal 176 

environmental agency.  In response to data request ComEd→Hub 2.03, Ms. Denise 177 

Hubbard identifies that there are species designated as threatened by Illinois or the United 178 

States on the property.  These species include the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), 179 

gray/timber wolf (Canis lupus), forked aster (Aster furcatus), snowy egret (Egretta thula) 180 

or the northern harrier (Circus cyaneus).  None of these species is designated as 181 

threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and none of these species are listed by 182 

the Service as being known or having the potential to occur in Ogle County.  The 183 

gray/timber wolf is a federally endangered species. Only the forked aster and gray/timber 184 

wolf are state designated as threatened.  The snowy egret and northern harrier are state 185 

designated as endangered.  However, only the forked aster is listed by the Illinois 186 

Department of Natural Resources as being known to occur or having the potential to 187 

occur in Ogle County.  Further, no physical or documentary evidence of the presence of 188 

these species has been provided to-date, nor has the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the 189 

Illinois Department of Natural Resources been notified of the observation or recording of 190 

these species on the Hubbard property.  As stated in my direct testimony, ComEd has and 191 

will continue to consult with any affected agencies that have permitting authority over the 192 

Project to obtain any required permits or approvals in advance of construction.  193 
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Q. Multiple intervenors comment that ComEd should construct the Project 194 

underground rather than overhead. Can you respond to these suggestions?  195 

A. The Board of Education of School District U-46, the City of Elgin, the Forest Preserve 196 

District of Kane County, Kane County, Mr. Robert Mason, Mr. and Mrs. Charles and 197 

Susan Payne, Mr. Jeffrey Payne, and Mr. John Tomasciewicz all suggest in some 198 

capacity and for various reasons that ComEd should underground the proposed Project.
3
  199 

Constructing the Project underground will not result in the least cost option being 200 

utilized.  Staff agrees that high voltage underground facilities such as transmission lines 201 

have significantly higher cost to build and maintain than overhead transmission facilities.  202 

See Staff response to data request SKP→Staff 1.02.  Further, the visual impact would 203 

remain as the right-of-way would still need to be cleared of existing vegetation, splicing 204 

manholes would be required every 1,700 to 2,000 feet, and a fenced substation with 205 

terminal structures would be required at each end of the underground section.  206 

Additionally, placing the proposed transmission line underground would result in 207 

significantly more ground disturbance than overhead installation.  Please see the rebuttal 208 

testimony of Mr. Neil Kaup for further discussion of overhead and underground 209 

construction. 210 

IV. CONCLUSION 211 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 212 

A. Yes.  213 

                                                           
 

3
 School District U-46 Ex. 1.0, lines 93-98; City of Elgin Ex. 1.0, 3:51-5:112; Mason Ex. 1.0, 4:58-63; 

Charles and Susan Payne at 4; Jeffrey C. Payne at 5-6; Tomasiewicz Ex. 1.0, 9:177-10:200. 


