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Q: Can you please provide your name and address. 1 

A: My name is John Tomasiewicz.  My wife and I live at 1035 Riviera Drive, Elgin, Illinois.  2 

The proposed transmission line will only be a few hundred feet from my front door. 3 

Q: Are you the same John Tomasiewicz who prepared direct testimony submitted as 4 

Tomasiewicz Exhibit 1.0 in this docket? 5 

A: Yes. 6 

Q: What is the purpose of this testimony? 7 

A: This rebuttal testimony is meant to respond to the most recent testimony of ComEd 8 

witnesses Neil Kaup, Donell Murphy, and Richard Roddewig. 9 

Response to Neil Kaup 10 

Q: Did you review the testimony of ComEd witness Neil Kaup? 11 

A: Yes. 12 

Q: Do you wish to respond to his testimony regarding the use of the term “least cost?” 13 

A: Yes.  In his testimony, ComEd Exhibit 16.0 lines 72 – 77, Mr. Kaup states that an above 14 

ground installation is the least cost option.  However, Mr. Kaup appears to be basing this statement 15 

solely upon the direct costs and expenses to ComEd to construct the proposed project.  ComEd 16 

fails to consider the overall costs, many of which will be borne by myself, and my neighbors, 17 

including the possibility of home devaluation, destruction of scenery, and adverse health effects, as 18 

part of its analysis 19 

Q: Do you believe that ComEd has adequately shown how, even in its limited one-20 

factor-for-cost analysis, above ground installation is less cost than underground 21 

installation? 22 
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A: No.  Unfortunately, ComEd did not study or provide actual costs for underground 23 

installation. I question the viability and accuracy of its rough estimate.  ComEd has only provided 24 

very speculative, estimated, costs. There is no comprehensive analysis regarding costs for 25 

underground installation of the transmission line.  According to its response to Data Request 26 

SKP!COMED 2.01, ComEd failed to undertake a true cost-analysis of undergrounding the 27 

transmission line.  See Tomasiewicz Exhibit 1.2. 28 

Q: Do you believe that ComEd should have performed a full study as to the costs of 29 

undergrounding the proposed transmission line? 30 

A: Yes.  ComEd has said that the proposed route is the only option for an above ground 31 

route.  ComEd Exh. 18.0, ll. 114 – 117.  Ignoring the fact, for a moment, that this certainly may not 32 

have been the case if ComEd had studied routing limited to the line it is actually seeking approval 33 

for, ComEd should have performed a full study regarding undergrounding the transmission line.  34 

Having failed to do so, ComEd should not be allowed to rely upon its mere preliminary study to 35 

shoot down an alternative to the sole proposed route for the eastern portion of the project.   36 

Q: Did you have any response to the fact that ComEd has undergrounded transmission 37 

line in densely populated areas? 38 

A: Yes.  In his testimony, Mr. Kaup notes that ComEd has placed lines underground.  ComEd 39 

Exh. 16.0, ll. 73 – 77.  He notes that it has been done in densely populated areas.  Id.  Elgin is one 40 

of the largest cities in Illinois, with over 110,000 residents.  Bowes Creek is a densely populated,  41 

developed, community in that city.  This densely populated area is preciesely the type of place that 42 

transmission lines should be placed underground. 43 

Response to Donell Murphy 44 

Q: Did you review the testimony of ComEd witness Donell Murphy? 45 
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A: Yes. 46 

Q: Do you wish to respond to her suggestion that the proposed routing was the only 47 

corridor available for this project? 48 

A: Yes.  Ms. Murphy states that there was only one routing opportunity for the entirety of the 49 

eastern portion of the project.  ComEd Exh. 18.0, ll. 114 – 117.  However, she reaches this 50 

conclusion based upon the assumption that ComEd may install “potential future circuits.”  Id., ll. 51 

107 – 109.   52 

Q: Are those potential future circuits part of this docket? 53 

A: From my review of the documents filed in this case, they do not appear to be.  54 

Q: Did Ms. Murphy attempt any routing study for the sole proposed transmission 55 

project? 56 

A: From my review of the documents filed in this case, she did not appear to do so.  It makes 57 

no sense to allow ComEd to shirk its present responsibility to provide an alternative route, in this 58 

application for a single transmission line, based upon a pipe dream of additional circuits, that may 59 

not even be installed in the future.  Sacrificing a potential optimal alternative route for this project in 60 

exchange for a route selected based solely upon the fact that future circuits might be desired in the 61 

future, and ComEd might install those future circuits, is a flawed approach. 62 

Q: Did you attend open house presentations by ComEd? 63 

A: Yes. 64 

Q: Do you recall ComEd presenting the possibility of additional set(s) of transmission 65 

lines? 66 

A: No.  In all of the open house presentations last year, I do not recall a second circuit or 67 

second set of power lines being presented.  I do recall my, and my neighbors, strenuous objections 68 



Tomasiewicz Exhibit 1.1 
Rebuttal Testimony of John Tomasiewicz 

Docket 13-0657 
 

 5 

to the routing put forth by ComEd.  I also recall that ComEd representatives told us not to worry, 69 

that we could participate in this Commerce Commission process.  At no point in the “robust public 70 

involvement process” mentioned by Ms. Murphy in ComEd Exh. 18.0, lines 49 – 54, were we told 71 

that we would only have 225 days to spend thousands of dollars to oppose the proposed project.  72 

Simply put, ComEd completely ignored our community. 73 

Q: If ComEd performed a routing study for the sole transmission line sought in this 74 

docket, rather than other unknown, possible, future projects, do you believe it could have 75 

found a more optimal route? 76 

A.  Most certainly.  ComEd claims to have spent 14,000 person-hours developing the 77 

proposed route.  Tomasiewicz Exh. 1.3.  I have not had the opportunity to spend nearly that much 78 

time collecting data and developing alternative routes.  However, even a cursory review of the area 79 

shows property to the south of Bowes Creek that could serve as a more optimal route for the single 80 

transmission line in this docket. 81 

Q: Is it fair to force you to find an alternative route? 82 

A: No.  Ms. Murphy points out that I, and others, “have not proposed alternative routes.”  83 

ComEd Exh. 18.0, ll. 59.  I simply do not have 14,000 person-hours to devote to finding an 84 

alternative route, let alone the financial resources of ComEd.  Additionally, ComEd brought this 85 

project to the Commission pursuant to a statute allowing for an expedited review process.  While 86 

not an attorney, my review of the statute authorizing expedited treatment of this docket does not 87 

require me to put forth an alternative route; but it does require ComEd to do so. It is my 88 

understanding that in exchange for the expedited review process, ComEd was supposed to provide 89 

an alternative route for consideration, which not required in a non-expedited process, among other 90 

things.  It appears to me that ComEd is doing away with safeguards that our General 91 
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Assemblymen and Assemblywomen put in place for a reason.  Not only that, it appears that 92 

ComEd is doing so based upon a mere possibility of future transmission line development that may 93 

not materialize, especially with the well publicized possibility of potential power plant shut downs to 94 

the west.  95 

Q: Do you have any response to Ms. Murphy’s assertion that the visual impact is the 96 

same for a buried transmission line as it is for an above ground transmission line?  97 

A: Yes.  Ms. Murphy asserts that having a manhole cover every 2,000 feet – speculation 98 

based upon only a preliminary analysis – has the same visual impact as giant transmission line 99 

superstructures.  ComEd Exh. 18.0, ll. 203 – 206.  The idea that an underground line that I cannot 100 

see – other than, a possible manhole cover as far as 1,000 feet away – has the same visual impact 101 

as a 165 foot tower with high voltage lines a mere 150 feet from my door is preposterous.   102 

Q: Do you recall Ms. Murphy suggesting that, essentially, you should have been aware 103 

of the potential for a high-voltage transmission line near your home when you bought it?  104 

A: Yes.  In her testimony, she states that I “should have been aware of ComEd existing 105 

rights.”  Id., ll. 137 – 150.  I was aware of a plat that showed a 104 feet wide easement.  A ComEd 106 

representative specifically told me that 110 feet was needed for a high-voltage transmission line.  107 

Further, I relied upon the City of Elgin regulation requiring underground utility services.  Finally, Toll 108 

Brothers, the developer of Bowes Creek, identified ComEd easements with the potential for use as 109 

high-voltage transmission lines in other areas of Bowes Creek.  Accordingly, I purchased property 110 

away from those areas.  Thus, I had no reason to suspect that ComEd would be placing not only 111 

one high-voltage line, but possibly more, in the sliver of property adjacent to my home.  Ms. 112 

Murphy’s intimation that I should have known is ludicrous. 113 

Response to Richard Roddewig 114 
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Q: Did you review the testimony of Richard Roddewig? 115 

A: Yes.  I reviewed ComEd Exhibits 19.0 – 19.3. 116 

Q: Was there anything you agreed with in his testimony? 117 

A: Yes.  For one, Mr. Roddewig indicates that impacts to property values can occur from 118 

perceived health issues from transmission lines.  ComEd Ex. 18.0, ll. 547 – 549.  I would further 119 

note that such a statement is supported by his own testimony that at Concord Point, people were 120 

offered discounts to take homes near transmission lines.  ComEd Exh. 18.0, ll. 408 – 417.1  To be 121 

fair, he states that devaluation is part of a cycle that ends with lost value recovery if, and when, 122 

studies show adverse health effects are unproven.  Id., ll. 549 – 552.   123 

Q: Does Mr. Roddewig’s suggestion of a cycle alleviate your concerns about the 124 

proposed projects impact to your home’s value? 125 

A: No.  For one, it assumes that studies will continually suggest that EMF from powerlines is 126 

harmless, or that people would accept such studies.  To the contrary, the growing adoption of the 127 

Precautionary Principle would suggest that individuals are less likely to rely upon a statement that 128 

adverse health effects are “unproven” when selecting a place to live.  In fact, the rise of organic 129 

foods, non-GMO foods, and so on, suggest that the public is more concerned than ever – but likely 130 

less concerned then they will be in five years from now – about “unproven” health effects, even 131 

when scientific studies say they are “unproven.” 132 

Q: How does the fact that the Bowes Creek Regency is an active adult community 133 

affect your view. 134 

                                                
1 By referencing this testimony Mr. Tomasciewicz is not waiving any objection, including hearsay, to its admission into 
evidence. 
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A: The Bowes Creek Regency is a 55 and older community.  Even assuming that there is a 135 

property value cycle, and assuming, again, that prices will recover, some of us may not live to see 136 

the return in value.   137 

Q: What about other ComEd testimony? 138 

A: Apparently, as discussed above, ComEd may, someday, attempt to put additional 139 

transmission lines along near the currently proposed project.  Thus, even assuming that there is a 140 

property value cycle, and assuming, again, that prices will recover, they may take another hit if 141 

future transmission lines are constructed later.  I sincerely fear that I may never recover the equity 142 

lost. 143 

Q: Do you have anything else to add? 144 

A: Yes.  I would respectfully point out that if Mr. Roddewig’s testimony turns out to be 145 

incorrect, or any of the foregoing occurs, the proposed project will cause financial ruin for myself 146 

and many of my neighbors who have a significant portion of their wealth tied up in their home.  147 

Undergrounding the line, or finding an alternative route, will not spell financial ruin for ComEd or its 148 

customers. 149 

Q: Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 150 

A: Yes. 151 
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Commonwealth Edison Company’s Response to 
Shay Kepple Phillips (“SKP”) Data Requests 

SKP-COMED 2.01 – 2.06 
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Date Served:  February 11, 2014 

 
 
These data requests pertain to constructing and maintaining high voltage electric transmission lines 
underground rather than overhead. “Project” refers to the proposed Grand Prairie Gateway transmission 
line project. 
 
REQUEST NO. SKP-COMED 2.01: 
 
Please provide the following: 
 
(a) A description of how the Project would be design [sic] and engineered so that the transmission line 

is located underground rather than overhead, (i) for the portion of the line traversing the route 
depicted in ComEd Ex. 5.02, pp. 13 and 14 (un-numbered; both pages with Bowes Road shown); 
and (ii) for a mile length in a representative rural area along the proposed (Primary) route; and 
 

(b) For (a) above, estimated incremental costs compared to the cost estimates ComEd has developed 
and presented for the Project in its direct testimony and exhibits. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
ComEd objects to this request on grounds that (1) it does not seek information or data in ComEd’s 
possession or control, but rather asks ComEd to conduct new analyses and studies on behalf of SKP; and 
(2) it is unduly and unreasonably burdensome to perform the analysis requested.  ComEd has conducted a 
preliminary analysis responsive to this request.  That preliminary analysis is based on an underground line 
concept with capabilities analogous to the overhead line (one cannot simply place an overhead 
transmission line underground).  ComEd has not, however, created a specific underground design and has 
not conducted an engineering study of such an underground design.  Therefore, specific data based on that 
preliminary analysis are subject to greater imprecision than would data based on final engineering.   

(a) The underground equivalent of the proposed 345kV overhead line is conduit, splicing manholes 
and terminal station facilities for three (3) circuits (2-345kV and 1-138kV) with cable for only the 
first 345kV circuit of the proposed overhead design with triple circuit capable structures (2-345kV 
and 1-138kV), with wire only installed for the first 345kV circuit.  Splicing manholes would be 
required approximately every 1,700 to 2,000 feet.  Underground cable would be installed in a 
polyvinyl chloride (“PVC”) conduit bank at a typical depth of 6 feet or deeper, depending on 
terrain and road or railroad crossing requirements.  At each end of the underground sections, a 
fenced terminal substation would be required to transition from overhead to underground 
construction (See the attachments labeled as SKP-COMED 2.01_Attach 1 and SKP-COMED 
2.01_Attach 2 for sketches).  The installation as described above for subpart (a)(i) and subpart 
(a)(ii) would be qualitatively similar, but would differ in length, number of manholes, and number 
of road and railroad crossings. 
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(b) The estimated incremental cost for constructing an underground 345kV transmission line in lieu of 
the portion of the Project described in subpart (a)(i) of this request is approximately $38 million.  
The estimated incremental cost for constructing an underground 345kV transmission line in lieu of 
a one-mile portion of the Project located in a rural area presenting no extraordinary or special 
route, construction, or land acquisition issues, is approximately $31 million.  In either case, this 
does not include the additional cost of more than $12 million for a pair of terminal substations; one 
(1) terminal substation is required at each point where the line makes a transition from overhead to 
underground.  So, the all-in incremental cost to install the section of the line underground in the 
location specified in subpart (a)(i) would be approximately $50 million and in the location 
responsive to sub-part (ii) would be approximately $43 million. 
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Date Served:  March 31, 2014 

 

 
 
REQUEST NO. SKP-COMED 4.11: 
 
Please provide the total amount of man-hours spent on the routing study which resulted in the 
proposed routes in this proceeding. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
ComEd objects to this request as to relevance.  The number of “man-hours spent on the routing 
study” is not relevant to the determination of the approval of the Primary or Alternate Route.  
Further, ComEd objects to this request as unduly burdensome.  Subject to these foregoing 
objections and ComEd’s General Objections, ComEd states as follows: 
 
ComEd notes that time was not tracked based solely on the “routing study” as efforts were 
focused on preparing all aspects of the case.  Based on a review of contractor invoices and 
internal time reporting, ComEd’s best estimate of total time is more than 14,000 person-hours 
were spent on the routing study which resulted in ComEd’s Proposed Routes in this proceeding.  
This includes time associated with identifying and studying potential routing options, preparing 
for and participating in open houses, stakeholder meetings, meetings with ICC Commissioners 
and Staff, and PJM Interconnection LLC.  This estimate does not include time of ComEd’s 
attorneys as it is protected by Attorney-Client privilege.   
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