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Docket 13-0657 Rebuttal Testimony of Susan Payne and Charles Payne 1 

 2 

Please state your names. 3 

Our names are Susan Payne and Charles Payne. 4 

What is the purpose of this testimony? 5 

We are writing this to restate our concerns and address some of the comments submitted 6 

by certain ComEd witnesses.  7 

What are those concerns? 8 

As we stated in our initial testimony, our main concern is the health issues created by the 9 

proximity of the high voltage wires. The second concern is the difficulties created for farming 10 

around the towers. Another concern is the decrease in property value for our farm.  11 

Reply to Donell Murphy’s Rebuttal 12 

Donell Murphy describes ComEd’s routing analysis as “comprehensive.” (Line 49)  It is 13 

not clear to us how the claimed “robust public involvement” (Line 50) was facilitated.  We 14 

would not say that our input was actually solicited or considered. At the Open Houses there was 15 

a board displayed where the attendees could apply a small yellow sticker to the response that 16 

answered the question “WHAT IS MOST IMPORTANT TO YOU?” There were two sections to 17 

consider. The first was about routing; the second was about sensitive areas. The poster that I saw 18 

had 30 stickers next to the question, “Do you prefer routing along existing transmission lines?” 19 

The next closest choice had 5 stickers. The most sensitive areas were existing homes (21 20 

stickers) and agricultural uses (16 stickers). The next closest had 8 stickers. The summary of the 21 

survey provided by ComEd dated August 13, 2013-August 15, 2013 (ComEd Ex 5.03, p.4) titled 22 

‘What is Most Important to You’ Exercise Results for the routing section showed “Do you prefer 23 
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routing along existing transmission lines?” was identified 208 times by participants. “Do you 24 

prefer routing along roads?” was identified by participants 40 times. The Areas/Features most 25 

sensitive to you? section identified existing homes/residences 206 times and agricultural 26 

uses/features/activities 83 times. Clearly ComEd did not take those responses into consideration. 27 

When the potential routes were shown on the large map at the final Open House, we 28 

pointed out how close the line would be to our home. The ComEd representative standing by the 29 

map agreed that the lines were close to our home. He said something like, “That is close.” 30 

We are somewhat surprised to see the term “parochial” (Line 57) applied to people who 31 

simply want to protect their families and their investments in their homes, farms, and businesses. 32 

The fact that the term “impact”--even “burden of impact”(Line 57)-- used in the “response to 33 

intervenors” section of the rebuttal suggests to me that certainly the impact of the power lines is 34 

a negative occurrence. 35 

Reply to Thomas W. Leeming Rebuttal Testimony 36 

At the Open Houses, the Grand Prairie Gateway Project was presented as a 345kV 37 

transmission project. A second 345kV line was indicated in the Direct Testimony of                38 

Mr. Leeming. “A 345 double-circuit structure is a tower built to carry two 345kV circuits on the 39 

same tower line. This allows ComEd to build a second 345kV line on the towers being installed 40 

with the Grand Prairie Gateway Project between the Byron substation and the site of the future 41 

Charter Grove substation (Lines 199-201). Now we read in Mr. Leeming’s Rebuttal Testimony 42 

that “The right-of-way between Byron and future Charter Grove substations is intended to 43 

accommodate four 345kV circuits. … The plan for the portion of the right of way between the 44 

Charter Grove and Wayne substations is four 345 kV circuits and two 138kV circuits (Lines 57-45 

61). We are concerned about having one 345kV line so close to our home and farmstead and 46 
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expressed that concern at each meeting we attended. Now the project is four such lines close to 47 

our home and farmstead. I do not understand how this can be allowed. All of our concerns have 48 

been multiplied by four. 49 

ComEd is not using an existing transmission route for this project. It seems to us that by 50 

proposing to build the Grand Prairie Gateway Project on the primary route, ComEd is creating a 51 

future “existing route” to use when the additional 345kV lines are built. Nothing that I heard at 52 

the meetings indicated that more lines than one were to be built. I don’t think that ComEd 53 

considered any of the input they gained at any of the Open House meetings. 54 

The Grand Prairie Gateway Project seems to be about more that providing adequate 55 

electricity to the people of Illinois. Mr. Leeming says that “Economic drivers, such as Auction 56 

Revenue Rights and market efficiency, could also drive future circuits as they did with the Grand 57 

Prairie Gateway  project ( Lines 141-143). 58 

Reply to Richard J. Roddewig Rebuttal Testimony 59 

 We find it difficult to give credence to any conclusions that compare the values of homes 60 

in close proximity to a 138kV transmission line on 95-110 foot poles with homes in close 61 

proximity to a set of four 345kV transmission lines on 165 foot towers.  62 

 Mr. Roddewig suggests that “Some of the studies have found that the impacts on prices, 63 

when they do occur, are temporary rather than permanent. That is, when the lines are first 64 

announced or installed, there is a small impact on prices, but then the adverse impact goes away 65 

over time as the marketplace of buyers and sellers becomes comfortable with the presence of the 66 

transmission lines.” (Page 14, Lines 285-289.) The fact that he says “some” of the studies 67 

indicates to me that at least half of the studies do not support the contention that the “adverse 68 

impact” goes away. With four 345kV circuits constructed on this corridor, we would suggest that 69 
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the “adverse impact” will remain. Mr. Roddewig states that “The area we defined as close to the 70 

transmission line corridor was within 500 to 700 feet from the north line of the right-of-way.” 71 

(Page 17, Lines 343-344)  72 

We drove the primary route and it appears to me that there are quite a few properties 73 

along the Grand Prairie Gateway Project situated closer than 500 to 700 feet of the right-of-way. 74 

In our case, the distance is approximately 225 feet. I do not anticipate becoming “comfortable” 75 

with the presence of the 345kV transmission lines. 76 

Do you have any alternative proposals to the Grand Prairie Gateway Project? 77 

Yes, I do have some ideas about alternative proposals that I think deserve consideration. 78 

The first is the obvious one of not building the Grand Prairie Gateway Project if it is not 79 

necessary. ComEd itself reinforces that idea by its own statement in the Rock Island Clean Line 80 

case. With reference to Rock Island Clean Line constructing a transmission line, “…ComEd 81 

contends that the Project is not necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service. The 82 

record shows that Illinois’s electricity system is adequate, reliable, efficient, and competitive. 83 

However, ComEd observes that Section 8-406(b)(1) requires more than a claim that a 84 

transmission facility will further improve an already adequate, efficient, and reliable system. 85 

Rather, Reading the Act to require only a nominal improvement to system reliability would have 86 

the effect of rendering Section 8-406(b)(1) superfluous, as almost all new transmission lines in 87 

some way contribute to system reliability. (Commonwealth Edison Company’s Draft Proposed 88 

Order, pages 9-10, ICC Docket No. 12-0560)  That assertion is repeated on pages 15-16: 89 

“ComEd, Staff, and other intervenors agree that the Illinois electric system as it currently 90 

operates is adequate, reliable, and not inefficient.” 91 



Page 5 of 5 

A second alternative would be to build the Grand Prairie Gateway Project underground if 92 

it is ruled that the Project is needed. That would mitigate many concerns about the Project— the 93 

health concerns, the difficulties caused to farmers and businesses along the route, the decline in 94 

property value, and the aesthetics of the unsightliness of the towers. If the route were constructed 95 

underground, the path from Byron to Wayne could be more direct.  96 

A third alternative to constructing the Grand Prairie Gateway overhead would be to 97 

upgrade the existing generating plants east of Byron. That would put the generating plants closer 98 

to where the electricity is used. 99 

PJM manages over 60,000 miles of transmission lines. It seems as though that would be 100 

enough to  manage the grid. 101 


