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Question: Please state your name and address. 1 

Answer:  Jeffrey C. Payne, 17219 E. Big Mound Road, Monroe Center, Illinois 2 

60152. 3 

Question:  Are you the same Jeffrey C. Payne who submitted testimony in this 4 

docket? 5 

Answer:  Yes. 6 

Question:  What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

Answer:  ComEd has presented rebuttal testimony from several witnesses.  Upon 8 

reading ComEd’s rebuttal testimony, I feel that many of the concerns that I have 9 

with the construction of ComEd’s proposed 345kV line are still pertinent.  These 10 

concerns are how the project will affect my farming operation, impact my family’s 11 

health, and hurt property values.  In addition, testimony from some of ComEd’s 12 

witnesses have raised additional concerns, and some of the testimony I found to 13 

be erroneous and bothersome. 14 

Question: What parts of the rebuttal testimony presented by ComEd are 15 

bothersome to you.   16 

Answer: Donell Murphy stated on page 3, line 49 that “ComEd facilitated a robust 17 

public involvement process where input from members of the public and 18 

stakeholders was solicited and considered.”  I attended several of the open 19 

houses and with few exceptions I found ComEd and PJM representatives to be 20 

very dismissive of concerns and questions I had.  I found the open houses to be 21 

more of a forum where ComEd and PJM told us what was coming and why and 22 

that essentially there would be little we could do about it.  I did not get the feeling 23 

that ComEd was there to really gather information and opinions.  Donell Murphy 24 

continues on line 57 and states, “The same parochial sentiment – relocate the 25 

burden of impact to another location – applies to other intervenors who object to 26 

ComEd’s Proposed Routes but who have not proposed alternative routes.  In the 27 

testimonies of these latter parties no analysis to support their interests was 28 

provided.”  I find these statements bothersome.  First, I feel my original testimony 29 
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was well thought out and cited.  I also offered an alternative that I feel would be 30 

more equitable.  ComEd is demanding to buy what isn’t for sale, to construct a 31 

huge industrial project that many do not want – located where we live and work 32 

and our children play.  There are legitimate questions as to whether the project is 33 

even necessary, the premise for building it seems to continually change, now it is 34 

even uncertain how many circuits will ultimately be on the route, and then 35 

intervenors are criticized because they are concerned, asking questions, and 36 

trying to defend their property rights and their lifestyle.  We “parochial” 37 

intervenors  have been given months to do research and learn what we can to 38 

defend ourselves against what ComEd and PJM have been planning for what 39 

appears to be at least several years.   40 

Starting on line 560 Mr. Peter Valberg’s testimony attributes the concerns that 41 

people have about health issues to “…media reports and special interest 42 

groups…” and says “…little can be done to counteract these alarmist influences 43 

other than point to mainstream public health agencies...”  There are many 44 

legitimate reports and studies that give very good reasons to be concerned about 45 

living in close proximity to overhead high voltage transmission lines.  I cited 46 

several in my testimony.  I find it bothersome that he dismisses and compares my 47 

health concerns of living, working, and raising my children in close proximity to a 48 

345kV line to the making of a decision between walking or driving my car as he 49 

does on line 565.   50 

Question: Why do you say there are legitimate questions about the necessity of 51 

the project? 52 

Answer: In addition to witnesses for the ICC raising concerns about the necessity, 53 

I would quote ComEd’s comments on ICC docket number 12-0560.  In 54 

Commonwealth Edison Company’s Draft Proposed Order filed on March 6, 2014, 55 

page 9, in the last paragraph, it states with regard to the necessity of the Rock 56 

Island Clean Line “…ComEd contends that the Project is not necessary to provide 57 

adequate, reliable and efficient service.  The record shows that Illinois’s electricity 58 

system is adequate, reliable, efficient, and competitive.  However, ComEd 59 

observes that Section 8-406(b)(1) requires more than a claim that a transmission 60 
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facility will further improve an already adequate, efficient, and reliable system.  61 

Rather, reading the Act to require only a nominal improvement to system 62 

reliability would have the effect of rendering Section 8-406(b)(1) superfluous, as 63 

almost all new transmission lines in some way contribute to system reliability.”  64 

Again, starting at the bottom of page 15 of the same filing, ComEd argues, 65 

“ComEd, Staff, and other intervenors agree that the Illinois electric system as it 66 

currently operates is adequate, reliable, and not inefficient.”  These comments in 67 

ComEd’s filing less than a month ago are a stark contrast to the reasons ComEd 68 

gives for needing to construct their proposed project.  69 

Question: What additional concerns have been raised upon reading ComEd’s 70 

rebuttal testimony? 71 

Answer:  It appears ComEd’s intention is to have a project of a much larger scale 72 

than what they are actually proposing at this time.  Throughout the informational 73 

meetings and in ComEd’s proposals to the ICC it was my understanding that this 74 

was going to be a project for a single 345kV line.  The thought of having a single 75 

overhead 345kV line constructed on our farm is disturbing enough.  After reading 76 

the rebuttal testimony of Thomas W. Leeming, I am unsure how big this project 77 

will become.   On line 42 he describes this as the “initial phase.”  On line 57 Mr. 78 

Leeming explains, “The right-of-way between the Byron and the future Charter 79 

Grove substations is intended to accommodate four 345kV circuits.”  As I 80 

understand it, this would ultimately lead to having two sets of towers on the 81 

proposed right-of-way. 82 

Question: Why do you have additional concerns about this project being many 83 

times larger than the initially proposed single 345kV line? 84 

Answer:  Having this project growing in scope heightens every concern I have with 85 

this project.  Having two sets of towers will further increase all the issues and 86 

inefficiencies that would be incurred with having to farm around them.   I 87 

described and explained these issues in my original testimony.  Having four 345kV 88 

circuits increases the concerns I already have with the effects this line will have on 89 

the health of me and my family.  I am also concerned with how this proposed 90 



Docket 13-0657 
Page 5 of 12 

 

project is going to affect property values.   It appears to me ComEd’s goal is to get 91 

a single line initially approved with the thought of easily getting additional lines 92 

approved at will. 93 

Question: Are there issues and concerns you have that were not addressed in 94 

ComEd’s rebuttal testimony? 95 

Answer: Yes.  In my original testimony I discussed all the negative ways that this 96 

proposed project would affect my farming operation.  This line would bisect my 97 

family’s 346 acre farm.  ComEd has in no way acknowledged the inefficiencies and 98 

difficulties this project will cause to my farming operation.  I would add that if, as 99 

Mr. Lemming suggests, ComEd adds two or three more circuits and additional 100 

towers, all the issues and inefficiencies would be increased.  Mr. Richard J. 101 

Roddewig only briefly mentions that farmers will be negotiated with and 102 

compensated. 103 

Question: Why, after reading the rebuttal testimony from ComEd, do you still 104 

have concerns about health hazards caused by the proposed project? 105 

Answer:  First I would like to point out that Mr. Valberg only uses a single 345kV 106 

line in his analysis.  I did not see anywhere in his testimony that he included 107 

analysis of two, three, or four 345kV circuits placed on the same right-of-way that 108 

Mr. Leeming described in his rebuttal testimony.   On page 21, starting at line 462, 109 

Mr. Valberg explains that his model and results are based on a single 345kV line. 110 

Mr. Valberg quotes part of the conclusion of a study done in 1999 by the National 111 

Institutes of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS).  I think it is noteworthy that 112 

on page 51 of a June 2002 release from the NIEHS titled “EMF Electric and 113 

Magnetic Fields Associated with Electric Power,” the funding for the 1999 study is 114 

described.  The cost of the study was $45 million with $22.5 million provided by 115 

the electric power industry.  However, I also cited the NIEHS in my direct 116 

testimony.  I would add in a release from the NIEHS dated June 15, 1999, #99-09, 117 

NIEHS Director Kenneth Olden, Ph.D. is quoted, “…efforts to encourage 118 

reductions in exposure should continue.  For example, industry should continue 119 

efforts to alter large transmission lines to reduce their fields...” 120 
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On line 487 Mr. Valberg states that burying the line would shield the electric field 121 

but not the magnetic field.  According to the report from Askon Consulting Group 122 

that I have included the magnetic field would also be greatly reduced.  The area of 123 

impact for a buried line would be much smaller. 124 

Mr. Valberg says that “…no human activity can be proved to be safe…”   He 125 

continues by saying, “Choosing to walk rather than drive eliminates some risks of 126 

injury or death, but in fact, walking may be more risky than driving in many 127 

circumstances.”  I find this comparison being used in a discussion about the health 128 

and safety of an overhead high voltage transmission line irrelevant.  I can weigh 129 

the risks of walking versus driving and form my own decision.  I can decide what 130 

risks I wish to take – an option that ComEd does not allow me to have in the case 131 

of living and working in close proximity to an overhead high voltage transmission 132 

line.  It is deemed safe for me and my family by ComEd, who chooses to accept 133 

studies that conclude overhead transmission lines are safe and refute studies that 134 

conclude health risks exist.  135 

An article dated February 11, 2014 titled “Health risks associated with pylons 136 

justify putting cables underground, meeting told” discusses comments made by 137 

Denis Henshaw, a retired professor of human radiation effects at the University of 138 

Bristol.  He is also a scientific director for the charity Children with Cancer UK.  139 

According to the article Dr. Henshaw says there is only a one in 10 million chance 140 

that electromagnetic fields were not associated with adult leukaemia.  The article 141 

quotes Dr. Henshaw as saying the evidence “passes any criteria in science for 142 

proof.” 143 

Dr. Henshaw is also quoted in the article, “From a health perspective and only 144 

from a health perspective, my advice is to avoid the exposure and bury them in 145 

populated areas.” 146 

The entire article can be found at: 147 

http://www.irishtimes.com/news/environment/health-risks-associated-with-148 

pylons-justify-putting-cables-underground-meeting-told-1.1686866 149 
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Some studies describing the corona effect and associated health issues are 150 

available at the R.E.T.A. (Responsible Elecricity Transmission for Albertans) 151 

website (http://retasite.wordpress.com/) I have included the page as an 152 

attachments with this filing.  The R.E.T.A Fact Sheet cites a 2002 study by Dr. 153 

Henshaw.  “A risk analysis suggests that 200 to 400 excess cases of lung canceer 154 

mortality and 2000 to 3000 excess cases of cardiovascular and respiratory 155 

illnesses and aggravated asthma and allergies may occur annually among the 2.7 156 

million people living within 400m of high voltage power lines in the UK” 157 

If this line is constructed and in the terrible event that one of my children, or any 158 

member of my family, would be diagnosed with a disease associated with living in 159 

close proximity of an overhead high voltage transmission line, the fact that Mr. 160 

Valberg concluded “…EMF that will be produced from this project would not be 161 

expected to have adverse public health effects” (line 82) will offer no comfort.  I 162 

would have to always consider living and working near the overhead transmission 163 

line being the cause.  However small one would like to argue the increase in 164 

health risk may be, no one can completely discount it. 165 

I agree with Mr. Valberg that no human activity can be proven safe.  I certainly 166 

feel that constructing an overhead 345kV line in close proximity to where I, along 167 

with my family, live and work falls into the category of not proven safe.   168 

Question: After reading the rebuttal testimony of Richard J. Roddewig, do you 169 

still think that property values will be affected? 170 

Answer: Yes.  I have read Mr. Roddewig’s testimony and there are several points 171 

that he makes that I would like to discuss.  Most of his testimony is limited in 172 

scope and only addresses homes in subdivisions with an urban setting.  In the 173 

case of my home along the alternate route, the lines would be placed directly 174 

across the road, about 100 feet from my home.  In the instance of the farm my 175 

family owns on the primary route, the lines would be about 225 feet from the 176 

farmstead.   177 

Mr. Roddewig continually refers to a 138kV line that was constructed using 178 

monopoles in his discussion about the Sugar Ridge and River Ridge Subdivisions 179 

http://retasite.wordpress.com/
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found on lines 312-388.  On line 343 he defines the area within 500-700 feet as 180 

close to the corridor and being impacted.  There is no mention of the height of 181 

the towers.   I do not think it is fair to compare homes in an urban setting located 182 

500 to 700 feet away from a 138kV line to rural farmsteads that will be 100 – 215 183 

feet away from a 345kV line and potentially four 345kV lines. 184 

On line 427 he begins another discussion about townhouse values in 185 

developments along a 138kV double circuit line constructed with 64 to 99 foot 186 

monopoles.  He offers no information on property values located near a 345kV 187 

line constructed with much taller double circuit towers.   Also, there is nothing in 188 

his testimony that would come close to comparing the effects of having four 189 

345kV circuits as Mr. Leeming suggests could occur.  All of Mr. Roddewig’s 190 

testimony regarding home values relates to more urban areas.  At no point does 191 

he address the value of rural homes and farmsteads or offer any evidence about 192 

the effect an overhead 345kV line might have on the value of farmland. 193 

In my testimony I indicated I was concerned about the effect this proposed 194 

project would have on the value of farmland.  Even though much of ComEd’s 195 

proposed project will be across farmland, Mr. Roddewig addresses the issue with 196 

only ten lines of a 29 page testimony.  His brief comments start at line 586. 197 

My family’s farm that is impacted by the primary route consists of several parcels 198 

that combine to form a contiguous 346 acre farm.  As is the case with our family’s 199 

farm, some farms along the route will be bisected.  I think the property value 200 

argument can really be made pretty simple.  If you have two essentially identical 201 

tracts of farmland, the only difference being one has the existence of an 202 

easement and an overhead high voltage transmission line and the other doesn’t, 203 

absolutely a buyer will purchase the tract without the transmission line.  For 204 

someone to buy the tract with the transmission line the price would have to be 205 

less.  If two otherwise identical rural homes are for sale, the only difference being 206 

the existence of an overhead high voltage transmission line in close proximity, 207 

which home would a buyer purchase?  I think the answer is easy-the one that is 208 

not near a transmission line.   As I stated in my direct testimony, if a property is 209 
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less marketable and takes longer to sell, or sells for a lower price, the value is 210 

affected. 211 

Submitted with this filing is a report that studies the value of many rural 212 

properties in Wisconsin that are encumbered by overhead high voltage 213 

transmission lines.  The Report was prepared by Kurt C. Kielisch, ASA, IFAS, 214 

SR/WA, R/W-AC and is titled Valuation Guidelines for Properties with Electric 215 

Transmission Lines.  This report compiles the results of several other studies.   216 

Some of the highlights are:  217 

A study in Hendren Township in Clark County reviewed sales from January 1, 2002 218 

to June 1, 2006.  This study reviewed the sales of a total of 22 parcels.  Four of the 219 

parcels were impacted by a 345kV line.  The conclusion is that the transmission 220 

line caused a 23% reduction in price for the land impacted with the transmission 221 

line.   222 

A study in Marathon County studied the impact of a 345kV line constructed using 223 

110 to 150 feet tall single and double circuit lines on an easement 120 feet wide.  224 

The study compared sales from January 1, 2004 to December 31, 2005.  The study 225 

reviewed 14 land sales that included 5 that were impacted by the transmission 226 

line.  The study concluded that if the transmission line was located at the edge of 227 

the property the parcel sold for 15% less.  If the transmission line bisected a large 228 

parcel the parcel sold for as much as 34% less. 229 

The study concludes, “it can be stated with certainty that there is a significant 230 

negative effect ranging from -10% to -30% of property value due to the presence 231 

of the high voltage electric transmission line.  The actual loss depends on factors 232 

of land use, location of the power line and its size.” 233 

Question: Do you have an alternative to the proposed overhead high voltage 234 

transmission line? 235 

Yes, I have three possible alternatives to offer. 236 
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The first alternative is to not build this line.  Even ComEd stated with regard to the 237 

Rock Island Clean Line that the grid in Illinois is adequate, efficient, competitive, 238 

and reliable.  It seems the proposed Grand Prairie Gateway Project is not needed 239 

either.   240 

Another alternative would be to generate the power in the east where it would 241 

be produced closer to where it would be used.  Mr. Leeming describes several 242 

generator retirements in areas to the east.  Perhaps the retired generators could 243 

be brought up to date or replaced.    244 

In the event this proposed project is deemed necessary and gains approval I feel 245 

the line should be buried along the entire route.  As I offered in my original 246 

testimony and again explained in response to a data request from ComEd, I feel 247 

burying the entire line would be an equitable solution to property owners.  In my 248 

data request I cited a study from Askon Consulting Group that explains many 249 

benefits of burying transmission lines.  Several cost benefits are listed.  I have 250 

included the entire report with this filing.  Mr. Kaup estimates the cost of 251 

constructing the overhead line at $155 million.  The Askon Consulting Group 252 

estimates the cost of undergrounding at 3-4 times higher than overhead 253 

construction.  The Askon Consulting Group also explains cost benefits and how 254 

this additional expense is justified and recouped.  The report explains how an 255 

underground transmission line is more efficient, more reliable, and safer.   As I 256 

have stated in other filings I feel burying the line is the most equitable solution.  257 

Property owners would not have to subsidize the cost of the project.  I am unsure 258 

how ComEd concludes burial is not a suitable option if they have not calculated 259 

the cost or done any cost – benefit analysis using a time frame of many years.  260 

Using overhead lines may be the least expense to ComEd, but I feel overhead 261 

lines are not least cost for the project when inefficiencies to farming, health 262 

concerns, and loss of property value are included.  If the benefits of this project 263 

cannot justify constructing it in a way that is fair and equitable, then it should not 264 

be built.   265 

Question: Rebuttal witnesses for ComEd discuss the impacts of burying the line.  266 

Does this concern you? 267 
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Answer: Not nearly to the extent of having the transmission lines built overhead.  268 

We have a buried pipeline that crosses two tracts of land I farm.  It was 269 

constructed many years ago.  It has caused inconveniences, mostly when we did a 270 

tiling project.  We had to work around it and it added to the expense of the 271 

project.  However, it does not come close to causing the problems that an 272 

overhead transmission line would cause.  Recently in our area a different 273 

underground pipeline was constructed.  Although it was intrusive the land is 274 

starting to return to its original condition.   Building the line overhead is also going 275 

to damage the farmland around the project.  Overhead construction will still 276 

require excavating and large construction equipment being used.  Trucks hauling 277 

concrete and materials to the construction site will also cause damage.  The 278 

trucks will cause severe compaction hauling hundreds of yards of concrete that 279 

will be required.  The soil will take years to return to its original condition after 280 

overhead construction is complete.  When construction is complete the towers 281 

will have to be farmed around forever.  Concerns about health and safety will 282 

remain.  The overhead transmission line will affect the landscape forever.  The 283 

value of the land will also be affected.   284 

Did you include sources you used in drafting your testimony? 285 

Yes.  It appeared to me from statements made by several of the ComEd’s 286 

witnesses that they would rather have the entire document made available to 287 

them rather than just citing where information came from.  I have included 288 

several sources that I referenced in my original testimony, response to data 289 

requests, and in this rebuttal testimony as e-mail attachments sent with this filing. 290 

Question: How would you conclude your rebuttal testimony? 291 

Answer:  I conclude my testimony by saying that I feel ComEd’s has raised many 292 

questions about the necessity of this proposed project.  I think ComEd has failed 293 

to produce convincing testimony on many issues in their rebuttal.  The 294 

inefficiencies that my farming operation will have to endure were for all practical 295 

purposes unaddressed.  The health concerns that I have were not resolved.  Mr. 296 

Roddewig essentially avoided discussing property values in rural areas altogether.   297 
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In the event this project is approved it will negatively affect the use and 298 

enjoyment we receive from living and working in the country.  My family has 299 

spent a lifetime working very hard for what we have.  Having been raised farming 300 

and working on this land starting at a young age, I have a special attachment to 301 

our farm.  It is not merely a piece of property.  I would like to see it passed to 302 

future generations without the encumbrance of a huge overhead transmission 303 

line. 304 

Question: Does this conclude your testimony? 305 

Answer: Yes, thank you. 306 


