
 

 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
 
Application for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity, pursuant to 
Section 8-406.1 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act, 
and an Order pursuant to Section 8-503 of the 
Illinois Public Utilities Act, to Construct, Operate, 
and Maintain a new 345 kilovolt transmission 
line in Ogle, DeKalb, Kane and DuPage 
Counties, Illinois 

 
 
     Docket 13-0657 

 
CROSS REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM LENSCHOW 

 

 
 



Lenschow Exhibit 2.0  
Cross Rebuttal Testimony of William Lenschow 

Docket 13-0657 
 

 2 

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

A: My name is William Lenschow.  My wife and I live at 28917 East County Line Road, 2 

Sycamore, Illinois. 3 

Q: Have you previously provided prepared testimony in this proceeding? 4 

A: Yes, I submitted direct testimony on February 14, 2014. 5 

Q: To what are you responding in this cross rebuttal testimony? 6 

A: I am responding primarily to the Rebuttal Testimony submitted by Mr. William Deutsch, 7 

Deutsch Ex. 1.00, and I have a brief statement relating to Michael Kenyon’s rebuttal testimony.    8 

Q: What is your response to Mr. Deutsch’s testimony? 9 

A:  Starting at line 115, Mr. Deutsch describes an adjustment to ComEd’s primary route for its 10 

proposed transmission line. It is depicted on his Exhibit 1.03. If such an adjustment is feasible, I 11 

support this proposed adjustment. Mr. Dauphinais addresses the feasibility of this adjustment from 12 

his perspective as a transmission and routing expert. If it is not feasible, however, then I reiterate 13 

my request for the routing adjustment as described in Mr. Dauphinais’ direct testimony as 14 

Adjustment #1. 15 

Q: Why do you support Mr. Deutsch’s proposed adjustment? 16 

A: This adjustment would move the line even further from my property where I and my 17 

ancestors have had our family dairy operation for over 100 years; and it would, as he states, satisfy 18 

Mr. Deutsch’s concerns over the effects of the line in relation to his property and operations, as 19 

well as the concerns of Mr. Kenyon, which I address at the end of my testimony. 20 

Q: Do you have any concerns or reservations about the feasibility of Mr. Deutsch’s 21 

proposed routing adjustment? 22 

A: Mr. Dauphinais speaks to land use and related factors applicable to the proposed 23 
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adjustment and believes that the adjustment is a sound one. From my perspective, I have 24 

reservations stemming from the fact that it appears based on my understanding of the route 25 

adjustment’s location that the Kane County Forest Preserve District owns much of the land over 26 

which the line and right of way would be located. This includes land that my family formerly owned 27 

and sold to the Forest Preserve District in 2006, as I explained in my direct testimony (Lenschow 28 

Exhibit 1.0, lines 34-37). The path of the line in the adjustment area as proposed by Mr. Deutsch 29 

would be along the perimeter of the Forest Preserve land, which I rent back from the District for 30 

farming. I have no objection to the line along the described path in relation to my farming activities, 31 

which consists of growing crops. My dairy operation is located a good distance to the west across 32 

County Line Road. 33 

My reservation about this adjustment is more of an ownership and control issue, not a land use 34 

issue. As I understand it, although I am not an attorney, a public utility like ComEd cannot force the 35 

Forest Preserve District to grant ComEd right of way for the line, that the District is in effect exempt 36 

from a public utility’s exercise of eminent domain. This is the case, as I understand it, even if the 37 

ICC orders ComEd to use the adjustment in its routing and authorizes ComEd to utilize eminent 38 

domain power as necessary. I understand that the Forest Preserve District does have the right and 39 

power to grant an easement or other right of way to ComEd for the line if it agrees to do so, but that 40 

it cannot be legally compelled to do so. 41 

Q: Do you know whether the Forest Preserve District would grant the right to ComEd to 42 

utilize the Forest Preserve land? 43 

A: I understand from a meeting I attended on April 4 that the Board of the Forest Preserve 44 

District is considering whether to do so, but I do not know if it has made a decision.   45 

Q: Do you know what ComEd’s position is on the use of Mr. Deutsch’s proposed 46 
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adjustment? 47 

A: I do not. Perhaps ComEd can make its position known when it submits its last round of 48 

testimony in this proceeding. I can say that I sincerely hope and wish The Forest Preserve District 49 

and ComEd would both agree to the use of this adjustment. It would alleviate the concerns of both 50 

the Deutschs and my family and I believe achieve a relatively better outcome for all concerned. 51 

Q: What if the Forest Preserve District and ComEd do not reach agreement on the use 52 

of the Deutsch adjustment? 53 

A: If the ICC determines that this adjustment is otherwise a superior route segment to all 54 

others that have been proposed, then I would not be opposed to the ICC going ahead and directing 55 

ComEd to utilize that route, and for ComEd to use its best efforts to negotiate the necessary right 56 

of way with the Forest Preserve District.   57 

Q: What if the ICC declines to do so because of the risk that ComEd may not be able to 58 

obtain the right of way from the Forest Preserve District? 59 

A: In that event, then I believe Mr. Dauphinais’ proposed Adjustment #1 should be adopted, 60 

for all the reasons contained in my direct testimony and Mr. Dauphinais’ direct and cross-rebuttal 61 

testimonies. I will add that, concerning the portion of the ComEd primary route that would pass by 62 

along the front of my home and dairy operation along County Line Road, the line would be quite 63 

close. In its response to a data request (WL->ComEd 1.03), ComEd stated that the centerline of 64 

the Primary Route as it would run along the front of my residence and other buildings and dairy 65 

operation would be at least 135 feet west of County Line Road. I have included ComEd’s data 66 

request response (WL->ComEd 1.03 Corrected Response, and the attached map) as an exhibit to 67 

this testimony, Lenschow Exhibit 2.1. This places the transmission line in close proximity to my 68 

dairy barn, which houses dairy cows, 2 Harvestore silos, 1 protein bin and automated feeding set-69 
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up and my home where my wife and I live. I note also in its data request response that ComEd 70 

apparently plans to install a second pole line in the future in the 135 foot space between the road 71 

and the line that it would install as part of this project.  As I stated in my direct testimony, this line 72 

along the route ComEd has proposed, plus possibly one or more additional separate lines and sets 73 

of circuits, will serve to severely disrupt my dairy operation to the extent that I fear we will not be 74 

able to continue to operate. 75 

Q Why is the planned location of the transmission line, if ComEd is permitted to use 76 

its proposed Primary Route for the line, which would place it on your property 135 feet from 77 

the road, so objectionable? 78 

A In addition to the relatively short distance from the line to my house and dairy barn, that 79 

location of the line would effectively prevent us from continuing to allow our cows and heifers to 80 

use the property in front of our structures, which they have always done, right up to the County 81 

Line Road right of way. I described this in my direct testimony (Lenschow Exhibit 1.0, lines 71-75). I 82 

simply will not allow our animals to roam to close to, and directly underneath, these 345,000 volt 83 

conductors. As I described in my direct, I moved back to this farm fifty-six years ago and have 84 

continued producing and shipping Grade A milk started here in 1904.  85 

After fifty years of hands-on experience of managing and milking my own cows, seeking 86 

information from Commonwealth Edison experts, my local electrician and milking machine 87 

companies, in attempting to control stray voltage effects on my dairy herd, I have implemented 88 

many techniques used in grounding my stainless steel pipeline and milking equipment to minimize 89 

the effects of stray voltage on my dairy herd.  Although I am not an electrical engineer, I have had 90 

many years of experience within my own herd.  What effect the proposed power lines in close 91 

proximity to our dairy buildings will have on our dairy herd in the future is of a very big concern to 92 
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us. So while I am sensitive to the effect of the transmission line on other landowners, I know of no 93 

one who would be affected to the same extent as I would be due to the proximity of the line using 94 

the Primary Route  to my dairy structures  and herd where they often roam.  95 

Q What else, if anything, do you have to add concerning this situation? 96 

A  I will add that it is unfortunate that ComEd has managed this process in a way that has 97 

pitted neighbor against neighbor, and I do not like it that I am forced to take a position, to protect 98 

my family’s land and business interests, that cuts against the interests of another neighboring 99 

landowner who I respect. I wish ComEd had done more to prevent this from happening, to make 100 

more of an effort (such as more actively working with the Forest Preserve District to obtain rights of 101 

way) to find a workable solution that would prevent this dispute between neighbors. But putting that 102 

aside, I do believe that the adjustment Mr. Dauphinais proposed, based on his expert analysis and 103 

for the reasons he explains, is the superior routing alternative to ComEd’s primary route. 104 

Q: Have you reviewed the testimony of Mr. Kenyon? 105 

A: Yes.  I would have no opposition to Mr. Kenyon’s proposed adjustment, if it is utilized in 106 

combination with the Deutsch proposed adjustment. Mr. Dauphinais testifies to the Kenyon 107 

adjustment as well. Otherwise, if the Kenyon and Deutsch adjustments cannot be made together, 108 

then I remain in support of the primary route with Mr. Dauphinais’ Adjustment #1. 109 

Q: Does this conclude your cross rebuttal testimony? 110 

A: Yes. 111 



 
 
REQUEST NO. WL-COMED 1.03: 
 
With regards to ComEd Ex. 5.02, pp. 18-19 (document is not paginated; pages referenced are maps 
that appear on the 18th and 19th counted pages), please: 
 
(a) describe the distance the right of way centerline would be from the western edge of County 

Line Road for the entire distance of this North-South line route segment from the R.R. right 
of way at the North end to the southern end located to the South of Plank Road; and  

 
(b) identify and provide each and every reason for the Proposed Primary Route and the 

Proposed Alternative Route dividing, in a north to south fashion, the property of 
landowners in the northeast corner of DeKalb County, Sycamore Township, Section 12, 
rather than following either the road (County Line Road) directly to the east, or property 
and field lines approximately 0.2 miles to the west. 

 
CORRECTED RESPONSE: 
 
(a) ComEd believes this subpart relates to the primary route running north-south roughly 

between Plank Road and Buzzell Road, as depicted on the attached map, labeled as  
WL-COMED 1.03 CORRECTED_Attach 1, which is an excerpt from ComEd Ex. 5.02.  
The exact distance would depend on such factors as the Commission’s approval of 
ComEd’s Primary Route and final engineering and design considerations.  Notwithstanding 
these factors, at this time, ComEd anticipates the centerline and poles for the transmission 
line would be located at least 135 feet west of County Line Road.  
 

(b) ComEd believes this subpart relates to the primary route running north-south roughly 
between Plank Road and Buzzell Road, as depicted on the attached map labeled as  
WL-COMED 1.03 CORRECTED_Attach 1.  ComEd’s Primary Route would be located 
along the west side of County Line Road within the area identified above.  The reason for 
providing the amount of space between the transmission line and County Line Road is that 
ComEd anticipates a future need to install a second pole line between the road and the line 
it is currently proposing.  The Primary Route was not located along the property or field 
lines approximately 0.2 miles to the west of the county line/County Line Road because 
doing so would have required bisecting three (3) parcels south of Plank Road. 
 
More specific information regarding ComEd’s routing study, including discussion of 
ComEd’s routing data, analysis and conclusions can be found in ComEd Ex. 5.0 and 
ComEd Ex. 5.03.  Additionally, ComEd Ex. 5.05 reflects the routing data considered by 
ComEd and provides a quantitative comparison of ComEd’s proposed routes.  
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