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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. What is your name and business address?  3 

A. Richard J. Roddewig, Clarion Associates, The Inland Steel Building, 30 West Monroe 4 

Street, Suite 810, Chicago, Illinois, 60603. 5 

Q. Are you the same Richard J. Roddewig who submitted rebuttal testimony in this 6 

docket? 7 

A. Yes, I am.  8 

B. Summary of Testimony 9 

Q. What are the purposes of your surrebuttal testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of certain 11 

intervenors regarding the possible adverse impacts of the proposed right-of-way for the 12 

Grand Prairie Gateway Transmission Line Project (“GPG Project” or the “Project”) on 13 

property values.  In particular, I respond to the rebuttal testimony of Jeffrey C. Payne, 14 

including the report entitled “Valuation Guidelines for Properties with Electric 15 

Transmission Lines” authored by Kurt C. Kielisch (the “Kielisch Report”), which is 16 

attached to his testimony.  I also address the testimony of John Tomasciewicz and the 17 

Payne parties. 18 

C. Summary of Conclusions 19 

Q. What are the conclusions in your surrebuttal testimony? 20 

A. I conclude that published studies do not support the continued claims of intervenors of 21 

adverse impacts on property values related to transmission lines.  The intervenor rebuttal 22 
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testimonies do not change my conclusion.  The rebuttal testimonies of John 23 

Tomasciewicz and the Payne parties misrepresent my rebuttal testimony, ComEd Ex. 24 

19.0, and Expert Report, ComEd Ex. 19.03.  There are significant misrepresentations and 25 

errors in the Kielisch Report including a misrepresentation of the definition of market 26 

value, improper reliance on opinions rather than market prices and data, and a biased 27 

conclusion that power lines universally have an adverse impact on property value 28 

between -10% and -30% that is contradicted by more than half of the published peer 29 

reviewed studies.  30 

II. RESPONSE TO THE REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF JEFFREY C. PAYNE 31 

Q. Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimony of Jeffrey C. Payne? 32 

A. Yes.   33 

Q. What comments do you have concerning the rebuttal testimony of Jeffrey C. Payne? 34 

A. My first comment is that Mr. Jeffrey Payne makes a number of statements that 35 

misrepresent my rebuttal testimony submitted in this proceeding.  36 

Q. How does Mr. Jeffrey Payne misrepresent your testimony? 37 

A. He makes a number of misrepresentations. 38 

 First, he states that the Sugar Ridge and River Ridge sales data I analyzed 39 

involved homes located between 500 feet and 700 feet from a power line corridor.  40 

J. Payne Reb. Ex., 8:182-83.  Actually, as shown in the maps that I included in 41 

ComEd Ex. 19.03, my Expert Appraisal Report and Declaration (p. 19), I studied 42 

prices paid for homes WITHIN 500 to 700 feet.  Many of the homes were 43 

significantly closer than 500 feet.  This included prices paid for homes that 44 
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actually abutted the right-of-way.  The rear walls of those abutting homes were 45 

typically 100 feet or less from the right-of-way, and the rear walls of some of 46 

those homes were located less than 125 feet from one of the steel monopoles. 47 

 Second, he states that I do not mention the height of the monopoles adjacent to the 48 

Sugar Ridge and River Ridge neighborhoods.  J. Payne Reb. Ex., 8:181-84.  That 49 

is incorrect.  ComEd Ex. 19.03 (p. 16, ¶ 21) states that the 138 kilovolt (“kV”) 50 

line was suspended “on 95 to 110 foot monopoles with eight cross arms”, and 51 

 Third, he states that my testimony “offers no information on property values 52 

located near a 345kV line constructed with much taller double circuit towers.”  J. 53 

Payne Reb. Ex., 8:187-88.  That is incorrect.  ComEd Ex. 19.03 (p. 23-26) 54 

discusses sales prices at Concord Pointe in Carol Stream.  In Paragraph 34 on 55 

page 24 of ComEd Ex. 19.03, I state that the power line right-of-way adjacent to 56 

Concord Pointe “consists of a double set of open lattice towers” and that “one of 57 

the lattice towers supports two 138 kV lines and the other supports two 345 kV 58 

lines.”  The 345 kV lattice towers adjacent to Concord Pointe are approximately 59 

135 to 170 feet in height, and the 138 kV lattice towers are approximately 110 to 60 

160 feet in height.  As I concluded in my Expert Report (ComEd Ex. 19.03, p. 26, 61 

¶ 37), my analysis of Concord Pointe sales prices indicates “there has been no 62 

adverse impact on average prices at Concord Pointe from proximity to the power 63 

lines.” 64 
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Q. Mr. Payne also states that “at no point” does your testimony address “value of rural 65 

homes and farmsteads or offer any evidence about the effect an overhead 345kV line 66 

might have on the value of farmland.” J. Payne Reb. Ex. 8:192-193.  Is he correct?  67 

A. No.  ComEd Ex. 19.03 (p. 15, ¶ 20) references a list of published articles related to 68 

property values that we have collected and reviewed.  A number of the articles discuss 69 

the effect of power line easements and corridors on rural and farm land property values.  70 

For example, “Impact of Electric Power Transmission Line Easements on Real Estate 71 

Values” authored by Louis E. Clark, Jr., MAI and F. H. Treadway, Jr., MAI and 72 

published in 1972 includes the following statement at page 19:  73 

If a farm contains 150 to 200 acres or more, as many do now, the loss of a 74 
fraction of an acre in tower sites cannot be considered critical.  This factor 75 
is continually demonstrated in farm sales throughout the country.  Of 76 
course, few farmers want power lines on their farms.  However, studies 77 
are not based upon popularity polls, but upon sociological interactions 78 
between an informed buyer and an informed seller, each acting without 79 
duress in negotiating a sale price for a farm.  When one examines a farm 80 
sale dispassionately, he often finds that even though few sellers want to 81 
have a transmission line on their farm, when selling fewer still are willing 82 
to accept a reduced price for their property (reduced even by the amount 83 
paid them by the utility).  As a result, with this type property little 84 
empirical evidence can be found to show conclusively that price 85 
reductions are incurred because of transmission lines. 86 

Another article referenced in ComEd Ex. 19.03 is “High-Voltage Transmission 87 

Lines and Rural, Western Real Estate Values” authored by James A. Chalmers, PhD, and 88 

published in The Appraisal Journal in the Winter 2012 edition.  (“Chalmers, 2012”).  Dr. 89 

Chalmers analyzed 19 transactions involving “Production Agricultural Lands” in 90 

Montana.  His analysis of the sales prices indicated that “there was no market evidence to 91 

support a claim of adverse effect of the transmission lines on sale prices.” Id., at p. 35. 92 
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Dr. Chalmers went on to study whether farmers and ranchers made an adjustment 93 

to their asking price when selling productive agricultural properties with transmission 94 

line easements: “Interestingly, there was no indication of adjustment to the sale price for 95 

the extent of the encumbrance of the property by the transmission line easement.  The 96 

implication is that the owner at the time of construction gets compensated for the 97 

easement by the utility, but does not have to make a corresponding adjustment in the 98 

subsequent sale of the property.  Presumably this is because the overall agricultural 99 

productivity of the property is not affected by the transmission lines.” (Chalmers, 2012, at 100 

p. 35) 101 

The Chalmers article also references two other articles related to farm land.  The 102 

first one summarizes research into farm parcel prices in Canada that found “no negative 103 

influence on number of towers or the presence of HVTL (high voltage transmission lines) 104 

relative to otherwise similar parcels without HVTL.”1  The second relates to a 2002-2008 105 

study of 88 rural land transactions in Wisconsin2 that were “encumbered by a 106 

transmission line easement.”  According to Chalmers, the Wisconsin study indicated a 107 

“small (1.1% to 2.4%), but statistically insignificant effect for the sale of properties 108 

crossed by HVTL relative to uncrossed properties.”  The author also grouped the sales by 109 

location and found that “edge locations showed no effect, while properties crossed by the 110 

line showed a small price effect of -2.1% to -3.4%.” (Chalmers, 2012, at p. 31) 111 

                                                            
1 Dean J. A. Brown, “The Effect of Power Line Structures and Easements on Farm Land Values,” Right of 

Way (December 1975/January 1976), at p. 33-38. 
2  Thomas Jackson, “Electric Transmission Lines: Is There an Impact on Rural Land Values?” Right of Way 

(November/December 2010), at p. 32-35. 
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Q. Mr. Payne cites and attaches to his rebuttal testimony the Kielisch Report.  Do you 112 

have any comments regarding this report? 113 

A. Yes.  My comments can be summarized as follows: 114 

 The Kielisch Report misrepresents the definition of market value; 115 

 The Kielisch Report misrepresents the market price implications of the claimed 116 

characteristics of “typical” buyers of rural land and farmland; 117 

 Adverse public perceptions of some market participants do not automatically 118 

translate into an adverse impact on prices and values; 119 

 The Kielisch Report misrepresents some of the referenced peer reviewed 120 

published appraisal studies, evidencing professional bias on the part of Mr. 121 

Kielisch; and 122 

 The Kielisch Report references many newspaper stories in which property owners 123 

express fears or concerns about the effects of HVTLs on property prices and 124 

values without necessarily referencing the sales price data that supports those 125 

concerns.  126 

Q. How does the Kielisch Report misrepresent the definition of market value?  127 

A. The Kielisch Report (p. 1) states that the definition of market value assumes that the 128 

buyer must be “fully knowledgeable” and must have “full knowledge of the pros and 129 

cons of the property.”  That is not correct.  The definition of market value accepted and 130 

used by the appraisal profession does not assume that a buyer must have “full 131 

knowledge” of every factor, pro and con, that may affect the value of the property.  It is 132 
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impossible for buyers to have full knowledge of every factor or condition that may affect 133 

the value and therefore the price that should be offered.   134 

The accepted definition of “market value” referenced in the Uniform Standards of 135 

Professonal Appraisal Practice (“USPAP”), in accepted appraisal practice, and in the 136 

applicable case law does not assume that buyers have either “full knowledge” or 137 

“complete information.”  Since the concept of “market value” assumes a typical buyer 138 

and seller, it therefore assumes the knowledge and information possessed by a typical 139 

buyer and seller in the particular market in which the property being sold is located.  And 140 

the appraiser is to utilize no more knowledge or information than the typical buyer in the 141 

marketplace utilizes, as made clear by Advisory Opinion 22 (“AO-22”) which states:  142 

A market value appraisal is also based on whatever the ‘normal’ or 143 
‘typical’ conditions are in the marketplace for the property appraised in a 144 
time frame that is consistent with the date of value in the appraisal.    145 

*                   *               * 146 

An appraiser is expected to be at least as knowledgeable as the typical 147 
market participant is about the market for the type of property to be 148 
appraised.  By completing research and verification steps while 149 
performing the assignment, the appraiser is expected to become as 150 
knowledgeable about the subject property and its comparables as the 151 
typical market participants.”3 (Emphasis added) 152 

It is not normal or typical for a buyer to have full knowledge or complete information or 153 

be “fully informed” about any of the variety of factors considered in establishing an 154 

offering price.   155 

Mr. Kielisch cannot isolate information about power line proximity from all of the 156 

countless other pieces of information considered by a buyer in making a decision about 157 

                                                            
3  USPAP, 2014-2015 Edition, Advisory Opinion 22 (AO-22), p. A-76, Lines 85-86, and p. A-77, Lines 

137-140. 
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whether to buy a house or piece of land and the appropriate price to pay.  If Mr. Kielisch 158 

is right that a buyer must be “fully informed” about every feature of a house or facet of a 159 

market or location to make a “rational” decision to buy a house, then no sales transactions 160 

could ever be considered evidence of market value.  The countless other issues on which 161 

no home buyer is fully informed (yet makes a decision to buy) include local crime rates, 162 

distance to the nearest fire house or hospital, average waiting time in the nearest hospital 163 

emergency room, sheriff or police department response time to a 911 call, frequency of 164 

police patrols, school characteristics, county or municipal finances, electric utility rates, 165 

soil conditions, well water or domestic water supply quality, condition of HVAC system, 166 

appliances, roof and foundation, peak hour travel times to work, cable television costs, 167 

frequency of power outages, etc.   168 

An Appraisal Institute seminar dealing with environmental stigma and how to 169 

analyze it specifically rejects the concept of “full” or “complete” knowledge as part of the 170 

meaning of “market value” in the following statements: 171 

Every marketplace and every property transaction operates on less than 172 
complete information about a property and its attributes. 173 

Appraisers must not substitute their knowledge for that of the marketplace 174 
or for that of the typical buyer. 175 

Typical buyers/sellers in some types of markets may be willing to assume 176 
risks and complete transactions based on information that falls short of a 177 
due diligence standard.4 178 

Q. How does the Kielisch Report misrepresent the market price implications of claimed 179 

characteristics of “typical” buyers of rural land and farmland?  180 

                                                            
4  “Appraising Environmentally Contaminated Properties: Understanding and Evaluating Stigma,” Seminar 

Handbook (The Appraisal Institute, 2001, Part 4, at p. 21-22.  Seminar developed by Richard J. Roddewig, MAI, 
CRE, FRICS, and Gary R. Papke, MAI, CRE, FRICS of Clarion Associates. 



Docket No. 13-0657 
ComEd Ex. 28.0 

Page 9 of 17 

A. The Kielisch Report (p. 2) states the most likely buyers for rural land purchased for 181 

agricultural use “would be sensitive to environmental issues that affect the uses of the 182 

land and the view shed of the land” and “would be sensitive to health and safety issues 183 

relating to the land and its use.”  Based on that, the Kielisch report concludes that “such a 184 

person, when confronted with an electric transmission line traversing the property, would 185 

view such an improvement as aesthetically “ugly,” potentially hazardous to their health, 186 

disruptive to rural lifestyle and potentially harmful to the use of the land for agricultural 187 

purposes.”  The implication of the statement is that such rural and farm land with power 188 

line easements or adjacent to power line corridors always sells at prices that are 189 

discounted.  However, the Kielisch Report and my Expert Report, ComEd Ex. 19.03, 190 

includereferences to many studies of actual local markets in which no discount in price, 191 

or only very small discounts in prices due to power lines, was demonstrated.  Those 192 

studies demonstrate that not all buyers of rural or farm land with or adjacent to power 193 

lines consider them to be “ugly,” a hazard to their health or safety, or harmful to 194 

agricultural use of the land.  As a result not all buyers consider them as requiring a 195 

discount in price or value of the land.  Since more than half of the published peer 196 

reviewed studies in the professional real estate appraisal and real estate economics 197 

literature have found either no impacts or very small and statistically insignificant 198 

impacts to rural and farm land prices, the Kielisch Report should have stated that the 199 

typical buyer appears not to associate power lines with concerns about environmental and 200 

health and safety issues.  201 
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Q. How does your statement that “adverse public perceptions of some market 202 

participants do not automatically translate into an adverse impact on prices and 203 

values” relate to the Kielisch Report? 204 

A. The Kielisch Report references many property owner comments expressing concern and 205 

worry about the potential property value impacts from proposed transmission line 206 

corridors.  The cited sources for these comments are newspapers and statements at public 207 

hearings on proposed transmission line corridor proposals.  The Kielisch Report states (p. 208 

11) that “(f)ear can impact the public’s buying habits.” 209 

However, the appraisal profession has long recognized based upon studies of 210 

actual prices paid in the real world marketplace of buyers and sellers near power lines 211 

and other potential “detrimental conditions” that “subjective fear of hazard does not 212 

necessarily equate to objective evidence of diminished property value.”5 213 

As early as 1992, the appraisal profession recognized the risk of relying on public 214 

comments about health concerns related to various environmental conditions as the basis 215 

for an opinion about property value impacts.  In commenting on the inappropriateness of 216 

relying on surveys of the public or opinions of prospective buyers of property, Dr. 217 

William Kinnard stated: “the results from survey analyses must be tempered with the 218 

knowledge that the expectation of events is almost invariably more negative and more 219 

sharply delineated, at least when [the events] are expected to affect oneself negatively, 220 

than is realized when the events occur.”6 221 

                                                            
5 Randall Bell, MAI, with Orell C. Anderson, MAI, and Michael Sanders, MAI, SRA, Real Estate 

Damages: Applied Economics and Detrimental Conditions, Second Edition, 2008, The Appraisal Institute, at p. 110. 

6 William M. Kinnard, Jr., Measuring the Effects of Contamination on Property Values: The Focus of the 
Symposium in the Context of Current Knowledge, (Chicago: Appraisal Institute, 1992), at p. 4. 
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James Chalmers in the article referenced earlier puts it this way: 222 

Part of what may seem surprising or counterintuitive to many is explained 223 
by psychologists as the framing effect.  When transmission lines are 224 
discussed in the abstract as an attribute of property with some recreational 225 
use, it will almost universally be a negative factor.  But the effect on a 226 
transaction (price and marketing time) will depend on the full set of 227 
positive and negative attributes of a property. 228 

Chalmers, 2012 at p. 44. 229 

Q. How does the Kielisch Report misrepresent some of the published studies? 230 

A. For example, the Kielisch Report claims the Pitts and Jackson 2007 Appraisal Journal 231 

article referenced in my rebuttal testimony and Expert Report as noting “that there is an 232 

increasing recent opinion that proximity to power lines has a slight negative effect on 233 

property values.”  Pitts and Jackson do not state that there is any type of common 234 

“increasing recent opinion” or consensus about adverse impacts of power lines on values.  235 

In fact, they do not even use the word “opinion” at all.  Instead, Pitts and Jackson simply 236 

state: “More recently, however, an increasing number of studies do show a small 237 

diminution in value attributable to the close proximity of these [power] lines.”7 (emphasis 238 

added). 239 

The Kielisch Report (p. 20) mentions an article authored by Peter Elliott and 240 

David Wadley and discusses their citation of a 1978 Canadian study of agricultural 241 

property sales in Eastern Canada showing a 16% to 29% impact on agricultural properties 242 

containing right-of-way easements.  The Kielisch Report fails to note, however, that the 243 

Elliott and Wadley 2002 article includes a Table II listing the results of various statistical 244 

                                                            
7 Jennifer M. Pitts and Thomas O. Jackson, PhD., MAI, “Power Lines and Property Values Revisited,” The 

Appraisal Journal, Fall, 2007, at 323. 
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regression studies of prices of properties in proximity to power lines and published in the 245 

professional real estate literature.  The authors report that “negative impacts on property 246 

values range from 1 to 9 percent, depending on proximity.”  247 

The Kielisch Report also summarizes a Wisconsin Public Service Commission 248 

report in 2000 as finding that “rural property values may decrease” from various concerns 249 

related to power lines.  The Kielisch Report fails to note, however, that the Wisconsin 250 

Public Service Commission report summarizes the results of an Electric Power Research 251 

Institute (EPRI) report on property impact studies as follows: “The potential reduction in 252 

single-family homes in the U.S. may range from 0 to 14 percent.  For states within the 253 

Midwest (Minnesota, Wisconsin and the Upper Peninsula of Michigan), the average 254 

decrease appears to be between 4 and 7 percent.  EPRI reported a potential overall 255 

decrease of 0 to 6.3%.”  The Wisconsin Public Service Commission report also stated 256 

that studies showed that “adverse effects on price and value appear to be greatest 257 

immediately after a new transmission line is built and appear to diminish over time.”8  258 

The Kielisch Report (p. 3) also summarizes the 2003 EPRI study as “showing a 259 

loss in value ranging from 7-15% with appraisers who had experience with valuing such 260 

properties, to having no effect.”  Actually, the EPRI reported it “found an average change 261 

in property values ranging from a slight increase to a decrease up to 6.3% attributed to 262 

proximity to a power line.” 9 263 

                                                            
8 Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Environmental Impacts of Transmission Lines, October 2000, 

p. 18. 

9 Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI), Transmission Lines and Property Values: State of the Science, 
Final Report, November 2003, at p. 3-10. 
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A significant portion of the Kielisch Report deals with concerns over the 264 

relationship of power lines to potential health issues.  The report discusses Congressional 265 

hearings and National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences studies of EMFs.  266 

However, the Kielisch Report fails to mention that the Chalmers and Voorvart Summer 267 

2009 Appraisal Journal article studying all of the published literature, states that “there 268 

does not appear to have been any change in the reaction of markets to high-voltage 269 

transmission line proximity after the results of two widely publicized Swedish health-270 

effects studies were preliminarily released in 1992.”10  271 

Q. How does the Kielisch Report’s misrepresentation of the published peer reviewed 272 

appraisal literature studies constitute professional bias? 273 

A. The USPAP defines “bias” as “a preference or inclination that precludes an appraiser’s 274 

impartiality, independence, or objectivity in an assignment.”  The Kielisch Report states 275 

that “(i)n conclusion, it can be stated with a high degree of certainty that there is a 276 

significant negative effect ranging from -10% to -30% of property value due to the 277 

presence of the high voltage electric transmission line.”  The Kielisch Report arrives at 278 

this universal conclusion even though both the Chalmers and Voorvaart article and the 279 

Pitts and Jackson article that Kielisch also cites concluded that more than half of the 280 

published studies found no adverse impact on prices from power line proximity, and even 281 

though the Elliott and Wadley review of the published literature found an average impact 282 

between 1 and 9 percent, the Wisconsin Public Service Commission reported the impacts 283 

found in the studies reviewed were between 0 and 14%, and the EPRI report found 284 

                                                            
10 James A. Chalmers, PhD and Frank A. Voorvaart, PhD., “High-Voltage Transmission Lines: Proximity, 

Visibility, and Encumbrance Effects,” The Appraisal Journal, Summer 2009, 227, at p. 229. 
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impacts between 0 and no more than 6.3% .  He does not explain how his conclusion of 285 

an across the board impact of -10% to -30% in all power line situations can be reconciled 286 

with the published literature and studies cited by him.  287 

Q. What is the significance of the Kielisch Report referencing newspaper stories in 288 

which property owners express fears or concerns about the effects of HVTLs on 289 

property prices and values without necessarily referencing the sales price data that 290 

supports those concerns? 291 

A. When analyzing the effect of environmental conditions on market value, appraisers are 292 

required by their standards of professional appraisal practice to investigate actual prices 293 

paid in the marketplace.  As I indicated in my earlier comments, public perceptions and 294 

concerns do not necessarily translate into an impact on prices and values.  295 

III. REPONSE TO THE REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF JOHN TOMASCIEWICZ 296 

Q. At page 7, lines 118 to 121, Mr. Tomasciewicz states that the discounts offered to the 297 

early buyers at the Concord Pointe townhouse development referenced in your 298 

rebuttal testimony and Expert Report indicates that “impacts to property values 299 

can occur from perceived health issues from transmission lines.”  How do you 300 

respond? 301 

A. Actually, as indicated in my rebuttal testimony and Expert Report (ComEd Ex. 19.03, p. 302 

23-24, ¶ 34), the first buyer discounts offered at Concord Pointe were not necessary 303 

because resale prices did not evidence any adverse impact on prices from power line 304 

proximity. 305 

Q. Do you have any other comments on Mr. Tomasciewicz’s rebuttal testimony? 306 
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A. Yes.  If Mr. Tomasciewicz is correct that concern about the health effects from power 307 

lines and other types of environmental issues is increasing, then I (and other real estate 308 

market researchers) should be seeing increasing adverse effects on property prices and 309 

values from power lines.  My research summarized in rebuttal testimony and Expert 310 

Report does not support the contention of increasing adverse impacts on prices and 311 

values.  And, as I said earlier, the published real estate literature also does not support 312 

that position.  313 

IV. RESPONSE TO THE REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF CHARLES PAYNE AND 314 
SUSAN PAYNE 315 

Q. Have you reviewed the rebuttal testimonies of Charles Payne and Susan and 316 

Charles Payne? 317 

A. Yes.   318 

Q. What comments do you have concerning the rebuttal testimonies of Charles Payne 319 

and Susan and Charles Payne? 320 

A. They make several statements that misrepresent my rebuttal testimony submitted in this 321 

proceeding.  322 

Q. How does Mr. Payne misrepresent your testimony? 323 

A. First, like Mr. Jeffrey Payne, Mr. Charles Payne misrepresents my research and testimony 324 

as involving homes “500 to 700 feet from [a] right-of-way.”  C. Payne Reb. Ex., 3:36.  325 

As I said earlier, at Sugar Ridge and River Ridge I analyzed sale prices of homes 326 

WITHIN 500 to 700 feet.  Many of the homes were significantly closer than 500 feet at 327 

those two subdivisions as well as in the other neighborhoods I studied. 328 
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Q. Charles Payne states that none of your “comparisons addressed 345kV to 1380 kV” 329 

power lines.  C. Payne Reb. Ex., 3:36-37.  Susan and Charles Payne imply that your 330 

research is not relevant to “homes in close proximity to a set of four 345kV 331 

transmission lines on 165 foot towers.”  S-C Payne Reb. Ex., 3:61-62.  How do you 332 

respond? 333 

A. Again, as I indicated earlier in this surrebuttal testimony, the power line corridor adjacent 334 

to Concord Pointe consisted of two sets of lattice towers supporting two 138kV lines and 335 

two 345kV lines on approximately 110 to 160 feet and 135 to 170 feet high towers, 336 

respectively. The 1978 Canadian study of agricultural properties with power line 337 

easements across them found that there were “few differences” in impacts between 338 

230kV and 500kV lines and the authors concluded that easement encumbered farmland 339 

price “impacts of transmission corridors do not appear to be influenced by the age, 340 

voltage and physical size of the line.”11    341 

Q. Susan and Charles Payne state because you stated that “some of the studies” by 342 

others have found that adverse impacts from power lines are “temporary rather 343 

than permanent” means, in the words of Mr. Payne and Ms. Payne that “at least 344 

half of the studies do not support the contention that the ‘adverse impact’ goes 345 

away.”  S-C Payne Reb. Ex., 3:68-69.  Are they correct? 346 

A. No, that is an incorrect inference.  Most of the studies simply do not analyze whether the 347 

impacts were temporary or permanent, or increased or decreased over time.  Those that 348 

                                                            
11 As reported by Peter Elliott and David Wadley in their article entitled “The Impact of Transmission Lines 

on Property Values: Coming to Terms with Stigma,” in Property Management, Vol. 20, No. 2, 2002, at p. 137-152. 
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do address that issue typically found that the impacts, when they did occur, were 349 

temporary or were reduced over time.    350 

V. CONCLUSION 351 

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony? 352 

A. Yes.  353 


