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On December 2, 2013, Commonwealth Edison Company submitted an: 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. 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

We first learned of Commonwealth Edison’s proposed 345kV transmission line across Ogle, 

DeKalb, Kane, and DuPage counties in July 2013 when we received an orange postcard 

announcing the proposal and inviting us to the first of a series of three open houses. This was the 

beginning of what will be a yearlong struggle to keep our home, our farm, and our way of life 

intact. 

We started out knowing nothing about this 345kV transmission line Project and little about the 

process of obtaining a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity. Since then, we have 

been trying to educate ourselves about both. 

All our family members attended the series of three meetings. No one in our family remembers 

hearing any discussion of Auction Revenue Rights or that more than one 345 kV line was being 

planned. We understand now that the towers in the pictures shown at the meetings are designed 

to carry more than one circuit, but that was not described at the meetings. When Charles asked if 

there would ever be more than one circuit, he was told no. Those are issues that should have been 

introduced at the Open Houses so that participants had a full understanding of ComEd’s 

intentions from the beginning. They are not something we should have had to learn about by 

reading the Petition, Testimony, or Rebuttal. Yet Mr. Leeming insists (Surrebuttal Testimony, 

Lines 28-35) that “ComEd has always been straightforward about what will be constructed as 

part of the GPG Project and its future needs.” Yet when we raised concerns about learning of the 

additional lines, we received a Data Request: (ComEd-Payne 3.04) Does Mr. Payne contend that 

ComEd is requesting a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for any facility other 

than a single 345kV transmission line? …” 

We participated in the docket as intervenors. We submitted Direct Testimony and Rebuttal 

Testimony. We submitted an affidavit to have our Testimony be considered as evidence. 

REQUIREMENTS FOR A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND 

NECESSITY 

Among the criteria that must be satisfied before a certificate of public convenience and necessity 

is granted are: 

(1) That the Project is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to the 

public utility’s customers and is the least-cost means of satisfying the service needs of 
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the public utility’s customers or that the Project will promote the development of an 

effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently, is equitable to all 

customers, and is the least cost means of satisfying those objectives. (Section 8-406.1 

(f)(1)  

USE OF TERMS IN TESTIMONY 

The term “least-cost” seems to be interpreted to be “least-expense” for ComEd. The term 

“equitable” seems to be only for the ComEd customer fortunate enough to not be located along 

the Right of Way Easement.  

The property owners and residents along the Primary Route selected by ComEd to build the 

Grand Prairie Gateway Project are customers of ComEd. If this Project is built, those property 

owners would be required to provide the easement that would make the Grand Prairie Gateway 

345kV transmission line possible. Those people along the route would be required to sacrifice a 

disproportionate amount of equity in their homes and farms, enjoyment of their homes and 

farms, quality of life, potential future property appreciation, and efficiency in running their farms 

and businesses. The customers not along the easement route will not be negatively impacted by 

the Project in any way. The “equitable” is only “equitable” for those customers off the 

transmission route. The property owners along the route who would provide the easement for the 

transmission line would shoulder a disproportionate burden of the line compared to the other 

customers.  

ComEd claims that the Grand Prairie Gateway Project will make the grid more efficient. Again, 

the word “efficient” is used only in the context of what is good for ComEd and PJM. The gain in 

efficiency for ComEd and PJM comes at the expense of those who would provide the easement. 

For us, farming operations around high voltage towers would be much less efficient. 

SUMMARY OF POSITION  

As we stated in our Rebuttal Testimony (Rebuttal Testimony of Susan and Charles Payne, Lines 

55-58) the Grand Prairie Gateway Project seems to be about more than providing adequate 

electricity to the people of Illinois. Mr. Leeming states in his Rebuttal Testimony (Lines 141-

143) that “Economic drivers, such as Auction Revenue Rights and market efficiency, could also 

drive future circuits as they did with the Grand Prairie Gateway Project.”  

Besides there being doubt about the necessity of the Grand Prairie Gateway Project on its own 

merits, ComEd stated in the Rock Island Clean Line Case about Rock Island Clean Line LLC 

constructing a transmission line, that, “… ComEd contends that the Project is not necessary to 

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

system is adequate, reliable, efficient, and competitive. However, ComEd observes that Section 

8-406(b)(1) requires more than a claim that a transmission facility will further improve an 

already adequate, efficient, and reliable system. Rather, reading the Act to require only a nominal 
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improvement to system reliability would have the effect of rendering Section 8-406(b)(1) 

superfluous, as almost all new transmission lines in some way contribute to system reliability.” 

(Commonwealth Edison Company’s Draft Proposed Order, pages 9-10, ICC Docket No 12-

0560) 

For the most part, the only concession the people along the easement are asking is that if this 

project is determined to be necessary and in the event that it gains approval, that the lines be put 

underground along the entire route. The relatively small amount each ComEd customer would 

pay to put the Project underground is a small price to pay to let the people who would provide 

the easement to continue their lives and businesses with the least impact. The Askon Consulting 

Group also explains cost benefits and how this additional expense is justified and recouped. The 

report explains how an underground transmission line is more efficient, more reliable, and safer. 

(Rebuttal Testimony of Jeffrey C. Payne, Lines 254-256) Putting the lines underground would 

mitigate many of the concerns associated with the Project--concerns that are very real to the 

people affected. It is only fair and right to mitigate as much as possible the health concerns, the 

difficulties caused to farmers and businesses along the route, the decline in property value, and 

the aesthetics of the unsightliness of the towers.  

CONCLUSION 

We believe that the Illinois Commerce Commission should deny ComEd’s request for a 

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the entire route of the Grand Prairie 

Gateway Project. It does not seem that they have satisfied the burden of proof required.  

If the Illinois Commerce Commission decides that the Grand Prairie Gateway Project is 

necessary and does grant a Certificate of Public Convenience Necessity, it should be with the 

provision that the lines be buried underground. 


