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Introduction 

The Grand Prairie Gateway Project is a 345kV transmission line crossing Ogle, DeKalb, Kane, 

and DuPage Counties. But the overall plan for the easement ComEd is seeking is more. At the 

Open Houses it was called a 345 kV Project. Then, after the Direct Testimony, it was a double 

circuit ready tower Project. Now it is a Project that will accommodate two sets of such towers.  

Benefits to Customers 

Commonwealth Edison Company (ComEd) states in its Initial Post Hearing Brief that the Grand 

Prairie Gateway Project will deliver “significant and tangible benefits to Illinois customers.” 

(Introduction to Brief: “Customer Benefits are Material”). It seems that, at best, the benefits 

would be marginal. ComEd serves 3.8 million Illinois customers. ComEd has alluded to different 

dollar amounts of savings attributed to the Grand Prairie Gateway Project. If the claimed $1.228 

billion (Oppel Dir. p. 2 and p.5; ComEd Brief, p.2) amount is used and the savings are spread 

over 15 years, the savings amount to less than $22.00 a year for each customer. That is less than 

$1.80 a month. Mr. Donnelly, speaking for ComEd during a CBS news segment about the Grand 

Prairie Gateway Project, reported an excess of $500 million in savings. $525 million would 

produce savings of less than $.77 a month per customer. If the $265 million amount (ComEd 

Brief, p.2) is used, the amount saved by each customer would be less than $.40 a month. None of 

those amounts result in what I would call a “material savings.”  

ComEd states that “there are no offsetting harms from the Project.” (ComEd Brief, p.3) This 

huge Project undertaking is not being built in some industrial park designed for such 

construction. It is an industrial strength project going for 60 miles through farmland, next to rural 

homes, close to businesses, and next to subdivisions. All of those are being harmed. As we 

stated, in our situation, the towers and lines are coming within 225 feet of our farmstead (Payne 

Reb., line 75). The Project cuts through our farmland, thus hindering every farm operation we 

undertake. ComEd states that, “Like the tens of thousands of transmission lines in PJM, it will be 

built safely and operated alongside neighboring land uses.” (ComEd Brief, p.4) It might be “built 

safely,” but the “and operated alongside neighboring land uses” only works for ComEd. All the 

collateral damage, the health concerns, the decline in property value, the inconvenience for 

farming and businesses, and the unsightliness of the towers is left for the people who live and 

work along the route. Any Benefits to customers are diminished considerably when compared to 

the cost to citizens along the route. 
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Reliability 

Even though the Project would be “built safely,” it would still be vulnerable to a harsh weather 

environment. This northern Illinois area is subject to tornadoes, ice storms, high winds, and wide 

temperature swings that would increase maintenance costs and make the lines susceptible to 

possible outages. ComEd has stated that one reason for building the Project is to have another 

west to east transmission line in case there is a failure in the other lines. To address that 

possibility, what better way to assure the reliability ComEd seeks than to put the lines 

underground.  

Need for the Project 

This Project should not be built if it is not necessary or does not satisfy the statutory 

requirements. If it is shown to be necessary and does satisfy the statutory requirements, it is not 

unreasonable to expect that ComEd should mitigate the impact of the Project as much as possible 

for all residents. To have to look forward to the day when there are four 345 kV lines so close to 

people’s homes and businesses is unthinkable. 

ComEd says that “(s)ome will always wish that public works projects, including transmission 

lines, go somewhere else or are expensively hidden from view.” (ComEd Brief, p.4) Here again 

ComEd is only thinking of its own bottom line. The fact is that all other utilities that I can think 

of, except cell towers and electrical distribution lines, are put underground. The people who 

happen to live along the Grand Prairie Gateway Route or those being required to provide the 

easement, are called “parochial” (Murphy Rebuttal, line 57) even though they are merely trying 

to maintain their property values, their farms and businesses, and their homes. We could more 

accurately say that some utility companies wish to build their Projects with no regard to the 

disruption to the lives of people impacted by the utility. Utilities that are put underground 

mitigate that impact. Consider that PJM manages over 65,000 miles of transmission lines. 

Consider the number of transmission lines in the planning process. PJM has 400 at different 

stages of planning at any one time. That is a lot of transmission lines. It is time to reassess what 

we are doing here. ComEd is trying to push a sizeable portion of the cost of this Project onto 

people along the route. If this Project does get accepted, it will be valuable to ComEd. ComEd 

should be required to put the lines underground to mitigate the impact. If ComEd does not see 

enough value to the Project to treat people fairly and equitably, the Project should be abandoned. 

People affected by this project have not asked that it not be built if there is a real and genuine 

need for it and it satisfies the statutory requirements. That is for the Illinois Commerce 

Commission to decide. What people are asking, and rightly so, is that they not have to live with 

the disruption to their lives that building an overhead Project would cause.  
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Routing 

ComEd would like us to think that because they bought property thirty to forty years ago that 

that gives them an inherent right to construct these towers there. At the Open Houses ComEd 

acted as if nothing had been decided as far as routing decisions—that they were gathering public 

input. They may have gathered public input, but it seems they did not use it to determine the 

routing or anything about the Grand Prairie Gateway Project. The summary of a survey taken at 

the Open Houses titled “What is Most Important to You?” (ComEd Ex.5.03, p. 4) showed 

overwhelming support for routing along existing transmission line (208 responses) or along 

roads (40 responses). Instead, with the Grand Prairie Gateway Project, ComEd is creating a 

future “existing corridor” (actually an existing super corridor) going right through farms and near 

subdivisions that will only increase every concern of the Grand Prairie Gateway Project if 

implemented. Since it would then be an existing corridor, at that point, people along the route 

would have even less say than they have now. 

Property Values and EMFs 

ComEd seems to have a mindset of, “If I say it, you must believe it.” They have told us we do 

not have to worry about property values, health concerns, or anything for that matter. Mr. 

Roddewig suggests that as we “become comfortable” with the presence of the lines, all will be 

well. (Roddewig, Reb. Testimony, p.14). Mr. Valberg tells us not to worry about EMFs.            

“I conclude that EMF that will be produced as a result of the GPG Project would not be expected 

to have adverse public health effects,” states Mr. Valberg on behalf of ComEd. (Valberg, 

Surrebuttal, lines 17-18). ComEd can state those positions, but when it comes down to 

alleviating the concerns of those along the route, those concerns need to be addressed. It is not up 

to ComEd, the party gaining property rights and building the Project, to determine that issue. It is 

up to them to mitigate those concerns. For ComEd to relentlessly ignore the negative impacts on 

the farmers, property owners and residents is cavalier and self-serving.  

Even if putting the lines underground is more expensive, that should not excuse ComEd from 

pursuing that option. All businesses have to weigh decisions concerning expansion. If a farmer 

determines that there is a need for a new tractor to make the farming operation more efficient, 

that farmer cannot go to the dealer and expect the dealer to sell that tractor at a loss to make the 

tractor more cost effective for the farming operation. The farmer has to make the decision to go 

ahead with the purchase based on the real cost. It should be the same for ComEd. If the Project is 

not worth the real cost, it should be abandoned.  

Because ComEd has not seriously considered building the Project underground, there is no way 

to know what that actual cost of doing that would be. When the cost of building the Project 

underground is spread over the 3.8 million ComEd customers, it seems safe to assume that it 

would be a manageable amount. ComEd should provide real numbers for consideration. 
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Conclusion 

If the Illinois Commerce Commission does decide that the Grand Prairie Gateway Project is 

necessary and has satisfied the statutory requirements and does grant a Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity, it should be with the provision that the lines be buried along the 

entire route. 

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

        /s/     

        Charles Payne 

        Susan Payne 

        Jeffrey C. Payne 


