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INTRODUCTION 
 
 We have been participating in this docket pro se  as “intervenors” after receiving 
a letter a couple days before Christmas informing us about a December 30th ICC 
meeting about ComEd’s Grand Prairie Gateway Project.  We received the letter 
because ComEd is looking to acquire what appears to be a half-mile right-of-way across 
our 346-acre family farm.  They wish to erect giant towers to transmit 345,000 volts, 
perhaps adding several more circuits bringing the total to over 1,000,000 volts.  These 
towers would be about 225 feet from our farmstead.  They also would go near a creek 
area where a family member was going to build a home for her family.  This farmstead 
in DeKalb County has been the base of our farming operation, where we live and work, 
for about forty years. 
 
BACKGROUND AND RELIEF SOUGHT 
 
 At the December 30th ICC meeting, it was explained to us that ComEd has the 
burden of proof to show that this project should be approved.  Not only does it seem 
that they have not met this burden of proof, but almost everyone else seems to have 
some reservations about this project.  According to a recent letter ComEd wrote in 
applying for federal reimbursement for any abandonment costs related to this project, 
ComEd says this project is the first time anything like this has ever been proposed to a 
commission anywhere in the country.  It seems to be based on a hedging mechanism of 
PJM’s called Auction Revenue Rights (ARR’s).  Any benefits to Illinois customers 
related to these ARR’s seem minimal; when the numbers are simply divided by the life 
of the project and the number of customers—it’s nickels and dimes per month of 
savings to each customer. 
 For the people along the 60-mile route, they have done their best, during the 
expedited process under which ComEd is applying, to communicate what they feel the 
impacts would be to them.  These are impacts that appear not to be factored into 
ComEd’s calculations.  Despite ComEd’s rebuttals, there seems to be a widely-felt 
feeling amongst adjacent property owners that they will be taking a financial setback in 
their property values by the proposed line.  There are also the health concerns, farming 
concerns, and the unsightliness of the towers. 
 This property has been our farming base, and it is essential to our family farming 
operation.  We have communicated our health concerns, farming inefficiencies, and loss 
of property value.  We don’t feel our business’s operations should suffer so that ComEd 
and Exelon can expand its own business operations.  The words “least-cost” seem to be 
interpreted as “least expense” to ComEd.  We have worked and been paying for this 
farm our entire lives. 
 In reading the intervenor statute Section 200.200, it seems that intervenors are 
expected to come up with alternatives during the docket process, even if the project 
might not be worthwhile in the first place.  As laypeople, that undertaking at first seemed 
odd, that we’re supposed to help out with alternatives.  The only fair way to construct 
this project is by burying the lines along the entire route.  Many, many people along the 
60 mile route have also communicated this idea and the merits and advantages of 
underground construction vs. overhead construction.  By burying the line the true costs 
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of the project can be divided amongst all ComEd’s customers.  As summarized above, 
we feel we have communicated what impacts this project will have on us as part of our 
participation in this ICC docket process.  Others have been sharing their testimony, ex 
parte communications, and public comments as well. 
 

  
CONCLUSION 
 
 The Grand Prairie Gateway Project seems to have some problematic issues, like 
the questionable significance of the ARR hedges; it seems to be an immaterial amount 
saved each month for each customer.  Therefore, it does not seem that ComEd has met 
their burden of proof in meeting the requirements of the Illinois statute to justify this 
being built and the project should, therefore, be declined.   
 
Even though it seems that even a layperson’s analysis of the various paperwork 
submittals in this docket would render a determination that the statutory requirements 
have not been met and that a denial should be made, in the event this project is 
approved, ComEd should be required to bury the line for the entire 60 mile route, as 
many people have requested. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
       Respectfully submitted, 
 
       /s/           ______ 
       Charles Payne 
       Susan Payne 
       Jeffrey C. Payne 


