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INTRODUCTION  
 
 
 Stop the Lines! offers this Reply Brief to address concerns and issues raised by the 

parties to this Susquehanna-Roseland transmission line project docket.  The briefs of Petitioner 

PSE&G and Intervenor Exelon further demonstrate that the Petitioner have not met either their 

burden of production or their burden of proof.  Reliance on the RTEP and PJM’s 2007 

declaration of “need” based on its 2006 historical peak electrical demand is foolhardy and 

misplaced – even in its retoolings, PJM has not adjusted for the dramatic drop in demand over 

the last several years. 

 The Susquehanna-Roseland transmission project is not “reasonably necessary for the 

service, convenience or welfare of the public.”  N.J.S.A. 40:55d-19.  Stop the Lines! supports the 

analysis, argument, conclusions and recommendations of the Division of Rate Council, the Joint 

Environmental Intervenors, and the Municipal Intervenors, and requests that the Petition be 

denied outright.  In the alternative, Stop the Lines! requests that the Petition be dismissed as not 

ripe because the burden of production has not been met.  There have been too many last minute 

material changes, disclosures and unknowns.  Should the Board not deny the Petition, Stop the 

Lines! requests the Board require a sensitivity analysis prior to any decision that includes updates 

for changes in available generation, load forecast, energy efficiency and demand response.  If 

that sensitivity analysis demonstrates a need for the project sufficient for approval, Stop the 

Lines! requests that the Board attach conditions to protect landowners, nearby residents, the 

environment and New Jersey ratepayers, and also attach conditions which limit the purpose of 

the transmission line to that claimed in the Petition. 
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STOP THE LINES REPLY TO ARGUMENTS OF THE PARTIES  

 Stop the Lines! reiterates the concerns of Intervenors about the purpose of this project, 

that it puts the public in harms way, and that it is not technically feasible to build this project as 

proposed.  More importantly, this project, like the other “backbone” projects proposed in the 

2007 RTEP, is not reasonably necessary for the service, convenience or welfare of the public. 

 

POINT I 

TRANSMISSION FOR COAL IS CONTRARY TO PUBLIC POLICY 

The Susquehanna-Roseland transmission project is transmission for coal.  In addition to 

the location of the Susquehanna-Roseland transmission line as the northeasterly part of “Line 1” 

in the Project Mountaineer map, Rate Counsel notes that RTEP acknowledges that extension of 

this project is contemplated for transmission for coal: 

In addition, the line could also be extended from Susquehanna at its western end to 
integrate with a cluster of new coal-fired generation resources in central Pennsylvania, 
currently under development through PJM’s interconnection process.  

 
NJRC Brief, p. 2, quoting Exhibit 395, S-100, 2007 RTEP, p. 10, 57.  RETP goes on to state: 

In contrast, the Susquehanna – Lackawanna – Jefferson – Roseland 500 kV line will 
provide more robust access to existing generation in north-central and northeastern 
Pennsylvania and to additional queued generation projects also under development in 
northeastern Pennsylvania. The Susquehanna – Roseland line may also provide future 
opportunity to be integrated into a backbone transmission project that is under 
consideration to connect this area to the AEP 765 kV transmission system in eastern 
Ohio. 
 

2007 RTEP, p. 60-61.  Put another  way: 

From a market efficiency perspective, alternatives that connect back to the AEP 765 kV 
system provide the greatest opportunity for eastern load centers to access additional 
economical energy from western generating resources. 

 
2007 RTEP p. 54. 
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Rate Counsel also correctly notes that going eastward, the electricity will not stop at 

Roseland – “the recently PJM approved latest 500kV transmission line from Branchburg to 

Roseland to Hudson will move the power further east.”  Id. at 10, Khadr, TR at 774, l. 7-13.  

From Roseland, the Susquehanna-Roseland FERC cost apportionment tariff and BPU leakage 

modeling assumptions show firm transmission withdrawal rights for three merchant transmission 

projects, Neptune Regional transmission System (Neptune), East Coast Power (ECP) and 

Hudson Transmission Partners (Hudson), that the Susquehanna-Roseland transmission project is 

committed to move at least 1,670MW into New York.  Exhibit 146, STL-12, FERC Compliance 

Filing, p. 8; Exhibit 391, S-96, SRTT-114 (updated).  Leakage is a concern because there would 

be additional coal generated CO2 for electricity to cover these exports.  Leakage, as Khadr 

testified, will get worse.  Testifying regarding the existence of firm transmission withdrawal 

rights of three merchant transmission entities, and impacts Khadr stated: 

And one more thing, okay, the more we study out of … the more we add 
transmission lines to New York, the more it’s going to cause congestion which 
would make the leakage even worse. 
 

Testimony of Khadr, TR. at 1263, l. 10-13. 

Q:  So looking at essentially 1,670 megawatts with firm transmission withdrawal 
rights soon? 

 
A. The study that we are doing does not looking to firm.  These are energy 

analysis… It does not look at the capacity for firm withdrawal rights.  
However, the way we modelling it, is we’re modeling the withdrawal – the 
maximum withdrawal every hour of the year.  And that, again, is going to 
make the – the leakage worse. 

 
Testimony of Khadr, TR. at 1265-1266. 

The Goals of the New Jersey Energy Master Plan are: 

GOAL 1: Maximize the State’s energy conservation and energy efficiency to 
achieve reductions in energy consumption of at least 20% by 2020. 
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GOAL 2: Reduce peak demand for electricity by 5,700 MW by 2020. 
 
GOAL 3: Strive to surpass the current RPS goals with a goal of achieving 30% of 
the State’s electricity needs from renewable sources by 2020. 
 
GOAL 4: Develop a 21st century energy infrastructure that supports the goals and 
action items of the Energy Master Plan, ensures the reliability of the system, and 
makes available additional tools to consumers to manage their energy 
consumption. 
 
GOAL 5: Invest in innovative clean energy technologies and businesses to 
stimulate the industry’s growth in New Jersey 
 
Exhibit 110, BKS-46, New Jersey Energy Master Plan, at pp. 54, 60, 67, 75, 81.  The 

Susquehanna-Roseland line, which increases leakage, which can facilitate coal development, 

does nothing to further the goals of the New Jersey Energy Master Plan.  As an example, there 

are other conceptualizations of transmission which could further these goals, such as the 

backbone transmission anticipated in the Memorandum of Understanding between Delaware, 

Maryland and Virginia, which states, in part: 

The Parties will coordinate potential common electric transmission strategies that 
recognize the benefits of regional planning and deployment of transmission 
services and which could reduce cost for the Parties’ ratepayers. 

 
… and… 
 

The Parties will develop strategies to encourage sustainable market demand for 
offshore wind power, including state and regional policies and incentives that can 
be used across state boundaries for the benefit of the industry as a whole. 
 

Exhibit A, Memorandum of Understanding Between the States of Delaware and Maryland and 

the Commonwealth of Virginia Related to Common Interests Associated with Offshore Wind 

Energy Development, p. 2, Certification of Overland. 

Alternatives that do not facilitate coal and production of greenhouse gas are available.  

As a coastal state, New Jersey could and should work to further the goals of the Energy Master 
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Plan, and, for example, join with Delaware, Maryland and Virginia and work towards backbone 

support of wind, and not coal.   

POINT II 

UP-TO-DATE DEMAND AND LOAD ANALYSIS IS REQUIRED 

Petitioner and Exelon make reliability claims and threaten blackouts, but fear-mongering 

based on unrelated utility operation errors does not demonstrate need, nor does it refute the 

demonstration in the record that any claims to “need” for reliability have evaporated with 

plummeting demand.  There is no factual basis to support approval of the PSE&G Petition. As 

with the MAPP and PATH projects, Petitioners should be required to produce updated sensitivity 

studies as was ordered with the PATH transmission line, and in all probability, a sensitivity 

analysis with similar assumptions would lead to the same conclusion – it’s not needed. 

Exelon and PSE&G raise the specter of horrors if this transmission project is not 

approved. 

The existence of criteria violations on a transmission line creates a substantial risk 
that in overloaded operating conditions, customer load, or generating plants, or 
both, would be subject to immediate, unannounced curtailment by system 
operators as a means to temporarily alleviate dangerous, overloaded conditions.  
This procedure, commonly referred to as a brownout, is initiated by PJM system 
operators as an emergency measure to prevent the ultimate catastrophe: 
uncontrolled, cascading system blackouts. 
 
The 2003 Northeast blackout stands as a vivid reminder of the tremendous 
economic and social toll that can be exacted when the interstate bulk power 
system does not perform properly in stressed conditions… the procedures and 
standards that were utilized by PJM in approving the Susquehanna-Roseland line,  
was enacted to assure the future reliability of the transmission system and to 
prevent futhrer blackouts from occurring. 

 
Exelon Initial Brief, p. 3.  However, they doth protest too much. 

 
With each iteration of RTEP and/or “retooling,” the claimed contingencies have lessened 

in number and severity.    Exhibit 240, MI-46, S-PP-5, Reynolds Demand Response; Exhibit 51, 
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PJM-1; Exhibit 126, PFM-2; Exhibit 127, PFM-3.  Along with the decline in contingencies and 

their severity, demand, congestion, price and other indicators of potential for system overload 

have also lessened.    Exhibit 72, BKS-9, PJM 2008 Annual Report; Exhibit 160, STL-25, 

Monitoring Analytics PJM 2Q Quarterly Report, August, 2009; Exhibit 154, STL-19, 

Monitoring Analytics PJM 3Q Quarterly Report, November, 2009.  PJM peak load for 3rd 

Quarter 2009 was down 2, 676 MW, 2.1%, from 3rd Quarter 2008; real-time load was down 

4.5%, day ahead load dropped 8%, and prices dropped 48% to $37.42/MWh.  Exhibit 154, STL-

19, Monitoring Analytics PJM 3Q Quarterly Report, November, 2009, p. 5, 7.   That drop is also 

reflected in the just released 2010 PJM Load Forecast, which shows that the historic peak 

demand was in 2006, base year for the 2007 RTEP and the basis for the claim of need for the 

Susquehanna-Roseland, PATH and Mid-Atlantic Power Pathway: 

YEAR NORMALIZED TOTAL  UNRESTRICTED PEAK  
1998 111,120 114,966 

1999 116,970 121,655 

2000 116,380 114,178 

2001 121,070 131,116 

2002 125,260 130,360 

2003 124,350 126,332 

2004 130,645 120,235 

2005 133,550 134,219 

2006 134,905 145,951 

2007 136,095 140,948 

2008 136,315 130,792 

2009 133,780 126,944 

       Exhibit B, PJM 2010 Load Forecast, p. 70 (selected pages), Certification of Overland.  

The full chart (p. 70) is on the next page.   The PJM 2010 forecast (p. 24) is inexplicable, 

and is contradicted by the 2009 NERC Reliability Assessment: 



YEAR NORMALIZED BASE NORMALIZED COOLING NORMALIZED TOTAL UNRESTRICTED PEAK
1998 72,950 38,170 111,120 114,996 Tuesday 07/21/1998 17:00
1999 73,990 42,980 116,970 121,655 Tuesday 07/06/1999 17:00
2000 76,300 40,080 116,380 114,178 Wednesday 08/09/2000 17:00
2001 75,990 45,080 121,070 131,116 Thursday 08/09/2001 16:00
2002 77,140 48,120 125,260 130,360 Thursday 08/01/2002 17:00
2003 77,650 46,700 124,350 126,332 Thursday 08/21/2003 17:00
2004 130,645 120,235 Wednesday 06/09/2004 17:00
2005 133,550 134,219 Tuesday 07/26/2005 16:00
2006 134,905 145,951 Wednesday 08/02/2006 17:00
2007 136,095 140,948 Wednesday 08/08/2007 16:00
2008 136,315 130,792 Monday 06/09/2008 17:00
2009 133,780 126,944 Monday 08/10/2009 17:00

YEAR NORMALIZED BASE NORMALIZED HEATING NORMALIZED TOTAL UNRESTRICTED PEAK
97/98 88,970 Wednesday 01/14/1998 19:00
98/99 99,982 Tuesday 01/05/1999 19:00
99/00 102,359 Thursday 01/27/2000 20:00
00/01 101,717 Wednesday 12/20/2000 19:00
01/02 97,294 Thursday 01/03/2002 19:00
02/03 112,755 Thursday 01/23/2003 19:00
03/04 108,110 106,760 Monday 01/26/2004 19:00
04/05 110,250 114,061 Monday 12/20/2004 19:00
05/06 111,745 110,415 Wednesday 12/14/2005 19:00
06/07 112,455 118,800 Monday 02/05/2007 20:00
07/08 113,185 111,724 Thursday 01/03/2008 19:00
08/09 113,150 117,169 Friday 01/16/2009 19:00

             All times are shown in hour ending Eastern Prevailing Time.
             All historic peak values reflect the membership of the PJM RTO as of December 31, 2009.

             Normalized values for 2004 - 2009 are calculated by PJM staff using a methodology consistent with the PJM Load Forecast Model.

WINTER

Notes:  Normalized values for 1998 - 2003 are calculated by PJM staff using the bottom-up coincident peak weather-normalization methodology.

TABLE F-1

PJM RTO HISTORICAL PEAKS
(MW)

SUMMER

PEAK DATE/TIME

PEAK DATE/TIME

70
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NERC paints a very different picture for this timeframe: 
 

RFC – A five percent drop in peak demand compared to last-year’s forecast for 2009. In 
2011 and 2012, the annual growth rates increase and then decline through 2018. 
 

Exhibit 152, STL-17, STL-D-14, 2009 NERC Reliability Assessment, p. 14.  The projection of 

NERC, the reliability entity for the nation, does not support a claim of need for the Susquehanna-

Roseland transmission project. 

Deeming the Susquehanna-Roseland project is “needed” using the 2007 RTEP based on 

2006 demand figures is not sufficient basis to justify a project of this magnitude.  Exelon argues 

that this is a time for a “cautious and conservative approach “, and to a point, Stop the Lines! 

agrees -- it is foolish to go forward without intense analysis of historical demand and new 

forecasts based on up-to-date demand data.  Petitioner pledges that “[i]f a subsequent RTEP 

analysis revises the need for or timing of the Project, the Company and PJM will abide by that 

determination.  PSE&G Initial Brief, p. 2, fn. 3.  Exelon cautions that “any issues, and any 

uncertainties regarding how best to plan for the near and longer term requirements of the 

transmission system must be resolved in favor of a cautious, conservative approach to the 

reliability of our energy supply.”  Exelon Initial Brief at 4.  Stop the Lines! couldn’t agree more 

with Exelon’s call for a conservative approach.  Other backbone projects are being delayed and 

cancelled.  This project deserves a cautious and conservative approach – it’s time for a closer 

look. 

Three “backbone” transmission projects were recommended in the 2007 RTEP: 

1. Susquehanna – Lackawanna – Jefferson – Roseland 500 kV Circuit 
 
2. Amos – Bedington – Kemptown 765 kV and 500 kV Circuit (PATH) 
 
3. Possum Point – Burches Hill – Chalk Point – Calvert Cliffs – Vienna – Indian River –  
    Salem 500 kV Circuit: the Mid-Atlantic Power Pathway (MAPP) project 
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 Ex.395, 2007 RTEP, p. 54.   

The Susquehanna-Roseland and PATH projects were linked in their cost apportionment 

tariff filings at FERC.  Exhibits 144-147, STL 10-13, FERC cost docket ER07-1186. 

These three projects are not moving forward as expected, and are instead appropriately 

being delayed or withdrawn.  The MAPP project has been delayed, and one leg of it, from Indian 

River in Delaware to Salem, New Jersey, has been eliminated entirely.     

The portion of a planned 500-kilovolt, multi-state power line that is to run through 
Delaware from Indian River to a river crossing to Salem, N.J., has been shelved 
because power demand is lower due to the economic recession.  
 
Pepco Holdings Inc., the parent company of Delmarva Power also announced that the 
portion of the Mid-Atlantic Power Pathway running from southern Maryland to Indian 
River has been delayed by a year, changing the projected in-service date from 2013 to 
June 1, 2014.  
 
The decision came on recommendations by the staff of PJM Interconnection, which 
manages the regional power grid, after the organization ran computer models and 
found that reliability issues in Delaware have eased due to the downturn in electricity 
usage. 
 
The projections show it will take longer to arrive at previously forecast levels of 
congestion on the grid, making the need for the new line less pressing, PJM officials 
said. 

 
Exhibit 81, BKS-18, Aaron Nathans, News Journal, MAPP’s Va.-to-Del. Section put off a 

year; Del. To N.J. leg is put on hold indefinitely. 

The PATH project was also first delayed, and now the promoters have petitioned to withdraw 

completely, and the application will not be resubmitted in early 2010 as proposed earlier.  Exhibit C, 

PATH Press Release, December 29, 2009, Certification of Overland; Exhibit D, PATH-VA Motion 

to Withdraw (amended), Certification of Overland.  A sensitivity analysis was performed after an 

order from the Hearing Examiner presiding over the PATH docket in Virginia.   

The detailed results of the reactive analyses are shown in the Table 2 below.  Note 
that there were no voltage criteria violations identified for Scenarios 3 through 6 
that would require the path project in 2014.  Although there are no voltage criteria 
violations in 2014 for Scenarios 3 through 6, the additional analysis that is 
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described below suggests voltage criteria violations could occur as early as 2016, 
based on observed CETO margins and forecasted load growth.  A more 
comprehensive analysis of these issues will be completed as part of the 2010 
RTEP. 
 

Exhibit E, Cover  Letters and Sensitivity Analysis, p. 3.  In the introduction, the wider 

applicability of these results to other projects is noted: 

Only the results of a comprehensive analysis in the context of the 2010 RTEP 
Process can be used to determine and support a definitive assessment as to the 
future need and in-service date for the PATH Project.  While the results of these 
sensitivity analyses apply directly to the need date for the PATH Project, they 
suggest that the potential for delays to other projects as well.  In addition these 
sensitivity analyses did not integrate any of the transmission system upgrades 
approved as part of the RTEP during 2009. 
 

Id., p. 1. 

Based on the changes in demand, the resultant changes in congestion, line loading, and 

expected changes in forecasts, and delays, cancellation, and withdrawal of projects proposed 

with the Susquehanna-Roseland project in the 2007 RTEP, a sensitivity analysis is necessary. 

PSE&G must waive any claim to FERC “backstop” authority during the time necessary to 

perform this sensitivity analysis and Board deliberation..  The sensitivity analysis must include, 

but should not be limited to those scenarios ordered in the PATH docket.  Without this 

information, there is not enough information in the record to support any decision on the 

Susquehanna-Roseland project. 

POINT THREE 

THE BOARD’S MANDATE IS TO PROTECT THE PUBLIC WELFAR E AND SAFETY 

Stop the Lines! also reiterates Rate Counsel’s focus on the importance of the Board’s 

protection of the public, environment and oversight of the public welfare, and more importantly, 

that the “Petitioner must establish that its Project protects the welfare of the public.”  NJRC Brief 

at 10.  PSE&G argues that: 
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PSE&G has chosen the most appropriate route and has taken reasonable steps to 
minimize the impacts to the public.  Therefore, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40:55D-19, 
the BPU should find that this Project is reasonably necessary for the service, 
convenience, or welfare of the public. 

 
PSE&G Brief, pps. 1, 18, 56, 57.   
 

PSE&G admits that it has unitarily chosen the route and has taken the steps it deems 

appropriate to minimize impacts to the public.  However, approval of a project does not 

necessarily follow from those steps. The Board still must find that the project “is necessary for 

the service, convenience or welfare of the public.  N.J.S.A. 40:55D-19. 

PSE&G has provided no alternatives for the Board to choose from, no options that may 

have varying impacts or mitigation potential – any alternatives were eliminated by PSE&G based 

on PSE&G criteria.  Exhibit 45, JH-1, Alternative Route Identification Report for the 

Susquehanna to Roseland Project (ARI).  PSE&G claims it has chosen “the most appropriate 

route.”  PSE&G Initial Brief at 57.  Perhaps PSE&G has indeed selected the most appropriate 

route for its purposes, but PSE&G purposes and PSE&G route criteria are not necessarily in the 

public interest, not necessarily for the service, convenience or welfare of the public. 

What criteria were used?  That was a subject of discussion early in the hearing: 

4 Q Page 12, it states that the use 
5 transmission line design criteria were developed for 
6 this project jointly by CAI and PSE&G. 
7 What specifically were those criteria, I 
8 don't see a section marked "Criteria" in the report, 
9 what was that criteria? 
10 MR. HALPERN: What we were talking about 
11 was span distances from, what we knew in terms of 
12 distances between towers that we would be looking 
13 at, the heights of towers, expansion of towers, 
14 those were the key criteria that we were looking 
15 for, rights-of-way. 
16 Q Others? 
17 A Those are good examples. 
18 Q And is any of that written, is any of that 
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19 conveyed in this report somewhere, is there a list 
20 of that criteria, or is there somewhere that I can 
21 find that? 
22 MR. HALPERN: Give me a moment, I think it 
23 is somewhat referenced in the back, just give me a 
24 moment. 
25 Q Sure. 
0070 
1 (Pause.) 
2 MR. HALPERN: No, it is not. It was part 
3 of the assumptions that we used and discussed in the 
4 report so it is inherent in the writing of the 
5 report. 
6 Q The criteria that you listed were span and 
7 distances? 
8 MR. HALPERN: Approximate height of 
9 towers, right-of-way width, we were working with the 
10 engineers on that to help us guide us. 
 

Testimony of Halpern, TR. at 69-70.  Rough route selection criteria is listed in the Alternative 

Route Identification Report: 

• Maximize the use of, or paralleling of, existing rights-of-way; 
• Minimize impacts to the natural and human environment; 
• Minimize route length, circuitry, and cost; 
• Use transmission line design criteria developed for this project jointly by CAI and 

PSE&G; 
• Minimize the removal of existing residences; 
• Minimize the removal of barns, garages, or other structures; 
• When not following existing rights of way, maximize the separation distances from 

residences, schools, cemeteries, historical resources, recreation sites, and other important 
cultural sites; 

• Minimize crossing designated natural resource lands such as state forests, national and 
state parks, wildlife management areas, designated game lands and wildlife areas, and 
conservation areas; and 

• Avoid new crossings of large lakes. 
 

Exhibit 45, JH-1, ARI, p. 12.  The criteria used by PSE&G and its contractors and resulting 

choice has not been vetted by the National Park Service, which must issue a permit for the 

crossing of the Delaware Water Gap.  That environmental review is “in its infancy.”   Testimony 

of Pollock, TR. at 75-77.  Scoping has not yet begun, and only internal scoping is completed.  Id. 
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at p. 79. Some other agencies have commented, but not in the New Jersey docket, and others 

have not commented at all.  Id.  The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

application has been made for a wetlands permit, and the Highlands Agreement has been signed 

although neither document has been entered into the record of this proceeding. 

How is transmission siting regarded in the industry?  At the FERC “Transmission for 

Coal” workshop in 2005, siting was acknowledged as a primary issue: 

The second area is in regard to environmental issues. We need to be especially proactive 
to address the land-use challenges that will arise with construction of this magnitude. 
 
We need to collectively find routes that are the least damaging to the environment in this 
region. In short, we just need to build out this process as wisely as we can, with 
considerable planning and foresight, including consideration of advanced technology 
options that could help mitigate the environmental side of the impacts. 

 
Exhibit 150, STL-15, STL-D-6b, FERC Transcript “Promoting Regional Transmission Planning 
and Expansion to Facilitate Fuel Diversity Including Expanded Uses of Coal-Fired Resources, p. 
67, l.  8-17. 
 

It's not at the state level typically that we see the issues, it really becomes local 
and you're right, it's getting it sited. That's why you start having to look at, are 
there other ways we can approach this. 
 
Running it along highways, you know, where you already have a path and doing 
things that way, rather than trying to go through peoples' farms, through 
developments or whatever, we ought to start looking at ways to minimize the 
siting aspect of it. 
 

Id. at p. 124, l. 7-15. 

So our technologies and improvements that can be made in our existing rights of 
way ought to be looked at first.  
 
They may not answer all the questions with respect to remote coal, there will be 
some big siting issues with regard to that, but it really is, we think, more of a cost 
issue than a no go issue. 

 
Id, at p. 126, l. 17-23. 
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Use of existing Right of Way proved the most important consideration in selection of 

options, despite PSE&G’s stated preference for a 200 foot right of way: 

Moreover, PSE&G’s preferred right-of-way widths for 500kV transmission lines 
are 200 feet.  Rights-of-way less than 200 feet in width result in additional design 
and maintenance restrictions, which may affect the number of structures, type, 
spacing and height of the structures and the conductor size and number. 

 
Exhibit 6, P-5, Crouch Direct, p. 7, l. 16-19. 
 

PSE&G has done everything it can to cram the quad-bundled 500kV project into the 

existing 230kV 150 foot right of way, but it has not demonstrated that the welfare of the public is 

protected, and instead, the record demonstrates that the public is at significant risk, risk that is 

magnified by the small right of way.  From the dangers of exposure to EMF to financial risks of 

living near a transmission line, this transmission line poses a physical danger to those who live 

adjacent to the line, a financial risk to landowners, and an economic risk to ratepayers who will 

be saddled with its cost.   

There are public welfare and safety issues related to the width of the easement.  PSE&G 

has proposed putting a quad-bundled double circuited 500kV line with a 230kV line in a pre-

existing 150 foot right of way – yet PSE&G states that the preferred right of way width for a 

500kV line is 200 feet.  Exhibit 6, P-5, Testimony of Crouch, p. 10, l. 16.  Even at just 150 feet, 

PSE&G admits that it does not have the land rights necessary to move forward with this project.  

Testimony of Franklin, TR. at p. 0044-0049.  PSE&G will require that at least 22 landowners 

provide new easements if the project is to be built with the 150 foot right of way.  Testimony of 

Franklin, TR. at p. 0047.  The easement is not wide enough for the project. 

PSE&G argues that “the project will not impact property values.”  PSE&G Initial Brief, 

p. 64-67.  PSE&G, like its witnesses, has no basis whatsoever for this statement: 
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Q: In your opinion will this transmission line have any adverse effect on real estate 
values or properties within a line-of-sight of the structures. 

Mr. Franklin: No, I do not feel it will. 
Q: What is the basis for that opinion? 
Mr. Franklin: The Right-of-way is an existing right-of-way, it’s been there, all of the 

properties have existed, the line pre-exists most of the home that were built so I feel it 
will not have an adverse impact on the properties. 

Q: Do you have any studies that bear that out? 
Mr. Franklin: No, I do not. 
 

Testimony of Franklin, TR. at p. 0044, l. 7; see also 0051, l. 12.  PSE&G claims that “the record 

is devoid of any evidence which in any way contradicts the evidence presented by PSE&G,” but 

PSE&G has presented no evidence that demonstrates that the line will have no impact on 

property values.  PSEG Initial Brief, p. 65. 

 PSE&G also claims that “the project will not impact the ability of homeowners to obtain 

an FHA Mortgage.”  PSEG Initial Brief, p. 65.  PSE&G claims that Exhibit P-24 is an 

“Engineering Fall-Distance Letter) when in fact it is not.  Nowhere in this letter did it state, as is 

required in a legitimate “fall distance letter” that her home was beyond the fall distance.  

24 Q If you look at this letter of November 12, 
25 2009, does this letter say anywhere that the tower 
1000 
1 is not within the engineering fall distance? 
2 That's just a yes or no. 
3 A I'm still reading. 
4 Q Thank you. 
5 A No, it doesn't. 

 
Testimony of Jaros, p. 999-1000. 
 
 At 190 feet, with a right of way of 150 feet, 75 feet each side of the centerline, the fall zone 

extends 115 feet beyond the edge of the right of way.  Nothing PSE&G argues obviates this 

simple mathematic fact – the right of way is too narrow to protect the safety of the public. 

The change in the design of the conductors is at issue.  PSE&G Initial Brief, p. 84-85.  To 

utilize that narrow existing right of way, PSE&G had to use very tall towers to move the 




