July 28, 2008

Mr. James Miller, CEO

PPL Electric Utilities

Two North Ninth Street

Allentown, PA 18101-1179

Dear Mr. Miller:

This letter serves to summarize many meetings/conversations that I, as

well as key members of my staff, have had with employees from your

company and outside experts regarding the selection of Route C for the

Susquehanna-Roseland Power Line project.  As a result, I now write to

formally oppose the selection of Route C.

After reviewing the information and comparing Route C with Routes A and

B, I believe that choosing one of the other routes will best serve the

interests PPL as well as those of citizens of the Lehigh Valley and

Northeast Pennsylvania.

It is my sincere belief, based on my review of all relevant factors,

that the following disadvantages involved in selecting Route C make it

the least practical route:

*       Land acquisition: Each of PPL's alternative routes involves

following existing lines and acquiring some percentage of right-of-way

to complete the project.  PPL currently has right-of-way for 60% of

Route A, 95% of Route B and only 55% of Route C.

*       Project Cost: PPL owns future right of way for another 35-40% of

Route C. Since a more significant percentage of land preparation would

be required in order to facilitate construction on Route C, the

corresponding costs of utilizing this route would most likely exceed

those of Route A or B. In addition, it is my understanding that

infrastructure needs along Route B require reconstruction of utility

lines that PPL utilizes on this route.  Building new capacity on Route A

or C while rebuilding and not updating existing capacity on Route B

would most likely result in an unnecessary duplication of expended

resources.

*       Population Density: The number of residential and commercial

properties located within close proximity of the current and future

right of way for Route C exceeds that of both Route A and Route B.

*       Public Input: It is my understanding, pursuant to information

provided to me by PPL's project managers, that the vast majority of the

oppositional public input PPL received both at public meetings and via

its website came from potential affected parties of proposed Route C.

As you are aware, the U.S. Department of Energy estimates that America

will need between 1,300 and 1,900 new power plants over the next two

decades.  That averages out to more than one new power plant per week

every week for the next 20-years. Given our ever-increasing need for

more electric generation and corresponding transmission capacity, I am

not opposed to PPL's plan to construct new transmission lines.  For

after all, new capacity in our indigenous sources of energy is the best

means to reduce our dependency on foreign sources of fossil fuels.

However, given the alternatives available to provide for future electric

transmission needs of the Lehigh Valley and Northeast Pennsylvania which

are more advantageous to both PPL and its residential/commercial

ratepayers, I respectfully request that PPL consider an alternative to

your proposed Route C in the Susquehanna-Roseland Power Line project.

Thank you in advance for giving serious consideration to my concerns and

my opposition to the selection of Route C. Please do not hesitate to

contact me if you would wish to discuss my concerns in further detail.

Very truly yours,

Patrick M. Browne

Senator 16th District
