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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Cheryl M. Maletich.  My business address is 1700 Spencer Road, Joliet, 4 

Illinois 60433. 5 

Q. By whom and in what position are you employed? 6 

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in the position of 7 

Director of Operations, Distribution Operations Control Center.   8 

B. Summary of Testimony and Conclusions 9 

Q. What are the purposes of your testimony? 10 

A. The purposes of my direct testimony are: (1) to describe the many service interruptions 11 

caused by damage from the blizzard that moved across ComEd’s service territory on 12 

February 1-2, 2011 (“February 1 Storm System”) as described in the direct testimony of 13 

Mr. Thomas Piazza (ComEd Ex. 4.0); (2) to discuss why those service interruptions were 14 

not preventable; and (3) to address ComEd’s response to the interruptions resulting from 15 

the February 1 Storm System. 16 

Q. What, in summary, is your conclusion? 17 

A. I reach several conclusions.  First, the February 1 Storm System, as described in the 18 

direct testimony of Mr. Thomas Piazza (ComEd Ex. 4.0), produced high winds, which 19 

directly damaged ComEd’s distribution system and also caused indirect damage from 20 

causes such as fallen trees and limbs, flying debris, etc.  Further, the storm produced 21 

prolonged blizzard conditions causing whiteout conditions, record snow fall of 10 to 24 22 
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inches, snow drifts 2 to 5 feet with a few drifts 10 feet and higher, and sub-zero 23 

temperatures, which affected restoration efforts.  Second, the weather-related damage to 24 

ComEd’s distribution system during the February 1 Storm System was unpreventable.  25 

ComEd could not reasonably or prudently design, construct, or maintain its electric 26 

distribution system in a way that could have prevented such damage.  While it does not 27 

make sense for ComEd to individually study every interruption, if all the interruptions 28 

were aggregated across ComEd’s service territory, we know with certainty that at least 29 

36,000 of the interruptions caused by the February 1 Storm System were not preventable.  30 

Finally, for the February 1 Storm System, ComEd was prepared and able to dispatch the 31 

resources required to support a timely and effective restoration effort despite the 32 

dangerous road conditions and the difficulty accessing the affected ComEd equipment. 33 

C. Background and Qualifications 34 

Q. What are your current duties and responsibilities for ComEd? 35 

A. As Director of ComEd’s Distribution Operations Control Center (“OCC”), I am 36 

responsible for its operational oversight and development of business strategy.  I direct a 37 

group of approximately 200 employees, who are responsible for distribution outage 38 

response, restoration and communications, and coordination of planned switching to 39 

facilitate system maintenance and upgrades, all of which must be performed in a safe and 40 

expeditious manner within system operating parameters.  I am an active 41 

member/participant in numerous efforts at ComEd related to benchmarking and 42 

identifying and sharing best practices related to utility operations.  I am also responsible 43 

for the oversight of and accountability for accessing new technologies which target 44 
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enhanced reliability, improved customer satisfaction and reduced costs.  In addition, I am 45 

a key decision maker in Smart Grid and Advanced Metering Infrastructure projects.   46 

Q. Prior to your current position, what other positions have you held at ComEd? 47 

A. Prior to my current position, I was manager of Operations Planning, where I was 48 

responsible for optimizing the practices, policies, procedures and programs to efficiently 49 

operate ComEd’s electric distribution system safely and reliably.  In that position, I 50 

directed a group of 27 employees, who write clearance orders for all the planned work on 51 

the distribution system, communicate and affirm resource requirements with the 52 

operating field groups, and coordinate planned outages with customers.  In that position, I 53 

developed a new philosophy for taking into account customer counts during switching 54 

evolutions to minimize customer exposure.  I partnered with ComEd’s Engineering 55 

Department to create a new risk scoring system that evaluates system risk on 34kV lines 56 

that are switched abnormally.  I created a new group at the OCC to better manage 57 

customer requested outages and coordination with field resource to improve customer 58 

satisfaction.  I led the effort that improved (1) DSO Customer On-Time percentages each 59 

year from 2007 to 2009 to an all-time high of 91.3%; (2) DSO Switching On-Time 60 

percentages each year from 2007 to 2009 to an all-time high of 96.3%; and (3) Human 61 

Performance with a 76% reduction in distribution incidents.   62 

Q. What positions have you held prior to that? 63 

A. I was Manager of Performance Analysis and Program Strategy at Exelon Corporation 64 

(“Exelon”).  In this position, I was responsible for the development of a rolling five year 65 

strategic plan to meet the corporation’s financial, reliability and customer satisfaction 66 

goals and ensure the most efficient use of energy delivery assets system wide.  Also, at 67 
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Exelon, I served as Manager of Support Organization where I was responsible for 68 

creating and managing a start-up group to act as a liaison between Information 69 

Technology (“IT”) and Energy Delivery Operations.  70 

Prior to my positions at Exelon, I was Manager of Distribution Planning at 71 

ComEd, where I was responsible for managing a group of five employees in the creation 72 

of substation and distribution plans to maintain the operability and reliability of a portion 73 

of the ComEd system.  I also held the position of Manager of Material Availability and 74 

Purchasing Specialist, where I was responsible for managing a group of eight employees 75 

in the management of inventory for all ComEd Energy Delivery material and contract 76 

approvals for major transmission and substation equipment.  I also have held various 77 

engineering positions at ComEd.  78 

Q. What is your educational background? 79 

A. I received a BSEE, Electrical Engineering from the University of Illinois at Chicago.  I 80 

received an MBA in Finance from DePaul University.   81 

Q. Are you a member of any professional organizations? 82 

A. Yes.  I am the ComEd Chair of the Energetic Women’s Committee for the Midwest 83 

Energy Association.  I am also an active member of Society of Women Engineers.  84 

II. February 1 Storm System 85 

A. Effect of the February 1 Storm System on ComEd’s Distribution System 86 

Q. Are you familiar with the weather events that occurred during the February 1 87 

Storm System? 88 

A. Yes I am. 89 
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Q. How did the February 1 Storm System cause interruptions on ComEd’s distribution 90 

system? 91 

A. The February 1 Storm System directly damaged ComEd distribution facilities primarily 92 

through severe winds.  During the February 1 Storm System, approximately 177,000 93 

customers lost service at one time or another.  The largest single continuous power 94 

interruption lasting four hours or more affected 2,219 customers, about 7% of the 30,001 95 

customer threshold contained in Section 16-125(e) of the PUA.  In addition, winds can 96 

cause indirect damage, primarily due to debris contact. 97 

Q. How did the high winds cause damage to ComEd’s electric distribution system 98 

during the storm? 99 

A. Wind that downed trees and broke tree limbs, resulting in broken utility poles and/or 100 

fallen conductors, was the primary driver of the reported damage from the February 1 101 

Storm System.  Strong winds can damage electric distribution facilities by directly 102 

causing failure of wires and support structures and by downing trees or breaking limbs, 103 

resulting in broken utility poles and crossarms, fallen conductors, and/or faults caused by 104 

tree branches or limbs contacting conductors.  In addition, strong winds blow other 105 

materials and debris that can cause damage and interruptions when it contacts utility 106 

facilities.  Although the distribution system must be constructed to withstand normal 107 

exposure to winds, icing, and temperature extremes, a system constructed to standards 108 

cannot be expected to withstand falling trees, limbs and the impacts from large blown 109 

debris.  Likewise, even a systems ability to withstand direct wind stress has limits and a 110 

number of the wind gusts experienced during this Storm System were extraordinary. 111 
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Q. Did the interruptions concentrate in any particular location or at any particular 112 

time during the storms? 113 

A. No.  The February 1 Storm System caused interruptions throughout ComEd’s service 114 

territory. 115 

Q. How was ComEd’s electric distribution system affected by the February 1 Storm 116 

System? 117 

A. The February 1 Storm System resulted in damage that included: 118 

 Wires torn down from wind, or from trees and tree limbs falling on wires, poles, 119 

and other facilities.  120 

 Broken tree limbs falling on wires/equipment and/or making contact with primary 121 

wires and equipment causing short circuits and protective devices such as fuses, 122 

reclosers and circuit breakers to operate.  123 

 Damaged overhead facilities including conductors and support equipment 124 

resulting from contiued high winds and gusts causing repeated conductor 125 

movement that induces failure. 126 

Q. How do you know that weather events caused these outages if you were not present 127 

at the time that the damage that caused each outage occurred? 128 

A. It is not necessary to be present when and where each item of damage occurred to know 129 

that the damage is weather related.  I rely on evidence such as: (1) the nature of the storm 130 

system and objective data about its strength, scope, and characteristics; (2) information 131 

gathered by the crews observing the damage in the field; (3) the nature of the damage, 132 

which itself is often indicative of cause; (4) the condition and design of ComEd’s system 133 

and its performance in the absence of extreme weather events; and (5) expert engineering 134 
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analysis.  Based on that information, we know that the causes of the outages that, in 135 

aggregate, hit ComEd’s system on February 1 and 2 was the severe weather.  Moreover, 136 

the level of outages associated with other, unrelated events (e.g., third-party dig ins 137 

unrelated to storm repair) would not come close to totalling 30,000 customers even when 138 

aggregated.   139 

1. Damage to ComEd Facilities Resulting  140 
From Contact With Foreign Objects 141 

Q. Ms. Maletich, I now want to ask you about two specific causes of weather related 142 

interruptions.  How was ComEd’s distribution system damaged by contact with 143 

foreign objects? 144 

A. Components of ComEd’s systems were damaged by contact with foreign objects through: 145 

(1) trees and tree limbs being knocked down and striking ComEd’s facilities causing both 146 

physical and electrical damage, and (2) tree branches and limbs being pushed into contact 147 

with ComEd facilities, principally causing electrical damage due to faults.  Interruptions 148 

caused by such damage (including tree contact and broken tree branches and limbs), 149 

accounted for 11% of the 785 interruptions for the February 1 Storm System. 150 

Q. How does ComEd know its distribution facilities were damaged by falling trees and 151 

tree limbs, tree limbs and branches being pushed into contact with such facilities 152 

and other blown debris? 153 

A. When an outage is reported, an outage ticket is issued.  The crews and supervisors are in 154 

the field reviewing and repairing the damage.  Moreover, once restoration is complete, 155 

the outage ticket is closed and the outage cause category recorded by the crew that 156 
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performed restoration work is entered into ComEd’s database.  Based on the outage 157 

tickets from February 1-2, 2011, the following is a list of the top three causes for outages: 158 

Cause/Cause Detail 
# of  
Outages 

# of  
Customers 

Weather-Related 517 119,565 

Limb Broken – Primary; Uprooted Tree – Primary; Tree 
Contact – Primary 

89 7,008 

Overhead Equipment-Related 86 22,013 
 159 

2. Winds of February 1 Storm System  160 
Exceeded Applicable Standards 161 

Q. What were the wind speeds during the February 1 Storm System? 162 

A. High winds occurred throughout the service territory and were recorded a variety of 163 

reporting stations.  The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (“NOAA”) 164 

received multiple high wind reports in Will, Kendall, Livingston, DeKalb, Lake, DuPage 165 

and Cook counties.  While local maximum wind speeds only coincidentally occur at 166 

measurement stations, measured readings included 70 mph at Chicago’s Lakefront, 67 167 

mph at Burns Harbor, 63 mph at Waukegan Harbor, 61 mph in Pontiac and O’Hare 168 

International Airport, 59 mph in Aurora and Romeoville, 58 mph at Midway Airport, 54 169 

mph in West Chicago, 53 mph in Waukegan and Calumet, and 52 mph in Joliet and 170 

DeKalb.  The Commission, particularly in cases such as this where wind damage was 171 

relatively modest, should focus of system winds speeds not just wind speeds at official 172 

recording stations.  It would be the wildest of coincidences if the highest wind speeds 173 

happened to occur at official reporting stations or even locations where wind speeds are 174 

continuously measured. 175 
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Q. Did the wind speeds experienced during the Storm Systems exceed the capability of 176 

ComEd facilities? 177 

A. Yes.  As explained by Messrs. Gannon and Mehrtens, ComEd’s distribution system is 178 

designed to meet the NESC “heavy” loading requirements which are 4 pounds per square 179 

foot wind at 0 degrees F with ½ inch of ice.  This force is roughly equivalent to 180 

approximately a 60 MPH wind with no ice for a typical ComEd pole.  Based upon the 181 

storm data, conditions in many parts of the area exceeded the applicable design criteria. 182 

Q. Can sustained winds and gust damage ComEd’s system in other ways that proper 183 

design does not address or mitigate? 184 

A. Yes.  High winds propel debris and break tree limbs and branches.  Even a structure that 185 

is designed to withstand the wind is not protected from wind-blown debris or contact 186 

from vegetation, such as broken trees or tree limbs.  These events occur at even lower 187 

wind speeds.   188 

B. The Storm Damage Was Unpreventable 189 

Q. If ComEd has designed, and constructed its electric distribution system according to 190 

the appropriate standards, why were there approximately 785 individual 191 

interruptions that resulted from the February 1 Storm System? 192 

A. The weather conditions exceeded those that a reasonably and prudently designed electric 193 

distribution system could sustain.  The weather conditions damaged a number of 194 

ComEd’s delivery facilities in several different ways, including via tree contact, and 195 

direct damage caused by wind.  In the case of this storm, the weather related damage was 196 

not preventable.  As I previously testified, the weather-related contact causes damage that 197 

cannot be prevented by reasonable and prudent utility action.  On a system-wide basis, 198 
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weather conditions on February 1 and 2, 2011 exceeded the capability of ComEd 199 

facilities causing direct damage to those facilities.   200 

Q. Couldn’t the outages experienced on February 1-2, 2011 be a result of poor 201 

maintenance? 202 

A. No.  ComEd had performed all necessary maintenance of its electric delivery facilities 203 

involved in the interruptions, including tree trimming, and distribution line and substation 204 

inspection, repair or replacement.  Please see the Direct Panel Testimony of Messrs. 205 

Gannon and Mehrtens.   206 

II. Restoration Efforts 207 

Q. What actions did ComEd take prior to these weather conditions striking? 208 

A. ComEd monitored the blizzard as it approached as well as when it moved across our 209 

service territory.  Monitoring data was secured both from the National Weather Service 210 

and from private meteorological data sources.  This allowed us to prepare in advance and 211 

helped assure that our response to both storm systems was enabled.  It was the first step 212 

in our effective and efficient restoration. 213 

Q. How did ComEd prepare for the February 1 blizzard in advance? 214 

A. Because it had advanced notice of the blizzard, ComEd created and instituted an action 215 

plan because restoration would be slowed by impassable roads, as discussed in the direct 216 

testimony of Thomas Piazza (ComEd Ex. 4.0), and blocked access to ComEd facilities by 217 

snow.  The plan defined a pro-active snowplowing strategy that dispatched crews and 218 

identified areas/paths that needed to be cleared for access to allow crews to restore 219 

customers safely and quickly.  It included a Fleet plan that checked vehicles, sent out 220 
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alerts about driving and vehicle safety for blizzard conditions, and attempted to find 221 

covered locations to park ComEd trucks to keep them out of the weather.  The plan 222 

included sending two or three flatbed trucks loaded with supplies to be sent before the 223 

blizzard to each of ComEd’s three major hubs.  The supplies included wood products, 224 

such as arms and braces, reels of primary and secondary cable and a mix of transformers.  225 

The supplies were covered and strapped down with a tarp so that the supplies will be free 226 

of snow.  This allowed crews to begin restoration immediately and not wait for closed 227 

roads to be plowed.  Orders for supplies such as road salt, scrapers, torches and propane 228 

were placed in advance.  Further, ComEd personnel in OCC were provided 229 

accommodations in nearby hotels so that they would be nearby ComEd’s offices.  In fact, 230 

this plan was so successful; it was memorialized in ComEd’s Winter Blizzard Response 231 

Protocols. 232 

Q. Was ComEd prepared to respond to the outages resulting from the February 1 233 

Storm System?  234 

A. Yes.  ComEd was able to deploy its own crews and outside contractors to the respond to 235 

the February 1 Storm System.  ComEd deployed 204 overhead construction crews, 126 236 

other construction crews, 134 overhead electrician specialists (first responders and 237 

overhead facility trouble shooters), 16 vegetation management crews, 32 line patrollers 238 

and wire watchers, and 41 contractor crews.  While we must always meet the challenge 239 

of deploying our resources well as a storm develops, perhaps in unexpected ways, we did 240 

not experience shortages of manpower or equipment during the restoration efforts.   241 
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Q. How does ComEd ensure the competency of non-ComEd crews deployed during a 242 

restoration effort like this? 243 

A. According to existing contracts, contractors are required to provide competent and 244 

qualified personnel, which is defined as 245 

Contractor shall employ and cause each Subcontractor to employ 246 
competent, appropriately trained, and experienced employees for the Work 247 
to be performed. Contractor shall have full responsibility for the conduct 248 
of all employees employed on or in connection with the Work (including 249 
employees of any Subcontractor) and will ensure that there is adequate, 250 
daily supervision of all Work.  Contractor shall be familiar with and 251 
observe established and accepted labor practices, procedures, and project 252 
agreements.  253 

Furthermore, they are required to maintain “all professional qualifications, licenses, 254 

permits, certifications and skills and appropriately complete all training required by 255 

applicable Laws or advisable to perform [such work].” 256 

Q. How did ComEd dispatch crews in response to the February 1 Storm System? 257 

A. ComEd prioritizes its dispatch of crews and equipment during extreme weather using an 258 

established process, as detailed in its Storm Restoration Process Procedure, EP-ED-1001.  259 

Once ComEd’s Call Center receives an outage report from a customer, an outage ticket is 260 

created.  Outage tickets are assessed by Operations Control Center and prioritized.  261 

Outage tickets for potential electrical contact, structure fires, and other hazardous 262 

conditions were dispatched first.  The larger plan allowed for restoring feeder lockouts 263 

first and then device, transformer and service outages. 264 

Q. Did ComEd continue to employ procedures designed to minimize overall outage 265 

duration? 266 
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A. Yes.  In accordance with its procedures, ComEd followed a “cut & run” process whereby 267 

first responders restore customers by cutting wire in the clear, closing breakers at the 268 

station and field switching to pick up load.  Field patrols were performed to determine 269 

more extensive damage on the remaining portion of the circuit/feeder that is not restored 270 

to identify damage and materials needed.  Vegetation crews were dispatched to remove 271 

trees and limbs and Construction crews to make repairs as needed. 272 

Q. What other efforts did ComEd undertake to speed the restoration process? 273 

A. Due to the number of crews that were called in, additional dispatching and work package 274 

preparation capabilities were required to keep crews actively restoring customers.   275 

Q. Was ComEd’s response to the interruptions resulting from the February 1 Storm 276 

System timely and effective? 277 

A. Yes.  Given the impassable roads and no access to ComEd’s facilities that resulted 278 

following the blizzard, ComEd responded to the interruptions in a timely and effective 279 

manner.  48% of the approximately 177,000 customers affected were restored within 4 280 

hours from losing power, more than 65% within 8 hours of losing power, and 90% within 281 

18 hours.  Given the nature and scope of the damage, this was an effective and timely 282 

restoration effort. 283 

Q. Does this complete your direct testimony? 284 

A. Yes.  285 


