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Q. What is your name and business address? 1 

A. My name is Greg Rockrohr.  My business address is 527 East Capitol 2 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois  62701. 3 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 4 

A. I am employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) as a 5 

Senior Electrical Engineer in the Energy Division.  In my current position, I 6 

review various planning and operating practices at Illinois electric utilities 7 

and provide opinions or guidance to the Commission through Staff reports 8 

and testimony. 9 

Q. What is your previous work experience? 10 

A. Prior to joining the Commission Staff (“Staff”) in 2001, I was an electrical 11 

engineer at Pacific Gas and Electric Company in California for 12 

approximately 18 years.  Prior to that, I was an electrical engineer at 13 

Northern Indiana Public Service Company for approximately 3 years.  I am 14 

a registered professional engineer in the state of California. 15 

Q. What is your educational background? 16 

A. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering from 17 

Valparaiso University.  While employed in the utility industry and at the 18 

Commission, I have attended numerous classes and conferences relevant 19 

to electric utility operations. 20 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 21 

A. On September 29, 2011, Commonwealth Edison Company ("ComEd" or 22 

“the Company”) filed a petition requesting that the Commission determine 23 



Docket No. 11-0662 
ICC Staff Exhibit No. 1.0 

 

2 

that ComEd is not liable under Section 16-125(e) of the Public Utilities Act 24 

(“Act”), as a result of damage from the blizzard that struck ComEd’s 25 

service territory on February 1-2, 2011 (“February 1 Storm System”) 26 

because either: (i) Section 16-125(e) does not apply; or (ii) any liability 27 

should be waived because the interruptions were caused by 28 

unpreventable damage due to weather events or conditions.1

Q. What is your recommendation regarding ComEd's request in this 32 

proceeding?  33 

  My 29 

testimony responds to ComEd’s petition and the direct testimony that the 30 

Company filed in support of that petition. 31 

A. I recommend that the Commission determine that ComEd is not liable 34 

under Section 16-125(e).  I recommend that the Commission find that 35 

Section 16-125(e) is applicable to the February 1 Storm System, but that 36 

ComEd is not liable for damages.  I recommend a waiver covering 37 

unpreventable interruptions of four or more hours that were caused by 38 

lightning, uprooted trees, wind in excess of design criteria, and snow and 39 

ice, which both damaged ComEd’s distribution facilities and hampered 40 

ComEd’s repair and restoration. 41 

Q. Why should Section 16-125(e) apply to the February 1 Storm 42 

System? 43 

A. Section 16-125 of the Act is titled "Transmission and distribution reliability 44 

requirements", and subsection (e) states: 45 

                                            
1 Petition, p. 1. 
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(e) In the event that more than either (i) 30,000 (or some other 46 
number, but only as provided by statute) of the total 47 
customers or (ii) 0.8% (or some other percentage, but only 48 
as provided by statute) of the total customers, whichever is 49 
less, of an electric utility are subjected to a continuous power 50 
interruption of 4 hours or more that results in the 51 
transmission of power at less than 50% of the standard 52 
voltage, or that results in the total loss of power 53 
transmission, the utility shall be responsible for 54 
compensating customers affected by that interruption for 4 55 
hours or more for all actual damages, which shall not include 56 
consequential damages, suffered as a result of the power 57 
interruption. The utility shall also reimburse the affected 58 
municipality, county, or other unit of local government in 59 
which the power interruption has taken place for all 60 
emergency and contingency expenses incurred by the unit of 61 
local government as a result of the interruption. A waiver of 62 
the requirements of this subsection may be granted by the 63 
Commission in instances in which the utility can show that 64 
the power interruption was a result of any one or more of the 65 
following causes: 66 
(1) Unpreventable damage due to weather events or 67 

conditions. 68 
(2) Customer tampering. 69 
(3) Unpreventable damage due to civil or international 70 

unrest or animals. 71 
(4) Damage to utility equipment or other actions by a 72 

party other than the utility, its employees, agents, or 73 
contractors. 74 

Loss of revenue and expenses incurred in complying with 75 
this subsection may not be recovered from ratepayers. 76 

Since more than 30,000 of ComEd’s customers simultaneously 77 

experienced an interruption that lasted four hours or more during the 78 

February 1 Storm System, it is my opinion that Section 16-125(e) of the 79 

Act should apply, and that the Commission should consider ComEd’s 80 

waiver request. 81 
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Q. If the Commission were to agree with your conclusion that Section 82 

16-125(e) should apply to the February 1 Storm System, how would a 83 

waiver benefit ComEd? 84 

A. If the Commission grants ComEd a waiver based upon the conclusion that 85 

the interruptions were the result of unpreventable damage due to weather 86 

events or conditions, it is my understanding that those customers covered 87 

by the waiver would no longer be counted towards the 30,001 customer 88 

liability “trigger value” included in Section 16-125(e) of the Act.  If the total 89 

number of customers counted stays below 30,001, regardless of the 90 

number of customers who actually were subjected to a four hour or more 91 

interruption, then the utility would not be liable for damages under Section 92 

16-125(e). 93 

Q. What specifically does Section 16-125(e) state regarding a utility’s 94 

liability for damages? 95 

A. I understand Section 16-125(e) to state that, unless ComEd receives a 96 

waiver from the Commission, if more than 30,000 of its customers2 are 97 

subjected to a continuous power interruption that lasts four hours or more3

                                            
2 30,000 customers is less than 0.8% of ComEd’s 3.8 million customers, so is the number of 
customers that Staff understands would trigger the applicability of Section 16-125(e) of the Act. 

 98 

ComEd must compensate those customers for actual damages.  Also, 99 

unless ComEd receives a waiver from the Commission, ComEd must 100 

compensate units of local government for emergency and contingency 101 

3 To further explain: If a customer loses power in the morning for two hours, has power restored, 
but loses power for two hours again in the afternoon, then that customer would have been 
subjected to a continuous power interruption of 2 hours twice in one day, rather than a continuous 
power interruption of 4 hours. 
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expenses incurred as a result of the service interruption.  In my opinion, 102 

the utility’s liability under Section 16-125(e) does not include claims 103 

submitted by customers who experienced an interruption that (i) lasted 104 

under four hours, (ii) lasted four hours or longer, but occurred at a time 105 

when fewer than 30,001 customers were experiencing a four hour or 106 

longer interruption, or (iii) is covered by Commission waiver. 107 

ComEd’s Position regarding Liability under Section 16-125(e) 108 

Q. What is your understanding of ComEd’s position regarding the 109 

applicability of Section 16-125(e) of the Act? 110 

A. ComEd argues that liability under Section 16-125(e) of the Act could only 111 

occur if an individual outage event caused more than 30,000 of its 112 

customers to be subjected to a continuous interruption for four or more 113 

hours.  Specifically, Company witnesses William J. Gannon and John 114 

Mehrtens claim that the word “interruption” means “...a discrete event, 115 

caused by the failure of a piece of equipment or directly connected groups 116 

of equipment, that causes an interruption of the flow of electric current and 117 

affect a discrete set of customers, and has a specific start time and 118 

duration to full restoration.”4  Since none of the discrete outages that 119 

occurred during the February 1 Storm System resulted in more than 120 

30,000 customers experiencing an interruption of four hours or longer, 121 

ComEd’s position is that Section 16-125(e) of the Act should not apply.5

                                            
4 ComEd Ex. 2.0, pp. 16-17. 

 122 

5 Petition, pp. 5-6. 
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Q. Has ComEd's testimony regarding the definition and use of the word 123 

“interruption” changed your opinion regarding the applicability of 124 

Section 16-125(e)? 125 

A. No.  83 Illinois Administrative Code Part 411 is titled “Electric Reliability.”  126 

Section 411.20 includes a definition for “interruption” that is similar to the 127 

definition that ComEd endorses, but the definition also includes the 128 

phrase: “except as used in Sections 411.210 and 411.220” [emphasis 129 

added].  Section 411.220 is titled “Proceedings to Determine 130 

Responsibility Under 220 ILCS 5/16-125(e) & (f) and states: “As used in 131 

Sections 411.210 and 411.220, “Interruption” has the same meaning as 132 

when used in Section 16-125(e) of the Act.”6  The Commission 133 

distinguishes its use of the word “interruption” within Sections 411.210 and 134 

411.220 of 83 Ill. Adm. Code Part 411 and Section 16-125(e) of the Act 135 

from its use of the same word elsewhere in Part 411.  Since the 136 

Commission clearly recognizes that the word “interruption” can 137 

appropriately be used differently in different contexts, ComEd’s argument 138 

that if the Commission disagrees with ComEd’s interpretation “...it will 139 

have adopted a definition that is at odds with the pre-existing meaning of 140 

these words in the industry, and is inconsistent with its own definition of 141 

these words for reporting purposes” is baseless.7

                                            
6 Section 411.20 of 83 Ill. Admin. Code. 

 142 

7 ComEd Ex. 1.0, p. 6. 
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Furthermore, ComEd’s position regarding potential for liability; which 143 

appears to me to be based solely on the contextual use of the word 144 

“interruption,” creates an illogical outcome. 145 

Section 16-125(f) states in part: 146 

Customers with respect to whom a waiver has been granted 147 
by the Commission pursuant to subparagraphs (1)-(4) of 148 
subsections (e) and (f) shall not count toward the either (i) 149 
30,000 (or some other number, but only as provided by 150 
statute) of the total customers or (ii) 0.8% (or some other 151 
percentage, but only as provided by statute) of the total 152 
customers required therein. 153 

I am not a lawyer; however, in my opinion, the plain language of Section 154 

16-125(f) indicates that some number of customers subjected to an 155 

interruption of 4 or more hours can be excluded from the customer count if 156 

the interruption was caused by:  (1) unpreventable damage due to 157 

weather events or conditions; (2) customer tampering; (3) unpreventable 158 

damage due to civil or international unrest or animals; or (4) damage to 159 

utility equipment or other actions by a party other than the utility, its 160 

employees, agents, or contractors.  ComEd’s argument leads to the 161 

erroneous conclusion that all of the customers experiencing a 4-hour or 162 

longer interruption would necessarily have to experience an interruption 163 

due to the exact same discrete outage event in order for ComEd to be 164 

liable for damages.  Since Section 16-125(e) indicates that a waiver is to 165 

be based on the cause of the interruption, it is not clear how the 166 

Commission could determine that ComEd be granted a waiver for some, 167 

but not all customers affected by a single outage, as Section 16-125(f) 168 
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contemplates.  Furthermore, ComEd’s interpretation would mean that the 169 

large number of customers necessary to trigger Section 16-125(e) (more 170 

than 30,000) could only be affected by a single outage if that outage 171 

affected one or more of ComEd’s larger distribution substations for four or 172 

more hours.8

ComEd’s Waiver Request 177 

  No single outage on any of ComEd’s individual primary 173 

voltage distribution circuits could result in an interruption of service to 174 

more than 30,000 ComEd customers because none of these distribution 175 

circuits supply that many customers. 176 

Q. What factors should the Commission consider to determine whether 178 

ComEd’s customers experienced interruptions as a result of 179 

unpreventable damage from the February 1 Storm System? 180 

A. In Docket No. 08-0044, Staff described four showings that a utility should 181 

make in its request for a waiver so that the Commission can adequately 182 

evaluate the Company’s request.9

1. The facilities involved with the interruptions were appropriately designed, 186 

constructed and maintained.  The ability of electric distribution facilities to 187 

withstand adverse weather conditions or events is largely a function of the 188 

design and maintenance of those facilities.  If the damage would not have 189 

occurred to facilities that were appropriately designed, constructed and 190 

  I agree with Staff’s prior 183 

recommendation, and suggest that the Commission base its decision 184 

regarding ComEd’s waiver request upon the following: 185 

                                            
8 ComEd Ex. 1.0, p. 7 
9 Docket No. 08-0044, ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0 at 3-5. 
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maintained, then such damage cannot be classified as unpreventable.  191 

Thus, the Commission should require a showing that the facilities involved 192 

were appropriately designed, constructed, and maintained. 193 

2. Weather conditions or events occurred at or near outage locations that 194 

exceeded the standards to which the utility’s system were appropriately 195 

designed, constructed, and maintained.  If a utility’s facilities experienced 196 

conditions or events that exceeded the standards to which the facilities 197 

were appropriately designed, constructed, and maintained, then damage 198 

resulting from such conditions or events could be considered 199 

unpreventable from an engineering perspective.  Conversely, if the utility 200 

does not establish that its facilities were subjected to weather conditions 201 

or events that exceeded appropriate design standards, then it has not 202 

established that the damage which occurred due to those conditions was 203 

unpreventable. 204 

3. The particular outages at issue were caused by damage resulting from the 205 

weather events or conditions that exceeded appropriate design standards.  206 

From an operating perspective, a utility typically obtains information about 207 

damage causing an interruption by viewing the damage after it has 208 

already occurred.  While an after-the-fact damage assessment will 209 

sometimes allow the utility to reasonably assess the cause of the damage 210 

(for instance, when an uprooted tree is observed on top of downed power 211 

lines), it will sometimes be difficult to determine the exact cause of the 212 

damage from an after-the-fact viewing of the facilities (for instance, where 213 
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a line fuse operates and there is no evidence of animal activity or tree 214 

limbs in contact with the conductor).  At a minimum, the utility should be 215 

able to make some showing that the damage causing the interruptions 216 

was consistent with, and likely caused by, damage from the applicable 217 

weather events or conditions. 218 

4. The utility’s restoration effort was reasonable and did not contribute to the 219 

number or length of interruptions.  If the utility could have reasonably 220 

restored power in 1 hour, but did not restore power for 11 hours, then 10 221 

hours of the interruption duration was preventable.  Conversely, if the 222 

utility would normally have restored power in 1 hour, but weather 223 

conditions at the time of ComEd’s restoration caused ComEd’s restoration 224 

time to be 11 hours, then ComEd should not be liable for damages caused 225 

by the extended restoration time. 226 

Q. Referring to the showings listed above, did ComEd provide evidence 227 

to support its request that the Commission waive liability for 228 

damages under Section 16-125(e) of the Act? 229 

A. Yes.  ComEd witnesses William Gannon and John Mehrtens explain 230 

ComEd’s design and construction standards and explain that winds above 231 

60 mph may cause damage even to a properly designed and maintained 232 

system.10

                                            
10 ComEd Ex. 2.0, pp. 10-11. 

  ComEd witness Thomas Piazza explains that wind speeds 233 

exceeding ComEd’s design standards likely occurred throughout ComEd’s 234 

service territory between 3:00 p.m. on February 1 and 3:00 a.m. on 235 
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February 2, and lightning strikes contributed to the number of customers 236 

experiencing unpreventable interruptions.11  ComEd witness Cheryl 237 

Maletich describes ComEd’s preparation for and response to the blizzard, 238 

including personnel and equipment deployments that ComEd initiated 239 

prior to the onset of the blizzard.12

Q. What conclusions did you reach regarding Section 16-125(e) and the 250 

February 1 Storm System? 251 

  Ms. Maletich’s testimony and ComEd’s 240 

responses to Staff’s data requests convinced me that ComEd’s restoration 241 

effort with respect to the February 1 Storm System was well planned and 242 

executed.  Since one to two feet of snow accumulation along with drifting 243 

conditions made travel and access to ComEd’s damaged facilities both 244 

difficult and time consuming, it is my opinion that ComEd’s overall 245 

response to the February 1 Storm System was reasonable.  The 246 

interruption data that ComEd provided indicates that the longest 247 

interruption duration during the February 1 Storm System was 53.85 hours 248 

(2.24 days) for one customer in Ward 6 in Chicago. 249 

A. I concluded that Section 16-125(e) of the Act should apply to the February 252 

1 Storm System, and that the Commission should grant ComEd a waiver 253 

that will remove ComEd’s liability for damages.  Blizzard conditions 254 

existed across ComEd’s entire service area that included winds in excess 255 

of ComEd’s design standards, lightning, icing, and snow accumulation 256 

with drifting that severely hampered ComEd’s ability to travel to, access, 257 

                                            
11 ComEd Ex. 4.0, pp. 2-3. 
12 ComEd Ex. 3.0, pp. 10-13. 



Docket No. 11-0662 
ICC Staff Exhibit No. 1.0 

 

12 

and repair damaged facilities.  ComEd showed that damage to its facilities 258 

associated with most of the outages with associated interruptions lasting 259 

four or more hours were unpreventable and caused by the weather 260 

conditions.  I concluded that the Commission’s waiver, at a minimum 261 

should include outages caused by lightning, uprooted trees, wind, and ice.  262 

Further, I determined that ComEd did not unnecessarily prolong the 263 

interruptions that occurred, but took proactive measures to minimize 264 

outage times with advanced deployment of equipment and personnel.  I 265 

determined that, if the Commission were to adopt my recommendation, 266 

fewer than 12,000 customers would be counted towards the “more than 267 

30,000” trigger value for liability included in Section 16-125(e).  Therefore, 268 

ComEd would not be liable for damages claimed by its customers who, 269 

during the blizzard, were subjected to a continuous interruption of four 270 

hours or more. 271 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 272 

A. Yes. 273 
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