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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. Are you the same Greg Rockrohr who previously testified in this 4 

docket? 5 

A. Yes.  My prepared direct testimony in this docket is ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0. 6 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 7 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to update the recommendation 8 

made in my direct testimony regarding a Section 16-125(e) waiver after 9 

reviewing additional information on wind speeds presented in ComEd 10 

rebuttal testimony.  In my direct testimony, I recommended that the 11 

Commission grant ComEd waivers for each of the Summer 2011 Storm 12 

Systems to cover customers whose interruptions were caused by lightning 13 

and uprooted trees, as I considered those interruptions to be 14 

unpreventable.1

                                            
1 Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 2. 

  For three of the six storm events included in ComEd’s 15 

petition, the waiver I recommended in my direct testimony would cause 16 

the number of customers who simultaneously experienced an interruption 17 

of four or more hours to fall below the 30,001 trigger level for liability 18 

specified in Section 16-125(e) of the Act.  In my direct testimony, I found 19 

that customer counts for the June 21 storm, July 11 storm, and July 27 20 

storm remained above the 30,001 trigger value.  I suggested that if 21 

ComEd wished to demonstrate that more of the outages that occurred 22 

during these three storms should be considered unpreventable, so that 23 
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more customers would be covered by my waiver recommendation, 24 

ComEd should link specific weather conditions that exceeded its 25 

appropriate design standards to specific outages that occurred during 26 

each storm.2

Q. What is your updated recommendation? 33 

  ComEd witness Thomas Piazza provided spreadsheets 27 

associated with the June 21, July 11, and July 27 storm events that supply 28 

the maximum wind gust speeds that existed at the approximate time and 29 

location specific outages occurred.  This additional wind speed data has 30 

led me to conclude that waivers for these three storm events should cover 31 

additional customers. 32 

A. I continue to recommend that the Commission find that Section 16-125(e) 34 

is applicable to all six of the storms included in the Summer 2011 Storm 35 

Systems and that ComEd is liable for damages resulting from an 36 

interruption lasting four or more hours, unless a waiver reduces the 37 

number of customers so as to negate that liability.  The additional 38 

information regarding wind speeds that ComEd provided in rebuttal 39 

testimony leads me to recommend that the Commission expand the 40 

applicable waivers to include those customers whose interruption was 41 

caused by either broken tree limbs or wind/tornado if wind gusts exceeded 42 

60 miles per hour at the approximate time and location of the associated 43 

outage.  I found that expanding the waiver in this manner causes counts 44 

for the purpose of determining liability to fall below 30,001 for both the 45 

June 21 and July 27 storm events, but the customer count for the July 11 46 
                                            
2 Staff Ex. 1.0, pp. 21-29 
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storm event remains above this trigger value.  Therefore, under the 47 

updated waiver that I recommend, ComEd’s liability for the June 21 and 48 

July 27 storm events would be eliminated, but ComEd’s potential liability 49 

for damages for the July 11 storm event would not be eliminated.  I have 50 

included only those customers in my waiver recommendations that, based 51 

upon evidence ComEd provided to date, were affected by an 52 

unpreventable interruption.  I would be willing to further modify my 53 

recommendation regarding the July 11 storm event if ComEd 54 

demonstrates in surrebuttal that additional customers should be included 55 

in the waiver.  For example, in the event ComEd is able to demonstrate 56 

that it was unable to engage in tree trimming prior to the July 11 storm 57 

event due to the failure or refusal of property owners or municipal officials 58 

to afford it necessary access, or allow trimming of adequate scope, and 59 

such failure or refusal was the cause of outages that resulted in 60 

interruptions to some of the customers not covered by my updated waiver 61 

recommendation, I am prepared to consider that factor in coming to a final 62 

conclusion regarding liability.   63 

Q. How did you determine the updated customer counts for your 64 

updated waiver recommendation? 65 

A. I reviewed the additional information about weather conditions that ComEd 66 

witness Thomas Piazza provided in ComEd Ex. 9.0, particularly the wind 67 

speeds that were occurring at the approximate time of the outages for 68 
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each storm.3  If an outage lasting more than four hours occurred when 69 

wind gusts exceeded 60 miles per hour, and was caused by a broken limb 70 

or wind/tornado, I concluded that the outage was likely unpreventable.  71 

Thus, the customers experiencing a four or more hour interruption as a 72 

result of the broken limb or wind/tornado could appropriately be included 73 

in a waver.  ComEd Ex. 7.01 shows that a typical ComEd distribution pole 74 

installation should be capable of withstanding winds of approximately 65 75 

miles per hour if there is no icing on the conductor.  Note that the data Mr. 76 

Piazza provided is based upon estimated wind speeds, so that actual wind 77 

speeds could be somewhat higher or lower.4

                                            
3 ComEd’s response to Staff data request ENG 3.01 provided Excel versions of the tables that 
ComEd included with ComEd Ex. 9.01, 9.02, and 9.03. 

  For this reason, the 78 

Commission can reasonably consider damage caused by wind speeds 79 

above 60 miles per hour to be unpreventable.  Wind gusts exceeding 60 80 

miles per hour are not common, and in addition to causing damage to 81 

utility poles, healthy trees and/or limbs can break during such wind gusts.  82 

Using the same method I described in my direct testimony, I divided the 83 

entire storm event into discrete time intervals, and determined the number 84 

of customers during each interval whose interruption lasting four or more 85 

hours was caused by a broken limb and wind/tornado - but only if the wind 86 

gust speed at the approximate time of the outage, according to Mr. 87 

Piazza, exceeded 60 miles per hour.  My recommendation relies heavily 88 

4 In ComEd Ex. 9.01, p. 1, ComEd suggests that the wind speeds it lists are accurate to within +/- 
5 miles per hour. 
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on the weather condition information that Mr. Piazza provided, and the 89 

accuracy of the outage cause information that ComEd reported. 90 

Q. Regarding the waiver you recommend, why did you exclude outages 91 

caused by “tree contact?” 92 

A. When trimming the trees that grow adjacent to overhead distribution 93 

circuits, electric utilities must take winds into account and adequately trim 94 

branches and limbs so that winds do not blow limbs and branches that 95 

remain connected to the trees into the power lines.  Furthermore, the 96 

winds discussed above are typically not sustained: they are gusts lasting 97 

only a few seconds,5

Q. Why did you exclude outages caused by flooding within your waiver 104 

recommendation? 105 

 and I believe ComEd could and should have trimmed 98 

trees to prevent limbs from swaying into power lines.  It is my opinion that, 99 

generally, interruptions caused by tree contacts are preventable, whereas, 100 

an interruption caused by a properly trimmed limb that breaks off and falls 101 

into the power lines would be unpreventable if wind speeds approach or 102 

exceed utility design standards. 103 

A. It is not apparent to me that outages caused by flooding were 106 

unpreventable.  ComEd did not describe any measures it attempted to 107 

take, such as pumping and/or use of barriers, to minimize damage due to 108 

flooding.  In addition, the table Ms. Maletich includes in her rebuttal 109 

testimony (ComEd Ex. 10.0, p. 4) illustrates that flooding caused an 110 

                                            
5 ComEd Ex. 9.1, p. 1 –ComEd states wind gusts have a maximum duration of 3 seconds. 
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interruption to only 24 of the customers who experienced an interruption 111 

lasting 4 hours or more for all three of the storms combined. 112 

Q. What is the result of your updated analysis for the June 21, July 11, 113 

and July 27 storms? 114 

A. Using my updated waiver recommendation, the number of customers 115 

simultaneously experiencing interruptions lasting four or more hours 116 

during each storm, that the Commission should use to determine potential 117 

liability, are listed in the table below: 118 

 
 
 
Start Date of 
the Storm 

Number of Customers 
Simultaneously Experiencing a 4-
hour or More Interruption and 
Not Covered by an Appropriate 
Waiver 

June 21 21,074 
July 11 82,449 
July 27 15,187 

Only those customers represented in the totals for July 11 storm would be 119 

eligible to collect actual damages from ComEd under the provisions of 120 

Section 16-125(e). 121 

Q. Did any of the statements that ComEd included in its rebuttal 122 

testimony affect your position regarding the applicability of Section 123 

16-125(e) of the Act? 124 

A. No.  My position remains the same.  Section 16-125(e) of the Act should 125 

apply to all six of the storm systems that ComEd included in its petition.  126 

ComEd witness Dr. Phillip O’Connor misrepresents my position when he 127 

states: “I certainly agree with Mr. Rockrohr that the law should only apply 128 
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to larger interruptions.” 6

 June 21, 2011, Storm Event 136 

  I believe the Commission should waive ComEd’s 129 

liability for those customers who simultaneously experienced an 130 

interruption of four or more hours if that interruption was due to lightning, 131 

due to uprooted trees, and due to broken limbs or wind/tornado if winds 132 

exceeded 60 miles per hour, which is a wind speed that approximately 133 

matches ComEd’s design standard.  My updated conclusions about the 134 

June 21, July 11, and July 27 storm events are as follows: 135 

Q. What do you conclude regarding ComEd’s waiver request for the 137 

storm event of June 21, 2011? 138 

A. The maximum number of customers who simultaneously experienced an 139 

interruption during any four hour period was 237,168.  More than 30,000 140 

customers simultaneously experienced an interruption lasting at least 4 141 

hours during each of the four hour periods ending from 12:37 a.m. on 142 

June 22 to 9:00 p.m. on June 23. 7

                                            
6 ComEd Ex. 6.0, p. 12. 

  The updated waiver I support includes 143 

up to 216,657 customers.  Eliminating additional customers whose 144 

interruption was caused by broken limbs and/or wind/tornado when winds 145 

exceeded 60 miles per hour involves 1,512 outages, and leaves a 146 

maximum count of 21,074 customers who simultaneously experienced an 147 

interruption lasting four hours or more due to outage causes not covered 148 

by the waiver.  Since 21,074 customers is below the 30,001 “trigger value” 149 

for liability, the updated waiver that I recommend eliminates ComEd’s 150 

7 Staff Ex. 1.0, pp. 23-24. 



Docket No. 11-0588 
ICC Staff Exhibit No. 2.0 

8 

liability under Section 16-125(e) of the Act for the storm event of June 21, 151 

2011. 152 

July 11, 2011, Storm Event 153 

Q. What do you conclude regarding ComEd’s waiver request for the 154 

Storm Event of July 11, 2011? 155 

A. The maximum number of customers who simultaneously experienced an 156 

interruption during any four hour period was 483,816.  More than 30,000 157 

customers simultaneously experienced an interruption lasting at least 4 158 

hours during each of the four hour periods ending on July 11, 2011, from 159 

11:31 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. on July 14; on July 14 during each of the four 160 

hour periods ending 11:39 p.m. to 11:43 p.m.; on July 14 during each of 161 

the four hour periods ending 11:50 to 11:51 p.m.; on July 15 during the 162 

four hour period ending 12:01 a.m.; on July 15 during each of the four 163 

hour periods ending 12:04 to 12:08 a.m.; and on July 15 during each of 164 

the four hour periods ending 12:23 a.m. to 8:05 a.m. 8

                                            
8 Staff Ex. 1.0, pp. 25-26. 

  The updated 165 

waiver I support includes up to 401,367 customers.  Eliminating additional 166 

customers whose interruption was caused by broken limbs and/or 167 

wind/tornado when winds exceeded 60 miles per hour involves 3,496 168 

outages, and leaves a maximum count of 82,449 customers who 169 

simultaneously experienced an interruption lasting four hours or more due 170 

to outage causes not covered by the waiver.  Since 82,449 customers is 171 

above the 30,001 “trigger value” for liability, the updated waiver that I 172 



Docket No. 11-0588 
ICC Staff Exhibit No. 2.0 

9 

recommend would not eliminate ComEd’s potential liability for damages 173 

under Section 16-125(e) of the Act for the storm event of July 11, 2011. 174 

As I stated above, it is my opinion that interruptions caused by tree 175 

contacts are generally preventable.  However, I note that ComEd witness 176 

Craig Chesley states that: 177 

Distribution lines at the 12kV level and below frequently pass 178 
through residential backyards and streets where the public 179 
often has little or no tolerance for essentially removing all 180 
overhang around those power lines.  Indeed, I have 181 
experienced, first hand, the concerns and resistance 182 
surrounding our tree trimming activities.  Thus, ComEd must 183 
delicately balance reliability with arboricultural standards and 184 
the demands of the numerous communities we serve.9

In the event ComEd is able to demonstrate that it was unable to engage in 186 

tree trimming prior to the July 11 storm event due to the failure or refusal 187 

of property owners or municipal officials to afford it necessary access, or 188 

allow trimming of adequate scope, and such failure or refusal was the 189 

cause of outages that resulted in interruptions to some of the 82,499 190 

customers not covered by my updated waiver recommendation, I am 191 

prepared to consider that factor in coming to a final conclusion regarding 192 

liability. 193 

  185 

July 27, 2011, Storm Event 194 

Q. What do you conclude regarding ComEd’s waiver request for the 195 

Storm Event of July 27, 2011? 196 

A. The maximum number of customers simultaneously experiencing an 197 

interruption during any four hour period was 56,856.  More than 30,000 198 

                                            
9 ComEd Ex. 8.0, p.12. 
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customers simultaneously experienced an interruption lasting at least 4 199 

hours on July 28, 2011, during each of the four hour periods ending from 200 

3:28 a.m. to 11:15 a.m. 10

Q. Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 210 

  The updated waiver I support includes up to 201 

42,078 customers.  Eliminating additional customers whose interruption 202 

was caused by broken limbs and/or wind/tornado when winds exceeded 203 

60 miles per hour involves 394 outages, and leaves a maximum count of 204 

15,187 customers who simultaneously experienced an interruption lasting 205 

four hours or more due to outage causes not covered by the waiver.  206 

Since 15,187 customers is below the 30,001 “trigger value” for liability, the 207 

updated waiver that I recommend eliminates ComEd’s liability under 208 

Section 16-125(e) of the Act for the storm event of July 27, 2011. 209 

A. Yes. 211 

                                            
10 Id., pp. 28-29. 
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