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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. Are you the same Craig Chesley that filed rebuttal testimony on behalf of 3 

Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in this docket? 4 

A. Yes. 5 

B. Summary of Testimony and Conclusions 6 

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

A. I respond to the rebuttal testimony of Illinois Attorney General (“AG”) witness George 8 

Owens, AG Exhibit (“Ex.”) 6.0.  I also respond to the rebuttal testimony of Fred Vogt, 9 

the Director of Public Works for the City of Rolling Meadows (“Rolling Meadows”),  10 

who submitted testimony (AG Ex. 7.0) of behalf of the AG. 11 

Q. What, in summary, are your conclusions? 12 

A. Messrs. Vogt and Owens’ rebuttal testimonies miss the mark on numerous levels.  For 13 

instance, Mr. Vogt does not provide any specific examples in his testimony.  Rather, he 14 

speculates about the quality of my department’s communications with Rolling Meadows 15 

and our Rolling Meadows customers.  He makes only one vague reference to an actual 16 

storm at issue in this case – the July 11 storm.  In referencing the large willow branch that 17 

broke off, Mr. Vogt’s testimony actually reinforces the violence of that storm.  18 

Meanwhile, Mr. Owens’ testimony is also speculative because he broadly challenges our 19 

trimming practices on rear lots and heavily forested areas, but without providing any 20 

concrete factual support for his criticisms.   21 

In sum, I first conclude that Mr. Vogt’s assessment of ComEd’s vegetation 22 

management practices on primary and secondary lines is inaccurate.  Second, Mr. Vogt’s 23 
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assessment regarding my department’s communication with Rolling Meadows is 24 

unsubstantiated.  Third, Mr. Vogt’s testimony concerning a willow tree on a neighbor’s 25 

property actually corroborates ComEd’s testimony about the severity of the July 11, 2011 26 

storm, as a “large limb” was broken off the willow tree.  Finally, I conclude that AG 27 

witness Owens’ assertions regarding ComEd’s vegetation management practices on rear 28 

lots and in heavily forested areas are baseless.   29 

II. Response to AG Witness Vogt 30 

Q. Mr. Vogt states that “[w]e regularly experience conflicting information from 31 

ComEd staff members as to what level of distribution lines are subject to trimming, 32 

within the four-year trimming cycle or otherwise.” Vogt Reb., AG Ex. 7.0, 2:12-14.  33 

How do you respond? 34 

A. It is difficult for me to respond directly to Mr. Vogt’s claim because he does not point to 35 

any specific instances or examples where he or other Rolling Meadows personnel 36 

received conflicting information concerning ComEd’s tree trimming program.  Nor does 37 

he identify in his testimony any specific examples of Rolling Meadows personnel seeking 38 

clarification from ComEd.  Nonetheless, I am not aware of any instances where my team 39 

provided Rolling Meadows with conflicting or inconsistent information.  ComEd’s last 40 

scheduled trimming for Rolling Meadows was conducted during January, February, and 41 

April 2010.  In keeping with our notification practices, on December 29, 2009, ComEd 42 

sent a letter addressed to Mr. Jim McFeggan, Rolling Meadow’s Street Maintenance 43 

Foreman.  (Attached as ComEd Ex. 15.01).  As that letter indicates, ComEd had 44 

previously delivered to Mr. McFeggan the maps detailing where the trimming would 45 

occur.  Because we trim each circuit on a four-year schedule, some cities and/or 46 
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municipalities may only receive such communication every few years.  ComEd also 47 

maintains a continued dialogue with municipalities throughout its service area through 48 

meetings that cover topics like vegetation management, improvements and other 49 

reliability issues. 50 

Q. Mr. Vogt states that Rolling Meadows often does not receive letters or maps from 51 

ComEd identifying planned vegetative management activities.  Vogt Reb., AG Ex. 52 

7.0, 3:24-27.  How do you respond? 53 

A. As I noted in my previous answer, ComEd’s staff delivered maps to Mr. McFeggan’s 54 

office on December 21, 2009.  These maps, delivered before the start of ComEd’s 2010 55 

trimming activities in Rolling Meadows, provided specific information as to where all 56 

such activities were to occur.  In fact, ComEd Exhibit 15.02 lists each of the circuits in 57 

Rolling Meadows, the last trim date on all of those circuits, and how and when ComEd 58 

notified Rolling Meadows of such trimming.  For as long as I am aware, it has been our 59 

practice to provide affected cities and municipalities with maps of our planned trimming 60 

maintenance prior to trimming.  Accordingly, to the best of my knowledge, ComEd did 61 

provide such information to Rolling Meadows.  That being said, I cannot verify whether 62 

Mr. McFeggan ever informed Mr. Vogt of ComEd’s communications with Rolling 63 

Meadows concerning its 2010 trimming plans.   64 

I also note that Mr. Vogt’s statement regarding “winter trimming” is inaccurate.  65 

Our trimming cycles occur year-round, so there is no such thing as winter trimming 66 

versus summer trimming.  Indeed, the last scheduled trimming in Rolling Meadows 67 

occurred during the winter of 2010.   68 
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Q. Mr. Vogt also claims that homeowners have received inconsistent information about 69 

ComEd’s tree trimming activities. Vogt Reb., AG Ex. 7.0, 2: 14-15.  How does 70 

ComEd notify its customers about planned tree trimming activities?   71 

A. I first note that Mr. Vogt does not provide a single specific example of when any 72 

inconsistent information was supposedly delivered by ComEd to the unidentified 73 

homeowners referenced in his testimony.  As for ComEd’s general communication 74 

procedures with potentially affected homeowners, when tree trimming is scheduled on a 75 

circuit in a customer’s area, ComEd notifies potentially affected customers through 76 

postcard mailings, and/or door-hangers to inform them of the scheduled trimming 77 

activities.  Examples of such notifications are attached as ComEd Ex. 15.03.  The 78 

postcard provides customers: 1) a phone number and website through which they can 79 

contact ComEd with questions; 2) contact information for the Commission’s Consumer 80 

Services Division; and 3) an explanation of how they can retrieve maps to view the 81 

affected areas.  ComEd additionally provides the public with notifications located in the 82 

public notice section of local newspapers.  It is my understanding that this notification 83 

complies with all applicable legal and regulatory requirements.   84 

Q. Mr. Vogt also claims that ComEd is inconsistent in its “tree and brush trimming” 85 

around primary and secondary lines.  Vogt Reb., AG Ex. 7.0, 2: 15-19.  What is 86 

ComEd’s practice regarding trimming around primary and secondary lines? 87 

A. Mr. Vogt does not point to any specific instances or examples of inconsistent tree and 88 

brush trimming around primary and secondary lines, so it is difficult for me to respond 89 

directly to his statement.  However, I want to reiterate that ComEd trims all primary 90 

wires on a four-year trimming cycle.  Where secondary wires exist in the same path as 91 
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primary wires, ComEd will trim around both the primary and secondary lines.  However, 92 

in the case of standalone secondary wires, which comprise a very small portion of 93 

ComEd’s system, we generally do not trim these on our four-year cycle.  ComEd will 94 

send crews to trim the stand-alone secondaries in an emergency, or if customers are 95 

experiencing service problems due to the vegetation conditions. 96 

Q. Mr. Vogt describes a situation involving a willow tree located on a neighbor’s 97 

property. Id., 3:31-37.  How do you respond?  98 

A. Our records indicate that the circuit servicing the subject lot near his home in Arlington 99 

Heights was last trimmed with a completion date of June 6, 2011.  Our procedure for all 100 

vegetation management crews is to trim in accordance with the clearance specifications 101 

set forth in ComEd’s clearance guidelines.  If for any reason a tree is not trimmed 102 

according to those guidelines, the trimmer – be it an employee or contractor – must make 103 

a written record that the tree was not trimmed according to our clearance standards.  In 104 

Mr. Vogt’s situation, the contractor did not provide us with a written record indicating the 105 

identified willow tree was trimmed inconsistent with our clearance guidelines.  106 

Therefore, I can only conclude the tree was trimmed in accordance with our guidelines. 107 

Q. If an individual customer has a particular trimming request, how does ComEd 108 

typically address his or her request? 109 

A. Our trimming crews trim according to ComEd’s maintenance guidelines and will 110 

generally not trim outside of those guidelines at the request of an individual, particularly 111 

if the tree is not on their own property.  Customers may contact us to address specific 112 

trimming concerns or questions and we will do whatever we can to resolve their 113 
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questions or concerns.  In this instance, though, the subject willow tree was not on Mr. 114 

Vogt’s property.  If a customer desires specific trimming on his or her property that goes 115 

beyond our clearance guidelines, the customer may independently have the tree trimmed 116 

or removed, in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and recommended safety 117 

practices.  118 

Q. Do you have any other observations concerning Mr. Vogt’s “personal experience”? 119 

A. Yes.  What Mr. Vogt fails to indicate is that the interruption relating to the subject willow 120 

tree occurred on July 11, 2011 - the same date as one of the major storms that are the 121 

subject of this proceeding.  Mr. Vogt admits that “a large limb” from the willow tree took 122 

out the power lines.  Vogt Reb., AG Ex. 7.0, 3:35-36.  In light of Mr. Piazza’s testimony 123 

regarding the severity of winds in Arlington Heights, Mr. Vogt’s description would seem 124 

to corroborate ComEd’s testimony concerning the violence of the July 11, 2011 storm, 125 

and its ability to break a “large limb” off of a tree.   126 

III. Response to AG Witness Owens 127 

Q. Mr. Owens states that the “relocation of wires, as a result of pole deflection and 128 

conductor blowout during wind events, makes it essential that a larger clear space 129 

be incorporated into the recommended line clearances to trees and other types of 130 

vegetation.”  Owens Reb., AG Ex. 6.0, 20:17-19.  How do you respond? 131 

A. We apply our trimming guidelines to all equipment on our distribution circuits based on 132 

how the equipment is positioned when we arrive and trim in accordance with ANSI and 133 

industry best practices, in addition to ComEd’s clearance guidelines.  I am not aware of 134 

any standards or guidelines that require a larger clearance space than what is provided for 135 

in our guidelines.   136 
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Q. Mr. Owens also claims that it is his belief that tree trimming is not being performed 137 

effectively or in some instances, not at all on rear property lines and heavily forested 138 

areas.  Id., 21:14-22:1.  How do you respond?  139 

A. Mr. Owens’ explanation is unsubstantiated.  ComEd trims all areas of all its distribution 140 

circuits consistent with its vegetation management guidelines.  This includes rear lots, 141 

heavily forested areas, and otherwise hard-to-reach areas.  While this is not always an 142 

easy undertaking, we have diligent crews that are trained to trim to our guidelines 143 

regardless of whatever obstacle they may encounter, as reflected in ComEd Ex. 15.04, 144 

which provide before and after examples of rear lots prior to our cycle trimming 145 

operations and after our cycle trimming operations.  We also have specialized crews 146 

skilled at climbing trees in order to prune and remove vegetation in areas that are 147 

inaccessible by lift trucks, as shown in ComEd Ex. 15.05.  Our trimming is then 148 

independently verified by a quality assurance program to ensure all work has been 149 

completed and all clearances have been met, which I addressed in greater detail in my 150 

rebuttal testimony.  151 

Q. Mr. Owens states that ComEd’s tree trimming schedules do not specifically address 152 

whether overhead distribution lines located along rear property lines in heavily 153 

forested areas are being effectively trimmed.  Id., 22:9-12.  Do you agree? 154 

A. No.  Our tree trimming schedules apply to the entire circuit, regardless of whether the 155 

line is located along a rear property line, front property line, forested area or unforested 156 

area.  I am confident my group sufficiently trims these areas consistent with our 157 

guidelines.  Therefore, I see no need to distinguish between them in our schedules.   158 
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Consistent with my rebuttal testimony, despite Mr. Owens’ “belief” to the 159 

contrary, Staff and the Commission have consistently found us compliant with applicable 160 

vegetation management requirements – including during the summer of 2011.   161 

IV. Conclusion 162 

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony? 163 

A. Yes.  164 


