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I. Introduction 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. What is 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. Are you the same Cheryl M. Maletich who has previously submitted direct and 6 

rebuttal testimony on behalf of Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in this 7 

Docket? 8 

A. Yes. 9 

B. Purpose of Surrebuttal Testimony 10 

Q. What are the purposes and subjects of your surrebuttal testimony? 11 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of Staff witness Mr. 12 

Greg Rockrohr, Staff Ex. 2.0-Rev.  Specifically, I address his request for additional 13 

information regarding 82,449 customer interruptions for the July 11 storm.  I also 14 

describe ComEd’s restoration efforts with respect to the July 11 Storm. 15 

C. Summary of Conclusions 16 

Q. What are the conclusions in your surrebuttal testimony? 17 

A. Based on the additional information regarding the July 11 interruptions, there is ample 18 

evidence to demonstrate that these interruptions were unpreventable.  Further, ComEd 19 

used all available resources to restore customers quickly and safely given the devastating 20 

nature of the July 11 storm.   21 
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Q. Are you submitting any Exhibits with your testimony? 22 

A. I have two attachments to my testimony, ComEd Ex. 17.01, ComEd response to Staff 23 

data request ENG 2.01; and ComEd Ex. 17.02. email dates July 11, 2011 from then 24 

Chairman and CEO Frank M. Clark and President and Chief Operating Officer, Anne R. 25 

Pramaggiore.  26 

II. Response to Staff witness Rockrohr 27 

Q. In requesting additional information relating to the July 11 storm outages, Mr. 28 

Rockrohr states, “I would be willing to further modify my recommendation 29 

regarding the July 11 storm event if ComEd demonstrates in surrebuttal that 30 

additional customers should be included in the waiver because of circumstances 31 

clearly outside of the company’s control.”  Rockrohr Reb., Staff Ex. 2.0-Rev., 3:53-32 

57.  How do you respond? 33 

A. Mr. Rockrohr should consider (1) several categories of interruptions that are currently 34 

excluded as these interruptions were unpreventable and (2) the limited notice ComEd 35 

received with regard to the July 11 storm and ComEd’s extraordinary effort to restore 36 

service to customers.   37 

A. July 11 Interruptions Were Unpreventable 38 

Q. Mr. Rockrohr testifies that he has not seen what he believes to be adequate evidence 39 

to justify concluding that 82,449 customer interruptions1 caused by damage from 40 

the July 11, 2011 storm system were unpreventable.  Do the facts demonstrate that 41 

most of these customer interruptions were unpreventable? 42 

                                                 
1  Rockrohr Reb., Staff Ex. 2.0-Rev., 6:116-22, and table included therein.  “Customer 

interruptions” refers to the total number of customers out of service as a result of all of the interruptions 
being discussed. 
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A. Yes.  I understand Mr. Rockrohr’s position, but as an operator of a utility system, I 43 

believe he should consider several additional factors before reaching his final opinion.  In 44 

particular, for reasons I will explain, several categories of interruptions which Mr. 45 

Rockrohr classifies as preventable to reach the total referenced above were, in fact, not 46 

preventable and should be deducted from his total.  In addition, we have presented 47 

updated data for consideration by the Commission and Mr. Rockrohr.  48 

Q. Does ComEd disagree with Mr. Rockrohr’s view of what is the definition of an 49 

unpreventable interruption? 50 

A. I believe we agree.  In ComEd’s view the damage to a utility system causing an 51 

interruption is unpreventable if it occurred on a system designed, constructed, and 52 

operated in accordance with good utility practice, as that term is used throughout the 53 

industry, and with the utility’s obligation to invest and incur operating expenses in a 54 

manner that is reasonable and prudent.  Mr. Rockrohr also supports and uses a functional 55 

definition that sets the bar based on generally accepted utility practices and that 56 

recognizes that utilities should not take unreasonable or imprudent actions.  In response 57 

to ComEd’s Data Request to Staff No. 1.03, he put it this way:  “Mr. Rockrohr uses the 58 

term ‘unpreventable interruptions’ to identify interruptions that he believes could not 59 

reasonably have been prevented through the use of generally accepted engineering, 60 

construction, and maintenance practices.”   61 

Q. How does Mr. Rockrohr calculate the number of customer interruptions resulting 62 

from the July 11, 2011 storm system that he believes ComEd has not yet shown to 63 

have been unpreventable? 64 
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A. Based on the data included in his testimony and workpapers, Mr. Rockrohr calculates the 65 

number of customer interruptions based on the interruption and affected customer data 66 

provided by ComEd.  For the time periods in question, he identifies specific categories of 67 

interruptions by “cause code” and, in some but not all cases, applies a screen based on 68 

whether the meteorological evidence shows that the wind speeds at the location of the 69 

interruption and at the time of the interruption exceeded applicable NESC standards for 70 

wind loading on utility equipment.  Mr. Rockrohr’s applies this approach in his rebuttal 71 

testimony to categorize as preventable a number of interruptions due to fallen limbs, 72 

other forms of tree contact, and direct wind damage, as well as interruptions required in 73 

the process of restoring customers.  After doing so, he calculates that 82,449 customers 74 

are “Not Covered by an Appropriate Waiver” for the July 11 storm.2  75 

Q. Is Mr. Rockrohr’s approach of analyzing interruptions by cause itself invalid? 76 

A. No.  As far as it goes, looking to the cause of a class of interruptions is a valid means of 77 

analyzing interruptions.  For example, it may be a useful way (subject to correctly 78 

interpreting the cause codes and data) of isolating interruptions caused by damage to 79 

when wind loading at the time of failure of utility equipment exceeded design standards 80 

for that equipment.  I submit, however, that wind loading exceeding design standards is 81 

far from the only circumstance during an extreme storm situation when interruptions are 82 

unpreventable. 83 

Q. Is ComEd presenting any additional information concerning this analysis? 84 

                                                 
2 Rockrohr Reb., Staff Ex. 2.0-Rev., 6:119, Table.   
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A. Yes.  After reviewing Mr. Rockrohr’s workpapers, it appears that a limited amount data 85 

showing wind speeds and locations corresponding to several interruptions was omitted 86 

from the worksheet data files.  That information is presented in the surrebuttal testimony 87 

of Mr. Piazza (ComEd Ex. 18.0).  Applying Mr. Rockrohr’s “screens” to this data would 88 

result in an additional 38 “Broken Limb” and “Wind/Tornado” interruptions, and would 89 

remove 32,527 customers from the number he classifies as losing service due to an 90 

unpreventable cause according to Mr. Rockrohr’s criteria. 91 

Q. Does Mr. Rockrohr agree that there are other circumstances that can result in 92 

unpreventable interruptions during a storm besides those which are related to wind 93 

speeds? 94 

A. Yes, he does.  For example, he concurs that lightning damage to a prudently and 95 

reasonably protected system is unpreventable.  That is a clear example of unpreventable 96 

damage unrelated to wind. 97 

Q. Are there additional categories of damage which Mr. Rockrohr did not include that 98 

should be included within the class of unpreventable interruptions? 99 

A. Yes, there are several.  Like damage from lightning, other types of damage occurs 100 

without regard to wind speed or without regard to the specific wind speed standard 101 

applicable to utility equipment under the NESC.  As I will explain, interruptions due to 102 

damage from several of those causes was either not removed from Mr. Rockrohr’s totals 103 

or incompletely removed, although the damage was entirely or virtually entirely (as I will 104 

discuss) a direct result of the storm system and could not have been prevented. 105 

Q. What is the first additional category of interruption that is actually unpreventable? 106 
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A. Interruptions caused by broken limbs during a major storm are unpreventable.  As 107 

Mr. Rockrohr acknowledges, utility systems are not, and cannot be, designed to withstand 108 

falling trees and limbs.  However, while he allows that uprooted and fallen tree damage is 109 

unpreventable without regard to wind speed, he limits what he regards to be 110 

unpreventable damage due to fallen limbs to those limbs that experienced wind speeds 111 

exceeding design standards for utility equipment and that experienced those winds at the 112 

time that they failed.  Those limitation are not warranted.  As ComEd witnesses 113 

Ms. Kramer and Mr. Chesley (ComEd Ex. Nos. 16.0 and 15.0, respectively) testify, tree 114 

limbs are not designed and built to NESC strength standards.  They fail according to 115 

Mother Nature’s standards, not engineers’, at wind speeds above and below standards for 116 

utility facilities, under a range of different stresses, and they also can fail at a time well 117 

after the primary damage was incurred (i.e., the damaged limb fails under lesser or 118 

different conditions due to the damage it previously incurred).  ComEd can neither 119 

control the circumstances under which storm damage causes limbs to break or fall that it 120 

can control the loss of entire trees.      121 

Q. Why does Mr. Rockrohr not recognize that all fallen limb damage is unpreventable 122 

regardless of whether the wind speed at the time of failure exceeds NESC 123 

standards?  124 

A. I am not certain.  Mr. Rockrohr allows uprooted tree damage regardless of wind speed 125 

and limb damage that occurs at the time that wind speeds exceed NESC standards,3 so he 126 

must accept that the vegetation management clearance distances are not sufficient to 127 

avoid falling trees and major limbs, and that utility equipment is not built to sustain such 128 

                                                 
3  See Rockrohr Reb., Staff Ex. 2.0-Rev., 5:100-104.   
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contact.  Indeed, he expressly agrees that “an interruption caused by a properly trimmed 129 

limb that breaks off and falls into the power lines would be unpreventable ….”  However, 130 

instead of concluding, he adds the qualification “if wind speeds approach or exceed utility 131 

design standards.”4  This limitation is not appropriate for this interruption cause.  The fact 132 

that tree branches and limbs fail without regard to NESC wind speed standards, and can 133 

fail during a storm at a time after the peak stress has passed, demonstrates that this 134 

limitation will exclude interruptions that are actually unpreventable.  When a severe 135 

storm causes a limb to break, it is unpreventable damage regardless of whether the wind 136 

was also strong enough to damage the utility facility on its own, and that fact should be 137 

acknowledged by the Commission. 138 

Q. What is the second additional category of interruption that is actually 139 

unpreventable? 140 

A. Interruptions are also caused by tree contact.  Mr. Rockrohr view this category of damage 141 

as contact with branches or leaves that remain attached to the tree,5 but in reality this also 142 

includes cases, which are numerous during severe storms, where branches break off from 143 

trees or bushes and are blown into the lines or other equipment.  The distance that this 144 

debris can travel far exceeds any clearance zone.  Mr. Rockrohr moreover excludes this 145 

entire category of interruption without regard to wind speed, or even at the time of the 146 

damage.  In other words, he views all tree contact interruptions as preventable regardless 147 

of the wind speed.   148 

Q. Why does Mr. Rockrohr take such an extreme position?  149 

                                                 
4  Id.,  
5  He refers to “blow[ing] limbs and branches that remain connected to the trees ….”  Rockrohr 

Reb., Staff Ex. 2.0-Rev., 5:96-97.  
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A. Mr. Rockrohr’s position is driven by a simple premise.  He states:  “… electric utilities 150 

must take winds into account and adequately trim branches and limbs so that winds do not 151 

blow limbs and branches that remain connected to the trees into the power lines. … I believe 152 

ComEd could and should have trimmed trees to prevent limbs from swaying into power 153 

lines.”6  In this view, no matter what the conditions, the fact that the tree did contact the 154 

utility equipment is after-the-fact proof that the utility did not adequately trim and, thus, that 155 

the interruption was preventable. 156 

Q. Is this a valid inference? 157 

A. No, for two different reasons.  First, there are standard vegetation management practices 158 

used by ComEd and other utilities.  Those practices, as recommended and accepted by 159 

the Illinois Commerce Commission Staff, are described in the testimony of Mr. Chesley 160 

and Ms. Kramer (ComEd Exs. 15.0 and 16.0).  ComEd follows those vegetation 161 

management practices.  The only logical conclusion from these facts is that vegetation 162 

management conducted in accordance with accepted standards and practices reviewed 163 

and recommended by the Illinois Commerce Commission Staff (including a four-year 164 

trimming cycle) and accepted in the past by the Commission does not in fact prevent all 165 

tree contact during a severe storm.  When tree contact occurs during a severe storm 166 

notwithstanding proper trimming, that is evidence that under those prudent and 167 

reasonable standards the tree contact was not preventable.  It is not evidence that the 168 

standards should be changed, after the fact, to have been something far different, such as 169 

to trim as often and as radically as required to prevent any possibility of contact during 170 

even a severe storm.   171 

                                                 
6  Rockrohr Reb., Staff Ex. 2.0-Rev., 5:95-97. 
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Moreover, as I noted, tree contact can occur due to flying debris, as well as due to 172 

contact from attached vegetation.  Flying debris does not respect clearance zones; indeed, 173 

it is not uncommon to see it travel fifty or more feet.  No realistic vegetation management 174 

standards can prevent debris from contacting distribution facilities.   175 

Q. Does ComEd have any additional evidence of this fact? 176 

A. Yes, as noted in Navigant’s report, when the incidence of tree contact is plotted against 177 

the time since the last cycle trim, the result shows the type of relationship one would 178 

expect of a properly conducted cycle trim.  There is no abnormal variation in the pattern.  179 

Moreover, if the tree contact interruptions that occurred during the storm were actually 180 

the result of trimming deficiencies, we would expect to see some evidence of that fact 181 

during non-severe conditions, and we do not.  Even subtracting off (and assuming 182 

preventable, even though they are not) the “blue sky” level of tree contract interruptions 183 

will not change the ultimate result. 184 

Q. What if the Commission were to require ComEd to individually prove that all trees 185 

near the interruption were properly trimmed at the time of the interruption? 186 

A. As I and other witnesses have noted, such a proof requirement would turn our restoration 187 

crews into evidence collection crews and greatly slow and impair our ability to restore 188 

service to customers.  189 

Q. Are there any other categories of interruptions that are unpreventable? 190 

A. Yes.  Intentional interruptions that ComEd must use to promote prompt overall 191 

restoration are, and should be recognized to be, unpreventable.  While restoring 192 

interruptions, there are inevitably times when feeders or feeder segments must be de-193 
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energized to permit it the repair or installation of equipment.  These interruptions are not 194 

preventable – they are a critical feature of safe restoration in certain instances.  Moreover, 195 

not recognizing these interruptions are preventable will only impede future outage 196 

restoration. 197 

Q. What is the result of recognizing these classes of interruptions are unpreventable? 198 

A. If one begins with the 82,449 customers that Mr. Rockrohr concludes lost service due to 199 

an interruption that due to damage was not shown to be unpreventable, and for whom he 200 

thus did not recommend be covered by a waiver for the July 11 storm, the remaining total 201 

number of affected customers drops well below 30,000 when these additional classes of 202 

unpreventable interruptions are taken into account.  Mathematically, reducing the 82,449 203 

affected customers identified by Mr. Rockrohr in his rebuttal testimony by 32,527 (for 204 

supplemental data) and then removing the 10,437 customers, 24,329 customers, and 205 

3,885 customers who respectively lost service due to limbs falling on equipment, trees 206 

and tree debris contacting equipment, and intentional interruptions, leaves only 11,271 207 

customers.  Of course, in ComEd’s view many of those may also have lost service due to 208 

unpreventable damage (e.g., vehicle accidents), but for the purpose of this analysis, the 209 

customers excluded drop the remainder well below the 30,001 that would be required 210 

even under a reading of Section 16-1125(e) that permits aggregation of individual 211 

interruptions.  This is depicted graphically below. 212 
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Staff’s Count of Total Customers Simultaneously Experiencing a Four Hour 
Interruption and Not Covered by July 11 Waiver 

 213 

Q. Do you have any further comments? 214 

A. Yes.  Mr. Rockrohr seems to imply that ComEd needs detailed evidence supporting every 215 

interruption resulting from a storm.  While I understand that Mr. Rockrohr needs to 216 

support his recommendations regarding waivers, ComEd’s first responsibility following 217 

any storm, especially a devastating storm like the July 11 storm, is to restore customers as 218 

quickly and as safely as possible.  ComEd crews are experienced personnel, who use their 219 

best judgment in determining the cause of any particular interruption.  However, if crews 220 

will be required to undertake a forensic analysis at every interruption, documenting the 221 

scene with photographs and extensive notes in order to document an interruption cause, 222 

customer interruptions will be unnecessarily extended.  Based on Mr. Piazza’s 223 

meteorological analysis in direct (ComEd Ex. 4.0) and rebuttal (ComEd Ex. 9.0) 224 
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testimonies and the personal photographs in Mr. Guerra’s rebuttal testimony, the July 11 225 

storm was a powerful storm causing destruction throughout ComEd’s entire service 226 

territory.  As I describe later in my testimony, ComEd responded to this storm 227 

extraordinarily well and was able to restore over 850,000 customers within 6 days of the 228 

storm, with 47% of customers restored in 8 hours of losing power, 57% of customers 229 

restored in 12 hours of losing power, and 90% of customers restored in 54 hours of losing 230 

power.  ComEd could not have been able to restore customers as quickly if crews were 231 

first required to document the cause of every interruption with more significant detail 232 

than they currently do.  233 

B. ComEd’s Restoration Efforts to July 11 Storm 234 

Q. Staff witness Rockrohr requests additional information regarding the interruptions 235 

related to the July 11 storm.  Rockrohr Reb., Staff Ex. 2.0-Rev., 3:53-57.  How do you 236 

respond? 237 

A. I believe Mr. Rockrohr should also consider ComEd’s restoration efforts relating to the 238 

July 11 storm.   239 

Q. When did ComEd first receive notice of the impending storm? 240 

A. Murray & Trettal, Inc. (“M&T”), ComEd’s meteorologist, first notified ComEd of the 241 

July 11 storm at 11:02 pm on July 10, when a Thunderstorm Alert was issued for 242 

ComEd’s entire service territory.  Storm activity was expected to begin at 3:00 am and 243 

end by 11:00 am on July 11.  The storm was expected to have sustained winds of 23 mph, 244 

with wind gusts of up to 35 mph, and spotty lightning.  The storm was coded 245 

Yellow8/Green2, with a confidence level of 70%. 246 

Q. What do you mean by “Yellow8/Green 2”? 247 
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A. This is a code used by weather providers, when Alerts, Warnings and All Clear 248 

notifications are issued.  An Alert, like the notice received at 11:02 pm on July 10, is 249 

issued typically four to eight hours in advance of the expected storm.  Once issued, it is 250 

updated every 2 hours until a warning is issued.  Warnings are issued one to two hours in 251 

advance of the storm.  All Clear notifications are an indication that the system is clear of 252 

weather trouble.  The storm system is assigned a color code followed by a percentage of 253 

likelihood.  The color code is as follows: 254 

 255 
Color codes: 

GREEN No Operational Trouble 
YELLOW Little or Limited Operational Trouble 

RED Significant Operational Trouble 
BLACK Major Operational Trouble 

The color code is based upon whether there is dry or soggy ground, the number 256 

and continuous nature of cloud to ground lightning, the speed of wind gusts, and the time 257 

of year of the storm event.  Thus, a “Yellow8/Green 2” means there is an 80% chance of 258 

minor trouble and 20% chance of no trouble.  Given this Thunderstorm Alert on July 10 259 

and 11:02 pm, ComEd monitored the storm activity. 260 

Q. When did ComEd receive notice of the severe nature of the July 11 storm? 261 

A. At 4:07 am on July 11, the Alert was coded as “Red7/Black3 to Black6/Red4” for the 262 

entire service territory.  This means 70% chance of significant trouble and 30% chance of 263 

major trouble to 60% chance of major trouble and 40% chance of significant trouble.   264 

At 5:16 am, a M&T Warning was issued coded “Red7/Black3” for the 265 

Northwestern section of ComEd’s service territory.  This means 70% chance of 266 

significant trouble and 30% chance of major trouble.  267 
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At 6:17 am on July 11, M&T Warning was issued coded as “Red7/Black3” for the 268 

northwestern, southeastern and southwestern sections of ComEd’s service territory and 269 

“Black6/Red4” for the City of Chicago and the west central, east central, and 270 

northeastern portions of ComEd’s service territory.  Again, this means 70% chance of 271 

significant trouble and 30% chance of major trouble and 60% chance of major trouble 272 

and 40% chance of significant trouble, respectively.   273 

Q. How did ComEd respond to this change in forecast? 274 

A. Given the severe nature of the Warning, instead of conducting a pre-event strategy call, 275 

the Emergency Operations Center (“EOC”) and ComEd regions were notified at 5:35 am 276 

on July 11 to directly report at 6:30 am with full staffing.  As a result, storm centers were 277 

open at 6:30 am just as the July 11 storm was beginning to affect the western most 278 

regions of ComEd’s service territory.  All storm personnel were called to storm duty.  In 279 

fact, by 10 pm that evening, Frank Clark, then Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, 280 

and Anne Pramaggiore, then President and Chief Operating Officer, notified all ComEd 281 

personnel that all employees (including employees scheduled for vacation but in town) 282 

would need to help in the restoration effort and it would be a “all hands on deck” for this 283 

storm.  See ComEd Ex. 17.02.  Of approximately 5,800 people that worked on the 284 

restoration, 3,250 reflected ComEd employees, including 1,850 ComEd Management 285 

personnel.  In normal storm response, with no enhanced staffing, there are only two 286 

management teams, which together would include 260-350 individuals.   287 

Q. Did ComEd use contractor and mutual assistance crews in the restoration effort? 288 

A. Yes.  At 10:30 am (just 10 minutes after ComEd received All Clear notification from 289 

M&T), ComEd made its first of five calls to the Great Lakes Mutual Assistance and 290 
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Midwest Mutual Assistance to request resources.  On July 12 at 11:00 am, no further 291 

mutual assistance calls were held but utilities were asked to call if they had any more 292 

resources they could offer in ComEd’s restoration effort.  Just an hour later, at 12:00 pm, 293 

Southern Companies called and released Alabama and Georgia crews to ComEd.  Within 294 

twelve hours of the July 11 storm, contractor and mutual assistance crews began to arrive.  295 

By July 13, ComEd had 429 additional contract and mutual assistance crews to support 296 

storm restoration efforts.  This is the highest number of contractor and mutual assistance 297 

crews ComEd has ever used in response to a storm, with the August 23, 2007 storm a 298 

distant second with 345 contractor and mutual assistance crews.  Outside utility workers 299 

and contractors came from as far away as Texas, Tennessee, and Pennsylvania.  Between 300 

ComEd crews and contract and mutual assistance crews, there were over 1,100 crews 301 

used during the July 11 restoration effort. 302 

Q. How were crews deployed during the July 11 storm restoration effort? 303 

A. During storm restoration, there are crews working around the clock.  Crews are 304 

distributed in three shifts across 24 hours.  Further, unlike a normal eight hour shift, each 305 

crew during storm restoration is required to work a 16-hour shift, which in effect doubles 306 

the number of hours normally worked.  For the number of crews and the allocation 307 

between day, afternoon, and night shifts, see ComEd’s response to ENG 2.01, attached to 308 

my testimony as ComEd Ex. 17.01.   309 

Q. What other steps did ComEd take in the July 11 restoration effort? 310 

A. ComEd management was present in the field with the crews to reinforce safety and 311 

efficiency.  Further, six staging centers were activated throughout ComEd’s service 312 

territory to more effectively manage contractor resources, such as poles, crossarms, 313 
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braces, insulators, etc..  ComEd also had nine incident command sites that each had a 314 

dedicated Single Point of Contact on duty.  Finally, 509 total call center employees were 315 

on site during the event (full time, part time, temporary customer service representatives 316 

and management staff) to answer customer calls.   317 

Q. What is your conclusion regarding ComEd’s restoration effort for the July 11 318 

storm? 319 

A. Considering the severity of the winds, short time frame of notification of the event, and 320 

geographic area of coverage, Mr. Piazza ranked the July 11 storm as “the worst severe 321 

weather event to affect ComEd’s territory in over fifteen (15) years.”  Piazza Dir., 322 

ComEd Ex. 4.05 at 2, 22.  This storm caused destruction throughout ComEd’s service 323 

territory.  ComEd responded efficiently, effectively and safely, with storm centers opened 324 

just as the July 11 storm began moving into the service territory.  It was truly an “all 325 

hands on deck” effort.  All ComEd employees (not just those assigned to storm duty) 326 

made the restoration effort the number one priority.  Additionally, ComEd immediately 327 

sought mutual assistance crews.  Altogether, there were over 1,100 crews, including 328 

ComEd. Contractor, and mutual assistance crews, working on the restoration.     329 

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony? 330 

A. Yes.  331 


