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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.”) 2.0.  9 

Q. What, in summary, are your conclusions? 10 

A. Mr. Owens’ rebuttal testimony misses the mark on numerous levels.  He broadly 11 

challenges our trimming practices on rear lots and heavily forested areas, but without 12 

providing any concrete factual support for his criticisms.  Therefore, I conclude his 13 

assertions regarding ComEd’s vegetation management practices on rear lots and in 14 

heavily forested areas are baseless.   15 

II. Response to AG Witness Owens 16 

Q. Mr. Owens states that the “relocation of wires, as a result of pole deflection and 17 

conductor blowout during wind events, makes it essential that a larger clear space 18 

be incorporated into the recommended line clearances to trees and other types of 19 

vegetation.”  Owens Reb., AG Ex. 2.0, Attach A (Part 1), 20:17-19.  How do you 20 

respond? 21 
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A. We apply our trimming guidelines to all equipment on our distribution circuits based on 22 

how the equipment is positioned when we arrive and trim in accordance with ANSI and 23 

industry best practices, in addition to ComEd’s clearance guidelines.  I am not aware of 24 

any standards or guidelines that require a larger clearance space than what is provided for 25 

in our guidelines.   26 

Q. Mr. Owens also claims that it is his belief that tree trimming is not being performed 27 

effectively or in some instances, not at all on rear property lines and heavily forested 28 

areas.  Id., 21:14-22:1.  How do you respond?  29 

A. Mr. Owens’ explanation is unsubstantiated.  ComEd trims all areas of all its distribution 30 

circuits consistent with its vegetation management guidelines.  This includes rear lots, 31 

heavily forested areas, and otherwise hard-to-reach areas.  While this is not always an 32 

easy undertaking, we have diligent crews that are trained to trim to our guidelines 33 

regardless of whatever obstacle they may encounter, as reflected in ComEd Ex. 13.01, 34 

which provides before and after examples of rear lots prior to our cycle trimming 35 

operations and after our cycle trimming operations.  We also have specialized crews 36 

skilled at climbing trees in order to prune and remove vegetation in areas that are 37 

inaccessible by lift trucks, as shown in ComEd Ex. 13.02.  Our trimming is then 38 

independently verified by a quality assurance program to ensure all work has been 39 

completed and all clearances have been met, which I addressed in greater detail in my 40 

rebuttal testimony.  41 
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Q. Mr. Owens states that ComEd’s tree trimming schedules do not specifically address 42 

whether overhead distribution lines located along rear property lines in heavily 43 

forested areas are being effectively trimmed.  Id., 22:9-12.  Do you agree? 44 

A. No.  Our tree trimming schedules apply to the entire circuit, regardless of whether the 45 

line is located along a rear property line, front property line, forested area or unforested 46 

area.  I am confident my group sufficiently trims these areas consistent with our 47 

guidelines. Therefore, I see no need to distinguish between them in our schedules.   48 

Consistent with my rebuttal testimony, despite Mr. Owens’ “belief” to the 49 

contrary, Staff and the Commission have consistently found us compliant with applicable 50 

vegetation management requirements – including during the February 1 blizzard.   51 

III. Conclusion 52 

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony? 53 

A. Yes.  54 


