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I. Introduction and Purpose 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. Peter McCauley, Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) University Park, 25000 4 

Governors Highway, University Park, Illinois 60466. 5 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 6 

A. I am employed by ComEd in the position of Project Manager – Environmental 7 

Remediation in ComEd’s Environmental Services department. 8 

B. Purposes of Testimony 9 

Q. What are the purposes of your direct testimony? 10 

A. The purposes of my direct testimony are fourfold: 11 

(1) Provide an overview of ComEd’s Manufactured Gas Plant (“MGP”) Remediation 12 
Program; 13 

 14 
 (2) Explain the various environmental activities ComEd undertook in 2012 related to  15 
  its MGP Remediation Program and ComEd’s accounting for MGP expenditures,  16 
  including how ComEd forecasts MGP costs for the upcoming year; 17 
  18 
 (3) Explain ComEd’s processes concerning selection and oversight of contractors to  19 
  ensure such costs are reasonable; and  20 
 21 
 (4) Demonstrate that the 2012 environmental activities and associated costs are  22 
  reasonable and prudent. 23 

C. Summary of Conclusions  24 

Q. Please summarize the conclusions of your direct testimony. 25 

A. As I explain in more detail below, ComEd acted prudently and reasonably in undertaking 26 

the environmental activities and incurring the related incremental costs described in its 27 

2012 Annual Report to the Illinois Commerce Commission Concerning the Operation of 28 
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Rider ECR – Environmental Cost Recovery Adjustment (“Annual Report”).  In 29 

particular, ComEd met the prudence standards previously defined by the Illinois 30 

Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”):  (i) reasonable and appropriate 31 

business practices; (ii) requirements of state and federal authorities; (iii) minimization of 32 

costs to retail customers, consistent with safety, reliability, and quality assurance; and (iv) 33 

facts and knowledge that ComEd possessed or reasonably should have possessed at the 34 

time the incremental costs were incurred.  During 2012, ComEd continued to work 35 

closely with, and obtain approval from, the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 36 

(“Illinois EPA”) concerning each phase of remediation at ComEd’s MGP sites.  ComEd 37 

also continued to employ appropriate business standards to ensure that the remediation 38 

work followed the Illinois EPA-approved remediation plans while also minimizing costs 39 

to ratepayers consistent with safety, reliability and quality assurance.  Such standards 40 

included a competitive bidding process for the hiring of consultants and contractors, use 41 

of standardized documents and procedures for contractors, and approval and ongoing 42 

monitoring, tracking and reviewing of consultant and contractor work and invoices.  43 

ComEd’s Annual Report therefore should be approved. 44 

D. Identification of Exhibit 45 

Q. What exhibit is attached to and incorporated in your direct testimony? 46 

A. I have attached the following exhibit to my testimony: 47 

ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 2.1:  Summary of MGP Sites for which ComEd Is Incurring 48 

Incremental Environmental Costs, Attachment A to the Rebuttal Panel Testimony of 49 

Allan Fernandes and Peter McCauley, ICC Docket No. 05-0597 (Jan. 30, 2006). 50 
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E. Background and Experience 51 

Q. Mr. McCauley, please summarize your duties and responsibilities in your current 52 

position. 53 

A. I am currently serving as a project manager for large remediation projects including MGP 54 

and non-MGP sites.  My responsibilities focus on the coordination of numerous issues, 55 

including the implementation of an encompassing strategic closure plan, contractor 56 

management, and providing a proactive technical interface with internal and external 57 

stakeholders.  Other responsibilities center on providing team support for ensuring that 58 

ComEd locations operate in compliance with applicable land-related environmental 59 

regulations. 60 

Q. Mr. McCauley, please summarize your educational background and professional 61 

experience. 62 

A. I hold Bachelor of Science degrees from Calumet College of Saint Joseph in General 63 

Science (Biology) and Business Management.  I have 27 years of environmental 64 

experience working for ComEd, including over 21 years of experience working on 65 

various remediation projects.  My position requires knowledge of environmental 66 

regulations, permitting procedures, site investigation/remediation and emergency 67 

response.   68 

II. Overview of ComEd’s MGP Program 69 

Q. Please provide an overview of ComEd’s MGP Remediation Program. 70 

A. Beginning in the late 1980s and early 1990s, ComEd conducted a process of identifying 71 

MGP sites for which it may be a potentially responsible party (“PRP”) under state or 72 

federal regulatory requirements.  In particular, ComEd reviewed historical documents 73 
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from predecessor companies, including Western United, Public Service Company of 74 

Northern Illinois, and Illinois Northern Utilities, as well as materials available in libraries 75 

and historical societies.  In February 1991, ComEd submitted its initial list of 34 potential 76 

sites to the Illinois EPA, which is the primary regulatory agency with which ComEd’s 77 

MGP Remediation Program interfaces, and the Illinois EPA in turn identified its 78 

expectation that ComEd address remediation of these MGP sites in a systematic and 79 

cooperative manner.  Site remediation is generally governed by the Illinois EPA Site 80 

Remediation Program (“SRP”), 415 ILCS 5/58, et seq. 81 

ComEd subsequently collected additional data during the 1992-1993 period by 82 

conducting title searches and field visits to assist it in developing a preliminary 83 

prioritization assessment using the Electric Power Research Institute’s Site Screening and 84 

Prioritization System (“SSPS”) Model.  This initial prioritization yielded a number, or 85 

“score,” for each MGP site, which reflected the relative severity of risk posed by the site 86 

to human health and the environment.  The scores were calculated by assigning a value to 87 

site-specific information that is reflective of a particular characteristic’s contribution to 88 

risk.  To date, ComEd has identified 42 MGP sites that have an operational or ownership 89 

connection to ComEd.  Of these 42 sites, 13 have received regulatory closure (e.g., an 90 

Illinois EPA No Further Remediation Letter). 91 

Q. Please describe the regulatory agencies and requirements with which ComEd 92 

complies concerning its MGP Remediation Program. 93 

A. As I explained above and describe in more detail below, ComEd works closely with the 94 

Illinois EPA throughout all stages of its MGP Remediation Program, including 95 

identifying sites, conducting site investigations, establishing site clean-up and closure 96 
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objectives according to the Illinois EPA’s Tiered Approach to Corrective Action 97 

Objectives (“TACO”) (35 Ill. Admin. Code Part 742), establishing remedial action plans, 98 

and obtaining regulatory closure of sites.  In addition to TACO, ComEd complies with all 99 

aspects of the Illinois SRP and the Illinois Environmental Protection Act.  See generally 100 

415 ILCS 5/1, et seq.  At the federal level, ComEd complies with, among other 101 

regulatory requirements, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 102 

and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. § 9601, et seq.) and the Resource Conservation and 103 

Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. § 6901, et seq.). 104 

Q. Does ComEd share responsibility with any other utilities for environmental 105 

activities at MGP sites? 106 

A. Yes.  Due to a shared historical connection, there are sites for which both ComEd and 107 

Northern Illinois Gas Company d/b/a Nicor Gas Company (“Nicor Gas”) share 108 

responsibility for environmental activities.  From 1993 through January 2, 2008, this 109 

arrangement was governed by the 1993 Interim Cooperative Agreement (“Interim 110 

Agreement”) entered into between the parties, which was approved by the Commission in 111 

Docket No. 93-0431, and provided for both ComEd and Nicor Gas to jointly manage 112 

certain MGP sites.  The Interim Agreement was amended twice – on June 20, 1996 to add 113 

four sites and on March 6, 2000 to add ten sites.  The Interim Agreement provided that 114 

ComEd and Nicor Gas equally share the costs at these sites, with the understanding that a 115 

final allocation of costs would be determined in the future.  On January 3, 2008, ComEd 116 

and Nicor Gas executed a Final Allocation Agreement (“FAA”) concerning the allocation 117 

of costs for these MGP sites, which was approved by the Commission on June 9, 2009.  118 

See Northern Illinois Gas Co. and Commonwealth Edison Co., ICC Docket. No. 08-0418 119 
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(Order June 9, 2009).  Under both agreements, each utility is involved in making strategic 120 

project decisions, although one utility typically takes the lead role in coordinating 121 

remediation activities for a given site.  This joint management arrangement itself was 122 

intended to reduce costs by avoiding duplication of efforts concerning site management, 123 

the hiring of consultants and contractors, and site remediation.   124 

Following the Interim Agreement’s execution, initial activities focused on sites 125 

where visible impacts to waterways or surface soils had been identified, and included the 126 

Streator, DuQuoin Wal-Mart, Aurora Hurds Island, Belvidere, Morris and Blue Island 127 

sites.  ComEd and Nicor Gas also initiated a review process of sites where investigation 128 

or remediation activities had not yet been initiated, the purpose of which was to identify  129 

and prioritize candidate sites for “activation” (i.e., initiating the process to bring a site to 130 

closure) based on knowledge of site conditions as well as current and expected future 131 

usage.  Specifically, this prioritization process involved a periodic review of inactive 132 

sites, which includes the collection and review of new site information and a site 133 

activation meeting involving the key ComEd and Nicor Gas personnel, including 134 

consultants.  These meetings and the resulting Site Activation Reports focus on the 135 

protection of human health and the environment, which are the guiding principles for 136 

establishing the order in which sites are identified for activation.  137 

Q. Please describe the remediation process that ComEd undertakes once a site is 138 

activated. 139 

A. The clean-up process following the activation of a site generally parallels the steps set 140 

forth by the Illinois EPA SRP.  Moreover, the Illinois EPA’s review and approval of each 141 

phase of remediation, which is described in more detail below, ensures the prudence and 142 
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reasonableness of such environmental activities.  The initial step involves the 143 

characterization of site conditions through a site investigation, which includes the 144 

collection and analyses of soil and groundwater samples.  This initial step is often 145 

performed in phases in order to sufficiently characterize the site conditions and fill in any 146 

data gaps resulting from the initial investigation work.  The information collected during 147 

the initial step is presented to the Illinois EPA in a Site Investigation Report, which data 148 

forms the basis for determining if site conditions require remedial activities.  Following 149 

the site characterization, site closure objectives are established through an evaluation that 150 

is based on the Illinois EPA’s TACO guidelines, as well as through consultation with the 151 

Illinois EPA, property owners and the community.  One of the key considerations in 152 

establishing clean-up objectives is the current and expected future use of the property.  153 

The objectives are then presented to the Illinois EPA in a report entitled Remedial 154 

Objectives Report.   155 

The next step involves the development of a remediation plan that will meet the 156 

clean-up objectives, which is submitted to the Illinois EPA as the Remedial Action Plan.  157 

Once the Illinois EPA approves this Plan, ComEd then proceeds with selecting a 158 

contractor through a competitive bidding process, and the remediation work commences.  159 

Upon completion of the remediation, ComEd creates a report documenting the clean-up 160 

action entitled Remedial Action Completion Report, and submits it to the Illinois EPA.  If 161 

approved by the Illinois EPA, that agency will issue a No Further Remediation Letter, 162 

which, when attached to the property deed, effectively closes the project. 163 

ComEd also believes that it is critical to engage in proactive community outreach 164 

efforts throughout the remediation process, and engages local officials and community 165 
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representatives during this process.  In particular, ComEd uses fact sheets, open houses 166 

and door-to-door communications to support the overall communication effort.  167 

III. 2012 MGP Site Activities 168 

Q. Please provide an overview of the environmental activities ComEd undertook in 169 

2012. 170 

A. The 2012 environmental activities included activities related to the general operation of 171 

the MGP Remediation Program and activities related to the individual MGP sites. 172 

Q. Please describe the 2012 environmental activities related to the overall operation of 173 

the MGP Remediation Program. 174 

A. For 2012, environmental activities related to the overall operation of the MGP 175 

Remediation Program generally included those associated with (i) providing guidance to 176 

consultants and contractors to ensure a common platform for performing project activities 177 

safely and effectively, (ii) maintaining and storing previously purchased equipment that is 178 

used at various projects, (iii) developing and tracking strategic program-level schedule 179 

and cost projections, (iv) monitoring inactive and closed site conditions, and (v) 180 

conducting periodic program-level quarterly meetings with the consultants and the 181 

Illinois EPA. 182 

Q. Please describe the particular environmental activities that ComEd undertook at 183 

each MGP site and the associated costs. 184 

A. As an initial matter, a description of each of ComEd’s 42 MGP sites is attached to my 185 

direct testimony as ComEd Ex. 2.1.  I have summarized below, by MGP site, the 186 

environmental activities and associated costs for 2012: 187 
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 Aurora Excelsior:  In 2012, ComEd remediated the portion of this site known as “Site 188 
B”, which constitutes approximately half of the MGP site. The remaining portion of 189 
this MGP site will be remediated when access is granted by the property owner.  190 
($3,490,567)  191 

 Aurora Hurds Island (also known as Aurora Gas Light):  In 2012, a number of site 192 
investigation reports were revised based on preliminary comments received from the 193 
Illinois EPA. The draft Fox River Remediation Objectives Report was completed. A 194 
pilot study for the recovery of coal tar residuals from bedrock was conducted on 195 
Hurds Island, and lab bench-scale tests were conducted for in-situ treatment of coal 196 
tar residuals in groundwater.  ($929,075) 197 

 Belvidere:  Activities in 2012 focused on the continued operation of a free product 198 
extraction well system as well as conducting a supplemental site investigation.  199 
($382,003) 200 

 Blue Island:  Activities in 2012 focused on submittal of the Remedial Action 201 
Completion Report for the ComEd/Nicor owned portion of the site to the Illinois 202 
EPA.  ($25,128) 203 

 Chicago Crawford:  During 2012, expenditures were associated with access 204 
negotiations.  ($152) 205 

 Chicago Fisk:  2012 expenditures were associated with project close-out activities.  206 
($1,706) 207 

 Chicago Hawthorne:  Activities in 2012 focused on access negotiations.  ($738) 208 

 Chicago Heights:  Activities in 2012 focused on conducting a supplemental site 209 
investigation and submittal of the Supplemental Site Investigation/Remedial 210 
Objectives Report and Remedial Action Plan to the Illinois EPA.  ($182,954) 211 

 DeKalb:  Activities in 2012 focused on conducting a supplemental site investigation 212 
and development of a draft Supplemental Site Investigation/Remedial Objectives 213 
Report.  ($92,626) 214 

 Dixon 2nd Street:  In 2012, the primary property owner commenced construction of a 215 
church building to replace the building demolished during the site remediation 216 
performed in 2011. ComEd is funding the majority of this construction work in 217 
accordance with the remediation access agreement negotiated with the property 218 
owner.  ($1,422,033) 219 

 Dixon River and Perry:  Activities in 2012 focused on project close-out.  ($7,652) 220 

 DuQuoin Lumber:  Project activities focused on submittal of the Comprehensive Site 221 
Investigation/Remedial Objectives Report and Remedial Action Plan to the Illinois 222 
EPA, and initiation of remedial access negotiations.  ($183,682) 223 
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 Elgin:  In 2012, evaluation of remedial objectives and remedial alternatives 224 
continued.  ($10,941) 225 

 Evanston:  The 2012 project activities focused on development and review of a 226 
revised Site Investigation Work Plan.  ($5,676) 227 

 Freeport:  Activities in 2012 focused on development of the Supplemental Site 228 
Investigation Report for the Gas Plant Parcel and addressing Illinois EPA comments 229 
on the Remedial Objectives Report/Remedial Action Plan and Remedial Action 230 
Completion Report for the Gas Holder Parcel.  ($170,763) 231 

 Geneseo FNB:  During 2012, expenditures were associated with negotiating site 232 
access with the property owner.  ($41,107) 233 

 Geneseo SuperValu:  2012 expenditures were associated with property management.  234 
($227) 235 

 Joliet Station B:  In 2012, a geophysical survey of the site was performed and the 236 
draft Supplemental Site Investigation Work Plan was prepared.  ($52,167) 237 

 Lincoln:  Activities centered on completing a supplemental site investigation and 238 
continued remedial planning activities with the property owner.  ($97,317) 239 

 Lockport Alcan:  The primary focus in 2012 was completion of the removal action for 240 
off-site MGP residuals and development of the Remedial Action Completion Report.  241 
($1,497,623) 242 

 Lockport Canal:  Expenditures were primarily associated with access negotiations and 243 
development of the draft Site Investigation/Remedial Objectives Report/Remedial 244 
Action Plan for the Illinois Department of Natural Resources Parcel.  ($38,098) 245 

 Mendota Fifth Street (Black Brothers):  In 2012, a Supplemental Site Investigation 246 
Work Plan was prepared, and the supplemental site investigation was performed.  247 
($321,274) 248 

 Mendota Main Street (Railroad):  In 2012, the draft Site Investigation Report was 249 
prepared.  ($9,100) 250 

 Morrison:  2012 expenditures were associated with property management.  ($510) 251 

 Murphysboro Big Muddy:  During 2012, activities focused on completion of a 252 
supplemental site investigation and development of a draft Supplemental Site 253 
Investigation Report and draft Remedial Objectives Report.  ($282,944) 254 

 Murphysboro CIPS:  2012 expenditures were generally associated with developing a 255 
draft Supplemental Site Investigation Work Plan.  ($23,094) 256 
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 Rockford Commercial:  In 2012, the tenants relocated from the on-site building, 257 
which was demolished to allow for site remediation that commenced in the fall.  258 
($7,641,023) 259 

 Rockford Library:  In 2012, the Supplemental Site Investigation Work Plan was 260 
prepared.  ($12,683) 261 

 Skokie:  Activities focused on pre-remedial community relations and initiation of the 262 
remedial action.  ($476,432) 263 

 Sterling:  The 2012 project activities focused on development and submittal of the 264 
Supplemental Site Investigation Work Plan to the Illinois EPA.  ($34,267) 265 

 Streator:  Activities in 2012 focused on continued operation and maintenance of the 266 
groundwater treatment system, preparation of monitoring reports, and submittal of the 267 
Remedial Action Plan for Surface Water to the Illinois EPA.  ($110,039) 268 

Q. During the Commission proceeding to review ComEd’s 2011 Rider ECR Annual 269 

Report in Docket No. 12-0063, you testified that ComEd and Nicor Gas had 270 

purchased a portion of the Aurora Hurds Island site referred to as the Storeroom 271 

property in 2011 for environmental activities.  Can you describe what 272 

environmental activities were performed related to this property during 2012? 273 

A. Yes.  During 2012, Nicor Gas and ComEd negotiated an access agreement with the City 274 

of Aurora for investigation of the location of utilities in the City’s right-of-way adjacent 275 

to the Storeroom property.  This investigation was completed in 2012 in preparation for 276 

remediation of the Storeroom property.  277 

Q. What were the total actual expenditures for 2012? 278 

A. The actual incremental costs ComEd incurred for work performed during the year 2012 279 

related to environmental activities were $17,801,570.  Of this amount, $17,543,601 280 

related to site-specific environmental activities, and $257,969 related to general MGP 281 
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program environmental activities.  The Annual Report presents the incremental costs 282 

associated with each project.  See ComEd Ex. 1.0. 283 

Q. How does ComEd account for expenditures related to MGP remediation? 284 

A. Each project (site) is assigned a unique project number within ComEd’s accounting 285 

system, and costs are therefore tracked on a site-by-site basis.  Additionally, expenditures 286 

incurred for the overall operation of the MGP program are tracked via a separate project 287 

number.  See ComEd Ex. 1.0. 288 

Q. How does ComEd project the upcoming year’s costs for environmental activities 289 

related to the remediation of MGP sites? 290 

A. ComEd forecasts the costs for such activities related to remediation of MGP sites on an 291 

annual basis.  During the fourth quarter of each year, ComEd develops cost forecasts for 292 

the upcoming year, which are based on existing knowledge of site conditions and a 293 

projection of site activities for the upcoming year.  Because environmental remediation 294 

projects involve inherent uncertainties, ComEd develops its forecasts assuming a 295 

reasonable schedule for completion that considers project-specific factors such as site 296 

ownership and site complexity.  Nicor Gas also provides cost estimates to ComEd, 297 

developed in a similar manner, for the projects Nicor Gas is coordinating under the FAA.  298 

Q. Please explain the difference between the forecasted and actual costs for 2012. 299 

A. The initial 2012 forecast of MGP expenditures, as defined by Rider ECR, was 300 

$26,261,000 (see ComEd Ex. 3.1), which was updated in March 2012 to $24,859,000 301 

(see ComEd Ex. 3.2), in August 2012 to $23,336,000 (ComEd Ex. 3.3), and in October 302 

2012 to $16,223,000 (ComEd Ex. 3.4).  Actual expenditures for 2012 were $17,801,570.  303 
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See ComEd Ex. 1.0.  The primary reason for the difference between the forecast and 304 

actual expenditures is the deferral of remedial activities at the Aurora Hurds Island, 305 

DuQuoin Lumber and Skokie sites due to extended external stakeholder negotiations.   306 

IV. Contractor Selection and Oversight 307 

Q. Please describe the types of activities for which ComEd retains third-party 308 

consultants and contractors. 309 

A. ComEd hires environmental consultants to assist in coordinating field activities and 310 

preparing the reports and related documents required by the Illinois EPA SRP, including 311 

those reports described on page 7, supra.  Additionally, ComEd uses contractors to 312 

perform a variety of services, including drilling, laboratory analyses, surveying, 313 

excavation, and the handling, transportation and disposal of waste material.  Among 314 

those sites for which ComEd and Nicor Gas share responsibility, ComEd hires the 315 

consultant or contractor only for the sites at which it has taken the lead role in 316 

coordinating environmental activities. 317 

Q. How does ComEd ensure that the consultant and contractor costs it incurs are 318 

reasonable? 319 

A. As an initial matter and as I discussed above, the need for the consultant or contractor 320 

typically arises in conjunction with ComEd’s interaction with the Illinois EPA, which 321 

includes hiring consultants to assist with the preparation and submission of reports to the 322 

EPA, as well as hiring subcontractors to perform the work specified in an EPA-approved 323 

Remedial Action Plan.  Thus, the hiring of such third-party vendors generally occurs in 324 

response to a regulatory compliance need. 325 



 

Docket No. 13-0030 Page 14 of 16 ComEd Ex. 2.0 

Throughout the hiring process, ComEd also employs various practices designed to 326 

ensure costs are reasonable and prudent.  For example, as a general practice ComEd 327 

selects its environmental vendors through a competitive bidding process that focuses on 328 

experience and costs.  To leverage the greatest savings, the competitive bidding process 329 

for consultant activities includes both ComEd and PECO Energy Company, each of 330 

which is an energy delivery company that shares the same ultimate parent company, 331 

Exelon.  Subcontracted work, including excavation, transportation and disposal is 332 

competitively bid as the need arises for each project. 333 

ComEd also has developed and uses standardized approaches that result in higher 334 

quality, cost savings, and consistency among the outside consultants it hires to perform 335 

such work.  For example, ComEd has developed and uses standardized guidance 336 

documents and procedures.  Guidance documents, such as those developed for ambient 337 

air monitoring, quality assurance and site management, set forth a uniform platform for 338 

bringing MGP sites to cost-effective closure.  Further, ComEd has been able to save costs 339 

by buying certain equipment used in site field activities and making such equipment 340 

available to its contractors, thus eliminating expensive equipment rental charges.  Finally, 341 

ComEd also proactively engages stakeholders (e.g., property owners, communities) to 342 

identify and resolve concerns and work toward common site closure goals. 343 

Q. What process does ComEd employ in authorizing the remediation work? 344 

A. ComEd has put in place a number of safeguards throughout the remediation process that 345 

are designed to keep contractor costs reasonable.  Because remediation projects can be 346 

difficult to define initially due to their location and contaminants, consultants are only 347 

authorized to perform project activities that are definable.  Thus, as a project progresses, 348 
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the consultant must request authorizations for tasks as they are defined.  ComEd then 349 

reviews such a request, and approves only if appropriate.  In other words, project 350 

activities are authorized on a “phased” approach.  To accomplish this, ComEd requires 351 

that consultants submit Task Scope Documents (“TSDs”) specifying the detailed 352 

breakdown of expected costs, personnel, activities, schedule and deliverables for the 353 

upcoming project phase.   354 

Moreover, ComEd’s project managers review the invoices submitted by the 355 

consultants and contractors to ensure the invoices reflect only those charges that relate to 356 

work that has been authorized.  To assist its review of expenditures, ComEd requires that 357 

invoices include detailed backup documentation, including subcontractor invoices. 358 

Q. Does ComEd have a tracking mechanism in place to monitor the status of a project? 359 

A. Yes.  ComEd requires monthly project status reports (“dashboards”) from consultants for 360 

each project.  The dashboard reports provide an up-to-date status of the critical project 361 

components, including schedule, milestones, safety and budget (i.e., information set forth 362 

in the TSDs).  Additionally, during large remedial activities, ComEd requires frequent 363 

(i.e., weekly) status meetings and reports. This information is useful to ComEd’s internal 364 

remediation team in identifying potential problem areas early in the process.  ComEd also 365 

holds quarterly program meetings with project consultants to allow for program 366 

uniformity and sharing of lessons learned.  Additionally, several key performance 367 

indicators, including milestones and budget, are reported to senior management on a 368 

monthly basis.   369 
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Q. Please identify which consultants and contractors ComEd uses in conjunction with 370 

its MGP remediation activities. 371 

A. ComEd currently uses URS, Arcadis, Corporate Environmental Solutions, Stantec, and 372 

PSC. 373 

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 374 

A. Yes. 375 


