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Q. Please state your name, affiliation and business address. 1 

A. Peter J. Lanzalotta, Lanzalotta & Associates LLC, 67 Royal Pointe Drive, Hilton Head 2 

Island, SC 29926. 3  

4 

Q. Have you submitted testimony earlier in this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes.  I submitted Supplemental Direct Testimony in this proceeding on February 26, 6 

2008 on behalf of the People of the State of Illinois, represented by the Illinois Attorney 7 

General ( AG ). 8  

9 

Q. What is the purpose of you Rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my Rebuttal testimony is to respond to certain points raised in the rebuttal 11 

testimony of Company Witnesses Terence Donnelly and Sally Clair. 12  

13 

Q. Mr. Donnelly, on page 79 of his Rebuttal testimony, states that you offer no evidence 14 

that the Company has a distribution reliability problem resulting from aged 15 

equipment.  Is this correct? 16 

A. No.  I make reference (on page 10 of my direct testimony) to the fact that data provided 17 

by the Company in its data responses indicated that an aging distribution system was 18 

affecting the Company s reliability performance.  Attachment 2 to the Company s 19 

response to AG (MLB) 2.06, is a ComEd document entitled System Reliability Plan 20 

2008-2012 and dated May 11, 2007.  Page 3 of this document, which is attached as AG 21 

Ex. (PJL) 7.1, states: 22    

The distribution system s reliability performance is challenged by: 23 

 

Aging infrastructure (system degradation) 24 
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Adverse weather conditions 1 

 
Increasing consumer requirements for higher reliability 2 

 
Regulatory oversight 3  

4 
Page 4 of this document is titled Significant drivers impacting SAIFI .  SAIFI 5 

stands for System Average Interruption Frequency Index, and reflects the number of 6 

electric service interruptions experienced by the average customer during a stated time 7 

period, typically a year.  Page 4 first addresses underground cable failures, about which it 8 

states: 9 

Cable failures continue to be one of the leading causes of customer 10 
interruptions driven by mainline failures.  As the underground cable 11 
system continues to age and degrade, underground failures are occurring 12 
with increased frequency.  13  

14   
Page 4 continues by addressing distribution overhead equipment malfunction and 15 

deterioration, about which it states: 16 

Distribution overhead equipment malfunction is a leading cause of outages 17 
to customers.  Overhead system outages are influenced by aging 18 
infrastructure and adverse weather conditions (system degradation).  19 
These outages include broken equipment such as cross arms, poles, 20 
insulators, cutouts, connectors, and blown lightning arrestors. 21  

22  

The table on page 4 of ComEd s System Reliability Plan is reproduced below. 23  

24   

25 

  

PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL 
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(OMITTED BECAUSE OF PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL)  Note also that no 1 

other category of cause is attributed with a percentage of total SAIFI that approached 2 

these levels. 3 

There seems to be ample evidence of the effects of an aging distribution system 4 

on electric service reliability, contrary to Mr. Donnelly s assertions. 5  

6 

Q. On Page 80 of his Rebuttal Testimony, Mr. Donnelly states that the Company s 7 

SMP proposal is not based on a need to improve reliability, but rather to gain 8 

benefits for customers beyond the Company s minimum obligations, one of which is 9 

increased electric service reliability.  Do you have any comment? 10 

A. Yes.  Aside from being somewhat circular, this reasoning points out that SMP is intended 11 

to provide system performance beyond what the Company is required to provide to 12 

customers.  These are exactly the types of programs for which the Company needs to 13 

show substantial evidence that the costs of these programs are justifiable, based on the 14 

additional system performance expected from these programs and the value of this 15 

performance to customers.  The Company wants to increase service reliability by 16 

increasing spending.  But, the Company needs to show that the significant cost of this 17 

increased reliability is offset by benefits to customers. 18  

19 

Q. Do you believe the Company has provided such evidence in either its Direct, 20 

Supplemental Direct or Rebuttal filings? 21 

A. No, I do not. 22 
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Q. On page 95 of his Rebuttal testimony, Mr. Donnelly dismisses your claim that 1 

automatic line reconfiguration is of reduced benefit during times of peak loads.  Do 2 

you have any comment? 3 

A. Yes.  First, he does not deny that the Company may have to inhibit automatic restoration 4 

schemes during times of peak loads.  He states that system loads are not relevant, but the 5 

relevant portions of my testimony mentions projected annual peak loads, not system 6 

loads.  He then goes on to calculate the percentage of hours during the year when such 7 

system may have to be turned off due to high loads on the circuits involved.  But, though 8 

this percentage is small, the fact that there is any percentage at all of time during the year 9 

when these systems must be turned off to prevent overloading circuits is significant.   10   

As noted in the Company s response to AG (MLB) 2.06, Attachment 1, page 23 11 

(which is attached here as AG Ex. (PJL) 7.2): 12 

(OMMITTED  PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL) 13   

Furthermore, the Company has described how such reconfiguration schemes will 14 

be armed or disarmed in its response to AG (PJL) 12.02 (which is attached here as AG 15 

Ex. (PJL) 7.3).  It states that such systems are normally kept in armed and ready status.  It 16 

states also that decisions to disarm such systems are based on system conditions and are 17 

implemented when dispatch personnel issue a disarm order via the SCADA system, or 18 

issue verbal orders to field personnel for implementation.  However, given that the 19 

Company s system has hundreds of distribution circuits, it will require a significant effort 20 

to accurately disarm the auto-closing function of each circuit on days when its load is 21 

close to its forecasted annual peak load and/or when neighboring circuits are close to 22 

their annual forecasted peak load.  If we consider that each of these circuits may 23 
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experience up to (OMITTED 

 
PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL) during the 1 

year when disarming the reconfiguration scheme, and later rearming the scheme will be 2 

necessary, we can see the potential for operating difficulties.   3 

Moreover, this conclusion presupposes that system reliability problems are no 4 

more likely during peak load periods than they are during periods of reduced loads.  5 

Considering that the Company s electric system is experiencing reliability impacts as a 6 

result of the age of its distribution facilities, it is reasonable to expect that these facilities 7 

will be more at risk during periods of heavy system stress, one type of which is periods of 8 

heavy electric loads on these facilities.  This only increases the likelihood of a negative 9 

impact if these reconfiguration schemes are armed or are disarmed when they should not 10 

be. 11  

12 

Q. Does Mr. Donnelly s Rebuttal Testimony address your concern that the Company 13 

has not provided any estimate of operational savings from distribution automation 14 

nor has the Company produced any analyses of customer demand for or willingness 15 

to pay more for increased electric service reliability?   16 

A. No.  His Rebuttal testimony (on page 72) states that the Company, as well as the 17 

Commission and its Staff, make recommendations and decisions without reducing all 18 

benefits to dollar values.  He offers up the idea that some projects improve public safety, to 19 

which the Company does not assign a dollar value.  However, distribution automation and 20 

most other aspects of Smart Grid are not being offered based primarily on safety needs.  21 

They are being offered on the basis of improving reliability, empowering customers, and 22 

modernizing the grid, among other reasons.  23 
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In my opinion, the Company still needs to provide some economic or other business 1 

justification for spending on the automatic line reconfiguration project and other aspects of 2 

distribution automation, in preference to spending on simply replacing old infrastructure, 3 

before the projects related to line reconfiguration and distribution automation should be 4 

approved in advance by the Commission -- with or without the SMP process.   5  

6 

Q. Ms Clair criticizes your testimony where you say that AMI is too complex to be 7 

analyzed as part of a rate case.  Do you have any comment? 8 

A. Yes.  Ms. Clair says there is nothing so inherently complex about AMI that a rate case 9 

procedure is incapable of addressing.  She continues to describe a phased-in approach for 10 

AMI in which the first step, called Phase 0, will take some seven months to implement 11 

and will be completed some 12.5 months from now, by May 1, 2009.  Once Phase 0 is 12 

deployed, the Company will analyze various aspects of the deployment regarding 13 

performance, savings, and needed changes before full implementation of AMI.  14 

Conspicuously absent from this discussion, however, is any specific detail as to what 15 

specific criteria will be applied or what procedure will be used in determining the relative 16 

success of the Phase 0 implementation, an assessment that Ms. Clair characterizes is a 17 

precondition for full AMI implementation.  Given the estimated $600,000,000 to $1 18 

billion price tag for AMI, the amorphous nature of the SMP proposal remains troubling.  19 

In sum, Ms. Clair s description of the AMI roll-out process only highlights the complex 20 

nature of AMI implementation and the difficulties of trying to address this process within 21 

the confines of a rate case that will be completed before Phase 0 is even initiated. 22  

23 
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Q., Does this conclude your Rebuttal testimony? 1 

A. Yes, it does. 2 


