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Q. Please state your name and business address. 

A. My name is Ronald Linkenback and my business address is 527 East Capitol 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois. 

Q. Are you the same Ronald Linkenback who previously testified in this 

Docket? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What is the purpose of your cross response testimony? 

A. My cross response testimony will address portions of The People Of The State 

Of Illinois Response To Commonwealth Edison’s Verified Petition (“AG 

Response”) as well as the direct testimony of Mr. Lanzalotta (AG Exhibit 1.0) 

filed on behalf The People of the State of Illinois, by and through the Illinois 

Attorney General, Lisa Madigan (the “AG”). 

Q. Please summarize the recommendations made in your direct testimony. 

A. Based on the information provided in this docket by ComEd, I did not oppose 

ComEd’s Weather Waiver Request under Section 16-125(e) of the Act.  I also 

stated that my view was subject to revision if additional or different evidence or 

information was brought to my attention, including any evidence or information 

presented by other parties’ witnesses in this proceeding.  This cross response 

testimony addresses the information presented on behalf of the AG.  Lastly, I 

did not express an opinion concerning ComEd’s Legal Liability Determination 

Request.  

Q. Do you continue to make the same recommendation? 

A. Yes I do.  
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Q. Did any other party file a response to ComEd’s petition? 

 No.  The Village of Deerfield (“Deerfield”) did file a motion, on April 15, 2008, to 

dismiss ComEd’s petition.  I am not addressing Deerfield’s motion.  

Q. Please summarize the recommendation made by the AG pertaining to 

ComEd’s request for a waiver from Section 16-125(e) of the Act. 

A. The AG is recommending that the Illinois Commerce Commission 

(“Commission”) not grant ComEd the Section 16-125(e) waiver it is requesting.  

Page three of the AG Response states that the Commission should not grant 

the waiver because “the numbers of outages were high because of the 

advancing age of the overhead distribution facilities on the Company’s 

overhead electric distribution system and other failures of the Company’s 

system.”  The AG Response goes on to state that the other failures were “part 

of a general system breakdown and service restoration efforts were affected by 

both the complexities of each repair task as well as by sheer volume of the 

repairs”.  Id., p. 14. 

 The AG Response to ComEd’s Verified Petition was supported by the direct 

testimony of AG’s witness Mr. Lanzalotta (AG Exhibit 1.0).  Mr. Lanzalotta 

stated that the number of interruptions was a result of the August 23, 2007 

weather system and the age of ComEd’s overhead distribution system, and the 

effect of the large number interruptions was long restoration times (AG Exhibit 

1.0, pp. 3-4).  Mr. Lanzalotta spent the remainder of his testimony discussing 

the age of ComEd’s overhead distribution system.   
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Q. Please comment on the AG’s recommendation and supporting 

information. 

A. The one important issue that the AG does not address when considering 

whether ComEd should be granted a waiver is whether ComEd provided 

sufficient information to show that the customer interruptions identified in its 

Petition were the result of unpreventable damage due to weather events or 

conditions.  In my opinion, ComEd did provide the necessary information and 

nothing in the AG Response or Mr. Lanzalotta’s testimony identifies information 

which undermines or calls into question that showing.  Therefore, I continue to 

have no basis to oppose ComEd’s request for a waiver.  

In general, I agree with Mr. Lanzalotta’s observations that older overhead 

distribution systems suffer more storm damage than newer systems and that 

ComEd’s overhead distribution system is not new.  However, properly 

performed maintenance of overhead distribution systems can greatly reduce 

the effects of aging and deterioration and minimize age related outages.  Mr. 

Lanzalotta did not provide evidence or discuss whether ComEd had properly 

maintained its overhead distribution system involved in the August 23-29, 2007 

interruptions prior to the August 23rd storm.  Without some evidence that 

ComEd did not properly maintain its distribution system and that some non- de 

minimis percentage of the outages were a result of ComEd’s improper 

maintenance, the information on the age of ComEd’s overhead distribution 

system does not provide a valid basis for me to modify or change my 

recommendation. 
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While I also agree with Mr. Lanzalotta that the length of outages will increase 

with the number of dispersed outages, Mr. Lanzalotta has not provided any 

evidence that ComEd could have prevented a non-de minimis number of the 

dispersed outages.  Mr. Lanzalotta’s entire position seems to rest on the age of 

ComEd’s overhead distribution system, and as I have already stated, I am not 

persuaded by that argument. 

Q. Have you examined any information from any other source that might 

contribute to the Commission’s understanding of the state of repair of 

ComEd’s overhead distribution system? 

A. Yes I have.  I reviewed the Commission’s assessments of ComEd’s reliability 

reports and reliability performance for calendar years 2003, 2004, and 2005.  

The Commission adopted these assessments in Docket No. 05-0193, 06-0215, 

and 07-0288 respectively.  The assessments included information that the 

Commission staff engineers had gathered while examining ComEd’s annual 

reliability reports, asking for additional information, and conducting limited 

inspections of ComEd distribution lines.  I did not find anything in these three 

assessments to indicate to me that ComEd’s maintenance of its system was 

poor enough to have been a major contributor to the equipment outages on 

August 23, 2007.  However, information showing that ComEd has room to 

improve its maintenance of its delivery system is in the Commission’s 

assessments.  An isolated pocket of poorly trimmed trees is one example.  

However, no amount of maintenance can enable an electric delivery system 

   



Docket No. 07-0491 
ICC Staff Exhibit No. 2.0 

Page 5 of 5 

   

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 

112 

built to meet the National Electrical Safety Code to withstand forces of nature 

that exceed the standards in those rules.  Further, I do not have any 

information indicating that any of the areas where Staff noted there was room 

for improvement were involved in the August 23-29, 2007 interruptions.      

Finally, ComEd specifically indicated that it had no deferred maintenance in the 

portions of its system that experienced interruptions. 

Q. Please summarize the information you relied on to determine that ComEd 

provided sufficient proof that the interruptions on August 23-29, 2007 

were unpreventable.  

A. In its Petition and in its November 27, 2007, supplemental filing in response to 

Staff’s questions, ComEd claimed that it had performed all necessary 

maintenance, including tree trimming, for its facilities involved in the 

interruptions, with no past or overdue items.  ComEd also provided a 

description of its design standards and its maintenance and tree trimming 

programs.  ComEd provided meteorological data that showed, in part, that the 

estimated winds exceeded the NESC design standard for wood distribution pole 

construction.  Based on the information provided by ComEd, it is my opinion 

that weather conditions exceeded reasonable design standards for distribution 

facilities during the storms and for that reason ComEd has established that it is 

entitled to the waiver it is requesting in this docket.   

Q. Does this conclude your response testimony? 

A. Yes it does.  


