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I. Introduction 1 

A. Identification of Witness 2 

Q. What is your name and business address? 3 

A. My name is Michael Guerra.  My business address is 440 S. LaSalle St., Chicago, Illinois 4 

60605. 5 

Q. By what entity and in what position are you employed? 6 

A. I am employed by Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) in the position of Vice 7 

President, External Affairs & Large Customer Solutions. 8 

Q. Are you the same Michael Guerra that submitted direct testimony in this 9 

proceeding? 10 

A. Yes.  ComEd Ex. 1.0 is my direct testimony. 11 

B. Purpose and Summary of Guerra Rebuttal Testimony 12 

Q. What are the purposes and subjects of your rebuttal testimony? 13 

A. There are three.  First, I summarize ComEd’s rebuttal testimonies and how they respond 14 

to the direct testimony filed by Staff and the, as an intervenor, the Illinois Attorney 15 

General’s office (“AG”).  Second, I (along with several other ComEd witnesses) respond 16 

to testimony arguing that the phrase “a continuous power interruption of 4 hours or more” 17 

can refer not to a single, continuous interruption, but to a host of interruptions, occurring 18 

at different times, in different places, with different durations, affecting different 19 

customers, and due to entirely different equipment damage.  Third, and finally, I put into 20 

its proper context the testimony, filed by the AG, of four officials and residents of 21 

Highland Park, Lake Forest, and Rolling Meadows.   22 
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C. Overview of ComEd’s Rebuttal Evidence 23 

Q. Who are the other witnesses presenting rebuttal testimony on behalf of ComEd and 24 

what topics do they address?  25 

A. The following other witnesses also provide rebuttal testimony on behalf of ComEd (those 26 

witnesses who offered direct testimony are identified only by name): 27 

 Hon. Phillip O’Connor, Ph.D. (ComEd Ex. 6.0), former Chairman of the Illinois 28 

Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) and long-time energy 29 

executive and policy advisor, responds to testimony arguing that the statutory 30 

phrase “a continuous power interruption of 4 hours or more” should be read to 31 

mean a collection of individual interruptions.  He explains why such a reading is 32 

factually inconsistent with the history leading up to and following the statute’s 33 

enactments, and why it would be poor public policy, inconsistent with the goal of 34 

promoting reliability.  35 

 The panel of Messrs. William J. Gannon and John Mehrtens (ComEd Ex. 7.0) 36 

responds to rebuttal testimony of AG witness George Owens.  They demonstrate 37 

the deep flaws and biases in his approach and the complete inaccuracy of his 38 

overall conclusions both about the system and the causes of interruptions during 39 

the Summer 2011 Storm systems.  The panel also exposes Mr. Owens’ erroneous 40 

assumption, data, and conclusions concerning specific aspects of the design, 41 

construction, condition, and operation of ComEd’s system, including those 42 

concerning sectionalization, lightning protection, grounding, system control and 43 

monitoring, distribution automation, and the condition of ComEd’s poles.  The 44 

panel also testifies about programs ComEd has in place to ensure reliable service, 45 
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which Mr. Owens simply ignores.  Finally, the panel provides additional 46 

information in response to the testimony of Staff witness Greg Rockrohr. 47 

 Mr. Craig Chesley (ComEd Ex. 8.0), ComEd’s Manager of Vegetation 48 

Management, provides a detailed and accurate picture of ComEd’s vegetation 49 

management standards and their implementation.  This exposes where 50 

Mr. Owens’ assumptions and conclusions about this specific aspect of ComEd’s 51 

operations are baseless and explains how ComEd complies with or exceeds what 52 

Mr. Owens calls “best practices,” including those with respect to the management 53 

cycle, use of experts, selective removal, and species-specific actions.   54 

 Mr. Thomas R. Piazza (ComEd Ex. 9.0) provides additional analysis responding 55 

to the questions posed by Staff witness Greg Rockrohr concerning the severity, 56 

timing, and geographic track of the storm systems as well as the damage they 57 

caused.  He also responds briefly to mischaracterizations by Mr. Owens about the 58 

severity of the storms.   59 

 Ms. Cheryl Maletich (ComEd Ex. 10.0) provides additional data about the 60 

timing, location, and causes of specific interruptions in response to questions 61 

posed by Staff witness Greg Rockrohr.   62 

 Mr. Eugene (“Gene”) Shlatz, P.E. (ComEd Ex. 11.0), a Director of the Energy 63 

Practice at Navigant Consulting Inc. and an expert in the assessment and review 64 

of the condition, performance, and reliability of large systems, describes the 65 

independent investigation conducted by personnel from Navigant into the claims 66 

made by Mr. Owens and the methodology he employed.  He presents the 67 
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conclusions of that investigation with respect to the design, construction, 68 

maintenance, and condition of the system, and also responds individually to many 69 

of Mr. Owens’ claims, including that the system damage and resulting 70 

interruptions could have been prevented.   71 

 The panel of Ms. Maggie Duque and Mr. Hector Artze (ComEd Ex. 12.0), both 72 

of whom have decades of electric utility experience, including in benchmarking 73 

and storm response, present and describe the Navigant team’s analysis of the 74 

objective performance of ComEd and its system against benchmark data.  They 75 

establish the strength of ComEd’s reliability performance and explain why these 76 

facts, too, debunk Mr. Owens’ story about ComEd.  They also compare the 77 

performance of ComEd’s system during the storms and the damage the system 78 

suffered with similar storms and stresses. 79 

Q. Based upon all of this evidence, what overall conclusion should the Commission 80 

draw about the design, operation, and condition of ComEd’s delivery system? 81 

A. ComEd’s delivery system is sound and reliable.  Its design, operation, and condition 82 

during the Summer 2011 Storms did not contribute to the occurrence of or prolong the 83 

duration of the many interruptions caused by unpreventable damage from those storms.  84 

The only witness who claims otherwise is Mr. Owens.  Mr. Owens’ “investigation” was 85 

inadequate, and he made no attempt to obtain or verify important data that a competent 86 

and unbiased investigator would have sought out.  His methods of interpreting data and 87 

standards were inappropriate.  His statements about the system range from mistaken to 88 

fanciful.  His conclusions and recommendations warrant no reliance whatsoever by 89 

Commission.   90 
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Q. Based upon all of the evidence, what should the Commission draw about Section 91 

16-125(e) and whether its liability provisions were triggered at all?   92 

A. The liability provisions of Section 160-125(e) were triggered by none of the Summer 93 

2011 Storms.  No “continuous power interruption” caused by those storms resulted in 94 

30,000 ComEd retail customers being without service for a period of four hours or more.  95 

Contrary claims are not based on any on interruption meeting those requirements, but on 96 

aggregating thousands of different interruptions that were not continuous, that occurred in 97 

different locations, started at different times, ended at different times, affected different 98 

customers and different equipment, and were caused by different types of weather 99 

damage.  That aggregation is not consistent with what an interruption means in ordinary 100 

use or in the industry, and it is also inconsistent with the history preceding Section 16-101 

125, and with good regulatory policy. 102 

However, in any event, as Staff witness Mr. Rockrohr calculates, if all of the 103 

interruptions caused by unpreventable damage are removed, the total number of 104 

customers affected also falls.  If the interruptions that ComEd has shown to be due to 105 

unpreventable damage are removed, the statutory triggers are not even met by the 106 

aggregate of interruptions.  The Commission should, therefore, in the alternative, waive 107 

any liability that might otherwise apply. 108 

II. Response to Claims by ComEd Service to Municipalities  109 

Q. AG witnesses Mayor Nancy Rotering, Ms. Carina Walters, Mr. Fred Vogt, and Ms. 110 

Jane Mordini all raise complaints about ComEd’s service in the three municipalities 111 

where they reside.  How does ComEd respond to concerns like this? 112 
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A. ComEd is committed to providing reliable, high-quality service to all of our customers 113 

and to do so prudently and at a reasonable cost.  We have recognized that in some areas, 114 

municipal communication and coordination needed to be improved, as could the ways in 115 

which ComEd communicated information about interruptions to customers.  We have 116 

taken concrete steps to address those concerns on every level.  ComEd revised its 117 

customer service procedures and is implementing new human and web-based systems to 118 

provide more and better outage information to customers and municipalities.  ComEd has 119 

also worked with a major group of municipalities to jointly develop a cutting edge 120 

protocol for the real time coordination and integration of ComEd and municipal 121 

responses to events causing widespread interruptions.  That Protocol will have been 122 

finalized and submitted to the Commission well in advance of the hearing.  ComEd has 123 

also been a strong supporter of grid modernization, and the further investments in system 124 

hardening and smart technologies that are authorized and funded by the Electric 125 

Infrastructure Modernization Act will further enhance the quality and reliability of 126 

service. 127 

However, our concern and desire to always do better, and our understanding and 128 

regret for the inconvenience that any interruptions cause, do not imply that ComEd was at 129 

fault for the Summer 2011 Storms, or for the damage and interruptions that they caused, 130 

whether in these witnesses’ towns or elsewhere.  The storm damage and resultant 131 

interruptions during the Summer 2011 Storms were not preventable.  It is easy for people, 132 

especially those who have no experience or training in designing or operating large 133 

electric systems, to jump to conclusions about the causes of interruptions and to make 134 

broad statements about service.  But, in this docket, our focus is on those storms and the 135 
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resulting interruptions, not on other events and other service issues that ComEd is 136 

addressing in other ways.  The Commission should retain its focus on the evidence and 137 

recognize that claims brought forward by city officials – for instance, that major portions 138 

of towns were out of service for week-long periods – reflect frustration with a summer of 139 

record severe weather, but do not accurately portray what happened on the system.   140 

Q. What was your own personal experience concerning weather damage you observed 141 

while responding to customers and municipalities during the Summer 2011 Storms? 142 

A. As part of our efforts to reach out to customers and municipalities in affected areas of our 143 

service territory, I was often in the field during those storms.  I personally witnessed the 144 

devastation as I drove through affected areas and met with municipal officials to survey 145 

the damage and restoration.  I am not an engineer, but it is clear to me that an uprooted 146 

tree taking down a power line is not preventable.  Nor am I a meteorologist, but the 147 

destructive force of a storm that pushes over a mature tree, or pulls it like a weed, is clear 148 

to me.  I personally saw that the storms brought down thousands of trees, taking down 149 

power lines and poles along with them.  I also saw how these same storms affected other 150 

services, including those provided by municipalities.  ComEd was not alone in suffering 151 

the storms’ wrath.  Below are some of the pictures that I took as I hit the streets after the 152 

Summer 2011 Storms:   153 
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 This is a tree that came down in Waukegan during the July 11th storm.  Note the 154 

size of the tree and how it was simply uprooted: 155 

 156 

Note also the size of the root ball in relation to the house next door. 157 

 158 
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 159 

 The following pictures were also taken during that restoration.  This is an area 160 

where downed trees took down wires in Waukegan on July 11th: 161 

 162 
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 163 

 164 
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 This illustrates similar storm damage in Park Ridge, also on July 11: 165 

 166 

 These illustrate damage in Waukegan on July 2, 2011.  Note the size of these two 167 

downed two trees. 168 

 169 
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 Similar damage occurred in Winthrop Harbor on July 1: 170 

 171 

 This picture shows damage in Melrose Park on June 22: 172 

 173 
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 This picture shows similar damage in Elmhurst that same day: 174 

 175 

 And, this picture shows damage that day in Park Ridge: 176 

 177 
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I am not a professional photographer, and it was not my job to conduct a 178 

comprehensive survey of the damage.  However, what I photographed is representative of 179 

the types of damage I personally witnessed while travelling to and meeting with 180 

customers and officials in the most affected areas.  Other people compiled data from our 181 

system as a whole, and other witnesses testify about those impacts in detail.  But, they 182 

also reported severe weather damage, as well. 183 

Q. These same AG witnesses also each briefly claim that the term “interruption” does 184 

mean, to them, some sort of aggregate effect of a storm system.  What can be 185 

gleaned from that testimony? 186 

A. I do not disagree that customers and municipal officials care about multiple interruptions, 187 

or that they think about interruptions not only individually but in terms of their 188 

cumulative impact.  But, it is striking that none of these witnesses can explain how the 189 

singular term “interruption” can appropriately be used, whether in a technical sense or in 190 

vernacular, to encompass the many distinct interruptions and instances of damage 191 

resulting from a severe weather system.  The fact remains that this impact cannot be 192 

called a single continuous power interruption.  So, my observation remains:  no 193 

reasonable person in Highland Park who experiences an interruption on a stormy 194 

afternoon due to a tree limb falling on a wire can say that their interruption started hours 195 

earlier in Rockford when lightning struck a transformer.  Nor could they say that their 196 

interruption persisted hours (or days) after their own service was restored, when the last 197 

storm-related interruption ended and the last of the damage was repaired.  Ordinary 198 

people use the term just like engineers, if with less precision, to refer the circumstances 199 

that caused the loss of power that affects them or the neighborhood of which they are 200 
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speaking.  They measure their beginnings, endings, and durations by when they or the 201 

customer(s) who lost service as a result of that damage first lost power and when they 202 

regained it.  That is the essence of the definition ComEd supports.  It is the only 203 

reasonable definition.   204 

Q. Should the Commission conclude, from ComEd’s Petition and the evidence 205 

presented to support it, that ComEd believes its work to be complete? 206 

A. Of course not.  ComEd’s employees, from its line crews to its engineers, built and 207 

maintained a reliable system, and our emergency teams did an outstanding job restoring 208 

customers’ service under extraordinarily difficult conditions.  But, ComEd also knows 209 

that customers are impacted by every interruption, and we will continue to strive to 210 

increase the reliability and storm performance of the system, including through the 211 

substantial additional investments in system hardening and smart grid deployment 212 

authorized and made possible by the Electric Infrastructure Modernization Act.  The fact 213 

that more can always be done, however, does not justify the attempt by the some 214 

witnesses to distort how well ComEd’s system performs or to take advantage of 215 

unprecedented storms to impose penalties on ComEd. 216 

III. Conclusion 217 

Q. What action should the Commission take in response to the Petition? 218 

A. The evidence demonstrates:  219 

 The Summer 2011 Storms were extraordinarily severe.   220 

 The damage that they caused throughout the region, and not just to ComEd’s 221 

system, was extensive.  The pictures I took and have included in this testimony 222 

illustrate what actually occurred.  No reasonable utility could have prevented it. 223 
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 ComEd’s system is and was well designed and maintained. 224 

 The objective facts show that ComEd is a leader in system reliability, not a 225 

laggard. 226 

 Section 16-125 imposes unprecedented liability on utilities in very specific 227 

circumstances – circumstances not present here.   228 

 Moreover, the General Assembly allowed for waiver of even that liability for 229 

interruptions resulting from unpreventable weather damage, of which the 230 

interruptions caused by the Summer 2011 Storms are archetypal examples. 231 

 Legal arguments aside, it would be wholly unfair and unjustified to impose the 232 

extraordinary penalties of Section 16-125 on a reliable utility like ComEd for 233 

events beyond its control.  234 

The circumstances were summed up well by David Owens, executive director of 235 

Edison Electric Institute, who testified in 2011 that “Ten major storms this summer in 236 

such close succession, including the July 11 storm that affected nearly a million 237 

customers, is unprecedented. …  Taken in isolation, each storm response effort compares 238 

favorably to industry measures. Viewed as a group, ComEd’s response given the 239 

extraordinary circumstances it was confronting was highly responsive.”  In addition to 240 

the legal arguments which counsel will make, that is why the Commission should find 241 

Section 16-125 to be inapplicable or, in the alternative, grant ComEd’s petition. 242 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 243 

A. Yes. 244 


