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I. Introduction and Purpose 1 

A. Identification of Witnesses 2 

Q. What are your names, positions, and business addresses? 3 

A. My name is Hector Artze.  I am a Director in the Energy Practice of Navigant Consulting, 4 

Inc.  My business address is Navigant Consulting, Inc., 255 Alhambra Circle, Suite 810, 5 

Coral Gables, Florida  33134. 6 

My name is Maggie Duque.  I have the same business address.  I am employed as 7 

an Associate Director in the Energy Practice of Navigant Consulting, Inc. 8 

B. Summary of Testimony 9 

Q. What were you and your colleagues at Navigant retained in connection with this 10 

proceeding? 11 

A. Together with Mr. Shlatz, we were retained on behalf of Commonwealth Edison 12 

Company (“ComEd”) to review the testimony of Mr. Owens in this Illinois Commerce 13 

Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) proceeding and to evaluate independently the 14 

conclusions he reached as well as the methodologies he employed, and the investigation 15 

and data he relies on to support his conclusions.  We were asked to conduct our 16 

investigation independently, using methodologies based on our professional experience.  17 

We were free to request data from ComEd and also used other data, such as objective 18 

national and international operational and performance benchmarks.  We physically 19 

inspected facilities, but also independently reviewed ComEd standards, procedures, and 20 

practices for the construction, maintenance, and operation of the delivery system, and 21 

interviewed ComEd personnel in positions of our choosing.   22 
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Q. What are the purposes and conclusions of your rebuttal testimony? 23 

A. Along with Mr., Shlatz, our co-author, we sponsor the report of our investigation, ComEd 24 

Ex. 13.0.  Our testimony primarily focuses on those portions of the Report which address 25 

utility benchmarks and the comparison of ComEd and its system to objective operations, 26 

performance, and reliability data. 27 

Q. Does Mr. Owens make any similar comparisons? 28 

A. No, and his failure is both telling and damning.  Mr. Owens’ claims are purely subjective 29 

and, as Mr. Shlatz’ testimony and our report points out, often at odds with reality.  30 

Moreover, Mr. Owens made no attempt to square his personal and subjective views 31 

against objective reality.  In an investigation like this, it is illuminating to put aside one’s 32 

biases and look at how utilities, including the utility being studied, actually perform.  It is 33 

also important to gather data that is representative, verified, and unbiased.  That is what 34 

we did.  The results of our analysis, and what it says about Mr. Owen’s claims, are the 35 

subject of this rebuttal testimony.   36 

C. Background and Qualifications 37 

Q. Mr. Artze, what is your role at Navigant Consulting? 38 

A. I am responsible for consulting engagements for electric industry clients including 39 

governments, utilities, end use customers, and energy suppliers.  My work experience 40 

includes assisting clients in crafting Smart Grid strategy, asset management, and 41 

technology deployment strategies, and matters relating to reliability, utility operations, 42 

emergency restoration, and evaluation and implementation of distribution technologies. 43 

Q. Please briefly summarize you professional electric delivery system experience. 44 
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A. I have worked as a professional in the electric power and energy management industries 45 

for over 25 years.  My clients run the gamut of the industry, and include large privately 46 

owned and publicly controlled utility systems, end use customers, governments and 47 

governmental organizations including nationally strategic entities, and energy regulators 48 

themselves.  I am a Certified Energy Manager, and a member of Association of Energy 49 

Engineers, the Association of Cuban Engineers, and the American Society of Mechanical 50 

Engineers. 51 

Q. What is your educational background? 52 

A. I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Mechanical Engineering from the University 53 

of Florida, and a Master’s of Science in Engineering Management from the University of 54 

South Florida. 55 

Q. What is ComEd Ex. 12.01? 56 

A. ComEd Ex. 12.01 is my full resume.   57 

Q. Ms. Duque, what is your role at Navigant Consulting? 58 

A. I am responsible for consulting with energy clients around the world on matters focusing 59 

on operations, strategic planning, process improvement, and project implementation.  I 60 

also act as overall project manager for Navigant energy projects involving multiple 61 

consultants and resources.   62 

Q. Please briefly summarize you professional electric delivery system experience? 63 

A. I have over 25 years of experience in utility operations, strategic planning, process 64 

improvement, project implementation and delivery, leadership, team building, financial 65 
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management, and communications.  I have also held management level positions in 66 

Operations, Engineering, Service Quality, Change Management, Human Resources, and 67 

financial and communications areas.   68 

Q. What is your educational background? 69 

A. I hold a Bachelor of Science Degree in Industrial and Systems Engineering and a 70 

Certificate in Latin American Business from the University of Florida, an International 71 

MBA, from Vanderbilt University’s Owen Business School, and a Strategic Planning 72 

Certificate the Executive Program of the Wharton School of Business of the University of 73 

Pennsylvania. 74 

Q. What is ComEd Ex. 12.02? 75 

A. ComEd Ex. 12.02 is my full resume.   76 

II. Report of the Independent Investigation of ComEd’s  77 
Delivery System and the 2011 Summer Storms 78 

Q. What is ComEd Ex. 13.0? 79 

A. ComEd Ex. 13.0 is a report we co-authored with Mr. Eugene Shlatz, also from Navigant, 80 

detailing our conclusions concerning the design, condition, maintenance, and 81 

performance of ComEd delivery system as compared to the characterizations of that 82 

system that Mr. Owens would have the Commission believe.  In addition to gathering 83 

data and conducting interviews, inspections, and reviews of documentation, our focus 84 

was on how ComEd’s system and its performance compares to objective benchmarks.  85 

Our conclusions are stated in that report, which we adopt. 86 
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III. Responses to Specific Claims of Mr. Owens 87 

Q. What does your investigation show about Mr. Owens’ characterization (on page 19 88 

of his rebuttal) of the condition and reliability of ComEd’s distribution circuits 89 

prior to the 2011 summer storms? 90 

A. Mr. Owens claims that “In the case of the summer 2011 storms, the condition and 91 

reliability of many of ComEd’s distribution circuits were so compromised before the 92 

storms occurred that the resultant levels of damage and customer restoration times were 93 

far greater than if the distribution circuits had been previously maintained in conformance 94 

with industry and national standards.”  This claim is not supported by the facts.   95 

Q. How can objective performance data help discover the truth? 96 

A. Objective performance data by definition reflects reality.  In order to benchmark and 97 

analyze features of a systems condition that will affect storm performance, we look to 98 

overall reliability performance and trends and especially to data that are affected by the 99 

same types of conditions as occur in storms and the same conditions and competencies as 100 

relate to restoration activities.  Navigant’s experience confirms that favorable reliability 101 

trends in these indicators under normal conditions are often a good indicator of how the 102 

system will perform during major storms.  This same point was recently made by Staff,1 103 

who stated that: 104 

Staff expects that, the better designed and maintained an electric system is, 105 
the smaller the number (CAIFI & SAIFI indices) or magnitude of storm 106 
related problems and the quicker the restoration of the electric system 107 
would be, also resulting in a lower average customer interruption time 108 
(CAIDI index). 109 

                                                 
1 Assessment of Commonwealth Edison Company Reliability Report and Reliability Performance 

for Calendar Year 2008 (April 15, 2010), at 19. 
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In addition, we can also examine available data concerning how a system actually 110 

performed under storm conditions.  Using this data, however, can require different 111 

statistical methodologies than a standard benchmark, for several reasons.  For example, 112 

electric distribution lines, both of ComEd and in general, are not designed to withstand 113 

damage from uprooted trees.  One cannot benchmark uprooted trees.  Nor does the NESC 114 

specify standards designed to insulate equipment against damage from extreme storms, 115 

including winds of the strength experienced during several of the summer 2011 storms.  116 

Equipment failure under those conditions is not an indicator of any flaw in the design, 117 

operation, or maintenance of a system, but rather is primarily a function of storm 118 

severity.  For that reason, we use statistical techniques to compare that type of data. 119 

Q. Please turn first to the objective benchmark data.  What data did you use? 120 

A. We examined two benchmarking sources that compare commonly used reliability metrics 121 

including SAIFI, SAIDI, and CAIDI, to industry peers across the U.S. and among all 122 

Illinois electric utilities.  One is body of data that annually compares ComEd’s 123 

performance with an anonymous 27-company peer group.  That peer group is comprised 124 

of utilities across the U.S. comparable in size and system attributes (approximately one 125 

million or more customers, availability of operating and financial data, and T&D 126 

operations) to ComEd.   127 

Q. What did the benchmark comparisons show? 128 

A. This benchmark comparison shows steady reliability performance by ComEd over the 129 

period from 2007 to 2010.  ComEd results for SAIFI and CAIDI placed it in the first 130 
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quartile from 2007 to 2009 and at the top of the second quartile in 2010.  ComEd’s results 131 

for SAIDI placed it in the first quartile throughout the entire reporting period.  132 

A second source of data is the annual ICC Reliability Benchmarks. This 133 

benchmark includes SAIFI and CAIDI reliability metrics (including storm data).  ComEd 134 

SAIFI and CAIDI results, which fully reflect storm disruptions, placed ComEd in first 135 

and second place among major utilities (those with 80,000 or more customers) in 2008 136 

and 2009 respectively.  ComEd SAIFI results for 2010 placed it in third place, and while 137 

CAIDI results placed it in fifth place as a result of the June 18, 2010 storm that struck 138 

Northern Illinois and impacted over 540,000 customers, increasing ComEd’s CAIDI by 139 

54 minutes, ComEd’s performance remained with benchmark norms.  The results of these 140 

benchmark comparisons lead us to conclude that ComEd’s reliability metrics show a 141 

sustained and well above average reliability performance consistent with a well 142 

maintained system. 143 

Q. How do other objective factors, such as ComEd’s Operating and Maintenance 144 

spending, compare to utility peers? 145 

A. ComEd’s spending for Distribution O&M falls in about the middle of spending of the 27-146 

company peer group in the benchmark comparisons.  From a benchmarking perspective, 147 

this is favorable.  ComEd is neither devoting an atypically small level of resources to 148 

these activities, nor is it committing an atypically high level of resources.   149 

Q. How does the manner in which ComEd operates compare? 150 

A. Very favorably.  We view ComEd’s O&M program targeting areas that provide the 151 

greatest reliability and performance benefits per dollar spent to be a very efficient and 152 
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comprehensive program.  We view several of ComEd’s O&M programs as best practice, 153 

including the vegetation management and maintenance inspection programs both with 154 

shorter inspection cycles than many of the comparable utilities. Further, we consider that 155 

targeting the investment of O&M is a very wise approach and an industry best practice.  156 

Q. Is there validity to Mr. Owens’ claims about how the 2011 Summer Storms affected 157 

ComEd as compared to how other severe weather affected other utilities? 158 

A. No, for several reasons.  First, Mr. Owens does not consider the severity of the weather 159 

conditions in effect during the Summer 2011 Storms, when tropical storm force winds of 160 

60 and 80 mph and tornadoes were recorded; nor does he consider how other similar 161 

utility systems have fared under similar conditions.  Once storm winds exceed 40 mph, 162 

trees in proximity to overhead lines can be uprooted, branches break, and objects on the 163 

ground become airborne, all of which impact overhead distribution circuits.  Depending 164 

on the force of the wind, the damage can be extensive.   165 

Florida Power & Light (FPL), which has extensive experience with wind damage, 166 

has developed a benchmark for this effect that in our experience sheds light on this factor.  167 

In order to establish a measure of the impact of storms, FPL uses the number and rate of 168 

poles damaged as proxy for overall system damage.  FPL developed this pole failure rate 169 

model based on the correlation of actual poles damaged and wind speed maps 170 

experienced during tropical cyclones over the last two decades.  The model predicts that 171 

over one percent of poles, in the affected area, will need to be replaced for a Category 172 

one hurricane (highest recorded winds between 74 and 95 mph).  Notably, wind speeds 173 

during the summer 2011 storms approached 80 mph in some areas; particularly, on July 174 

11th.  ComEd replaced about 0.1 percent of poles during the summer 2011 storms.  This 175 
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does not mean that pole failures were a significant cause of interruptions during the storm 176 

systems.  In fact, contrary to what one might think from reading Mr. Owens’ testimony, 177 

few poles failed, and pole failure was a small cause of interruptions.  But poles are a 178 

measuring stick and allow us to conclude based on actual objective data, and contrary to 179 

Mr. Owens’ personal view, that ComEd’s system performed significantly better than 180 

expected given the severity of the summer 2011 storms. 181 

Q. How did ComEd’s outage duration from the 2011 Storms compare to similar 182 

weather events experienced by other utilities? 183 

A. Navigant compiled and analyzed data from storm events from 2003 to 2011 (including 184 

ComEd’s summer 2011 storms) to establish the correlation between the number of 185 

customers affected and the number of days it took to restore those customers.  We then 186 

used a statistical methodology called a linear regression to assess ComEd’s  restoration 187 

performance.  Based on this analysis we conclude that ComEd’s restoration performance 188 

is in line with that of other utilities across the United States.  If anything, ComEd’s 189 

outage duration was on the low side considering the strain multiple consecutive storms 190 

can put on resources. 191 

Q. Mr. Owens also comments on ComEd’s reliability improvement programs.  How 192 

would you characterize those programs, including as compared to industry norms? 193 

A. Although Mr. Owens was provided with documentation describing ComEd reliability 194 

improvement programs, he did not address them in his testimony.  ComEd has instituted 195 

a series of programs and measures designed to enhance reliability performance such as 196 

Worst 1% Feeder Program, Cable Diagnostic Testing, Circuit Capacity Improvement, 197 
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Customer Targeted Program, Distribution Automation Program, Underground Cable 198 

Program.  Some of these programs have been in place for several years; some are 199 

relatively new, such as those crafted based on smart technologies.  Most of these 200 

programs provide reliability benefits for both normal conditions and storms.  ComEd’s 201 

targeted reliability improvement programs are designed to maximize reliability 202 

improvements at the lowest cost.  These programs along with pro-active maintenance 203 

appear to have directly contributed to improvements in reliability metrics over the last 204 

five to ten years.   205 

Q. You also interviewed ComEd Staff.  Why was that important to your analysis? 206 

A. Our interviews of ComEd staff gave us insight into and information about the system that 207 

we otherwise would not have had.  They also allowed us to access empirical data about 208 

the system and allowed us to review actual ComEd practices and procedures.  Any 209 

competent and unbiased investigator would value this information. 210 

Yet, Mr. Owens makes a host of claims about ComEd’s practices and the 211 

prevalence, or absence, of various technologies and types of equipment on ComEd’s 212 

system without this insight.  Instead, he made those claims based solely on his own 213 

impressions of the equipment that he happened to notice.  In our experience, this is a 214 

critical omission and, perhaps more seriously, and indication that he did not want to 215 

receive facts that did not match up with his views. 216 

Q. What conclusions were you able to draw based on the data gained during these 217 

interviews? 218 
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A. Mr. Owens claims about ComEd’s use of technology and equipment are unreliable, to say 219 

the least.  For example, at pages 29 and 30 of Mr. Owens’ direct testimony he claims that:  220 

“Unfortunately, the field investigations we performed in a dozen service areas of the 221 

ComEd system revealed only one (1) installation of a pole-mounted recloser for 222 

automatic sectionalizing of 4 KV and 12 KV overhead circuits.”  This “investigation,” 223 

which appears to nothing but Mr. Owens driving (or being driven) and apparently trying 224 

to spot equipment, leads him to “question why ComEd does not have more of this well-225 

established equipment installed on its system.”  He entirely misses the facts.   226 

ComEd has been installing mid-stream reclosers and auto-sectionalizing loop 227 

schemes on its 12.47 kV distribution system.  Based on our interviews with ComEd’s 228 

staff, and our subsequent review of plant data, and our observations in the field, we can 229 

conclude that ComEd has consistently executed and strategically designed reliability 230 

programs to have the highest impact on the greatest number of customers.   231 

Mr. Owens also describes ComEd as lacking distribution automation effort, and 232 

prescribes distribution automation as one solution to deficiencies he claims exist.  In fact, 233 

ComEd has implemented an industry leading distribution automation program.  When 234 

initially implemented in the mid- to late 1990s, the focus was on SCADA-Mate auto-235 

sectionalizing reclosing circuit breakers on 34.5 kV lines.  More recently the program has 236 

been expanded to include mid-stream reclosers and auto-sectionalizing loop schemes on 237 

ComEd’s 12.47 kV distribution system.  The installation of auto-sectionalizing loop 238 

schemes on primary distribution lines, with over 1000 reclosers installed system-wide 239 

(over 200 installed in the area affected by the 2011 storm) has been identified by ComEd 240 

as a main contributor to the reduction of one million or more customer interruption 241 
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minutes in 2011, a significant factor in ComEd’s performance improvement. Further, 242 

now that the Electric Infrastructure Modernization Act has been adopted in Illinois, 243 

ComEd’s reliability engineers plan to continue with and expand the installation of 244 

reclosers and auto-loop schemes, targeting feeders based on outage exposure, number of 245 

customers within sectionalizing zones, and estimated savings in customer minutes.  246 

Q. Mr. Owens also devotes much attention to vegetation management.  How do 247 

Mr. Owens claims compare to actual data? 248 

A. Mr. Owen’s testimony focuses extensively on vegetation management and on having a 249 

“regularly-performed tree trimming program” or ”inconsistent and inadequate tree 250 

trimming practices” (page 7 line 13 and 19, page 9 line 19, page 11 line 10 and 16, page 251 

12 line 6, 7 and 12, page 14 line 2, 3, 13, 17, page 15 line 2 and 3).  ComEd has such a 252 

program, which Mr. Owens overlooks.  Moreover, we reviewed all feeders contributing 253 

to the tree-related interruptions for their last trimming date, and all were previously 254 

trimmed within the four years prior to the storms consistent with ComEd and ICC’s 255 

vegetation guidelines.  Further, we could not find any correlation between the number of 256 

outages and the number of years since the circuit was last trimmed.  This is also a critical 257 

finding, because it proves that the tree trimming program ComEd has in place is effective 258 

in controlling controllable vegetation related interruptions throughout the cycle.   259 

Mr. Owens makes much of the vegetation near service lines that are located on 260 

customer property for which we understand customers to be responsible for vegetation 261 

control.  Yet, Mr. Owens fails to mention that that storm statistics identify secondary 262 

and/or services with tree-related interruptions to account for less than one percent of 263 
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interruptions.  Even those lines simply did not play a major role in the Summer 2011 264 

Storm related damage to the system. 265 

Mr. Owens also goes beyond incorrectly criticizing ComEd’s vegetation 266 

management program to challenge accepted vegetation management practices generally.  267 

On page 9, lines 2 – 7 of his testimony, Mr. Owens states that “the persistent danger of 268 

overhead limbs falling on energized conductors during both winter and summer storm 269 

events suggests the entire vertical space above energized conductors be cleared as well.”  270 

We are aware of no standard or practice accepted in Illinois calling for ground-to-sky 271 

clearing above distribution lines.  And, as for any notion that this would have changed the 272 

course of events in the summer of 2011, Mr. Owens simply provides no facts.  In fact, 273 

during storms of this magnitude, limbs do not simply fall on energized conductors; 274 

instead, wind can and will carry the limbs and branches, sometimes for several blocks, 275 

gaining strength throughout the trajectory.  In effect, the only way to make conditions 276 

“dramatically better…or significantly reduce” the impact from vegetation is to eliminate 277 

all trees in the vicinity of overhead conductors.  This is not a serious suggestion. 278 

In sum, based on field inspections as well as on the examination of ComEd’s 279 

records of vegetation management, we conclude that ComEd executes a well thought-out 280 

and prudent program that complies with all Commission requirements.  281 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 282 

A. Yes. 283 


