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I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 1 

Q. What are your names? 2 

A. We are, respectively, Hector Artze and Maggie Duque.   3 

Q. Have you previously testified in this docket? 4 

A. Yes.  We provided rebuttal testimony, identified as ComEd Exhibit 12.0. 5 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 6 

A. Mr. Owens reacted to our rebuttal testimony, and that of other witnesses offering 7 

testimony on behalf of ComEd not with data and sound engineering analysis, but with 8 

repetitions of his prior discredited conclusions and unreliable anecdotes.   9 

II. RESPONSES TO MR. OWENS’ REBUTTAL  10 
TESTIMONY REGARDING THE CONDITION OF THE SYSTEM 11 

Q. Based on your review of his rebuttal testimony, the attachments thereto, and the 12 

references he cites, is it valid or correct for Mr. Owens to continue to characterize 13 

the condition and reliability of ComEd’s distribution as deficient?  14 

A. No.  Mr. Owens’ conclusion is dependent on, and largely based on what others have told 15 

him or in some cases, told others who then told Mr. Owens.  He repeatedly looks to 16 

anecdotal claims based on what others reportedly told him, often orally and without 17 

documentation and apparently relied on these same sources, to considerable extents, to 18 

select what portions of the system he saw.  Neither Mr. Owens’ rebuttal testimony nor the 19 

data responses he provided reveal any effort to support his opinion with specific evidence 20 

or objective analysis, nor does he attempt to corroborate the claims made by the lawyers, 21 

municipal employees or officials, or others who passed along the anecdote.  When he 22 
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does reference a ComEd document (DR OUT 1.07), he misrepresents what it says, 23 

portraying a response about the potential of a full suite of Smart Grid enabled distribution 24 

automation as relating to his proposal to install mid-circuit reclosers. He also emphasizes 25 

a very small group of photographs which appear, based on data responses, to have been 26 

taken by, and depict equipment from vantage points selected by, parties unknown under 27 

unverifiable conditions.   28 

Q. Does Mr. Owens’ rebuttal testimony and its characterization of the condition and 29 

reliability of ComEd’s distribution system square with objective reality?   30 

A. No.  Mr. Owens continues to offer his own pronouncements about how ComEd’s system 31 

should be designed, operated, and maintained and to argue that because ComEd’s system 32 

does not follow those peculiar standards, it is deficient.  He can only maintain that 33 

position, however, by ignoring the system’s real performance.  Mr. Owens overlooks the 34 

evidence included in Navigant’s study that shows ComEd’s reliability benchmark results 35 

for SAIFI and CAIDI placed them among the companies in the first quartile from 2007 to 36 

2009 and at the top of the second quartile in 2010.  ComEd’s results for SAIDI placed 37 

them among the companies in the first quartile throughout the entire reporting period.  38 

This consistent high level of reliability performance clearly and directly refutes Mr. 39 

Owens’ unfounded opinion that ComEd’s system must be highly susceptible to damage.   40 

Q. Does Mr. Owens’ rebuttal testimony demonstrate that any of the Summer 2011 41 

Storm Systems were preventable?   42 

A. No.  Neither the majority of Mr. Owens’ recommendations about how to design and 43 

operate ComEd’s system nor the anecdotes he repeats, including the latest about alleged 44 
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interruptions experienced by the City of Rockford, refer to dates, times, locations, and 45 

modes of failure of equipment that can be verified or tied to interruptions during the 46 

Summer 2011 Storm Systems.  For example, Mr. Owens continues to place great 47 

emphasis on the age and deflection of wood poles, based on a handful of ComEd’s 1.5 48 

million poles, even though pole failure was not a material contributor to the interruptions 49 

caused by the storm damage.  This makes it impossible for anyone to confirm or analyze 50 

the alleged interruptions he cites in order to understand the cause.  But it also means that 51 

his testimony cannot establish that those particular interruptions were preventable. 52 

III. RESPONSES TO MR. OWENS’ REBUTTAL  53 
TESTIMONY REGARDING THE RESTORATION EFFORT 54 

Q. Mr. Owens also testifies (e.g., AG Ex. 6.0, 8:5-8, 23:5-10) that his recommendations 55 

would speed restoration, reducing interruption durations.  If you were to assume the 56 

outages Mr. Owens alleges occurred as a result of the Summer 2011 Storm Systems, 57 

would it be unreasonable or indicative of poor system performance to expect that it 58 

would take more than 8 hours to restore service? 59 

A. No.  Based on our experience with the impact of large and severe storm systems on utility 60 

systems, and given the severity and rapid succession of the Summer 2011 Storm Systems, 61 

as well as the number of customers affected; it is reasonable to expect that restoration 62 

would take from several hours to several days.  It simply takes time to assess the damage, 63 

mobilize the appropriate resources, and complete the work to restore service.  ComEd’s 64 

performance demonstrates the efficacy of their restoration process and preparation. For 65 

example, more than half of the customers affected by the June 21, and the July 11, 2011 66 

storms (the two storms affecting the largest number of customers during the summer of 67 
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2011) were restored by the end of day one.  In its report, Navigant compiled data from 68 

storm events from 2003 to 2011 (including ComEd’s summer 2011 storms) with the 69 

number of customers affected and the number of days it took to restore those customers.  70 

The analysis shows a linear relationship between the number of customers out and the 71 

number of days to restore, which also provides empirical support for our conclusion that 72 

ComEd’s restoration performance is in line with that of other utilities across the U.S.  73 

Further, when comparing ComEd’s restoration performance for the July 11, 2011 storm 74 

to that of August 23, 2007 storm, we can conclude that the performance of the July 11, 75 

2011 was superior to that of August 2007, which itself was an exemplary restoration 76 

effort for which ComEd received the Edison Electric Institute (EEI) “Emergency 77 

Recovery Award” 2007-2008 for outstanding restoration efforts.  78 

IV. RESPONSES TO MR. ROCKROHR’S REBUTTAL  79 
TESTIMONY REGARDING THE RESTORATION EFFORT 80 

Q. Please assume that the Commission interpreted Section 16-125(e) to cover dispersed 81 

storm related interruptions and required ComEd to collect direct, 82 

contemporaneous, and individual evidence that the specific cause of every 83 

interruption was unpreventable.  What would be the effect of that regime on 84 

restoration efforts like ComEd’s during 2011? 85 

A. As we said, in 2011, ComEd crews were committed to fast restoration.  First, responders 86 

and line patrollers document the condition of the system to facilitate restoration.  The 87 

collection of evidence is not their mission.  Nor, in our opinion, can collecting evidence 88 

specific to each interruption be part of their job.  Asking those crews to perform an 89 

investigation and forensic function -- to take time to investigate and document the root 90 
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cause of the interruption and, in some cases, the conditions prevailing at the time -- 91 

would take precious time away from the prime objective, i.e., to restore as many 92 

customers as fast as possible, and can result in significant restoration delays.   93 

Q. Has any utility of which you are aware been required to, and then successfully 94 

implemented, a process to collect direct, contemporaneous evidence of the 95 

unpreventability of individual interruptions caused by extreme weather? 96 

A. To our knowledge no utility in the United States and been directed to, or does, generally 97 

collect direct, contemporaneous evidence (photographic or otherwise) of every 98 

interruption following a severe storm.  Dedicating the time and resources that would be 99 

required to evaluate, investigate, and document the details of, for example, every tree 100 

contact that caused an interruption would not be prudent in our opinion.  Further, in many 101 

cases it is impossible to conclusively determine the cause, especially contemporaneously.  102 

For example, significant damage is caused by airborne debris traveling at high speeds 103 

contacting utility assets and then continuing to move.  Indeed, if the goal is to reduce the 104 

number of interruptions lasting more than four hours or prevent more interruption 105 

through the use of generally accepted engineering, construction, and maintenance 106 

practices, collecting direct, contemporaneous evidence of the unpreventability of 107 

individual interruptions caused by extreme weather would, in our opinion, be counter-108 

productive. 109 

V. CONCLUSION 110 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 111 

A. Yes. 112 


