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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 10.0. 5 

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

A. Mr. Owens responded 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.  We point that out.  We also address Mr. 9 

Owens’ continued claims that winter and summer storm conditions are equivalent.   10 

II. RESPONSES TO MR. OWENS’ REBUTTAL  11 
TESTIMONY REGARDING THE WINTER STORMS 12 

Q. Based on your review of his rebuttal testimony, the attachments thereto, and the 13 

references therein to the bases of his conclusions, do you agree with Mr. Owens’ 14 

assertion that the consequences of winter storm upon the distribution system are 15 

actually quite similar to the overall effects of summer storms?  16 

A. No.  No two storms are the same.  Even two tropical cyclones with similar wind speeds 17 

will not affect the same utility service territory in the same way.  Storms are very 18 

complex systems with a multitude of variables that individually and/or in different 19 

combinations can affect the same distribution system, also a large and complex system, 20 

quite differently.  Resulting damage to the system could be characterized by, among other 21 

things, the number of service interruptions, the type and number of pieces of equipment 22 
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damaged, the storm’s physical size, its path, its speed (how long each areas is exposed to 23 

the storm), and many others.  Suggesting that “…the overall consequences of winter 24 

storms upon the distribution system are actually quite similar to the overall effect of the 25 

summer storms” is naïve and very misleading.   26 

Q. Can you illustrate this point using data from well-understood summer storms? 27 

A. Yes.  For example, Table 10, page 44 of the Navigant report (ComEd Ex.  11.0) provides 28 

information about a number of large storms.  If we look at hurricanes Charley, a category 29 

4 tropical cyclone1; Jeanne, a category 3; and Frances, a category 2; and we look at the 30 

number of Florida Power & Light customers affected, one can quickly see that the 31 

2,786,300 customers affected by Frances, the lowest category storm of these three, was 32 

much higher than the 874,000 customers affected by Charley, the highest category storm.  33 

This suggests that wind speed, a factor commonly used to characterize storms, may not 34 

be the only determining factor in how a storm impacts an electrical distribution system.  35 

This point can be further illustrated by another pair of hurricanes affecting Dominion 36 

Virginia Power customers.  Hurricane Fran, a category 3 storm, affected 415,000 37 

customers and took 7 days to restore, while Isabel, a category 2 storm, affected 1,800,000 38 

customers and took 14 days to restore.  Here again, the storm with the highest wind speed 39 

affected significantly less customers and required half the time for those customers to be 40 

restored.  In our opinion, it is not correct to suggest that the overall “consequences” (a 41 

term Mr. Owens does not define) or, more accurately, the impact of a storm could be 42 

compared to that of another, even when they are similar in nature (e.g., they are both 43 

                                                 
1  Tropical cyclones classifications based on the Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Wind Scale. 
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tropical cyclones), let alone to a very different kind of weather event that has very little in 44 

common except for high-speed winds, in some cases.  45 

Q. What can we conclude about Mr. Owens’ claim that the season of the storm does not 46 

matter? 47 

A. This is even farther divorced from reality.  If by “consequences” one means the impact of 48 

a storm in terms of the number of interruptions that result, the number of customers those 49 

interruptions affect, individually and in the aggregate, as well as the duration of those 50 

interruptions, then equating the “consequence” of summer storms to winter storms is that 51 

much more farfetched because it does not take into consideration the duration of the 52 

storm itself (approximately 27 hours in the case of the winter 2011 storm) nor the effect 53 

of snow on the ability of the responders to patrol and restore service.  With 20 inches of 54 

snow accumulation, the restoration process is significantly slowed due to impassable 55 

roads, to say the least.  Moreover, in terms of the ways in which damage is manifest, 56 

winter storms cause icing and snow loads, and summer storms cause lightning.  Trees are 57 

leaved in the summer and most are bare in the winter (in Illinois), and they also behave 58 

differently as a result; in addition, they behave differently as a result of the different 59 

temperatures. 60 

III. RESPONSES TO MR. OWENS’ REBUTTAL  61 
TESTIMONY REGARDING THE CONDITION OF THE SYSTEM 62 

Q. Based on your review of his rebuttal testimony, the attachments thereto, and the 63 

references he cites, is it valid or correct for Mr. Owens to continue to characterize 64 

the condition and reliability of ComEd’s distribution system as deficient?  65 
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A. No.  Mr. Owens’ conclusion is dependent on and largely based on what others have told 66 

him, or in some cases, told others who then told Mr. Owens.  He repeatedly looks to 67 

anecdotal claims based on what others reportedly told him, often orally and without 68 

documentation and apparently relied on these same sources, to considerable extents, to 69 

select what portions of the system he saw.  Neither Mr. Owens’ rebuttal testimony nor the 70 

data responses he provided reveal any effort to support his opinion with specific evidence 71 

or objective analysis, nor does he attempt to corroborate the claims made by the lawyers, 72 

municipal employees or officials, or others who passed along the anecdote.  When he 73 

does reference a ComEd document (DR OUT 1.07), he misrepresents what it says, 74 

portraying a response about the potential of a full suite of Smart Grid enabled distribution 75 

automation as relating to his proposal to install mid-circuit reclosers. He also emphasizes 76 

a very small group of photographs which appear, based on data responses, to have been 77 

taken by, and depict equipment from, vantage points selected by parties unknown and 78 

under unverifiable conditions.   79 

Q. Does Mr. Owens’ rebuttal testimony and its characterization of the condition and 80 

reliability of ComEd’s distribution system square with objective reality?   81 

A. No.  Mr. Owens continues to offer his own pronouncements about how ComEd’s system 82 

should be designed, operated, and maintained and to argue that because ComEd’s system 83 

does not follow those peculiar standards, it is deficient.  He can only maintain that 84 

position, however, by ignoring the system’s real performance.  Mr. Owens overlooks the 85 

evidence included in Navigant’s study that shows ComEd’s reliability benchmark results 86 

for SAIFI and CAIDI placed them among the companies in the first quartile from 2007 to 87 

2009 and at the top of the second quartile in 2010.  ComEd’s results for SAIDI placed 88 
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them among the companies in the first quartile throughout the entire reporting period.  89 

This consistent high level of reliability performance clearly and directly refutes Mr. 90 

Owens’ unfounded opinion that ComEd’s system must be highly susceptible to damage.   91 

Q. Does Mr. Owens’ rebuttal testimony demonstrate that any of the Summer 2011 92 

Storm Systems were preventable?   93 

A. No.  Neither the majority of Mr. Owens’ recommendations about how to design and 94 

operate ComEd’s system nor the anecdotes he repeats, including the latest about alleged 95 

interruptions experienced by the City of Rockford, refer to dates, times, locations, and 96 

modes of failure of equipment that can be verified or tied to interruptions during the 97 

Summer 2011 Storm Systems.  For example, Mr. Owens continues to place great 98 

emphasis on the age and deflection of wood poles, based on a handful of ComEd’s 1.5 99 

million poles, even though pole failure was not a material contributor to the interruptions 100 

caused by the storm damage.  This makes it impossible for anyone to confirm or analyze 101 

the alleged interruptions he cites in order to understand the cause.  But it also means that 102 

his testimony cannot establish that those particular interruptions were preventable. 103 

IV. CONCLUSION  104 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 105 

A. Yes. 106 


