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Please state your name, address, and position.

My name is Dylan Sullivan. My business address is 2 North Riverside Plaza, Suite 2250,
Chicago, Illinois 60606. I am employed by the Natural Resources Defense Council
(“NRDC”) as an Energy Advocate.

On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding?

I am testifying on behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council and the Sierra Club,
Ohio Chapter.,

Please describe your educational background and professional experience.

I earned a Bachelor of Arts degree, magna cum laude, in Environmental Geology from
the University of Missouri-Columbia in 2004. I was awarded a Master of Science in Civil
and Environmental Engineering from Stanford University in June 2008. My Master’s
degree was energy focused: I graduated from the Civil and Environmental Engineering
Department’s Atmosphere/Energy program and took classes on economic analysis of
natural resources and climate policy, air quality analysis, and energy efficiency and
renewable energy technologies and policies. I joined NRDC in June 2008. At NRDC, I
work throughout the Midwest to promote energy efficiency policies that lower customer
utility bills and cut pollution, including ensuring that electric utilities” energy efficiency
portfolios are cost effective and address major end-uses of electricity and all customer
classes. I also advocate for changes in regulations that guide the utility business model to
ensure that the interests of utilities and their customers are aligned in the promotion of
energy efficiency and renewable energy. I represent NRDC on the groups assisting Duke

Energy-Ohio, American Electric Power-Ohio, and FirstEnergy’s Ohio operating
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companies in meeting the state’s efficiency portfolio standard. I am currently writing
NRDC’s decoupling fact sheet and have conducted staff trainings on decoupling.

Have you previously testified before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
(*PUCO” or “Commission™)?

Yes. I have testified before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio on: (1) the design,
implementation, and administration of energy efficiency programs, (ii) policies that
remove utilities’ current disincentive to support energy efficiency, and (ii1) policies that
reward a utility for performing well in saving customers money through energy efficiency
programs.! I have also recently testified before the Indiana Utility Regulatory
Commission® and the Illinois Commerce Commission.’

What documents did you review to prepare your testimony?

I reviewed the Company’s testimony in this case, the Company’s responses to the
discovery of NRDC and the Sierra Club, some of the Company’s discovery responses to
other parties, and the rider language for the Energy Efficiency/Peak Demand Reduction
(“EE/PDR™) Rider and the Green Power Portfolio Rider.

Please summarize your testimony.

Below, 1 (i) describe the Company’s performance in implementing energy efficiency
programs since 2009 and review the Company’s proposal to continue the EE/PDR Rider,
{ii) review the Company’s proposed Green Power Portfolio Rider, and (iii) review the

Company’s proposed Plug-In Electric Vehicle (“PEV™) Tariff.

! Public Utilities Commission of Ohio Case No. 08-935-EL-850, Case No. 09-1947-EL-EEC, et al., and Case No.
10-388-EL-S50.

* Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission Cause No. 43839.
* Illinois Commerce Commission Case No. 10-0527,
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Does the Company request that the Commission continue its Energy Efficiency/Peak
Demand Reduction (“EE/PDR”) Rider in this case?

Yes. The Company requests that the Commission retain the EE/PDR Rider in this case,’
and that the “EE/PDR Rider continue to be set through a separate filings as is done
currently and be updated annually each year as ordered by the Commission.”
Characterize the Company’s performance to-date in implementing energy efficiency
programs.

The Company has, since approval of the prior Electric Security Plan, done an exemplary
job of implementing energy efficiency programs. The Company has exceeded the energy
saving targets provided in O.R.C. Section 4928.66 each year since 2009, at a lower price
than anticipated in its plan. In regular collaborative meetings, the Company has kept
stakeholders informed of its progress in implementing energy efficiency programs, timely
notified stakeholders of changes in program tactics, and listened to our feedback. I
estimate that the energy efficiency programs implemented by the Company in 2009 and
2010 will save customers more than $137 million over the implemented measures’
lifetimes, taking into account the costs of delivering the programs and excluding results
from the Company’s ée]f direct and demand response programs.6

In your opinion, should the Commission approve the Company’s request to
continue the EE/PDR Rider in this case?

Yes. The Company has proven that it can implement programs well and responsibly
manage the money that customers pay for energy efficiency programs. Continuing the

EE/PDR rider in this case, subject to the same update process currently in place, would

* Sloneker at § Lines 17-19.
* Moore at 10 Lines 16-18,
¢ See Exhibit DES-Z.
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assure the Company that it can recover its prudent costs of implementing energy
efficiency programs. Over NRDC’s 30-year history of monitoring utility energy
efficiency efforts, assured and timely cost recovery has proven to be a necessary
component of sustained utility investment in cost effective energy efficiency. Others
recognize the importance of assured and timely recovery of prudently incurred program
costs. For example, the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency Vision for 2025,
develaped by a Leadership Group of more than 60 regulators, utilities, advocates, and
customer representatives, recommended that regulators “promote sufficient, timely, and
stable program funding to deliver energy efficiency where cost effective.” Approving
AEP’s proposal would do exactly that.

Is the Company proposing a Green Power Portfolio Rider (“GPPR™) in this case?
Yes. The Company’s GPRR, available to customers under the Company’s metered rate
schedules, allows customers to opt-in to paying an extra “Green Energy Charge” per-
kWh, varying by the amount of renewable energy resources they wish to pay for.
Customers who opt-in to the GPPR are exempt from paying the Alternative Energy Rider
(“AER™), which collects the incremental (renewable energy certificate) costs of the
Company’s investments in renewable energy required by Ohio law.® Company witness
Roush states that the GPPR “gives customers the option to purchase 25%, 50%, 75%, or
100% of their energy usage from renewable resources.”

Will the GPPR lead to renewable energy investments in excess of those already

required by Ohio law?

" Executive Summary, National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency Vision for 2025 A Framework for Change,
November 2008, Page ES-1.

® Exhibits DMR-5 and DMR-6, Sheets 98-1 and 98-2.

’ Roush at 7, Lines 3-5.
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No. Rather than leading to investments in renewable energy beyond those already
required by Ohio law, the “amounts collected under the GPPR would offset costs paid by
all other customers through the AER,” according to Roush.'® Customers opting-in to the
GPPR will be getting a “higher percentage of usage from renewable resources,”!! but this
means that other customers will be getting a lower percentage of usage from renewable
resources because of the “offset.”

Is the fact the GPPR will not lead to additional investments in renewable energy
problematic, in your opinion?

Yes. Customers who opt-in to the GPPR will be expressing their desire to see more
renewable energy development, but they may not know that opting-in will not actually
lead to development beyond what 1s already required. Of course, it is possible that some
who opt-in will be consciously choosing to pick up more of the bill for AEP’s required
renewable energy effort than their neighbors. As a representative of NRDC’s members in
Ohio, many of whom would probably be interested in opting-in to this rider, I would
caution them that their money will not actually lead to incremental investment.

In your opinion, should the Commission approve the GPPR as proposed?

No. As designed it will not lead to additional renewable energy development, as many
customers who opt-in will likely expect.

How could the Commission modify the GPPR to address this concern?

The Commission could instruct the Company to modify the rider so that the monies
collected are used to purchasc RECs above the amount required to meet Ohio law. If the

Commission makes this change, GPPR customers should continue paying the AER so

16 Id, Lines 6-7.
" Roush at 6, Line 18,
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they pay their share of the costs of the Company’s renewable energy compliance cffort.
The Commission could also approve the rider as-is but require the Company to cleatly
disclose the fact that GPPR customer purchase of renewable energy will lower the
amount purchased for other customers.

Describe the Company’s proposed PEV Tariff.

The PEV tariff would be offered to 200 customers in the Company’s service territory,
and would include a Time of Use (TOU) tariff to encourage off-peak charging and a
substdized charging station and separate TOU meter. The Company is proposing the PEV
tariff to better understand the affects of vehicle charging on its system, and to determine
if all AEP Ohio customers could benefit from the PEV tariff."”

Ls the PEV tariff similar to other programs being introduced by other utilities.

Yes. The program as described is similar to a pilot program being offered by San Diego

GGas & Electric (“SDG&E”). However, the SDG&E program, approved by the California

Public Utilities Commission on June 24, 2010," investigates the effect of different rates
on customer charging behavior.

What is your opinion on the proposed PEV tariff?

In my opinion, the Commission should approve the proposed PEV tariff. It will give the
Company valuable information on the response of its PEV-owning customers to a TOU
rate. A PEV roll-out informed by this information would likely be more orderly than one
based on extrapolations from other service territories. However, the Commission should

instruct the Company to develop testable hypotheses about the impact of the TOU tariff

' Sloneker at 5-7.
3 hetp://docs.cpuc.ca.goviword_pdf/FINAL_RESOLUTION/119984.pdf

6
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on charging behavior. If the TOU rate does not have the expected effect, the Company

should investigate other pricing regimes.

Q: Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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