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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

 2 

Q1. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND POSITION. 3 

A1. My name is James D. Williams.  My business address is 10 West Broad Street, 4 

18th Floor, Columbus, Ohio, 43215-3485.  I am employed by the Office of the 5 

Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) as a Senior Consumer Protection Research 6 

Analyst. 7 

 8 

Q2. PLEASE BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATION AND 9 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 10 

A2. I am a 1994 graduate of Webster University, in St. Louis, Missouri, with a Master 11 

in Business Administration, and a 1978 graduate of Franklin University, in 12 

Columbus, Ohio, with a Bachelor of Science, Engineering Technology.  My 13 

professional experience includes a career in the Air Force and over 18 years of 14 

utility regulatory experience with the OCC. 15 

 16 

Initially, I served as a compliance specialist with the OCC and my duties included 17 

the development of compliance programs for electric, natural gas, and water 18 

industries.  Later, I was appointed to manage all of the agency’s compliance 19 

specialists who were developing compliance programs in each of the utility 20 

industries.  My role evolved into the management of the OCC consumer hotline, 21 

the direct service provided to consumers to resolve complaints, and inquiries that 22 

involved Ohio utilities.  More recently, as a Senior Consumer Protection Research 23 
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Analyst, I am responsible for investigating and recommending policy positions on 1 

issues that affect residential consumers. 2 

 3 

My experience has allowed me to assist in the formulation of OCC positions in 4 

rulemakings such as the Electric Service Safety Standards,1 set forth in Ohio 5 

Administrative Code 4901:1-10.  As it relates to this proceeding, my experience 6 

includes reviewing the reasonableness of reliability performance standards 7 

proposed by Duke Energy Ohio (“Duke” or “Utility”)2 and other cases such as 8 

grid modernization (also known as “SmartGrid”) that potentially effect service 9 

quality and reliability.  I assisted in the preparation of OCC comments in this 10 

proceeding. 11 

 12 

Q3. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY OR TESTIFIED 13 

BEFORE THE PUCO? 14 

A3. Yes.  The cases in which I have submitted testimony and/or have testified before 15 

the PUCO can be found in Attachment JDW-1.  16 

1 In the Matter of the Commission’s Review of Chapters 4901:1-10  of the Ohio Administrative Code 
Regarding Electric Companies, Case No. 12-2050-EL-ORD. 
2 In the Matter of the Application of the Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. to Establish Minimum Reliability 
Performance Standards Pursuant to Chapter 4901:1-10, Ohio Administrative Code, Case No. 09-757-EL-
ESS and Case No. 13-1539-EL-ESS. 
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II. PURPOSE OF MY TESTIMONY 1 

 2 

Q4. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 3 

PROCEEDING? 4 

A4. The purpose of my testimony is to point out certain shortfalls of the Duke 5 

SmartGrid program and make recommendations to improve the program 6 

for the benefit of customers who continue to pay millions of dollars to 7 

support it.3   8 

 9 

 The performance of the “self-healing teams” may not be providing all the 10 

benefits that they should for customers.  I am recommending that the 11 

PUCO not require Duke’s customers to pay for any costs associated with 12 

the 20 times Duke’s self-healing teams failed to operate as designed in 13 

2014.   14 

 15 

 Furthermore, I urge the PUCO to mandate a minimum performance level 16 

of a 90 percent success rate before Duke can collect any additional costs 17 

related to self-healing teams from consumers.  The performance of Duke’s 18 

self-healing teams should be on par with AEP Ohio’s self-healing team 19 

performance.  And there should be specific reporting of self-healing team 20 

operations during major events. 21 

3 In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval of an Electric Security Plan, 
Case No. 08-920-EL-SSO, Opinion and Order (December 17, 2008). 
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III. SELF-HEALING TEAM PERFORMANCE 1 

 2 

Q5. WHAT ARE “SELF-HEALING TEAMS”? 3 

A5. The term “self-healing teams” refers to a component of the Distribution 4 

Automation (“DA”) portion of Duke’s SmartGrid, which involves a set of 5 

automated switches, sensors, and controls that can reconfigure circuits to re-route 6 

electricity around a fault to reduce the number of customers on a circuit who 7 

would otherwise lose electricity.  Self-healing teams were installed on the system 8 

to more efficiently detect and isolate outages on distribution lines to benefit 9 

consumers.  Ultimately, the intent of the self-healing teams is to lessen the impact 10 

of outages on consumers – not just to add more expensive sophistication to the 11 

system that is not used and useful. 12 

 13 

Q6. HOW MANY SELF-HEALING TEAMS HAVE BEEN INSTALLED BY 14 

DUKE AND HOW HAVE THEY PERFORMED? 15 

A6. Based upon Duke’s SmartGrid reporting for 2014 (attached herein as Attachment 16 

JDW-2), 30 self-healing teams have been installed.4  However, of the 75 times 17 

that the self-healing teams operated in 2014, only 55 of the operations (73 18 

percent) successfully kept customers from losing service by automatically 19 

rerouting the electricity around the outage.  The 20 unsuccessful operations of the 20 

self-healing teams caused Duke’s customers to endure outages that should have 21 

4 Duke Energy Ohio SmartGrid Non-Financial Metrics 2014 Annual Report. 
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been avoided had the SmartGrid functioned properly.  The 2014 performance of 1 

Duke’s self-healing teams was a little better than the results from the previous 2 

year.  In 2013, the self-healing teams operated successfully 27 of the 42 times that 3 

they should have operated – a dismal 64 percent success rate.  By comparison, 4 

AEP Ohio self-healing teams operated successfully 47 of the 49 times they were 5 

called up to operate – a 95.9 percent success rate.5  The AEP Ohio self-healing 6 

team performance has consistently improved as the PUCO emphasized its 7 

expectations concerning self-healing team performance.6  The lackluster 8 

performance of Duke’s self-healing teams in 2013 and 2014 and their impact on 9 

consumers warrant reducing the amount of costs Duke may collect from 10 

customers. 11 

 12 

Q7. DID OCC ADDRESS THE ISSUES OF DUKE’S SELF-HEALING TEAM 13 

PERFORMANCE IN LAST YEAR’S GRID MODERNIZATION CASE? 14 

A7. Yes.  In last year’s proceeding, OCC raised the issue of the self-healing team 15 

performance.  OCC questioned at that time the prudency of the costs associated 16 

with the failed self-healing teams and recommended that the PUCO disallow all 17 

costs associated with self-healing teams that failed to operate.7  OCC 18 

recommended that Duke not be allowed to charge customers for costs associated 19 

5 In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company to Update Its gridSMART Rider Rates, Case 15-
240-EL-RDR. 
6 See In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company to Update Its gridSMART Rider, Case No. 
13-345-EL-RDR, Comments Submitted on Behalf of the Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
(August 2, 2013) at 7 (Staff stated that a success rate of only 60% with regard to self-healing teams falls 
below Staff’s expectations.). 
7 Case 14-1051-GE-RDR, Testimony of OCC witness James Williams (December 31, 2014) at 5. 
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with self-healing teams until the Utility can demonstrate that the self-healing 1 

teams operate successfully at least 90 percent of the time.  Finally, OCC raised 2 

concerns about the lack of transparency in the reporting of issues related to self-3 

healing team failures.  Specifically, these concerns involved the need for more 4 

fact-based information about the cause of each self-healing team failure and about 5 

corrective measures.8  Further, OCC addressed the need for identifying self-6 

healing team performance specifically during major events when the distribution 7 

system is stressed beyond normal parameters.9 8 

 9 

Q8. HOW DID THE PUCO ADDRESS THE 2013 SELF-HEALING TEAM 10 

PERFORMANCE ISSUE?       11 

A8. The PUCO gave Duke an additional year to demonstrate the cost effectiveness of 12 

the self-healing team technology.  The PUCO ruled in the Second Entry on 13 

Rehearing as follows: 14 

As we stated in our Order, the Commission believes it is prudent to 15 

wait for Duke's 2015 Non-Cost Metrics Report, which includes 16 

data regarding the failures and usage of self-healing teams, before 17 

making any decisions with respect to the cost effectiveness of 18 

Duke's self-healing teams' technology.10 19 

 20 

8 Id. 
9 Id. 
10 Case 14-1051-GE-RDR, Second Entry on Rehearing (July 1, 2015) at 7. 
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Duke has now had that additional year to collect even more money from 1 

customers to implement its smart grid program.  Yet, Duke’s self-healing teams 2 

continue to operate at unacceptable levels.  Now, the PUCO should not allow 3 

Duke to collect any costs associated with the 20 failed self-healing team 4 

operations from consumers.  Duke began installing self-healing teams in 2011 and 5 

now has a full five years of experience in operationally using self-healing teams.  6 

Duke must be held accountable for ensuring that its investments in self-healing 7 

teams were prudently incurred and are used and useful in providing service to 8 

customers. 9 

 10 

Q9. HAS THE PUCO REQUIRED DUKE TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 11 

REPORTING ON THE PERFORMANCE OF THE SELF-HEALING 12 

TEAMS? 13 

A9. Yes.  In Case No. 13-1141-GE-RDR, the PUCO approved a Stipulation that 14 

among other things, required Duke to provide more detailed information about the 15 

operations of the self-healing teams.  The Opinion and Order (“O&O”) in that 16 

case states11: 17 

Duke shall track and provide a report on the following within its 18 

non-cost metrics annual report that shall be filed in its SmartGrid 19 

rider applications:  the number of times when Duke's self-healing 20 

teams were called upon in outages to operate; the number of 21 

11 In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., to Adjust Rider DR-IM and Rider AU for 
2013 SmartGrid Costs, Case No. 13-1141-GE-RDR, Opinion and Order (April 9, 2014) at 9. 
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instances when such teams operated; and the number of instances 1 

when they failed to operate.  Further, Duke will identify causes of 2 

failures, to the extent feasible, and corrective action taken to 3 

correct the cause of failure to avoid future failure of self-healing 4 

teams.  (Emphasis added). 5 

 6 

Q10. IS DUKE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE O&O IN CASE NO. 13-1141-GE-7 

RDR? 8 

A10. No.  As can be seen in JDW-2, Duke only reports the total number of self-healing 9 

team operations, the number of successful operations of self-healing teams, and 10 

the number of self-healing team failures.  There is no reporting concerning the 11 

cause of failures and corrective action taken to avoid future failures of self-12 

healing teams.   13 

 14 

 Even in the testimony of Duke’s witness, only high-level summary information is 15 

provided concerning reasons why the self-healing teams failed to operate.12  For 16 

example, Duke claims that telecommunications issues led to six of the missed 17 

operations in 2014.13  Five of the missed operations were due to equipment 18 

failures.14  Two of the missed operations were due to software logic issues.15  19 

Two of the missed operations were due to device configuration issues and another 20 

12 Testimony of Duke witness Donald L. Schnieder (June 4, 2015) at 6-7. 
13 Id. at 6. 
14 Id. 
15 Id. 
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two missed operations were due to system model issues.16  Finally, three of the 1 

missed operations related to human performance.17  Even the responses to OCC 2 

discovery requests (attached herein as JDW-3)18 include high-level information 3 

making it difficult to determine the cause of the failure and to have any assurance 4 

that the problem was adequately addressed.  This is not sufficient content to 5 

understand the cause of failure.  Nor is this sufficient information to be assured 6 

that the problems are addressed so that future failures of self-healing teams can be 7 

avoided. 8 

 9 

Q11. ARE THERE OTHER REPORTING ISSUES THAT YOU RECOMMEND 10 

THE PUCO ADDRESS? 11 

A11. Yes.  In its response to OCC-INT-01-013 and OCC-INT-01-014 (attached herein 12 

as JDW-4 and JDW-5), Duke claimed that it does not track operations of self-13 

healing teams during major events.  Major events generally involve unusually 14 

severe weather or other events that stress a utility’s distribution system and cause 15 

untypical outages.19  Customer outages that occur during major events are 16 

excluded from the calculation of PUCO reliability standards.  Because major 17 

events can impact a large number of customers for an extended period of time, the 18 

16 Id. 
17 Id. 
18 Duke Response to OCC-POD-01-016 (2014 PUCO Missed Operations Summary)  
19 http://www.puco.ohio.gov/puco/index.cfm/industry-information/statistical-reports/electric-reliability-
performance-data/#sthash.fEVGhVbL.dpbs. 
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contribution of the self-healing teams in reducing the total number of outages and 1 

the duration of outages during these events is very important. 2 

 3 

According to Duke’s response to OCC-INT-02-025 (attached herein as JDW-6) 4 

major event days occurred on January 25, June 16, and November 24, 2014.  5 

According to JDW-3, there were two failed operations of self-healing teams on 6 

November 24, 2014.  One failure is attributed to an equipment failure and the 7 

other to a device configuration failure.  According to Duke’s reliability report for 8 

2014,20 the cause of the outage on November 24, 2014 was wind. 9 

 10 

There were 48,961 customers interrupted on this date for a total of 11,220,830 11 

customer outage minutes.  In this particular event, it appears as though the causes 12 

for the two failures of the self-healing teams were independent of the major event.  13 

Had the self-healing teams operated properly on November 24, 2014, fewer 14 

customer outages would have occurred on a day when almost 50,000 Duke 15 

customers were without service for approximately four hours on average.  16 

20 Case No. 15-581-EL-ESS http://dis.puc.state.oh.us/TiffToPDf/A1001001A15D24B05722A15426.pdf. 
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Q12. DO YOU HAVE A SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING HOW 1 

DUKE SHOULD REPORT SELF-HEALING TEAM PERFORMANCE 2 

DURING MAJOR EVENTS? 3 

A12. Yes.  To assist in evaluating the Utility’s SmartGrid program, Duke should 4 

provide reporting on both the number of successful operations and failed 5 

operations of self-healing teams during major events.  This reporting should 6 

provide additional insight on any relationship between the cause of a failed 7 

operation of the self-healing team and the major event.  Furthermore, this 8 

reporting should include customer outages avoided because of the self-healing 9 

teams. 10 

 11 

IV. CONCLUSION 12 

 13 

Q13. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?  14 

A13. Yes.  However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may 15 

subsequently become available through outstanding discovery or otherwise.16 

 11 
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