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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO

INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS, ANCDSITION.
My name is James D. Williams. My business addie4® West Broad Street,
18" Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485. | am employgdhe Office of the

Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) as a Senior Utillgnsumer Policy Analyst.

PLEASE BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATION AND
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

I am a 1994 graduate of Webster University, inL8tis, Missouri, with a
Master’s in Business Administration, and a 197&Igede of Franklin University,
in Columbus, Ohio, with a Bachelor of Science, Biegring Technology. My
professional experience includes a career in theedistates Air Force and over

20 years of utility regulatory experience with BE€C.

Initially, | served as a compliance specialist vilik OCC and my duties included
the development of compliance programs for electidtural gas, and water
industries. Later, | was designated to managefalie agency’s specialists who
were developing compliance programs in each otithiéy industries. My role
evolved into the management of OCC’s consumerrtthe direct service
provided to consumers to resolve complaints andifieg that involved Ohio
utilities. More recently, following a stint as @@sumer Protection Research

Analyst, | was promoted to a Senior Utility ConsuirRelicy Analyst. In this
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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
role, | am responsible for developing and recomnmengolicy positions on

utility issues that affect residential consumers.

| have been directly involved in the developmentaihments in various
rulemaking proceedings at the Public Utilities Caission of Ohio (“PUCQ”)

and the Ohio Development Services Agency. Thosawents included
advocacy for consumer protections, affordabilityiblity rates, service quality
and the provision of reasonable access to esseiitipl services for residential
consumers. | have assisted in the developmenCd @olicies and positions in a
number of proceedings involving the Ohio Electrex\8ce and Safety Standards
Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-1bdistribution system reliability standartiand the
provision of utility services and consumer protet for residential consumers,

including low-income Ohioans.

Q3. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY OR TESFIED
BEFORE THE PUCO?
A3.  Yes. The cases that | have submitted testimodyjoamave testified before the

PUCO can be found in Attachment JDW-1.

! In the Matter of the Commission’s Review of Chag@1:1-10, Ohio Administrative Code, Regarding
Electric CompaniesCase No. 12-2050-EL-ORDOnN the Matter of the Commission's Review of Chapter
4901:1-9, 4901:1-10, 4901:1-21, 4901:1-22, 490131 -2901:1-24, and 4901:1-25 of the Ohio
Administrative CodeCase No. 06-653-EL-ORD.

2 Including DP&L reliability standard caseis the Matter of the Application of The Dayton Poard
Light Company for Establishing New Reliability Tatg},Case 12-1832-EL-ESS) anldh the Matter of the
Application of The Dayton Power and Light Compawy Establishing New Reliability Target€ase No.
09-754-EL-ESS).
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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO

PURPOSE OF MY TESTIMONY

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

The purpose of my testimony is to address cer@ansemer issues related
to the Dayton Power and Light Company’s (“DP&L""titility")

proposed Distribution Investment Rider (“DIR”). &adldition, | address
DP&L's proposal to include in its electric secumptan other riders that
DP&L also proposed in its on-going rate case 1501BB-AIR. These
additional riders include a Regulatory CompliancgeR (“RCR”), an
Uncollectible Rider, and a Storm Cost Recovery Ridelso address
DP&L's request for a new yet to be named riderrduthe term of the

ESP “to the extent there are changes in law, orleegulatory ruling.*

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS.
| recommend that the PUCO not approve DP&L's estjfor a

Distribution Investment Rider (“DIR”). If approvday the PUCO, the

¥ Amended Application at page 7.

41d.
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PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO

DIR will result in charges to custom@rincluding residential customers,
which are unreasonable and contrary to Ohio reguigtolicy. DP&L
has not shown a need for the charge, nor haswrskioat current
distribution rates do not provide it with an oppmity to collect those
same costs from customers. Approving DP&L's DIRrgle may in fact
cause customers to pay twice for the same expei$esDIR also does

not comply with the provisions of an infrastructanedernization

program that is permitted under a utility's elecsecurity plarf.

| also recommend that the PUCO not approve the IRegy Compliance
Rider, the Uncollectible Rider, and the Storm (®stovery Ridef.And |
recommend that DP&L not be allowed the broad altihty request a
new yet to be named rider during the ESP term tlvess$ changes in rules
or laws. These riders seek to impose significate ncreases upon
customers. Since the riders are not capped, cussaroald be burdened
with unlimited cost increases. The PUCO shouldgmoDP&L customers

from these potentially costly increases.

® Direct Testimony of Robert Adams at 2. DP&L claithat the DIR proposal requests tariff
approval at a rate of zero (See DP&L response t€ @OT-274 (attached herein as JDW-2). But
it is disingenuous to represent to the public IR is not going to cost customers anything.
Ultimately, the DIR and other riders will be usedricrease the cost of electric bills by potengiall
hundreds of millions of dollars over many yearshi detriment of the many impoverished
Onhioans in the DP&L service territory. The projettmsts are staggering. The DIR proposal
alone will cost hundreds of millions of dollars oefive-year time frame (see Direct Testimony
of Kevin Hall at 11).

®R.C. 4928.143(B)(2)(h).
" Amended Application at page 7.
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PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
Q6. WHY ISIT NECESSARY FOR THE PUCO TO PROTECT
CUSTOMERS FROM THE COSTLY INCREASES THAT DP&L
PROPOSES?
A6. One of the policies of the state is to ensuretbatomers are provided

access to reasonably priced retail electric servidee PUCO has the duty

to implement that state policy.

Residential consumers in the DP&L service territorg within some of
the highest poverty areas in Ohio. For example&ID&erves the city of
Dayton that has a poverty level of 35.3 per&t the county level, 18.5
percent of the residents live in povettyore telling, 18.4 percent of the
population of Montgomery County is living in an émnment where they
have insecure access to fo8dinsecure access to food is directly related
to hunger and it represents household membershtaining sufficient

nutrition for their well-being.

But, hunger in Ohio is not limited to just Montgom&ounty. DP&L
also serves customers in Fayette and Clinton Cesimthere the food

insecurity rate is 16.1 and 16.3 percent, respelgtiv Disturbingly, the

8 The Ohio Poverty Report, February 2016, Table A6.
°1d. at Ad.

19 Map the Meal Gap 2016. Feeding America (attadtezdin as JDW-3).
http://www.feedingamerica.org/hunger-in-america/egearch/map-the-meal-gap/data-by-county-in-each-
state.html?referrer=https://www.google.com/

g,
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lack of access to sufficient food extends to apnately 25.0 percent of
the childreri? residing in Montgomery County. Food insecurity rates for
children in Fayette and Clinton Counties are 2®&@nt and 26.0
percent, respectiveli/. Yet, despite the fact that many of DP&L's
consumers are lacking in the most basic of liféansg needs, the
Utility has chosen to pursue a costly and unredserzharges. To protect
consumers, and further state policy in allowingtooers reasonably

priced electric service, the PUCO should not appfo®&L's proposed

riders.

DISTRIBUTION INVESTMENT RIDER (DIR)

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PROPOSED DIR.

If approved by the PUC@he proposed DIR would provide DP&L with
the ability to expedite recovery of certain captasts and incremental
operations and maintenance expert3eBP&L explains, the DIR is “a
mechanism to implement incremental capital investras well as the
O&M necessary to address its aging distributionasiifucture along with
supporting additional key technical resources fierfuture of DP&L.*®

DP&L claims that the DIR is an infrastructure madeation plan

124,
Bd.
¥d.

15 DP&L Direct Testimony of Robert J. Adams at 2.
16 DP&L Direct Testimony of Kevin L. Hall at 3.
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PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
consistent with Ohio Revised Code 4928.143(B)(2)(hffinally, DP&L
claims that the proposed DIR represents a “balanppdoach” to

addressing infrastructure needs and vulnerabiltieite also providing

safe and affordable service to custontérs.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS.

| recommend that the PUCO reject DP&L'’s proposéid.DApproval of
the DIR can result in double recovery since manthe$e costs have and
are already being collected from customers. THe & proposed does
not qualify as an infrastructure modernizationiative. DP&L has a
pending rate case where all matters related tuteand reasonableness
of DP&L distribution rates will be considered. Amgquest for an
infrastructure modernization initiative should bada in the context of the
overall distribution rates. Utility bill increasassociated with the DIR
contribute to unreasonably priced retail electeo/ge and fail to protect
at-risk consumers. This violates Ohio policy adest in Ohio Revised
Code 4928.02(A) and (L), respectively. Finally,&Phas not provided

support justifying the need for a DIR.

4.

181d at 4.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Qo.

A9.

Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Galin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
DOES THE PROPOSED DIR QUALIFY AS A DISTRIBUTION
INFRASTRUCTURE MODERNIZATION PLAN?
No. DP&L claims that the proposed DIR Rider isi@nastructure modernization
plan consistent with the requirements in O.R.C.84923(B)(2)(h)*° But
infrastructure modernization as described undesthtite is different from the
day to day costs associated with maintaining aibdigion system. DP&L has
proposed no plan other than its normal and routaeto-day expenses to

maintain its distribution system. These are expegfisat should be reviewed and

ultimately collected from customers, if justifiada a rate case proceeding.

Expenses associated with maintaining the distibiousiystem may be considered
ordinary and necessary expenses that may be redguastn application to
increase rate®. Such a request would be governed by statutonyigioms in

Ohio Revised Code 4909. As a matter of regulabaticy, utilities must
maintain necessary and adequate distribution fi@siland are prohibited from
charging unjust or unreasonable rates. Also,raatter of regulatory policy, the
PUCO must consider a number of factors in detemmitie justness and

reasonableness of rates -- including those in Gleased Code 4909.15.

9 Direct Testimony of Kevin Hall at 3.
% Ohio Revised Code 4909.15.
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PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
WHEN DID THE PUCO LASTEXAMINE DP&L'S DISTRIBUTION
RATES?
DP&L base rates were last established as bundted w1991, in Case No. 91-
414-EL-AIR. Rates established in that case begdetcharged to customers in
1992. As part of the restructuring of the eleatmigustry, the PUCO approved the
unbundling of electric rates as part of a transifian in Case No. 99-1687-EL-

ETP. However, the distribution rates that custapery today are based largely

on the outcome from the 1991 rate case.

HOW WILL DP&L DETERMINE WHICH DISTRIBUTION EXPENSES

WILL BE COLLECTED FROM CUSTOMERS THROUGHBASE RATES
AND WHICH EXPENSES WILL BE COLLECTED THROUGH THE DR?
DP&L Witness Adams claims that the DIR will colleastremental investment
costs for used and useful distribution property thaot already included in base
rates?> Furthermore, Mr. Adams claims that the DIR wallect specific
incremental operations and maintenance expensearthaot already included in

base rate&

DP&L filed a distribution rate case (as Case No1830-EL-AIR) on October
30, 2015. But, the PUCO has not ruled on the agfiin. It has not determined
what the just and reasonable rates are for DP&fribligion customers to pay,

based on the utility's request. So, there is nsliagietermine whether the costs

L Direct Testimony of Robert Adams at 2.

24d.
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On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
under the DIR are already included within existiage rates and which expenses
are incremental to base rates. And DP&L has regeated evidence to show that

the O&M to be collected under the DIR is only "iegrental” to existing base

distribution rates.

IS DP&L CLAIMING THAT /T CANNOT REPLACEAGING

ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT THROUGH BASE RATES?

No. The DP&L response to OCC INT-245 (attacheebimeas JDW-4) could not
make this point clearer. When asked why cost reigothrough base rates was
not sufficient to address any aging infrastrucieseies, DP&L claimed that DIR
allows more expedient cost recovery, which is pgadiby statute. In other

words it's about collecting the money from custosniaster.

DP&L does not say it is unable to replace agingasifucture without a DIR.
Distribution rates that have been in effect sing@2lhave been more than
sufficient to enable DP&L to perform the functiomscessary to operate and
maintain the distribution system in a safe ancaldé manner. Otherwise, DP&L
would have previously requested rate increasesltect such costs. Rates
ultimately determined in Case 15-1830-EL-AIR shgoidvide DP&L with the
ability on a going-forward basis to continue opiaigits distribution system in a

safe and reliable manner -- without a DIR.

10
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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
DOES DP&L CLAIM THAT CUSTOMER SATISFACTION AND
RELIABILITY WILL DECLINE IF THE PROPOSED DIR IS NOT
APPROVED?

Yes. DP&L Witness Hall claims that both reliability armdstomer satisfaction

“will suffer” if the DIR is not approved®

IS THERE ANY VALIDITY TO MR. HALL'S CLAIM THAT CUSTOMER
SATISFACTION AND RELIABILITY WILL SUFFER?

Absolutely not. DP&L has a responsibility to prdeicustomers with the
necessary and adequate services and facilitieatban all respects just and
reasonablé® This obligation is not contingent on the PUCOngireg special rate

treatment through a DIR Rider.

DP&L already has a pending base rate case ahdsttiee proper proceeding for
the PUCO to consider all of DP&L’s distribution eatcomprehensively on a
going-forward basis. Interesting, in defending Be&L rate case, Mr. Hall filed
Direct Testimony where he concludes that DP&L alyeaakes capital
investments in its distribution system that funetido serve new or growing load,
maintain or improve the overall condition of itsuibution plant, and return to

service any failed assets due to failures or stéPmEhere is no indication in his

% Direct Testimony of DP&L Witness Hall at 7.
#See, e.g., Ohio Revised Code 4905.22.
% Case No. 15-1830-EL-AIR, Direct Testimony of KevirHall at 8.

11
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PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
testimony that the utility is unable to do thesedk without the extraordinary use

of single issue ratemaking such as a DIR.

DOES THE PUCO HAVE SPECIFIC MINIMUM SERVICE
QUALITY, SAFETY, AND RELIABILITY STANDARDS THAT
RELATE TO CUSTOMERS' SATISFACTION AND RELIABILITY?
Yes. Ohio policy described in Revised Code 4928etjlires the PUCO
to adopt rules that specify the minimum serviceligyaafety, and
reliability requirements. These requirements acerulgated in the
PUCO Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohim Adode 4901:1-10.
Standards related to inspection, maintenance,rapdireplacement are
included in Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-27. Electridities must file
with the PUCO copies of their inspection, maintexeamepair and
replacement programs. A copy of DP&L’s current sramssion and
distribution inspection, maintenance, repair aqagement prograffiis

included herein as JDW-5.

In addition, standards related to distributionatellity are listed in Ohio
Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10. Each electric utility miiilstan annual system
improvement plan pursuant to Ohio Adm. Code 4900126, which

includes reporting about the status of the inspac¢tinaintenance, repair

% n the Matter of the Application of the Dayton Powad Light Company to Amend its Transmission and
Distribution Inspection, Maintenance, Repair ancbReement Programs Pursuant to Section 4901:1-27,
Ohio Administrative Code, Regarding Electric ComipanCase No. 14-1771-EL-ESS October 30, 2014.

12
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and replacement prograrfis And electric utilities are required to file an

annual report about the reliability performancéhaf distribution system

during the previous ye&f.

| have reviewed DP&L's annual system improvemdant pnd the latest

annual reports involving DP&L reliability performes.

Q16. CAN YOU SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF YOUR REVIEW?

Al6. Yes. The annual system improvement plan includgsctdon where each
electric utility is required to report compliancélwthe inspection,
maintenance, repair and replacement program regaits in Ohio Adm.
Code 4901:1-0-27(E) and that was attached as JBW¥he 2015 annual
system improvement plan report where DP&L repodaahpliance with
all inspection, maintenance, repair and replacemegntirements is
attached herein as JDW?6.My review of the 2014 and 2013 annual

system improvement plan reports also confirmed Ei&L complied

2 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-0-26(B)(3)(f).
% Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(F).
29 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-26(B)(3)().

39In the Matter of the Annual Report of Dayton Poaed Light Co Pursuant to Rule 26 of the Electric
Service and Safety Standards, Ohio AdministrativeéeC1901:1-10-26Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS, 2015
System Improvement Plan Report at 48-52 (Marci2816).

13
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On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
with each of the inspection, maintenance, repau,r@placement program
requirements for each of those ye#rdzrom this | conclude that DP&L

has been able to successfully operate its distoibstystem, without the

assistance of an extraordinary mechanism like tie D

DO YOU HAVE ANY REASON TO BELIEVE THAT UNDERHE
PROPOSED DIR DP&L COULD BE CHARGING CUSTOMERS
TWICE FOR DISTRIBUTION EXPENDITURES?

Yes.DP&L appears to be proposing funding for DIR iritias when it
already recovers the expenses in base rates.x&ompde, DP&L claims
that DIR would be used to fund the vegetation manant of “danger
trees.®® Danger trees are defined by Mr. Hall as treesahalocated
outside the right of way or easement that have repeed disease or
decay and place the trees at risk of falling ireanby power lined®
DP&L already performs vegetation management orstiieat are outside
the right of way where the trees pose imminent datgits distribution

system*

31 |n the Matter of the Annual Report of Dayton Poaed Light Co Pursuant to Rule 26 of the Electric
Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Administrativée4901:1-10-26Case No. 15-1000-EL-ESS, 2014
System Improvement Plan Summary Report at 47-5Xd¢v3a1, 2015).In the Matter of the Annual Report
of Dayton Power and Light Co Pursuant to Rule 2éhefElectric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio
Administrative Code 4901:1-10-26ase No. 14-1000-EL-ESS, 2013 System Improveikamt Report at
39-44 (March 28, 2014).

32 Direct Testimony of Kevin Hall at 8.
*1d.
#1d.

14
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PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
But in the DP&L response to PUCO DR 12-7 (attadhexkin as JDW-7),
DP&L claimed that while it tracks outages causedrbgs inside and
outside of the right of way, it does not track @#s caused by the “danger
trees.” In the DP&L response to OCC INT-255 (ditt herein as JDW-
8), the Utility claims that it does not track costtated to vegetation
management of “danger trees.” But DP&L then stdiasexpenditures
related to vegetation management of danger treesagtured within the
overall vegetation management O&M budifetTherefore, it appears as
though DIR could provide a way for DP&L to double-

recover several million dollars annually over afiyear term in vegetation

management costs from customers. This would beagonable.

ARE THERE OTHER EXAMPLES WHERE DP&L IS PROPOSIG
UNNECESSARY SPENDING THAT COULD RESULT IN
CHARGING CUSTOMERS TWICE FOR DISTRIBUTION
EXPENDITURES?

Yes, the potential problem with double collecti@exsends beyond
vegetation management. For instance, Mr. Halhtdathat certain types
of transformer bushings are known to have induside failure risks®®
In the Company response to OCC INT-260 (attacheeithas JDW-9),
DP&L claims that it does not track outage causeantpospecific

component in a substation. In the DP&L responge@& INT-261

4.
% 4.

15
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(attached herein as JDW-10), the Company claintshleacosts for
transformer bushings are captured within the stibst®&M expenses.
Therefore, DIR would just provide DP&L with the Aty to double-

recover a substantial amount in unnecessary substists from

customers.

Another example relates to DP&L claims that certaaderground cable is
widely observed across the industry as being exptusdeterioration and
ultimately to failure” But in the DP&L response to OCC INT-252
(attached herein as JDW-11), the Utility was unablsupport when the
industry determined that certain underground calalg subject to
deterioration. Then in the DP&L response to OCC-b1 (attached
herein as JDW-12), the Utility provided a tablettslaows the number of
outages associated with underground cable havendddiom 421 in
2010 to 345 in 2015. In the DP&L response to ONT-254 (attached
herein as JDW-13), the Utility provided a tablettslaows capital
investment related to underground cable has detfioen $5.3 million in
2011 to $3.5 million in 2015, which makes sengbéfoutages have been
declining. This does not support the need foRREO to approve a DIR
rider. Nor does it justify charging customers tefhmillions annually

over a five—year plan twice for expenses relatettiéamaintenance of

underground cables.

37d.

16
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CAN YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PUCO POLICIES REATED
TO DISTRIBUTION RELIABILITY?
Yes. Ohio Adm. Code 4901:101-10 requires each of thetedeutilities
to establish service reliability indices and minmmperformance
standards. There are two different reliabilityioe measured in Ohio
including a System Average Interruption Frequemzlek (“SAIFI") and
a Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (IDR). SAIFI
represents the average number of interruptionsysomer on an annual
basis. CAIDI represents the average time to reservice. Performance
standards reflect historical system performancgesy design,
technological advancements, service area geograpkigmer perception
survey results, and other relevant factors. Thahiity standards apply
to sustained outages that are defined as lastmgui@tions exceeding
five minutes. Outages that occur during major &venas a result of
transmission failure are excluded from the stanslaiehch electric utility

must file an annual report with the actual disttidw performance from

the previous year.
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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
Q20 CAN YOU SUMMARIZE THE DP&L RELIABILITY
PERFORMANCE FOR EACH OF THE LAST FIVE YEARS?
A20. Yes. Table 1 provides a comparison of the DP&LF3Aeliability
performance compared with the PUCO standard folaitefive years.

Table 2 provides a comparison of the DP&L CAIDiabllity

performance compared with the PUCO standard fdr eathe last five

years.
Table 1: DP&L Reliability SAIFI (2011 — 2015)
Year SAIFI Standard DP&L Performance
2011° 1.07 0.81
2012° 1.07 0.80
2013° 0.88 0.70
2014" 0.88 0.82
2015* 0.88 0.85
Five Year Average 0.8
Performance

3 |n the Matter of the Annual Report of the Daytawer and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Adriasiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No 12-883-EL-ESS,
March 27, 2012.

% In the Matter of the Annual Report of the DaytawRr and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Adriasiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No 13-402-EL-ESS,
March 25, 2013.

“0'In the Matter of the Annual Report of the DaytawRr and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Adriaiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No 14-0369-EL-
ESS, March 28, 2014.

*LIn the Matter of the Annual Report of the Daytawer and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Adriaiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No 15-0360-EL-
ESS, March 31, 2015.

“2|n the Matter of the Annual Report of the Daytawer and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Admiaiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No. 16-0430-EL-
ESS, March 22, 2016.
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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO

Table 2: DP&L Reliability CAIDI (2011 — 2015)

Year CAIDI Standard DP&L Performance
(minutes) (minutes)

20117 125.51 120.61

2012" 125.51 120.15

2013" 125.04 110.51

2014° 125.04 121.86

2015 125.04 118.69

Five Year Average 118.36
Performance

As seen in Tables 1 and 2, DP&L has met or excebd#dthe SAIFI and
the CAIDI reliability performance standards for bax the last five years.
The five year average SAIFI performance exceedsttmedard by
approximately ten percent. The five year averagédCperformance
exceeds the standard by approximately six perE#&L customers
experience on average less than one sustainedecoriegn annual basis.

The duration of the average outage is less tharhtwos.

“3In the Matter of the Annual Report of the Daytawer and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Adriaiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No 12-883-EL-ESS,
March 27, 2012.

“**In the Matter of the Annual Report of the DaytawRr and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Adriaiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No 13-402-EL-ESS,
March 25, 2013.

> In the Matter of the Annual Report of the DaytawRr and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Adriaiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No 14-0369-EL-
ESS, March 28, 2014.

“% In the Matter of the Annual Report of the Daytawer and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Adriaiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No 15-0360-EL-
ESS, March 31, 2015.

*"In the Matter of the Annual Report of the Daytawer and Light Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the
Electric Service and Safety Standards, Ohio Admiaiive Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No. 16-0430-EL-
ESS, March 22, 2016.

19



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Q21.

A21.

Q22.

A22.

Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
IS DP&L PROPOSING TO IMPROVE ITS RELIABILITY
STANDARDS CONCURRENT WITH THE ADDITIONAL DIR
FUNDING FROM CUSTOMERS?

No. Quite the opposite. DP&L admits that theeereo guarantees for any

improvement in reliability’®

ARE DP&L CUSTOMERS REQUESTING BETTER RELIABILITY?
No. Based on the results of customer perceptioreya performed by
DP&L, the vast majority of respondents reportedihgwne (or fewer)
outages during the previous 12 morith©ver two thirds of the
respondents reported experiencing fewer or as reastained power
outages as they regard as acceptblg0 percent of the respondents who
experienced power outages indicated that the owlaggions were less
than two hours! 83 percent of the respondents indicated thaamest
power outages should last two hours or f8s§he results from the
customer perception survey appear to align closély the reliability
standards and the system performance over théJastears. The results
do not suggest that customers are seeking impravsnrereliability or

perceive a need for such. To authorize additiohatges to consumers

“8 Direct Testimony of DP&L Witness Hall at 6-7.

49 Metrix Matrix Customer Perception Survey providgdDP&L in response to RPD-26 (attached herein a

JDW-14).

504.
4.
521d.
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Q23.

A23.

Q24.

A24.

Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
for distribution investment that is not guarantézdnprove reliability
(that consumers do not want) demonstrates thattitigy's and

customers’ interests are not aligned. The PUCQilghwot approve

DP&L’s DIR proposal in this case.

ARE RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS INDICATING THAT THEYARE
INCURRING LOSSES AS A RESULT OF DP&L POWER OUTAGES?

No. Based on the results of a power interrupsiorvey report performed by the
University of Daytorr> the vast majority of the respondents (76%) indi¢hat
they have incurred no losses associated with siestdDP&L outages. Therefore,
there is no direct economic benefit for consumerspend additional unnecessary
monies on the DIR rider. Yet DIR will ultimatelgsult in hundreds of millions

in additional unwarranted costs to consumers.

DO YOU KNOW OF ANY OTHER STUDIES OR ANALYSE$AT

INDICATES THE PROPOSED DIR OR ANY OF THE OTHER RIDRS ARE
NEEDED?

No. In fact, other studies and analyses suppgrtonclusion that DIR and the
other riders are not needed. For example, J.DePannually measures customer
satisfaction with several electric utilities acrdiss nation to examine numerous
factors including price, billing &payment, corpagatitizenship, communications,

customer service, and power quality, and reliahilDP&L is evaluated annually

>3 DP&L response to RFD-26 Attachment 1 (attacheéiheas JDW 15).
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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
in this study along with 14 other midsized electiiitities in the Midwest region

of the country. Based on the J.D. Power 2016 Resi@l Customer Satisfaction

Study, DP&L’s was rated above average in customgsfaction for the Midwest

segment of electric utilities. A copy of the JBawer Customer Satisfaction

Study is attached herein as JDW-16.

Also of importance is the J.D. Power customer &atieon ranking of DP&L

compared with other Ohio electric utilities. Th@aparison is provided in Table

3.

Table 3: Ohio EDU Customer Satisfaction Ranking&01

Customer Satisfaction Infrastructure
EDU . Modernization (“DIR”)
Ranking .
Rider

DP&L 681 No
Ohio Edison 679 Yes
Duke Energy — Midwest 679 Yes
AEP Ohio 654 Yes
TE 648 Yes
CEl 644 Yes

Table 3 shows the customer satisfaction rankinghferOhio EDU’s and

identifies if the PUCO has authorized incentivenaaking for infrastructure

modernization through riders like the DIR. DP&Lshahigher customer

satisfaction ranking and does not burden consumignsadditional DIR and other
monthly rider charges on their bills. | can onbnclude from this and the other

factors mentioned in this testimony that DP&L daes need special incentive
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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
ratemaking (through a DIR) to continue providingqaate and reliable service to

consumers. The PUCO Commission should rejectritygosed DIR.

OTHER UNRELATED RIDERS

CAN YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE WHY THE OTHER RIDER®P&L SEEKS
TO CHARGE ITS CUSTOMERS SHOULD NOT BE ADDRESSED WHIN
THE ESP?

Yes. As part of the Utility distribution baseegatase, DP&L has proposed to
charge its customers three new riders includingguRatory Compliance Ridéf,
an Uncollectible Ridet® and a Storm Cost Recovery RiderDP&L claims that
the Regulatory Compliance Rider includes cost reppfor expenses that DP&L
has or will incur that are outside the normal cewtbusiness. The Utility is
seeking recovery of $25,745,328 initially for wiitatlaims are deferred costs.
Many of these deferred costs were not authorizetthéy UCO and there has not
been performed any analysis through the rate casess that customers should
or have not already paid these costs. Approvii@Regulatory Compliance
Rider can result in double recovery because custhwe/e or are already paying
though charges in base rates costs that DP&L wooNd unnecessarily collect

through a rider.

>4 Direct Testimony of Tyler A. Teuscher.

4.

%% Direct Testimony of Claire E. Hale.
" Teushler at Exhibit TAT-2.
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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Galin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
DP&L claims that the Uncollectible Rider enables tiility to recover actual
uncollectible expense rather than estimated unztiile expensé® But the
amount of uncollectible expense has not been jedtdr resolved through the
rate case process so that a determination can the fineaustomers should
appropriately pay these costs. Furthermore, DPRdeieking recovery of certain
Percentage of Income Payment Plan (PIPP) uncdileaixpense from November
1, 2010 through September 30, 2615n addition to the fact that the PUCO did
not approve a deferral for recovery of these expgnée alleged costs occurred
outside the test year for the base rate case.efidrer approval of an
Uncollectible Rider can result in customers potdhtipaying inappropriate
uncollectible expenses in base rates and also géymsame costs again in the

Uncollectible Rider. Therefore, the PUCO shouldt@ct consumers from paying

these unsupported charges.

DP&L is proposing a Storm Cost Recovery Rider whbeeexpenses associated
with major storm events are recovered throughitherf° Major events are days
where the reliability performance of the electhstdbution systems is excluded
from consideration in determining compliance wittnaal reliability standard.
But DP&L has not justified the need for a Storm tJescovery Rider or the

amount of expenses associated with major stornpgrdval of the Storm Cost

%8 1d at Exhibit TAT-1.

4.

% Hale at 2.

®1 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-01(T).
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Direct Testimony of James D. Williams
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Gelin
PUCO Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
Recovery Rider could result in customers payingéwor the same costs in

distribution base rates and then again throughidee.

Until there has been a thorough evaluation of DR&tounting and the amount
of money charged to customers in base rates, thexfair way to discern how
any of the costs associated with the three newgsegbriders are incremental to
costs customers already pay. Therefore, apprdwhbedregulatory Compliance
Rider, the Uncollectible Rider, or the Storm Cost8very Rider in the ESP
could result in customers being charged twicelierdame services. Last, the
unilateral right DP&L would give itself to creatgen more new riders during the
term of the ESP is unjust and unreasonable to ecoesuand should be rejected.
The PUCO should protect consumers by not appraarygof these riders in the

ESP.

CONCLUSION

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes. However, | reserve the right to incorporates mnformation that may

subsequently become available through outstandsogdery or otherwise.
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Testimony of James D. Williams
Filed at the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

In the Matter of the Application of the Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company for
an Increase in Its Rates for Gas Service to All Jurisdictional Customers, Case No.
95-0656-GA-AIR (August 12, 1996).

In the Matter of the Application of the Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company for
an Increase in Its Rates for Gas Service to All Jurisdictional Customers, Case No.
01-1228-GA-AIR (February 15, 2002).

In the Matter of the Commission’s Investigation into the Policies and Procedures
of Ohio Power Company, Columbus Southern Power Company, The Cleveland
Electric llluminating Company, Ohio Edison Company, The Toledo Edison
Company and Monongahela Power Company regarding installation of new line
extensions, Case No. 01-2708-EL-COI (May 30, 2002).

In the Matter of the Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion
East Ohio for an Increase in Its Rates for Gas Service to All Jurisdictional
Customers, Case No. 07-0829-GA-AIR (June 23, 2008).

In the Matter of the Application of the Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Authority
to Amend Filed Tariffs to Increase the Rates and Charges for Gas Distribution,
Case No. 08-072-GA-AIR (September 25, 2008).

In the Matter of a Settlement Agreement Between the Staff of the Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio, The Office of the Consumers’ Counsel and Aqua Ohio, Inc.
Relating to Compliance with Customer Service Terms and Conditions Outlined in
the Stipulation and Recommendation in Case No. 07-564-WW-AIR and the
Standards for Waterworks Companies and Disposal System Companies, Case No.
08-1125-WW-UNC (February 17, 2009).

In the Matter of the Application of the Ohio American Water Company to
Increase its Rates for water and Sewer Services Provided to its Entire Service
Area, Case No. 09-391-WS-AIR (January 4, 2010).

In the Matter of the Application of Aqua Ohio, Inc. for Authority to Increase its
Rates and Charges in its Masury Division, Case No. 09-560-WW-AIR (February
22,2010).

In the Matter of the Application of Aqua Ohio, Inc. for Authority to Increase its
Rates and Charges in Its Lake Erie Division, Case No. 09-1044-WW-AIR (June
21, 2010).
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

In the Matter of the Application of The Ohio American Water Company to
Increase its Rates for Water Service and Sewer Service, Case No. 11-4161-WS-
AIR (March 1, 2012).

In the Matter of Columbus Southern Power Company and Ohio Power Company
for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to Section 4928.143,
Ohio Rev. Code, in the Form of an Electric Security Plan, Case No. 11-346-EL-
SSO, et al (May 4, 2012).

In the Matter of the Application of The Dayton Power and Light Company for
Approval of its Market Rate Offer, Case No. 12-426-EL-SSO (June 13, 2012).

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company to Establish Initial
Storm Damage Recovery Rider Rates, Case No. 12-3255-EL-RDR (December 27,
2013).

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company for Authority to
Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to Section 4928.143, Ohio Rev.
Code, in the Form of an Electric Security Plan, Case No. 13-2385-EL-SSO (May
6, 2014).

In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio for Authority to Establish a
Standard Service Offer Pursuant to Section 4928.143, Revised Code, in the Form

of an Electric Security Plan, Accounting Modifications and Tariffs for Generation
Service, Case 14-841-EL-SS0 (May 29, 2014).

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric
Tlluminating Company and The Toledo Edison Company for Authority to Provide
Jor a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. 4928.143 in the Form of an
Electric Security Plan, Case No. 14-1297-EL-SSO (December 22, 2014).

In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., to Adjust Rider DR-
IM and Rider AU for 2013 Grid Modernization Costs, Case No. 14-1051-EL-
RDR (December 31, 2014) and (February 6, 2015).

In the Matter of the Application Not for an Increase in Rates Pursuant to Section
4901:18, Revised Code, of Ohio Power Company to Establish Meter Opt Out
Tariff, Case No. 14-1158-EL-ATA (April 24, 2015).

In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy of Ohio, Inc., for Approval of a
Grid Modernization Opt-out Tariff and for a Change in Accounting Procedures
Including a Cost Recovery Mechanism., Case 14-1160-EL-UNC and 14-1161-EL-
AAM (September 18, 2015).
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In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., for Approval of an
Alternative Rate Plan Pursuant to Section 4929.05, Revised Code, for an
Accelerated Service Line Replacement Programs, Case No. 14-1622-GA-ALT
(November 6, 2015).

In the Matter of the Complaint of Jeffrey Pitzer, Complainant, v. Duke Energy
Ohio, Inc. Respondent., Case No. 15-298-GE-CSS (December 30, 2015).

In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company to Initiate Phase 2 of Its
gridSMART Project and to Establish the gridSMART Phase 2 Rider., Case No.
13-1939-EL-RDR (July 22, 2016).

In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of
Demand Side Management Program for its Residential and Commercial
Customers., Case No. 16-1309-GA-UNC (September 13, 2016).

In the Matter of the Application of the Dayton Power and Light Company for
Approval of Its Electric Security Plan, Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO (November 21,
2016).
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INT-274. If your response to RFA No. 79 is anything other than an unqualified admission,
state all facts underlying your response.

RESPONSE: General Objections Nos. 1 (relevance), 2 (unduly burdensome), 5 (inspection of
business records), 6 (calls for narrative answer), 9 (vague or undefined), 12 (seeks information
that DP&L does not know at this time). Subject to all general objections, DP&L states that the
Company provided Typical Bill Comparisons as part of its Electric Security Plan that provides
estimates of bill impacts for residential customers. DP&L further responds that the DIR proposal

requests tariff approval at a rate of zero.

Witness Responsible: Robert Adams
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i Map the Meal Gap 2016:

NG
CA Overall Food Insecurity in Ohio by County in 2014* MAR THE MEAL GAP
——

Likely Income Eligibility for Federal Nutrition Assistance’

% below 130% % between 130% % above 185%
poverty and 185% poverty poverty
SNAP, WIC, free schoof WIC, reduced price Charitable Response
meals, CSFP, TEFAP school meals
Adams 28,342 18.1% 5,140 80% 6% 14%
Allen 105,562 16.5% 17,470 59% 13% 29%
Ashland 53,202 14.2% 7,550 59% 11% 30%
Ashtabula 100,346 15.7% 15,750 65% 12% 23%
Athens 64,840 19.8% 12,810 69% 4% 27%
JAuglaize 45,867 11.8% 5,410 46% 19% 35%
Belmont 69,793 14.8% 10,300 51% 15% 34%
Brown 44,464 14.3% 6,370 62% 14% 24%
Butler 371,154 14.0% 52,060 50% 10% 41%
Carroll 28,539 13.7% 3,920 60% 14% 26%
Champaign 39,628 13.2% 5,220 52% 12% 36%
Clark 137,303 16.3% 22,410 61% 14% 25%
Clermont 199,450 12.3% 24,590 48% 9% 44%
Clinton 41,871 16.3% 6,840 56% 12% 32%
Columbiana 106,622 15.0% 15,960 59% 13% 28%
Coshocton 36,768 15.5% 5,700 66% 12% 22%
Crawford 43,036 15.1% 6,510 61% 13% 26%
Cuyahoga 1,267,513 19.4% 245,660 53% 14% 33%
Darke 52,537 13.7% 7,190 57% 17% 27%
Defiance 38,795 12.3% 4,750 58% 15% 27%
Delaware 181,821 9.0% 16,440 29% 11% 60%
Erie 76,416 15.0% 11,450 49% 15% 36%
Fairfield 148,067 13.2% 19,510 47% 12% 41%
Fayette 28,875 16.1% 4,660 64% 11% 25%
Franklin 1,197,592 17.9% 214,500 54% 13% 34%
Fulton 42,541 11.6% 4,920 51% 12% 37%
Gallia 30,763 16.1% 4,950 69% 12% 20%
Geauga 93,819 10.3% 9,680 43% 12% 45%
Greene 163,313 14.5% 23,650 48% 8% 44%
Guernsey 39,794 15.4% 6,140 65% 11% 24%
Hamilton 803,272 18.6% 149,740 53% 12% 36%
Hancock 75,290 12.9% 9,730 57% 10% 33%
Hardin 31,826 15.1% 4,800 61% 10% 29%
Harrison 15,698 14.5% 2,280 62% 15% 23%
Henry 28,074 12.1% 3,390 51% 9% 40%
Highland 43,266 16.5% 7,130 73% 12% 15%
Hocking 29,111 14.6% 4,250 62% 10% 28%
Holmes 43,176 12.4% 5,360 64% 24% 11%
Huron 59,186 14.2% 8,410 55% 14% 31%
Jackson 32,952 17.7% 5,840 73% 8% 19%
lefferson 68,510 16.7% 11,410 57% 13% 29%
Knox 61,063 14.0% 8,520 56% 12% 32%
Lake 229,602 12.4% 28,410 41% 14% 46%
Lawrerice 62,100 15.1% 9,350 61% 16% 23%
Licking 167,911 13.3% 22,330 49% 12% 39%
Logan 45,564 13.9% 6,330 65% 6% 30%
Lorain 302,465 14.3% 43,130 51% 10% 39%
Lucas 438,167 18.3% 80,260 60% 12% 28%
Madison 43,326 13.5% 5,850 44% 11% 45%
Mahoning 235,809 16.9% 39,790 56% 15% 29%
Marion 66,171 15.9% 10,520 61% 8% 31%
Medina 174,091 11.1% 19,280 38% 11% 51%
Meigs 23,564 16.9% 3,970 70% 12% 18%
Mercer 40,789 11.1% 4,530 42% 19% 39%
Miaml 103,145 13.7% 14,090 52% 12% 35%
Monroe 14,590 17.1% 2,490 58% 14% 28%
Montgomery 534,801 18.4% 98,470 55% 14% 31%




Likely Income Eligibility for Federal Nutrition Assistance’

% below 130% % between 130% % above 185%
poverty and 185% poverty poverty
SNAP, WIC, free school WIC, reduced price Charitable Response
meals, CSFP, TEFAP school meals

Morgan 14,977 16.2% 2,420 65% 13%

Morrow 34,991 12.6% 4,410 53% 12% 35%
Muskingum 85,947 16.7% 14,360 63% 15% 22%
Noble 14,561 14.8% 2,160 47% 21% 33%
Ottawa 41,304 12.6% 5,210 43% 16% 41%
Paulding 19,293 12.8% 2,470 56% 16% 28%
Perry 36,000 15.5% 5,590 65% 13% 22%
Pickaway 56,279 13.5% 7,620 47% 12% 41%
Pike 28,504 17.9% 5,100 74% 11% 15%
Portage 161,553 14.8% 23,930 54% 7% 39%
Preble 41,887 13.1% 5,510 56% 16% 29%
Putnam 34,256 9.6% 3,300 40% 14% 46%
Richiand 122,813 16.2% 19,920 55% 14% 31%
Ross 77,552 16.1% 12,480 62% 10% 28%
Sandusky 60,498 12.9% 7,820 62% 12% 26%
Scioto 78,520 18.2% 14,280 70% 8% 23%
Seneca 56,100 14.2% 7,950 56% 11% 33%
Shelby 49,165 13.0% 6,380 51% 12% 38%
Stark 375,090 15.2% 57,080 53% 13% 34%
Summit 541,464 16.2% 87,480 50% 12% 38%
Trumbull 207,596 16.3% 33,820 56% 12% 33%
Tuscarawas 92,616 13.7% 12,690 58% 13% 29%
Union 53,090 11.2% 5,920 40% 13% 47%
Van Wert 28,612 12.7% 3,620 55% 19% 26%
Vinton 13,319 16.6% 2,220 72% 17% 11%
Warren 217,623 10.7% 23,290 30% 11% 59%
Washington 61,473 14.5% 8,880 61% 9% 30%
Wayne 114,978 13.0% 14,990 56% 16% 28%
Williams 37,493 13.3% 4,990 63% 18% 19%
Wood 128,139 13.7% 17,610 53% 7% 40%
Wyandot 22,535 12.5% 2,810 48% 17% 35%
rState TctaF 11,594,163 16.8% 1,943,340} 52.3% 12.9% 34.7%

For additional data and maps by county, state, and congressional district, please visit www.feedingamerica.orqg/maptheqap .

Gundersen, C., A. Dewey, A. Crumbaugh, M. Kato & E. Engelhard. Map the Meal Gap 2016: Food Insecurity and Child Food Insecurity Estimates at the County Level.
Feeding America, 2016. This research is generously supported by the Howard G. Buffett Foundation and The Nielsen Company.

1Map the Meal Gap's food insecurity rates are determined using data from the 2001-2014 Current Population Survey on individuals in food insecure households; data
from the 2014 American Community Survey on median household incomes, poverty rates, homeownership, and race and ethnic demographics; and 2014 data from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics on unemployment rates.

“Numbers reflect percentage of food insecure individuals living in households with incomes within the income bands indicated. Eligibility for federal nutrition programs
is determined in part by these income thresholds which can vary by state.

®population and food insecurity data in the state totals row do not reflect the sum of all counties in that state. The state totals are aggregated from the congressional
districts data in that state. All data in the state totals row pertaining to the cost of food or the "Meal Gap" reflect state-level data and are not aggregations of either
counties or congressional districts.



g Map the Meal Gap 2016:

NG
S Overall Food Insecurity in Ohio by Congressional District in 2014 * il i

Likely Income Eligibility for Federal Nutrition Assistance’
% below 130% poverty % between 130% and = % above 185% poverty

185% poverty
SNAP, WIC, free school WIC, reduced price school Charitable Response
meals, CSFP, TEFAP meals
1 729,726 19.3% 141,100 46% 12% 42%
2 724,587 15.9% 115,490 54% 10% 36%
3 755,499 23.0% 173,550 58% 18% 24%
4 709,882 15.4% 109,310 54% 11% 36%
5 730,503 13.0% 94,820 49% 13% 38%
6 713,457 15.9% 113,270 59% 10% 31%
7 725,548 14.4% 104,790 54% 11% 35%
8 722,889 15.0% 108,730 50% 12% 38%
9 709,813 19.4% 137,500 62% 14% 24%
10 720,794 19.0% 137,130 53% 11% 36%
11 699,736 29.8% 208,290 59% 17% 24%
12 755,978 12.4% 93,470 43% 9% 49%
13 707,940 18.0% 127,520 56% 14% 30%
14 722,474 12.2% 88,270 41% 12% 46%
15 740,854 14.3% 105,730 45% 12% 43%
16 724,483 11.6% 84,370 37% 13% 50%

For additional data and maps by county, state, and congressional district, please visit www.feedingamerico.org/maptheqap .

Gundersen, C., A. Dewey, A. Crumbaugh, M. Kato & E. Engelhard. Map the Meal Gap 2016: Food Insecurity and Child Food Insecurity Estimates at the County Level. Feeding
America, 2016. This research is generously supported by the Howard G. Buffett Foundation and The Nielsen Company.

"Map the Meal Gap's food insecurity rates are determined using data from the 2001-2014 Current Population Survey on individuals in food insecure households; and data from
the 2014 American Community Survey on median household incomes, unemployment rates, poverty rates, homeownership, and race and ethnic demographics.

2Numbers reflect percentage of food insecure individuals living in households with incomes within the income bands indicated. Eligibility for federal nutrition programs is
determined in part by these income thresholds which can vary by state.
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OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

INT-245. Referring to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Hall at page 3, line 18, please explain
why cost recovery through base rates is not sufficient for the Company to address

any aging distribution infrastructure issues?

RESPONSE: General Objections Nos. 2 (unduly burdensome), 6 (calls for narrative answer), 9
(vague and undefined), 11 (calls for a legal conclusion), 13 (mischaracterization). Subject to all
general objections, DP&L states that cost recovery through the DIR allows DP&L more
expedient recovery, as permitted by R.C. 4928.143(b)(2)(h), to ensure that DP&L will be able to
provide safe, reliable, and affordable energy delivery to its customers that it might not otherwise

be able to provide absent the DIR Rider.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall
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PRICING SERVICES

October 26, 2009

ELECTRONIC FILING

Betty McCauley

PUCO - Docketing Division

180 East Broad Street, 13" Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Re: Case No. 09-794-EL-ESS

Dear Ms. McCauley:

Pursuant to the Commission’s Entry dated May 6, 2009 in Case No. 06-653-EL-ORD,
The Dayton Power and Light Company herewith electronically submits its amended filing of
inspection, maintenance, repair and replacement programs in conformance with the requirements
of the Electric Service and Safety Standards, Section 4901:1-10-27 (E) (2) OAC. The attached

amended filing reflects discussions with Staff and their request for modifications to the above
mentioned programs.

Thank you for your assistance and your attention to this matter. If you have any
questions please feel free to call me at (937) 259-7238.

Very truly,

O/ '

O |t gpoe—
John Wagner

Manager, Retail Pricing

The Dayton Power and Light Qompany » P.O. Box 8825 « Dayton, Ohic 45401



The Dayton Power and Light Company
Inspection, Maintenance, Repair and Replacement of Transmission
And Distribution Facilities (Circuits and Equipment) Program

Introduction

The Dayton Power & Light Company has adopted a results-based approach to the development and
evaluation of maintenance and inspection programs. All maintenance, inspection and capital planning
practices contribute to overall system performance. Reliability performance is regularly reviewed and
integrated into our programs. DP&L’s system level reliability performance is measured by the
following industry standard indicators

e SAIFI (System Average Interruption Frequency Index)
CAIDI (Customer Average Interruption Duration Index)
e SAIDI (System Average Interruption Duration Index)

This report provides a detailed overview of Dayton Power and Light’s maintenance and inspection
programs. In addition to the programs listed herein, the following operational practices work to ensure
safe and reliable operation of the electric transmission and distribution system:

e Dayton Power and Light maintains a 24-hour emergency response operation and all unplanned
outages are promptly addressed.

o Adequate inventory is maintained such that the supply of parts does not impact restoration time.
e All employees performing maintenance and inspection work are propertly trained to do their jobs
safely. OSHA (Occupational Health and Safety Administration) guidelines are followed for

inspection and maintenance programs, just as they are for all other types of work.

o All facilities are designed and operated to meet NESC (National Electric Safety Code)
requirements. Any safety violation noted during an inspection is promptly repaired.
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a.

1.

2

3.

Poles and Towers

Program objectives
The goal of this program is to inspect, maintain, repair and replace poles to ensure safe and

reliable operation of the distribution system.

Overview of procedures
Poles with an actual or estimated vintage greater than 25 years, or those poles that have visible

defects will be tested to determine suitability, structural soundness and need for maintenance,
repair, or replacement (if applicable). Identified poles shall be sound tested, bored and ground
line excavated by a third party contractor. Poles which fail visual and physical screening as
referenced in the ‘Distribution Maintenance and Inspection Programs Manual (Rev. October 5,
2009)’, will either be replaced or reinforced.

Identification of poles inspected and tested
Ten percent (10%) of DP&L’s circuits will be identified on an annual basis for pole inspections

and test’. All poles from the substation to the customer drop will be examined. Poles with an
actual or estimated vintage greater than 25 years or older will be visually and physically
inspected and tested. Poles that fail either the visual inspection or the physical inspection and
test will be replaced or reinforced. At any point in the inspection process, a pole is designated
as “fail”, no additional visual or physical inspection or testing will be performed; the pole will
be scheduled for replacement or reinforcement.

4. Justification for program schedule

5.

Industry standards generally indicate a 10 year inspection cycle is warranted. Where possible,
this evaluation program is to coincide with DP&L’s Overhead Distribution Patrol Program
(DLP), referenced in the ‘Distribution Maintenance and Inspection Programs Manual (Rev.
October 3, 2009)".

Process of documenting and recording program activities
Circuits identified for inspection will be electronically documented annually. Inspection data on

all inspected poles will be gathered in accordance with the procedures outlined in the,
‘Distribution Maintenance and Inspection Programs Manual (Rev. October 5, 2009)°.
Inspection data for all poles which receive physical inspection and testing will be tracked using
GPS coordinates and/or pole numbers. All pole inspection and test information will be recorded
into electronic database files or other appropriate records. Pole inspection information shall be
kept in an electronic format that has the capability of generating statistical information. The
inspection process also includes the identification and documentation of any two-pole
conditions that may be present.

1 DP&L will complete the first cycle of the pole inspection within 8 years (i.e. first cycle 2006 through 2013,
second cycle 2016 — 2025). All subsequent cycles will be based upon a 10 year cycle.



6.

7.

Pole failure statistics will be tracked (effective 1/1/2006) and monitored by circuit to evaluate
program performance and effectiveness.

Process for reviewing program results and making repair/replacements based upon those

findings.
The decision to repair or replace a pole will be based upon field testing results by qualified field

personnel in accordance with inspection procedures outlined in the, ‘Distribution Maintenance
and Inspection Programs Manual (Rev. October 5, 2009)’. Poles and Towers with recorded
defects that could reasonably be expected to endanger life or property shall be promptly
repaired, disconnected or isolated. All remaining deficiencies that are likely to cause an outage
shall be corrected within one year of the completion of the inspection or testing that origmally
revealed such deficiencies. All other remaining deficiencies that are not expected to endanger
life or property or are not likely to cause an outage will be tracked until complete.

Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of the many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process.

Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed.
Reliability Operations will review the progress of the inspections on a periodic basis to ensure

program compliance. On an annual basis, the effectiveness of the program will be evaluated.



b. Circuit and Line Inspections

1. Program objectives

2.

The goal of this program is to maintain reliable operation of the electric distribution system.

Overview of procedures
This primarily corrective program is designed to target reliability problem areas. Distribution

circuit and branch line reliability performance is monitored, problem areas are identified and
corrective action is taken as needed. The detailed procedures, which inspect all segments of the
distribution circuit (primary and secondary) from the substation to the customer service drop are
outlined in the ‘Distribution Maintenance and Inspection Programs Manual (Rev. October 5,
2009)’. The Program components are as follows:

a. Task Name: Monitor circuit reliability performance

Frequency: Annally

Description: Identify circuits that are performing poorly in terms of reliability. Evaluate
the outage history and physical condition of all circuits and initiate remedial action, if
necessary, on the worst 8% of the circuits (as defined by the previously submitted DPL
index).

Task Name: Monitor branch line reliability performance

Frequency: Monthly

Description: Identify branch lines that are performing poorly in terms of reliability.
Evaluate the outage history and physical condition of the branch lines and initiate
remedial action if necessary.

Task Name: Electric Distribution Patrol (Overhead Distribution Patrol Program)
Freguency: Every five years (20% of the overhead circuits will be inspected on an
annual basis)

Description: The Overhead Distribution Patrol Program is designed to examine the
condition of the hardware, conductor, poles, clearances, and tree conditions on the
specified overhead distribution circuits. This comprehensive inspection includes the
mainline overhead distribution facilities from the substation including all branch lines.
The inspection process also includes the identification and documentation of any two-
pole conditions that may be present.

3. Identification of equipment examined

Distribution poles, conductor and hardware.

4. Justification for program schedule

The methodology for this program is based on engineering judgment and industry standards.



5. Process of documenting and recording program activities
Record keeping practices vary for each of the programs described above. Ata minimum,

inspections and deficiencies are documented and maintamed.

6. Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
The decision to repair or replace is based on field experience and engineering judgment.

For the Overhead Distribution Patrol Program, the program will be reviewed periodically by
Reliability Operations to ensure that the inspections are being conducted correctly and that
sufficient progress is being made in conducting the inspections. Any recorded deficiencies
noted during the Distribution Line Patrol Program that could reasonably be expected to
endanger life or property shall be promptly repaired, disconnected or isolated. All remaining
deficiencies that are likely to canse an outage shall be corrected within one year of the
completion of the inspection that originally revealed such deficiencies. All other remaining
deficiencies that are not expected to endanger life or property or are not likely to cause an
outage will be tracked until complete.

7. Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process. In the case of distribution circuits and branch lines, if field
inspectors identify a high percentage of pole replacements and repairs in a particular area, a
capital project may be initiated to rebuild that section of the circuit.

8. Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.
In the case of distribution circuits and branch lines, reliability performance is reviewed on a
monthly basis and problem areas are targeted as needed.




C.

Primaryv enclosures (e.g.. pad-mounted transformers and pad-mounted switch gear) and

secondary enclosures (e.g.. pedestals and hand holes)

1.

6.

Program objectives
The U.R.D. (Underground Residential Distribution) inspection program is a comprehensive

program to verify the physical and visual condition of U.R.D. devices and to correct any safety
issues. The detailed procedures, which inspect all segments of the distribution circuit (primary
and secondary) from the substation to the customer’s service are outlined in the ‘Distribution
Maintenance and Inspection Programs Manual (Rev. October 3, 2009)’.

Overview of procedures

a. Task Name: Inspect U.R.D. equipment
Frequency: The inspections will be performed by “map grid”, not by circuit. 20% of all
grids will be inspected yearly, with the entire system being inspected once every five
years.
Description: Inspect and make repairs as needed

Identification of equipment examined
The underground device inspection program includes Pad-Mounted Transformers, Pedestals,

LBC’s (Load Break Centers), PMH’s (Pad Mounted Housing Switches) and risers.

Justification for program schedule
The program guidelines are based on NESC requirements, industry practice and company
experience

Process of documenting and recording program activities
Underground devices are highlighted on inspection prints and any repair items are documented

on the “Departmental Order” form at the time of inspection. Devices requiring follow-up work
are documented and tracked in the Maintenance Work Order (MWO) database until completion.

Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
The decision to repair or replace is based on the judgment of qualified field personnel. Field

inspectors carry a repair kit and all minor repairs are completed at the time of the inspection. If
more extensive work is required, the problem is documented and scheduled for repair.
Deficiencies that could reasonably be expected to endanger life or property shall be promptly
repaired, disconnected or isolated. All remaining deficiencies that are likely to cause an outage
shall be corrected within one year of the completion of the inspection that originally revealed
such deficiencies. All other remaining deficiencies that are not expected to endanger life or
property or are not likely to cause an outage will be tracked until complete.



7. Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process.

8. Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change 1s implemented as needed.



d. Line Reclosers

1.

6.

Program objectives
The goal of this program is to maintain reliable operation of key components of the distribution
system.

Overview of procedures
Distribution system device maintenance programs are primarily preventive in nature. The

detailed procedures are outlined in the ‘Distribution Maintenance and Inspection Programs
Manual (Rev. October 3, 2009)°.

a. Task Name: Line Recloser Inspections
Frequency: Annually
Description: Visually check physical condition, record counter reading, ambient
temperature and load.

Identification of equipment examined
This program includes line reclosers.

Justification for program schedule
Maintenance and inspection schedules for overhead distribution devices are based on a

combination of manufacturer recommendations and company experience.

. Process of documenting and recording program activities

Record keeping practices vary for each of the programs described below. At a minimum,
inspections and deficiencies are documented and maintained.

Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
The determination to repair versus replace varies for each component and is generally based on

the judgment of qualified field personnel and engineering. Deficiencies that could reasonably be
expected to endanger life or property shall be promptly repaired, disconnected or isolated. All
remaining deficiencies that are likely to cause an outage shall be corrected within one year of
the completion of the inspection or testing that originally revealed such deficiencies. All other
remaining deficiencies that are not expected to endanger life or property or are not likely to
cause an outage will be tracked until complete.

Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and

budgeting, and T&D svstem reliability process
Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.

Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process. In the case of distribution system components, capital projects
may be initiated based on the finding of field inspections.



8. Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing
change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results
achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.



e. Line Capacitors

1.

3.

A

Program objectives
The goal of this program is to maintain reliable operation of key components of the distribution

system.

Overview of procedures
Distribution system device maintenance programs are primarily preventive in nature. The

detailed procedures are outlined in the ‘Distribution Maintenance and Inspection Programs
Manual (Rev. October 5, 2009)°.

a. Task Name: Capacitor Inspections
Frequency: Annnally
Description: Check cutouts, switches and controls. Repair or adjust as needed.

Identification of equipment examined
This program includes capacitors.

Justification for program schedule
Maintenance and inspection schedules for overhead distribution devices are based on a

combination of manufacturer recommendations and company experience.

Process of documenting and recording program activities
Record keeping practices vary for each of the programs described below. At a minimum,

inspections and deficiencies are documented and maintained.

Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
The determination to repair versus replace varies for each component and is generally based on

the judgment of qualified field personnel and engineering. Deficiencies that could reasonably be
expected to endanger life or property shall be promptly repaired, disconnected or isolated. All
remaining deficiencies that are likely to cause an outage shall be corrected within one year of
the completion of the inspection or testing that originally revealed such deficiencies. All other
remaining deficiencies that are not expected to endanger life or property or are not likely to
cause an outage will be tracked until complete.

Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process. In the case of distribution system components, capital projects
may be initiated based on the finding of field inspections.



8. Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.

10



f. Distribution Right of Wa egetation Management

1. Program objectives
The goal of this program is to maintain the reliability of the electric distribution system by

preventing outages and equipment damage due to trees or other vegetation contacting the lines.
The detailed procedures are outlined in the ‘Dayton Power & Light Company Line Clearance
Program Alliance (Rev. 2009)".

2. Overview of procedures

a. Task Name: Distribution line clearance
Frequency: 5 Years
Description: Trim or remove trees and brush as needed. Clearances will vary depending
upon tree species.

3. Identification of equipment examined
Complete a 5 year trim cycle from substation to the customer service drop with no circuit

having a last trim date of greater than 60 months. Line clearance is performed on overhead
primary and secondary distribution conductors using ANSI standards (including, but not limited
to “A300” and “Z133.1-1994") as a basis for clearance.

4. Justification for program schedule
The 5 year cycle interval has been determined to be an optimal timeframe between circuit trims

to limit tree outages caused by Trees in ROW and also to meet state regulatory needs.

5. Process of documenting and recording program activities
Line clearance activity is tracked in a database including last trim date, total circuit miles and

circuit miles trimmed. Subcontractors update primary prints to document their progress.
Records will be maintained for a minimum of 5 years.

6. Process for reviewing program results
Line clearance field inspectors audit subcontractor performance to ensure clearances are

adequate. Deficient work is returned to the subcontractor for remediation. However, The
Dayton Power & Light Company does note that exceptions to strict clearances may occur as a
result of property owner refusal, political & societal factors, community ordinances and
easement rights.

7. Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process.

11



8. Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.

Audits are conducted to ensure contractor work meets specifications. Tree related outages are
also reviewed on a monthly basis.

12



g- Substations

Substation Transformers

1. Program objectives
The goal of this program is ensure reliable operation and to extend the operating life of

substation class transformers.

2. Overview of procedures
This program is primarily preventive in nature. In addition to the tasks listed below, predictive

maintenance is applied to selected units in the form of continuous monitoring of nitrogen
pressure, LTC/main tank temperature differential, and main tank oil temperature. Additional
tasks such as internal visual inspections, megger test, etc. are performed as needed based on
engineering judgment. Substation transformer loading is also continuously monitored to ensure
that thermal limits are not exceeded. Routine scheduled tasks include the following:

a. Task Name: External Visual Inspection
Frequency: Monthly
Description: Check for oil leaks, ground faults, failed cooling fans, high temperature,
high or low pressure, clogged or damaged grills, damaged gauges.

b. Task Name: Thermographic Imaging
Frequency: Yearly
Description: Check for hot spots due to loose connections.

c. Task Name: Dielectric Oil Breakdown Test
Frequency: Every five years
Description: Test the dielectric strength of the oil. Replace or filter oil if needed.

d. Task Name: LTC Maintenance
Frequency: Every five years
Description: Perform routine maintenance on LTC’s

e. Task Name: Perform Doble Test
Frequency: Every five years
Description: Perform this test to check for insulation degradation.

3. Identification of equipment examined
All substation transformers are included in this program.

4. Justification for program schedule
Maintenance and inspection practices are based on engineering experience and industry

practices. The criticality of equipment is determined based on the voltage class, system
configuration and loading.

13



6.

7.

1.

2.

Process of documenting and recording program activities
All data is tracked in a Computerized Maintenance Management System (CMMS) program.

The CMMS system holds a Maintenance Task Table that shows historical and scheduled
maintenance for each device. The system also generates and tracks maintenance and repair
work orders.

Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
Repair versus replacement determination is made based on engineering judgment and life cycle

cost. The CMMS program is an excellent tool for tracking reliability by equipment
manufacturer and model. If CMMS data shows a pattern of problems or failures, the entire
class of like equipment may be scheduled for replacement or repair.

Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D svstem reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process. In the case of substation equipment, specific classes of
equipment may be scheduled for replacement based on failure history or total owning cost.

Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.

Clircuit Breakers

Program objectives
The goal of this program is ensure reliable operation and extend the operating life of circuit

breakers.

Overview of procedures

a. Task Name: Operational Test
Frequency: As needed to ensure breakers are operated at least once per year
Description: Test to ensure proper operation. Repair or adjust as needed.

b. Task Name: Visual Inspection
Frequency: Monthly
Description: Check for oil leaks, cracked or damaged bushings and other items
depending on the type of unit. Repair or adjust as needed.

c. Task Name: Preventive Maintenance

Frequency: Varies depending on type (i.e. oil, vacuum, SF6, etc.) and vintage
Description: Varies depending on type (i.e. oil, vacuum, SF6, etc.) and vintage

14



3. Identification of equipment examined
This program includes all substation circuit breakers.

4. Justification for program schedule
The breaker maintenance program is preventive in nature and methodology is based on

company experience. The criticality of equipment is determined based on the voltage class,
system configuration and loading.

5. Process of documenting and recording program activities
All data is tracked in a Computerized Maintenance Management System (CMMS) program.

The CMMS system holds a Maintenance Task Table that shows historical and scheduled
maintenance for each device. The system also generates and tracks maintenance and repair
work orders.

6. Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
Repair versus replacement determination is made based on engineering judgment and life cycle

cost. The CMMS program is an excellent tool for tracking reliability by equipment
manufacturer and model. If CMMS data shows a pattern of problems or failures, the entire
class of like equipment may be scheduled for replacement or repair.

7. Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process. In the case of substation equipment, specific classes of
equipment may be scheduled for replacement based on failure history or total owning cost.

8. Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.
Relays

1. Program objectives
The goal of this program is ensure reliable operation of relays.

2. Overview of procedures
This program is preventive in nature. The testing schedule is as follows:

a. Task Name: Calibration and Trip Test
Frequency: 345 kV — every six years, 138 kV, 69 kV and 33 kV — every eight years,
12 kV and 4 kV — every ten years
Description: Calibrate and test to ensure proper operation.



3.

Identification of equipment examined
All relays are included in the program.

Justification for program schedule
Procedures are based on company experience and manufacturer documentation. Criticality is
determined based on voltage class.

Process of documenting and recording program activities
Calibration/trip test results are documented on Relay Field Test Cards. The most recent test

results are kept on file for every relay on the system. The Computerized Maintenance
Management System (CMMS) shows the overall program schedule and status.

Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
After reviewing test results, the decision to repair or replace is made based on engineering

judgment and manufacturer specifications.

Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and

budgeting, and T&D system reliability process
Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.

Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process.

Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.

Substation Switches

1.

Program objectives
The goal of this program is to maintain the reliable operation of switches in substations.

Overview of procedures
This program is preventive in nature.

Identification of equipment examined
All substation switches are included in the program.

Justification for program schedule
Equipment criticality is determined based on voltage class and system configuration.

a. Task Name: Thermographic Inspection

Frequency: Annually
Description: Check for hot spots and repair or adjust as needed.

16



. Process of documenting and recording program activities

All data is tracked in a Computerized Maintenance Management System (CMMS) program.
The CMMS system holds a Maintenance Task Table that shows historical and scheduled
maintenance for each device. The system also generates and tracks maintenance and repair
work orders.

. Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
Repair versus replacement determination is based on company experience. If field personnel

experience problems operating a particular switch, the switch will be maintained and lubricated.
The CMMS program is an excellent tool for tracking reliability by equipment manufacturer and
model. If CMMS data shows a pattern of problems or failures, the entire class of like
equipment may be scheduled for replacement or repair.

. Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process. In the case of substation equipment, specific classes of
equipment may be scheduled for replacement based on failure history or total owning cost.

. Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.
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h. Air Break Switches

1.

Program objectives
The goal of this program is to maintain reliable operation of key components of the distribution

system.

Overview of procedures
Distribution system device maintenance programs are primarily preventive in nature. The

detailed procedures are outlined in the ‘Distribution Maintenance and Inspection Programs
Manual (Rev. October 5, 2009) .

a. Task Name: Visual Inspection of Air Break Switches
Frequency: Annually
Description: Visually check handle and locking mechanism, ground connections,
insulators and lightning arresters.

Identification of equipment examined
This program includes air break switches.

Justification for program schedule
Maintenance and inspection schedules for overhead distribution devices are based on a

combination of manufacturer recommendations and company experience.

Process of documenting and recording program activities
Record keeping practices vary for each of the programs described below. At a minimum,

inspections and deficiencies are documented and maintained.

Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
The determination to repair versus replace varies for each component and is generally based on

the judgment of qualified field personnel and engineering. Deficiencies that could reasonably be
expected to endanger life or property shall be promptly repaired, disconnected or isolated. All
remaining deficiencies that are likely to cause an outage shall be corrected within one year of
the completion of the inspection or testing that originally revealed such deficiencies. All other
remaining deficiencies that are not expected to endanger life or property or are not likely to
cause an outage will be tracked until complete.

Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting. and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process. In the case of distribution system components, capital projects
may be initiated based on the finding of field inspections.
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Voltage Regulators

1.

Program objectives
The goal of this program is to maintain reliable operation of key components of the distribution

system.

Overview of procedures
Distribution system device maintenance programs are primarily preventive in nature. The

detailed procedures are outlined in the ‘Distribution Maintenance and Inspection Programs
Manual (Rev. October 5, 2009) .

a. Task Name: Voltage Regulator Inspections
Frequency: Biennially
Description: Inspection that includes a control check, and visual check of the physical
condition and indicator readings (min, max and current).

Identification of equipment examined
This program includes voltage regulators.

Justification for program schedule
Maintenance and inspection schedules for overhead distribution devices are based on a

combination of manufacturer recommendations and company experience.

Process of documenting and recording program activities
Record keeping practices vary for each of the programs described below. At a minimum,

mnspections and deficiencies are documented and maintained.

Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
The determination to repair versus replace varies for each component and is generally based on

the judgment of qualified field personnel and engineering. Deficiencies that could reasonably be
expected to endanger life or property shall be promptly repaired, disconnected or isolated. All
remaining deficiencies that are likely to cause an outage shall be corrected within one year of
the completion of the inspection or testing that originally revealed such deficiencies. All other
remaining deficiencies that are not expected to endanger life or property or are not likely to
cause an outage will be tracked until complete.

Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process. In the case of distribution system components, capital projects
may be initiated based on the finding of field inspections.
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8. Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.
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j- Iransmission
Transmission Lines

1. Program objectives
The goal of this program is to maintain the reliability and safety of the electric transmission

system including facilities ranging from 33kV to 345 kV.

2. Overview of procedures
This preventive program consists primarily of visual and infrared inspections of
structures/poles, insulators, switches and conductors. Guidelines for each voltage class/type are
as follows:

345 KV

a. Task Name: Helicopter Patrol
Frequency: Quarterly
Description: Look for mechanical problems, erosion and vegetation problems. Initiate
corrective action as needed.

b. Task Name: Thermography
Frequency: As needed
Description: Check line switches for heating indicative of poor electrical connections.
Identify “hot spots” and classify according to elevation above ambient temperature.
Complete necessary repairs.

138 kV

a. Task Name: Helicopter Patrol or ground patrols for areas in Metro Dayton “No Fly”
Zones.
Frequency: Quarterly
Description: Look for mechanical problems, erosion and vegetation problems. Initiate
corrective action as needed.

b. Task Name: Thermography
Frequency: As needed
Description: Check line switches for heating indicative of poor electrical connections.
Identify “hot spots” and classify according to elevation above ambient temperature.
Complete necessary repairs.
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4.

6.

69 kV and 33 kV

a. Task Name: Helicopter Patrol or ground patrols for areas in Metro Dayton “No Fly”
Zones.
Frequency: Semiannually
Description: Look for mechanical problems, erosion and vegetation problems. Initiate
corrective action as needed.

b. Task Name: Thermography
Frequency: As needed
Description: Check line switches for heating indicative of poor electrical connections.
Identify “hot spots” and classify according to elevation above ambient temperature.
Complete necessary repairs.

Underground

a. Task Name: Cathodic Protection System Test (if applicable)
Frequency: Yearly
Description: Test the integrity of the corrosion protection on the steel pipe housing for
the underground transmission cable. Initiate corrective action as needed.

Identification of equipment examined
This program includes transmission structures/poles, insulators, switches and conductors from
33kV through 345 kV.

Justification for program schedule
The National Electric Safety Code 1s used as a guideline to establish minimmim requirements.

Crticality of equipment i1s determined by voltage class (1.e. 345 kV lines are the most critical).

Process of documenting and recording program activities
All deficiencies are documented and maintained in a database.

Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
The determination to repair or replace is based on the inspection findings combined with

engineering judgment.

03

7. Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and

budgeting, and T&D system reliability process
Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.

Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process.
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8. Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing

change where needed
The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results

achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change is implemented as needed.

Transmission Right of Way (Vegetation Management

1. Program objectives
The goal of this program is to maintain the reliability of the electric transmission system by

preventing outages and equipment damage due to trees or other vegetation contacting the lines.

2. Overview of procedures

a. Task Name: Line Clearance
Frequency: Varies depending on line location, clearance requirements and species of
vegetation present
Description: Trim or remove trees and brush as needed. Clearance will vary based on
the species of tree and the voltage class of the line.

b. Task Name: Herbicide Application
Frequency: As needed.
Description: Herbicide is applied as needed.

c. Task Name: Visual Inspection
Frequency: “Walking patrols” are used to inspect the Metro Dayton “No Fly” Zones.

These inspection patrols are scheduled three to four times per year.

“Helicopter Patrols” are targeted as follows:

All 345KV circuits Quarterly
All 138kV circuits Quarterly
All 69KV circuits Semi annually
All 33kV circuits Semi annually

Description: Visually inspect and identify any problems spots. Off-cycle trimming “hot-
spotting” will be performed as needed to correct problem areas.

3. Identification of equipment examined
All overhead transmission lines are included in the vegetation management program.

4. Justification for program schedule
The vegetation management program is preventive in nature and the guidelines are based on
company experience. Criticality of lines is determined based on voltage class and system
configuration. DP&L also mamtains and keeps current its Transmission Vegetation
Management Program as required in NERC Standard FAC-003-1.
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5.

6.

Process of documenting and recording program activities
Program activities are recorded in a database.

Process for reviewing program results and making repairs/replacements based on those

findings
Information from field inspections is entered into the transmission line clearance database. This

database 1s used to track the progress of all work from originating inspection to final inspection.
This database is targeted for weekly updates. All completed work is inspected for quality
control.

Process for incorporating program findings into the company’s capital planning and
budgeting, and T&D system reliability process

Budgets and long range plans are continually updated as new information becomes available.
Results from maintenance and inspection programs are one of many inputs into the capital
planning and budgeting process.

Process for reviewing the progress and effectiveness of the program and implementing
change where needed

The adequacies of all maintenance and inspection programs are evaluated based on the results
achieved. Program effectiveness is continually assessed and change 1s implemented as needed.
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4901:1-10-26, Dayton Power and Light Co submits the following Annual Report. The Report is attached.
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DPL inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

1. 4901:1-10-26 (B){1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years)

a, b. C. d. 9, £ o b, i

ldentification of Transmission Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program service of tarritory for initiation of | completion completion
plan by facility, distribution and goals of territory effected implementation program or date date
equipment, or {"T" or "D") planned investment effected project
project name

CAP-008 D Capacitor Various Various 185,000 04/01/2015 | 12/31/2015 12/31/2015
Program - install
new capacitors
and controls to
optimize reactive
supply on circuits

CAP-009 D Capacitor Various Various 200,000 01/01/2016 | 12/31/2016
Program - install
new capacitors
and controls to
optimize reactive
supply on circuits

CAP-010 D Capacitor Various Various 200,000 01/01/2017 | 12/31/2017
Program - install
new capacitors
and controls to
optimize reactive
supply on circuits

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am Page 2 of 92 Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS



1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

Continued ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

b

<

1

g

h, i

Identification of
project/program or
plan by facllity,
equipment, or
project name

Transmission
or
distribution
("T" or "D")

Description of
project/program
and goals of
planned investment

Portion of
service
territory
effected

Characteristics
of territory
effected

Estimated cost
for
Implementation

Date of
initiation of

program or
project

Actual
completion
date

Planned
completion
date

CAP-011

Capacitor
Program - install
new capacitors
and controls to
optimize reactive
supply on circuits

Various

Various

200,000

01/01/2018

12/31/2018

CAP-012

Capacitor
Program - install
new capacitors
and controls to
optimize reactive
supply on circuits

Various

Various

200,000

01/01/2019

12/31/2019

CRP-009

Cable
Replacement
Program -
replace or inject
deteriorating bare
neutral primary
cable

Various

Various

3,700,000

01/01/2016

12/31/2016

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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1. 4901:1-10-26 (8)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

Continued ...
. b, c. d ) f Q. b, L
Identification of Transmission Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Dats of Planned Actual
projectiprogram or or project/program service of territory for inltiation of | completion completion
plan by facllity, distribution and goals of territory effected Implementation program or date date
equipment, or {("T" or "D") planned investment offected project
project name
CRP-010 D Cable Various Various 3,700,000 01/01/2017 | 12/31/2017
Replacement
Program -
replace or inject
deteriorating bare
neutral primary
cable
CRP-011 D Cable Various Various 4,500,000 01/01/2018 | 12/31/2018
Replacement
Program -
replace or inject
deteriorating bare
neutral primary
cable
Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am Page 4 of 92 - Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS




1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

Continued ...
3 b, —C d. 8, f Q. h. I
Identification of Transmission Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program sorvice of territory for initiation of | completion completion
plan by facility, distribution and goals of territory effected Implementation program or date date
equipment, or ("T" or "D*) planned investment effected project i
project name
CRP-012 D Cable Various Various 5,000,000 01/01/2018 | 12/31/2019
Replacement
Program -
replace or inject
deteriorating bare
neutral primary
cable
DisS-049 D Replace 10 MVA Urbana Rural 1,250,000 01/01/2018 | 07/01/2018
transformer with
a 30 MVA
transformer at
Urbana
Substation
Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am Page S of 92 Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS



1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1)
Continued ...

Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

b

c.

d.

-

f_

Q.

h,

Identification of
project/program or
plan by facility,
equipment, or
project name

Transmission
or
distribution
{"T" or "D")

Description of
project/program
and goals of
planned investment

Portion of
service
territory
effected

Characteristics
of territory
effectod

Estimated cost
for
implementation

Date of
initiation of
program or

project

Planned
completion
date

Actual
completion
date

DiIS-050

Extend three
phase
distribution on
Waynesville
circuit GF1204 to
improve reliability
and switching
flexibility

Waynesvil
le

Rural

400,000

01/01/2016

09/01/2016

DIS-052

Extend three
phase
distribution on
indian Lake
circuit EG1205 to
improve reliability
and switching
flexibility

Indian
Lake

Rural

350,000

01/01/2018

12/31/2018

DiS-053

Upgrade section
of Hoover circuit
AV1227

Dayton

Metro

120,000

01/01/2017

123172017

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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1. 4801:1-10-26 (B)}{1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

Continued ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

N

—f

d,

f

2.

h.

L

Identification of
projectiprogram or
plan by facliity,
equipment, or
project name

Transmission
or
distribution
{"T" or "D")

Description of
project/program
and goals of
planned investment

Portion of
service
territory
effected

Characteristics
of territory
effected

Estimated cost
for
implementation

Date of
initiation of
program or

project

Planned
completion
date

Actual
complation
date

ORP-008

Overhead
Reliability
Program -
complete repairs,
upgrades or
other reliability
improvements to
least-reliable
circuits

Various

Various

1,005,000

01/01/2015

12/31/2015

12/31/2016

ORP-009

Overhead
Reliability
Program -
complete repairs,
upgrades or
other reliability
improvements to
least-reliable
circuits

Various

Various

600,000

01/01/2016

12/31/2016

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am

Page 7 of 92

Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS




1. 4801:1-10-26 (B)(1)
Continued ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

£

d

£

[+

i

Identification of
projectiprogram or
plan by facility,
aquipment, or
project name

Transmission
or
distribution
("T" or "D")

Description of
project/program
and goails of
planned investment

Portion of
service
territory
effected

Characteristics
of territory
effected

Estimated cost
for
Implementation

Date of
initiation of
program or

project

Planned
complation
date

Actual
completion
date

ORP-010

Overhead
Reliability
Program -
complete repairs,
upgrades or
other reliability
improvements o
least-reliable
circuits

Various

Various

600,000

01/01/2017

1213172017

ORP-011

Overhead
Reliability
Program -
complete repairs,
upgrades or
other reliability
improvements to
least-reliable
circuits

Various

Various

1,000,000

01/01/2018

12/31/2018

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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1. 4901:1-10-26 (B){(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

Continued ...
a. b, <. d 2 f _a h. i
Identification of Transmisslon Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program service of territory for initiation of | completion completion
plan by facllity, distribution and goals of territory effected Implementation program or date date
equipment, or ("T" or "D") planned investment effectad project
project name
ORP012 D Overhead Various Various 1,000,000 010122019 | 12/31/2018
Reliability
Program -
complete repairs,
upgrades or
other reliability
improvements to
least-reliable
circuits
PCR-006 D Planned Various Various 2,950,000 01/01/2016 | 12/31/2016
replacement of
cutouts
PCR-007 D Planned Various Various 5,040,000 01/0172017 | 12/31/2017
replacement of
cutouts
PRC-008 D Planned Various Various 1,250,000 01/01/2018 | 12/31/2018
replacement of
cutouts
Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am Page 9 of 92 Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS




1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

Continued ...
a b _c. - N 8, & _q, h. i
Identification of Transmission Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program sorvice of territory for inltiation of | completion completion
plan by facility, distribution and goals of territory effected implementation program or date date
equipment, or {"T" or "D") planned investment effectad project
project name
PRC-008 D Planned Various Various 1,250,000 01/01/2019 | 12/31/2019
replacement of
cutouts
PRP-009 D Distribution Pole Various Various 3,650,000 01/01/2016 | 12/31/2016
inspection and
Replacement
Program -
inspect
distribution poles
and
repair/replace
poles as
necessary
Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am Page 10 of 92 Case No. 168-1000-EL-ESS




1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

Continued ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

D.

c.

d.

L N

£

h.

Identification of
project/program or
plan by facllity,
equipment, or
project name

Transmission
or
distribution
{"T" or"D")

Description of
project/program
and goals of
planned investment

Portlon of
service
territory
effected

Characteristics
of territory
effected

Estimated cost
for
Implementation

Date of
initiation of

program or
project

Planned
completion
date

Actual
completion
date

PRP-010

Disfribution Pole
Inspection and
Replacement
Program -
inspect
distribution poles
and
repair/replace
poles as
necessary

Various

Various

4,050,000

01/01/2017

12/31/2017

PRP-011

Distribution Pole
inspection and
Replacement
Program -
inspect
distribution poles
and
repairireplace
poles as
necessary

Various

Various

4,850,000

01/01/2018

12/31/2018

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

Continued ...
3. b, < d e, f Q. h, L
Identification of Transmission Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program service of territory for initiation of | completion completion
plan by facllity, distribution and goals of territory effected implementation program or date date

equipment, or ("T" or "D"%) planned investment effectad project

project name

PRP-012 D Distribution Pole Various Various 4,625,000 01/01/2019 | 12/31/2019
Inspection and
Replacement
Program -
inspect
distribution poles
and
repairireplace
poles as
necessary

RAP-009 D Reliability Action Various Various 250,000 01/01/2016 | 12/31/2016
Plan - complets
repairs,
upgrades or
other reliability
improvements to
least-reliable
branch-lines

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am Page 12 of 92 Cass No. 16-1000-EL-ESS




1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

Continued ...
3 b. <. d. e £ Q. b L
Identification of Transmission Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program seorvice of territory for inktiation of | completion completion
plan by facillty, distribution and goals of territory effected Implementation program or date date
equipment, or {"T" or "D*) planned investment effectad project
project name
RAP-010 D Reliability Action Various Various 250,000 01/01/2017 | 12/31/2017
Plan - complete
repairs,
upgrades or
other reliability
improvements to
least-reliable
branch-ines
RAP-011 D Reliability Action Various Various 500,000 01/01/2018 | 12/31/2018
Plan - complete
repairs,
upgrades or
other reliability
improvements to
least-reliable
branch-ines
Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am Page 13 of 82 Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS




DPL inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...
Continued ...

F b, c d [N f [+ h, i,
Identification of Transmisslon Description of Portlon of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program service of territory for initiation of | completion completion
plan by facility, distribution and goals of territory effected implementation program or date date
equipment, or {"T" or "D") planned investment effected project
project name
RAP-012 D Reliability Action Various Various 500,000 SEDIZ018] Qrigiaieie
Plan - complete
repairs,
upgrades or
other reliability
improvements to
least-reliable
branch-ines
RTO-009 T PJM Regional Bulk Various 11,000,000 01/01/2020 | 12/31/2021
Transmission Electric
Expansion Plan - System
Second West (BES)
Milton 345/138 kV
transformer and
second 138/69
kV transformer
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1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

Continued ...
- T b c. d. g, f _q b, i
Identification of Transmission Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/iprogram or or project/program service of territory for initiation of | completion completion
plan by facllity, distribution and goals of territory effected Implementation program or date date
equipment, or {"T" or "D") planned investment effected project
project name
RTU-009 D RTU installation Various Various 200,000 01/01/2016 | 12/31/2016
Program -
replace obsolete
monitoring
equipment with
new RTU's that
also provide
control functions
RTU-010 D RTU Installation Various Various 200,000 01/01/2017 | 12/31/2017
Program -
replace obsolete
monitoring
equipment with
new RTU's that
also provide
control functions
Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am Page 15 of 92 Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS




1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

Continued ...
—a b, <, d. 8, A a h, i
dentification of Transmisslon Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program service of territory for initiation of | completion completion
plan by facility, distribution and goals of territory effected Implementation program or date date
equipment, or (*T" or "D") planned investment sffected project
project name
RTU-011 D RTU Installation Various Various 200,000 01/01/2018 | 12/31/2018
Program -
replace obsolete
monitoring
equipment with
new RTU's that
also provide
control functions
RTU-012 D RTU Installation Various Various 384,000 01/01/2019 | 12/31/2019
Program -
replace obsolete
monitoring
equipment with
new RTU's that
also provide
control functions
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...
Continued ...

a b, <. d. 9, f Q b i

Identification of Transmisslon Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program service of territory for inltiation of | completion completion
plan by facility, distribution and goals of territory effected implementation program or date date
equipment, or ("T" or "D") planned investment effected project
project name

TBR-008 T Transmission Various Various 0 01/01/2015 | 12/31/2015 12/31/2015
Breaker
Replacements -
replace breakers
as needed

TBR-008 T Transmission Various Various 0 01/01/2016 | 12/31/2018
Breaker
Replacements -
replace breakers
as needed

TBR-010 T Transmission Various Various 0 01/01/2017 | 12/31/2017
Breaker
Replacements -
replace breakers
as needed

TBR-011 T Transmission Various Various 0 01/01/2018 | 12/31/2018
Breaker
Replacements -
replace breakers
as needed
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...
Continued ...

a. b, < d 8 f Q. 18 I

Identification of Transmission Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
projectiprogram or or project/program service of territory for inltiation of | completion completion
plan by facllity, distribution and goals of territory effected Implementation program or date date
equipment, or {("T" or "D") planned investment effected project
project name

TBR-012 T Transmission Various Various 0 01/01/2019 | 12/31/2018
Breaker
Replacements -
replace breakers
as needed

TCW-002 T Transmission Various Various 600,000 01/01/2017 | 12/31/2017
communication
wire replacement
project at Crown
Hoover and
Overlook
Substations

TCW-003 T Transmission Various Various 600,000 01/01/2018 | 12/31/2018
communication
wire replacement
project at Crown
Hoover and
Overlook
Substations
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1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1)
Continued ...

Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

4 b, _C d, g £ Q h. L
Identification of Transmisslon Description of Portlon of | Characteristics | Estlmated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program service of territory for initiation of | completion completion
plan by facllity, distribution and goals of territory effected Implementation program or date date

equipment, or {"T" or "D") planned investment effectsd project
project name
TPI-009 T Transmission Various Various 750,000 01/01/2016 | 12/31/2016
Pole Inspection -
inspect
transmission
poles and repair
or replace as
nhecessary
TPI-010 T Transmission Various Various 500,000 01/01/2017 | 12/31/2017
Pole inspection -
inspect
transmission
poles and repair
or replace as
necessary
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1. 4901:1-10-26 (B){(1) Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

Continued ...

DPL inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

b,

RS

d.

L -

f.

Identification of
project/program or
plan by facllity,
equipment, or
project name

Transmisslon
or
distribution
{"T" or "D")

Description of
project/program
and goals of
planned investment

Portion of
service
territory
effected

Characteristics
of territory
effected

Estimated cost
for
Implementation

Date of
inltiation of
program or

project

Planned
completion

Actual
completion
date

TP1-011

Transmission
Pole Inspection -
inspect
transmission
poles and repair
or replace as
necessary

Various

Various

500,000

01/01/2018

12/31/2018

TPI012

Transmission

Pole Inspection -
inspect
transmission
poles and repair
or replace as
necessary

Various

Various

1,000,000

01/01/2019

1213112019

TRU-008

Transmission
Relay Upgrade -
replacing/upgradi
ng transmission
relays

Various

Various

1,370,000

01/01/2016

12/31/2016

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am

Page 20 of 82

Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS




1. 4901:1-10-26 (B)}(1)
Continued ...

Future Investment Plan For Facilities And Equipment (covering period of no less than three years) ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

iz b. c, d B - L A q h i
Identification of Transmission Description of Portion of | Characteristics | Estimated cost Date of Planned Actual
project/program or or project/program sarvice of territory for initiation of | complstion completion
plan by facllity, distribution and goals of territory effected implementation program or date date
equipment, or {"T" or "D") planned investment effected project
project name
TRU-008 T Transmission Various Various 1,200,000 01/01/2017 | 12/31/2017
Relay Upgrade -
replacing/upgradi
ng transmission
relays
TRU-010 T Transmission Various Various 1,800,000 01/01/2018 | 12/31/2018
Relay Upgrade -
replacing/upgradi
ng transmission
relays
TRU-011 T Transmission Various Various 1,800,000 01/01/2018 | 12/31/2019
Relay Upgrade -
replacing/upgradi
ng transmission
relays

Notes

The projects and programs detailed In this report are designed to ensure high quality, safe, and reliable delivery of energy to customers
and/or provide for additional capacity for future load growth. The capital and maintenance resources invested are generally focused in

specific localized areas and do not necessarily translate into improvements in global or system-wide reliability performance indices
such as CAIDI and SAIFI.
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DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

1.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1)(a) Relevant Characteristics Of The Service Territory

Facility Type Total Overhead Miles Total Underground Miles Other Notable Characteristics
D 10,510 3,656
1,833 4
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1.b 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1b) Future investment plan for facilities and equipment (covering period 2015 to 2019)

Electric Service And Safety Standards

DPL inc

Rule #26
2015

Dayton Power and Light Co

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
All Cost
Planned Actual Planned Projected Projected Projected
D $14,050,000 $13,652,000 $12,700,000 $14,160,000 $14,100,000 $12,959,000
T $3,900,000 $2,031,000 $2,330,000 $2,300,000 $2,900,000 $2,800,000
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

2. 4901:1-10-26 (B} 1)(d)&(f) ain 0
a. b. c. d. e. f. g
Complaint(s) from other Date Nature of Action taken to address Complaint Date resolved If unresolved give
electric utility companies, complaint complaint complaint resolved explanation why
regional transmission received (Yes or No)

entity, or competitive retal!
electric supplier(s)
{list Individually)
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DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

3.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1)(e) Electric Reliability Organization Reliability Standards Violation

Standard number Standard name Date of Violation risk Violation Total amount of | Description
violated violated violation factor severity factor penalty dollars
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DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

3.b. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1)(e) Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) Violations

Name of RTO violation

Description

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Electric Service And Safety Standards

3.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1}(e) Transmission Load Relief (TRL)

Rule #26
2015

TLR Event Start TLR Event End Highest TLR Firm load Amount of Description
level during interrupted load {MWY)
event interrupted
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DPL inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

3.d. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1)(e) Top Ten Congestion Facilities By Hours Of Congestion

Rank

Description of facility causing congestion
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

3.e. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(1)(e) Annual System Improvement Plan And Regional Transmission Operator (RTO) Expansion Plan

Relationship between annual system improvement plan and RTO transmission expansion plan

Our annual system improvement plan includes the regional transmission operator's transmission project plan. The RTO driven project is the West Milion -Eldean

transmission line which is in the permitting process at The Ohio Power Siting Board.
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Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL inc

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

4. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(2) Report Of Implementation Plan From Previous Reporting Period

a. b. c. d. e. f
Identification of previously planned Transmission Planned Actual ldentification of Reason(s) for each
action or completion completion date deviation(s) from goals of identified deviation
Distribution date of previous plan
T or"D") action
CRP-008 D 12/31/2015 12/31/2015 reduced dollars Based on 2015 actual cost
DiS-054 D 12/31/2016 new project address load growth
DiS-055 D 12/31/2016 new project address load growth
PCR-005 D 12/31/2015 12/31/2015 increased dollars Adjusted spend to reflect
failure rates
PRP-008 D 12/31/2015 12131120156 increased dollars Based on 2015 actual cost
RAP-008 D 12/31/2015 12/31/2015 reduced dollars reduced scope of work
RTO-003 T 06/01/2017 reduced dollars Working with PJM on need and
timing
RTO-004 T 06/01/2017 reduced dollars Working with PJM on need and
timing
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

4. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(2) Report Of Implementation Plan From Previous Reporting Period ... Continued ...

a. b. c. d. o. f.
Identification of previously planned Transmission Planned Actual Identification of Reasonys) for each
action or completion completion date deviation(s) from goals of identified deviation
Distribution date of previous plan
{"T" or™D") action
RTO-005 T 06/01/2018 reduced dollars Working with PJM on need and
timing
RTU-008 D 12/31/2015 12/31/2015 Reduced dollars Reduced scope
TCW-001 T 12/31/2016 New project Address relay protection
communication reliabllity
TPI-008 T 12/31/2015 12/31/2015 increased dollars Based on 2015 actual cost
TRU-007 T 12/31/2015 12/31/2015 reduced dollars projects delays due to timing
issues with other utilities in
taking out key transmission
lines
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DPL inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

5. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)a) Characterization Of Condition Of Company's System

a. b.
Type of Qualitative characterization of condition or system Explanation of criteria used in making assessment
System for each characterization
T System reliability performance is a good indicator of the physical DPA&Ls transmission has the capacity to meet projected
condition of the system and industry standard measures show that loading, System Operating monitors the condition of the
system performance is consistently reliable. transmission system on a daily basis. Any findings that

may impact safety or reliability are immediately addressed.

D A review of Dayton Power & Light's historical reliability performance The performance of the electric system over a period of

clearly shows the distribution system to be in excelient condition. several years Is reflective of its physical condition.
Consistently safe and reliable service can only be achieved

through a well-maintained distribution system. System level
reliability performance Is tracked on a and monthly basis

and reported annually as required by O.A.C. 4901:1-10-10.
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Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

6. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(b) Safety and Reliability Complaints

a.
-

Total number of safety & reliability
complaints received directly from
Type of system customers
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6.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(b) Safety and Rellability Complaints Detailed Report

Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL inc

Rule #26

2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Type of Availability Damage Momentary | Out of service Quality of Rspflir Public
system of service interruption utility product service safety
D 0 6 0 24 10 8 1
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2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

7.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B}(3)(c)(i) Transmission Capital Expenditures

Total Transmission Capital Expenditures in 2015 $11.936,000
Total Transmission Investment as of 12/31/2015 $442,243,515
Transmission Capital Expeditures as a percent of Total Transmission Investment 2.7%
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

7.b. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3){c)(i) Transmission Maintenance Expenditures

Total Transmission Maintenance Expenditures in 2015 $4 915,647
Total Transmission Investment as of 12/31/2015 $442,243 515
Transmission Maintenance Expeditures as a percent of Total Transmission Investment 1.1%

7.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(c)(ii) and (i) Transmission Capital Expenditures - Reliability Specific

Budget Category 2015 2015 Budget 2016 Budget Explanation of variance if over 10%
Budget Actual Variance as
percent
Transmission-Substation $0 $593,000 Over 100% $0 | Transmission Catastrophic Repairs and Distribution
Reliability Catastrophic Repairs were budgeted together as one
number. The budget is only included in Distribution
Catastrophic Repairs.
Transmission Blankets-Other $800,000 $658,000 -17.8% $800,000 | Fewer forced repairs
Transmission $6,501,000 $5,817,000 -15.7% $3,220,000 | RTEP projects delayed
Reliability-Projects
Transmission Reliability-CCD $1,200,000 $1,069,000 -10.9% $500,000 | Projects delayed - permitting process
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Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL Inc

Rule #26

2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

7.d. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(c)(ii) and (iiij) Transmission Maintenance Expenditures - Reliability Specific

Budget Category 2015 2015 Budget 2015 Budget Explanation of variance If over 10%
Budget Actual Variance as
percent
Transmission Reliabllity $2,222,080 $2,700,748 21.9% $2,902,533 | Increased cost of CCD lines
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

8.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(d)(i) Distribution Capital Expenditures

Total Distribution Capital Expenditures in 2015 $73.924,000
Total Distribution Investment as of 12/31/2015 $1,627,053,021
Distribution Capital Expeditures as a percent of Total Distribution Investment 4.5%
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DPL inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

8.b. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(d)(i) Distribution Maintenance Expenditures

Total Distribution Maintenance Expenditures in 2015 $49,318,713

$1,627,053,021
3.0%

Total Distribution Investment as of 12/31/2015

Distribution Maintenance Expeditures as a percent of Total Distribution Investment
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Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL Inc

Rule #26

2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

8.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(d)(ii) and (iii) Distribution Capital Expenditures - Reliability Specific

Budget Category 2015 2018 Budget 2016 Budget Explanation of variance if over 10%
Budget Actual Variance as
percent
Distribution-Specific Projects $2,913,000 $3,881,000 33.2% $5,326,000 | Completed additional capltal circuit projects.
Distribution-Field Reliability $7,750,000 $9,811,000 26.6% $8,350,000 | Increased spend to reflect failure rates.
Distribution-Substation $4,473,000 $5,269,000 17.8% $5.883,000 | Transmission Catastrophic Repairs and Distribution
Reliabliity Catastrophic Repairs were budgeted together as one
number. The budget is only included in Distribution
Catastrophic Repairs.
Distribution-Underground $4,000,000 $3,586,000 -10.4% $3,700,000 | Amount adjusted to be in-line with fallure rate and
Reliability identified projects.
Distribution Blanket-Other $8,300,000 $7,570,000 -8.8% $7,900,000
Distribution-Planning $2,907,000 $2,652,000 -8.8% $2,553,000
Reliability
Distribution $15,000,000 $14,287,000 4.8% $14,000,000
Blanket-Transformers
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8.d. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(d)(ii) and (iii) Distribution Maintenance Expenditures - Reliability Specific

Dayton Power and Light Co

Electric Service And Safety Standards

DPL Inc

Rule #26

2015

Budget Category 2015 2015 Budget 2016 Budget Explanation of variance if over 10%
Budget Actual Variance as
percent
Distribution Reliability $36,601,292 $38,236,910 4.5% $37,740,609
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Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL Inc

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

9. 4801:1-10-26 (B)(3)(e) Average Remaining Depreciation Life Of Distribution And Transmission Facilities

a. b. c. d. e. f. g h.
Transmission Asset Type Asset’s Total Total Total Percent of Depreciation
or assigned FERC depreciable depreciated remaining average of how age was
distribution subaccount life of asset life of asset life of asset remaining determined
{"T" or "D") {account/sub depreciation
account) life of asset
D Installations on Customer 37 20 20.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
Premises
D Installations on Customer an 50 36.00 14 28.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
Premises
D Leased Property on 372 40 40.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
Customer Premises
D Line Transformers 368 44 17.00 27 61.36% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Meters 370 32 10.00 22 68.75% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Overhead Conductors and 365 40 20.00 20 50.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
Devices
D Poles, Towers and Fixtures 364 38 23.00 15 39.47% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Services 369 33 27.00 6 18.18% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Services 369 33 19.00 14 42.42% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 50 21.00 29 58.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

9. 4901:1-10-26 (B}(3)(e) Average Remaining Depreciation Life Of Distribution And Transmission Facilities ... Continued ...

a. b. c. d. e. f. g h.
Transmission Asset Type Asset's Total Total Total Percent of Depreciation
or assigned FERC depreciable depreciated remaining average of how age was
distribution subaccount life of asset life of asset life of asset remaining determined
{"T" or "D") {account/sub depreciation
account) life of asset
D Station Equipment 362 50 50.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 50 38.00 12 24.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 50 25.00 25 50.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 80 22.00 28 56.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 50 16.00 34 68.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 50 32.00 18 36.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 50 40.00 10 20.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 11 11.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 50 50.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 50 13.00 37 74.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Station Equipment 362 50 50.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
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Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL inc

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

9. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)e) Average Remaining Depreciation Life Of Distribution And Transmission Facilities ... Continued ...
a. b. c. d. e. f. g h.
Transmission Assat Type Asset's Total Total Total Percent of Depreciation
or assigned FERC depraciable depreciated remaining average of how age was
distribution subaccount life of asset life of asset life of asset remaining determined
{"T" or"D") (account/sub depreciation
account) life of asset
D Station Equipment 362 50 15.00 35 70.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 25.00 20 44.44% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 1.00 4 97.78% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 24.00 21 46.67% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 23.00 22 48.89% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and improvements 361 45 16.00 29 64.44% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and improvements 361 45 19.00 26 67.78% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 45.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 45.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 0.00 45 100.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 45.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
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2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

9. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(e) Average Remaining Depreciation Life Of Distribution And Transmission Facilities ... Continued ...

a. b. c. d. e. f. g h.
Transmission Asset Type Asset's Total Total Total Percent of Depreciation
or assigned FERC depreciable depreciated remaining average of how age was
distribution subaccount life of asset life of asset life of asset remaining determined
{"T" or "D") {account/sub depreciation
account) life of asset
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 18.00 27 60.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 29.00 16 35.56% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and improvements 361 45 45.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 33.00 12 26.87% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Structures and Improvements 361 45 22.00 23 51.11% Net Plant/Gross Plant
D Underground Conductor and 367 38 19.00 19 50.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
Devices
D Underground Conduit 366 85 20.00 26 47.27% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Overhead Conductors and 358 48 29.00 18 39.58% Net Plant/Gross Plant
Devices
T Overhead Conductors and 356 39 37.00 2 5.13% Net Plant/Gross Plant
Devices
T Overhead Conductors and 356 39 25.00 14 35.90% Net Plant/Gross Plant
Devices
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

9. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(e) Average Remaining Depreciation Life Of Distribution And Transmission Facilities ... Continued ...

a. b. c. d. e. f. g. h.
Transmission Asset Type Asset's Total Total Total Percent of Depreciation
or assigned FERC depreciable depreciated remaining average of how age was
distribution subaccount life of asset life of asset life of asset remaining determined
("T" or "D%) {account/sub depreciation
account) life of asset
T Poles and Fixtures 355 47 27.00 20 42.55% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Poles and Fixtures 385 47 19.00 28 59.57% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Poles and Fixtures 355 47 47.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Poles and Fixtures 355 47 21.00 26 56.32% Net Plant/Gross Piant
T Roads and Trails 359 45 29.00 16 35.56% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Station Equipment 353 50 25.00 25 50.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Station Equipment 353 50 38.00 12 24.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Station Equipment 353 32 20.00 12 37.50% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Station Equipment 353 32 24.00 8 25.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Station Equipment 353 11 11.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Structures and Improvements 352 50 27.00 23 46.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
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Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL inc

Rule #26

2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

9. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(e) Average Remaining Depreciation Life Of Distribution And Transmission Facilities ... Continued ...
a. b. c. d. e. f. 0. h.
Transmission Asset Type Asset's Total Total Total Percent of Depreciation
or assigned FERC depreciable depreciated remaining average of how age was
distribution subaccount life of asset life of asset life of asset remaining determined
{"T" or "D") {account/sub depreciation
account) life of asset
T Structures and Improvements 352 50 46.00 4 8.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Structures and Improvements 352 38 10.00 28 73.68% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Structures and Improvements 352 38 38.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Towers and Fixtures 354 50 50.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Towers and Fixtures 354 39 38.00 0 0.00% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Towers and Fixiures 354 39 38.00 1 2.56% Net Plant/Gross Plant
T Underground Conductor and 358 45 10.00 35 77.78% Net Plant/Gross Plant
Devices
T Underground Condult 367 60 17.00 43 71.67% Net Plant/Gross Plant
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DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

10. 4901:1-10-26 (B)}(3)(N(i) & (ii) Inspection, Maintenance, Repair And Replacement Distribution, Transmission And Substation

Programs Summary Report
a. b. C. d. o.
Transmission "T", Program name Program goals Achieve Summary of findings
distribution "D", {"Y” or "N")
transmisslon substation
“TS", or distribution
substation "DS"
DS 12/4 kV Relay 155- Distribution relays (12/4 kV) Y Inspections completed as planned
Calibration scheduled
D Capacitor Inspections Complete the inspection of Y Inspections completed as planned
approximately 1349 capacitors
D Distribution Circuit Patrol Inspect 86 circuits Y Inspections completed as planned
D Distribution Line Perform full circuit vegetation Y Trimming completed as planned
Clearance maintenance on approximately 20%
of distribution system
D Distribution Line Evaluate 86 circuits Y Program goals were met
Clearance Inspection
D Monitor Branch Line Evaluate least-reliable branch lines Y All work completed as planned
Reliability Performance and initiate remedial action where
needed
D Monitor Circuit Reliability Evaluate least-reliable circuits and Y Circuits were reviewed and reported

Performance

initiate remedial action where needed

as required
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10. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f){i) & (ii) Inspection, Maintenanc, Repair And Replacement Distribution, Transmission And Substation
Programs Summary Report ... Continued ...

a. b. C. d. 8.
Transmission "T", Program name Program goals Achieve Summary of findings
distribution "D", {("Y" or "N")
transmisslon substation
"TS", or distribution
substation "DS"
D Pole Replacement and Inspect and test poles on Y Inspections completed as planned
Testing Program approximately 10% of DP&L's
circuits
D Recloser Inspections Complete the inspection of Y Inspections completed as planned
approximately 582 reclosers
D Underground Device Inspect URD devices on 344 map Y Inspections completed as planned
Inspections grids
D Visual Inspection of Inspect approximately 1,575 Y Inspections completed as planned
Airbreak Switches switches
D Voltage Regulator 568 regulator inspections scheduled Y Inspections completed as planned
Inspections for 2018
T "138 kV Aerial Patrol Inspect 138 kV circuits, 4 times per Y Inspections completed as planned
year
T8 138/69/33 kV Relay 79 Non-BES transmission relays Y Inspections completed as planned
Calibration tested.
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10. 4501:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(i) & (ii}) Inspection, Maintenance, Repair And Replacement Distribution, Transmission And Substation
Programs Summary Report... Continued ...

a. b. C. d. 8.
Transmission "T", Program name Program goals Achieve Summary of findings
distribution "D", {"Y" or "N")
transmission substation
"TS", or distribution
substation "DS"
T 345 kV Aerial Patrol Inspect 345 kV circuits, 4 times per Y Inspections completed as planned
year
TS 345 kV Relay Calibration 229 BES relays ested. Y Inspections completed as planned
T 69 kV Aerial Patrol Inspect 68 kV circuits, semi-annually Y Inspections completed as planned
TS Circuit Breaker Complete maintenance on 175 circuit Y Maintenance completed as planned
Preventive Maintenance breakers
TS External Visual Inspect approximately 300 Y Inspections completed as planned
Inspection of Substation Substation Transformers monthly
Transformers
T Herbicide Application Apply herbicide as needed Y Spray program completed
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10. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(1) & (ii) Inspection, Maintenance, Repair And Replacement Distribution, Transmission And Substation
Programs Summary Report ... Continued ...

a. b. C. d. 8.
Transmission "T", Program name Program goals Achieve Summary of findings
distribution "D", {"Y" or "N")
transmission substatlion
"TS", or distribution
substation "DS"

T8 Operational Testing of Conduct an operational test for Y Completed 99.4% of scheduled

Circuit Breakers breakers that are not otherwise testing. One breaker at Moraine
operated during the calendar year Substation and 3 breakers at
Webster Substation are out of
service and being replaced in 2016.

T8 Substation Transformer Perform power factor tests on 50 Y Testing completed as planned.
Doble Test substation transformers

TS Substation Transformer Complete maintenance on 34 LTCs Y Maintenance completed as planned
LTC Maintenance

TS Substation Transformers Perform 50 transformer oil dielectric Y Testing completed as planned.
Dielectric Oil Breakdown breakdown tests
Test

TS Thermographic Imaging Infrared approximately 300 Y Inspections completed as planned
of Substation Substation Transformers
Transformers
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10. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(i) & (ii) Inspection, Maintenance, Repair And Replacement Distribution, Transmission And Substation
Programs Summary Report... Continued ...

a. b. C. d. 0.
Transmission "T", Program name Program goals Achieve Summary of findings
distribution D", ("Y" or "N")
transmisslon substation
"TS", or distribution
substation "DS"
TS Thermographic Infrared approximately 2,362 Y Inspections completed as planned
Inspection of Substation Substation Switches
Switches
T Thermographic Perform thermographic inspections Y No thermographic inspection of
Ingpection of where needed transmission lines were scheduled in
Transmission Lines 2015
T Transmission Line Trim trees where needed Y All goals met in 2015
Clearance
TS Visual Inspection of Inspact approximately 1,300 Circuit Y Inspections completed as planned
Circuit Breakers Breakers monthly
T Visual inspection of Inspect 25 circuits in metro - no fly Y Inspections completed as planned
Transmission zone
Lines/Right-Of-Way
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»d" Of Report 10 Is "Yes"

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extent of achievemant Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in sither description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance In
olither numerical
values or
percentages
12/4 kV Relay Calibration Testing completed as planned All program goals were met 277 Distribution relays 100% complete
(124 kV) test
GOAL - 155- Distribution
relays (12/4 kV) scheduled
Capacitor Inspections Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Inspected 1331 capacitor 100% Complete
planned banks. Difference is
GOAL - Complete the related to circuits being
inspection of approximately re-evaluated and removing
1349 capacitors capacitor banks.
Distribution Circuit Patrol Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Inspected 86 circuits in 100% Complete
planned 2015.

GOAL - Inspect 86 circuits
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(i) If Response In Column "d" Of Report 10 Is “Yes" ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4, §.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extent of achievement Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages perfonnance In
elther numerical
values or
percentages
Distribution Line Clearance Trimming completed as planned All program goals were met Performed full circuit 100% complete
vegetation management
GOAL - Perform full circuit on 2215 miles of our
vegetation maintenance on distribution system which
approximately 20% of encompasses 99 circuits.
distribution system We also addressed 7
branch lines and
completed 44 customer
tickets.
Distribution Line Clearance Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Inspected 86 circuits in 100% Complete

inspection

GOAL - Evaluate 86
clreuits

planned

2015.
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(i) |f Response in Column “d" Of Report 10 Is "Yes" ... Continued ...

least-reliable circuits and
Inttiate remedial action
where needed

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extent of achievement Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance In
elther numerical
values or
percentages
Monitor Branch Line Evaluated least reliable branch All program goals were met Multiple branchlines on 7 100% Complete
Reliability Performance lines, inspected distribution distribution circuits were
facilities and initiated remedial inspected and reliability
GOAL - Evaluate action where needed plans initiated where
least-reliable branch lines appropriate ’
and initiate remedial action
where needed
Monitor Circuit Reliability Analyzed the 39 Rule 11 circuits All program goals were met Inspected and remediated 100% Complete
Performance through the Overhead Reliability reliability problems on
Program ORP circuits
GOAL - Evaluate
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(i) |f Response In Column "d" Of Report 10Is "Yes" ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extent of achievement Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance in
b either numerical
values or
percentages
Pole Replacement and Inspections were completed as All program goals were met 20,414 poles were 100% Complete
Testing Program planned inspected and tested
through the pole
GOAL - Inspect and test replacement program
poles on approximately
10% of DP&L's circuits
Recloser Inspections Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Inspected 590 reclosers 100% Complete
planned

GOAL - Complete the
inspection of approximately
582 reclosers
Underground Device Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Inspected 344 map grids 100% Complete
Inspections planned containing URD devices
GOAL - Inspect URD
devices on 344 map grids
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3}(f)(i) If Response In Column "d" Of Report 10 Is "Yes" ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extant of achievement Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance In
elther numerical
values or
percentages
Visual Inspection of Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Inspected 1615 switches 100% Complete
Airbreak Switches planned
GOAL - Inspect
approximately 1,575
switches
Voltage Regulator Inspections were completed as N/A 661 regulator banks were 100% Complete
Inspections planned completed in 2015.
GOAL - 558 regulator
inspections scheduled for
2015
138 kV Aerial Patrol Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Inspected 33-138 kV 100% Complete
planned transmission lines, 4
GOAL - Inspect 138 kV times each
circuits, 4 times per year
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(i) If Response In Column "d" Of Report 10 Is "Yes" ... Continued ...

circuits, semi-annually

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extent of achievement Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance in
either numerical
values or
percentages
138/69/33 kV Relay Testing completed as planned All program goals were met 79 Non-BES transmission 100% complete
Calibration relays tested.
GOAL - 78 Non-BES
transmission relays tested.
345 kV Aerial Patrol Inspections were completed as All program goais were met Inspected 14-345 kV 100% Complete
planned transmission lines, 4
GOAL - Inspect 345 kV times each
circuits, 4 times per year
345 kV Relay Calibration Inspections were completed as All program goals were met 222 BES relays tested. 100% Complete
planned Difference is a result of
GOAL - 229 BES relays relays retired or replaced.
tested.
69 kV Aerlal Patrol Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Inspected 89-69 kV 100% Complete
pianned transmission lines, 2
GOAL - Inspect 69 kV times each
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B}(3)(f)(i) If Response In Column “d" Of Report 10 Is "Yes"” ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of axtent of achievemant Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance in
either numerical
values or
percentages
Circuit Breaker Preventive 1 breaker postponed until 2016 in All program goals were met Performed malntenance 100% complete
Maintenance order to get breaker out of service. on 174 circuit breakers in
2015
GOAL - Complete
maintenance on 175 circuit
breakers
External Visual Inspection Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Performed monthly 100% Complete
of Substation Transformers planned inspections on 300
transformer units
GOAL - Inspect
approximately 300
Substation Transformers
monthly
Herbicide Application Herbicide applications were made in All program goals were met 41 areas received 100% Complete
applicable areas for safety and herbicide application

GOAL - Apply herbicide as reliability
needed
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(H(i) If Response In Column "d" Of Report 10 Is “Yes" ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extent of achievemant Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance In
elther numerical
values or
percentages
Operational Testing of Testing completed All program goals were met 693 out of 697 breakers 99.4% complete
Circuit Breakers operated or were operated
in 2015. One breaker at
GQAL - Conduct an Moraine Substation and 3
operational test for breakers at Webster
breakers that are not Substation are out of
otherwise operated during service and being
the calendar year replaced in 2016.
Substation Transformer Completed as planned All program goals were met Power factor testng was 100% complete
Doble Test performed on 49
transformers. One
GOAL - Perform power transformer at a customer
factor tests on S0 location was unable to be
substation transformers tested in 2015 due to an
outage to the customer
required for testing.
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(A(i) |f Response In Column "d" Of Report 10 Is "Yes" ... Continued ...

Substation Transformers planned inspection on 300
transformer units

GOAL - Infrared

approximately 300

Substation Transformers

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extent of achievement Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance in
either numerical
values or
percentages
Substation Transformer Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Performed maintenance 100% complete
LTC Maintenance planned on 35LTCs
GOAL - Complete
maintenance on 34 LTCs
Substation Transformers Completed as planned All program goals were met Performed oil dielectric 100% complete
Dielectric Oil Breakdown breakdown tests on 49
Test transformers. One
transformer at a customer
GQAL - Perform 50 location was unable to be
transformer oll dielectric tested in 2015 due to an
breakdown tests outage to the customer
required for testing.

Thermographic Imaging of Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Performed infrared 100% complete
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(i) |f Response In Column “d" Of Report 10 Is “Yes” ... Continued ...

GOAL - Trim trees where
needed

1. 2. 3. 4, 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extant of achievement Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal In either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance In
elther numerical
values or
percentages
Thermographic Inspection Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Performed inspections on 100% complete
of Substation Swiiches planned 2362 substation switches
GOAL - Infrared
approximately 2,362
Substation Switches
Thermographic Inspection N/A N/A No inspections were N/A
of Transmission Lines scheduled in 2015
GOAL - Perform
thermographic inspections
where needed
Transmission Line Spot trimmed as necessary All program goals were met Spot trimming completed 100% Complete
Clearance in 516 locations
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10.a. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(i) If Response In Column “d" Of Report 10 Is "Yes™ ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Program name Explanation of how goal were Description of extent of achievement Quantitative description Quantitative
achieved of goal in either description of
numerical values or actual
percentages performance In
either numerical
values or
percentages
Visual Inspection of Circuit Inspections were completed as All program goals were met 4300 circuit breakers were 100% complete
Breakers planned inspected monthly.
GOAL - Inspect
approximately 1,300 Circuit
Breakers monthly
Visual Inspection of Inspections were completed as All program goals were met Inspected 25 circuits in 100% Complete
Transmission planned mefro no fly zone
Lines/Right-Of-Way
GOAL - Inspect 25 circuits
|_inmetro - no fly zone
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1. 2, 3. 4. 5.
Program name Cause(s) for not achieving goal(s) Description of level of completion of goal Quantitative description Quantitative
of goal in either description of
numerical values or level of
percentages completion of

goal in either
numerical values
or percentages
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(ili) Remedial Activity

1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 8. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yet to be completion
transmission activity dats performed date
substation "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
12/4 KV Relay DS
Calibration
GOAL - 155-
Distribution relays
(12/4 kV) scheduled
138 kV Aerial Patrol T

GOAL - Inspect 138
kV circuits, 4 times
per year

138/69/33 kV Relay TS
Calibration

GOAL - 79 Non-BES
transmission relays
tested.
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Rule #26
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Electric Service And Safety Standards

GOAL - Ingpect 69 kV
circuits, seml-annually

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 8. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yet to be completion
transmission activity date performed date
substation "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
345 kV Aerial Patrol T The following Completed 6 repais to 1213112015 3 medium and 6 minor
maintenance items were critical iterns, 17 repairs repair items to be
GOAL - Inspect 345 identified during to medium priority items completed when line is
kV circults, 4 times transmission line and 2 repairs to minor switched out of service
per year inspections: Critical: 8 items
items, Medium priority:
20 items, Minor: 8 items
345 kV Relay TS
Calibration
GOAL - 229 BES
relays tested.
69 kV Aerial Patrol T
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(iii) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 8. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yet to be completion
transmisslon activity date performed date
substatlon “TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Capacitor Inspections D 102 repair items were Completed 76 repairs to 02/04/2016 26 maintenance repairs to
Indentified during the capacitors in 2015. be completed from the
GOAL - Complete the capacitor inspections. 2015 inspections.
inspection of Typical repairs include Additionally, 15 repair
approximately 1349 replacing blown fuses, items need to be
capacitors bad capcitors, control completed from 2014, 6
and/or grounding repair items need to be
issues. completed from 2013
inspections, 7 repair
items from 2012
inspections and 9 repair
items from 2011
inspections which will be
scheudled with regular
work on the circuit.
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(ili) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial ‘performed completion yet to be completion
transmission activity date performed date
substatlon "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS”
Capacitor Inspections D 38 problems Identified 37 repairs complete 1213112015 1 repair item remains
during regulator
GOAL - Complete the ingpections
inspection of
approximately 1349
capacitors
Circuit Breaker TS
Preventive
Maintenance
GOAL - Complete
maintenance on 175
circuit breakers
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f(iii) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yet to be completion
transmission actlvity date performed date
substation "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Distribution Circuit D 8,939 repairs were As of 3/10/2016, 7,995 03/10/2016 944 items are remain from
Patrol identified during the items have been the 2015 inspections.
inspections. Repair completed Additionally, 583 repair
GOAL - Inspect 86 items include broken items still need to be
circuits down guys, blown completed from 2014
arrestors, broken inspections, 2,659 repair
x-arms, etc. items from 2013
inspections, 744 repair
items from 2012
inspections, 403 repair
items from 2011
inspections and 128 repair
items from 2010
inspections which will be
scheduled with routine
work on the circuits.
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(ill} Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 8. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yeat to be completion
transmission actlvity date performed date
substation "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Distribution Line D
Clearance
GOAL - Perform full
circuit vegetation
maintenance on
approximately 20% of
distribution system
Distribution Line D

Clearance Inspection

GOAL - Evaluate 86
circuits
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)3)(f)(ii) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

GOAL - Apply
herbicide as heeded

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yet to'be completion
transmission activity date performed date
substation "T8", or
distribution
substation "DS"
External Visual TS 28 maintenance items Repairs were completed 12/31/2015 2 minor repairs of
Inspection of were identifed as on 26 transformers substation transformers
Substation requiring remedial are scheduled in
Transformers activity. Examples of conjunction with next
repair items include: maintenance cycle.
GOAL - inspect inoperative cooling fans,
approximately 300 inoperative winding
Substation temperature guage,
Transformers monthly bushing low oil level, low
oil level in main tank or
LTC compartments,
major LTC filter oil leak
and sudden pressure
relay operations.
Herbicide Application T
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)iii) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 8. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yot to be completion
transmission activity date performed date
substation "TS8", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Monitor Branch Line D
Reliability
Performance
GOAL - Evaluate
least-reliable branch
lines and initiate
remedial action where
needed
Monitor Clreuit D Repair ltems were Refer to Rule 11 for Refer to Rule 11 for 12/31/2016
Reliability identified during the specifics on remedial specifics on remedial
Performance inspection of ORP items for individual ORP items for individual ORP
circuits. Typical repair circuits circuits
GOAL - Evaluate items include: Lightning
least-reliable circuits arrestors, cut-out, pole
and initiate remedial replacements/reinforcem
action where needed ents, cable injection or
replacement
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1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
disfribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yet to be completion
transmission activity date performed date
substation "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Operational Testing of TS
Circult Breakers
GOAL - Conduct an
operational test for
breakers that are not
otherwise operated
during the calendar
year
Pole Replacement D 1,564 poles failed the 190 poles have been As of 3/2/2015, 996 pole 123112017
and Testing Program inspection or integrity reinforced and 378 poles replacements to be
test have been replaced completed
GOAL - Inspect and
test poles on
approximately 10% of
DP&L's circuits
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1. 2. 3. 4. . 6. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yet to be completion
transmisslon actlvity date performed date
substation "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Recloser Inspections D
GOAL - Complete the
Inspection of
approximately 582
reclosers
Substation TS
Transformer Doble
Test
GOAL - Perform
power factor tests on
50 substation
transformers
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(ili) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 8. 7.
Program name Transmission " T, Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yet to be completion
transmlssion actlvity date performed date
substation "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Substation T8
Transformer LTC
Maintenance

GOAL - Complete

maintenance on 34

LTCs

Substation TS Changes in power factor 3 bushing replacement 12/31/2015 4 bushing replacements

Transformers readings require completed will be prioritized and

Dielectric Qil remedial actions such scheduled in conjunction

Breakdown Test as bushing or with next maintenance
iransformer repiacement. cycle.

GOAL - Perform 50 7 problems were

transformer oil identified requiring

dielectric breakdown bushing changeout

tests
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(iii) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL inc

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

cleaned, maintenanced
and returned to service.
6 repairs were
completed in 2015.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial perfonmed completion yet to be completion
transmission activity date performed date
substation "TS", or
distributlon
substation "DS"
Thermographic T8
imaging of Substation
Transformers
GOAL - Infrared
approximately 300
Substation
Transformers
Thermographic T8 Infrared inspections of A second thermographic 12/317/2015
Inspection of substation switches picture was taken to
Substation Switches identified bad or confirm problem. Once
deteriorated contacts. 6 the problem(s) was
GOAL - Infrared problems were identified confirmedthe swilches
approximately 2,362 during inspections. were replaced ro
Substation Switches removed from service,

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)iii) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yeot to be completion
transmission activity date performed date
substatlon “TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Thermographic T
Inspection of
Transmission Lines
GOAL - Perform
thermographic
Inspsctions where
needed
Transmission Line T
Clearance
GOAL - Trim trees
where needed
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10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(ill) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL Inc

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 8. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yet to be completion
transmission actlvity date performed date
substation "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Underground Device D 663 repair items were As of 1/11/16, 526 137 repair ltems still need 12/31/2016
Inspections identified during the repairs are complete to be completed.
underground device Additionally, 21 repair
GOAL - Inspect URD inspection program. items still need to be
devices on 344 map Typical repair items can completed from 2014
grids be described as inspections, 15 repair
defective locking items from 2013 and 13
mechanisms, defective repair items from 2010
pads, exposed cable inspections.
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Dayton Power and Light Co

DPL Inc

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(lil) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Program name Transmission " T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D, causing remedial performed completion yet to be completion
transmission activity date performed date
substatlon "TS", or
distribution
substation "DS"
Visual Inspection of D 43 repair items were Completed 20 air break 01131/2016 23 maintenance repairs to
Airbreak Switches indentified during the air repairs completed. be completed from the
break inspections. 2015 inspections.

GOAL - Inspect Typical repairs include Additionally, 5 repair item

approximately 1,575 blown lightning arresters needs to be completed

switches and pole grounds, etc. from 2014 inspections,
and 9 repairs items from
2013 and 1 repair item
from 2010 inspections
which will be scheduled
with regular work on the
circuit.

Visual Inspection of T8 Compressor or motor Repaired 81 breaker 4 minor breaker problems 12/31/2014

Circuit Breakers problems, low oil or SFé problems are scheduled to be

gas levels are examples repaired in conjunction

GOAL - Inspect of findings requiring with next maintenance

approximately 1,300 remedial attention. 85 cycle.

Circuit Breakers breaker problems were

monthly identified and prioritized

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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DPL inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

10.c. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(ili) Remedial Activity ... Continued ...

1. 2, 3, 4. 5. 6. 7.
Program name Transmission "T", Program finding(s) Remedial activity Actual Remedial activity Estimated
distribution "D", causing remedial performed completion yeat to be completion
transmission activity date performed date
substation "TS", or
distribution

substation "DS"

Visual inspection of T
Transmission
Lines/Right-Of-Way

GOAL - Inspect 25
circuits in metro - no
fly zone

Voltage Regulator D 38 problems identified 37 repairs complete 12/31/2015 1 repair item remains
Inspections during regulator
inspections
GOAL - 558 regulator
inspections scheduled
for 2015

Notes .
For many programs, remedial activity was completed at various dates throughout the year. For these programs, the completion date is listed as 12/31. Remedial
activity for all transmission line aerial and foot patrols is combined and listed under the 345 kV aerial patrol programs. Minor items will be completed as maintenance

schedules pemnit.

Report Date & Time: May 27, 2016 8:54 am Page 80 of 92 Case No. 16-1000-EL-ESS



DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

10.d. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3}(f) Current Year Goals

1. 2. 3.
Transmission "T", Program name Program goals
distribution "D",
transmission
substation "TS", or
distribution substation
“DS"
DS 12/4 kV Relay Calibration 335- 12/4 kV relays scheduled
D Capacitor Inspections Complete the inspection of approximately 1331 capacitors
D Distribution Circuit Patrol Inspect 91 circuits
D Distribution Line Clearance Perform full circuit vegetation maintenance on approximately 20% of
distribution system
D Distribution Line Clearance Inspection Evaluate 91 circuits
D Monitor Branch Line Reliability Evaluate least-reliable branch lines and initiate remedial action where
Performance needed
D Monitor Circuit Reliability Performance Evaluate least-reliable circuits and initiate remedial action where needed
D Pole Replacement and Testing Inspect and test poles on approximately 10% of DP&L's circuits
Program
D Recloser Inspections Complete the inspection of approximately 590 reclosers
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10.d. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f) Current Year Goals ... Continued ...

DPL Inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

1. 2. 3.
Transmission "T", Program name Program goals
distribution "D",
transmission
substation "TS", or
distribution substation
ﬂDsﬁ
D Underground Device Inspections Inspect URD devices on 382 map grids
D Visual Inspection of Airbreak Switches Inspect approximately 1,615 switches
D Voltage Regulator Inspections 0 regulator inspections scheduled for 2016
T 138 kV Aerial Patrol Inspect 138 kV circuits, 4 times per year
TS 138/69/33 kV Relay Calibration 230 Non-BES transmission relays scheduled
T 345 kV Aerial Patrol Inspect 345 kV circuits, 4 times per year
TS 345 kV Relay Calibration 149 BES relays scheduled
T 68 kV Aerial Patrol Inspect 69 kV circuits, semi-annually
TS Circuit Breaker Preventive Complete maintenance on 188 circuit breakers
Maintenance

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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10.d. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f} Current Year Goals ... Continued ...

DPL inc

Dayton Power and Light Co

Rule #26
2015

Electric Service And Safety Standards

1. 2. 3.
Transmission "T", Program name Program goals
distribution “D",
transmission
substation "TS", or
distribution substation
’"Dsﬁ
Ts External Visual Inspection of Inspect approximately 300 Substation Transformers monthly
Substation Transformers
T Herbicide Application Apply herbicide as needed
TS Operational Testing of Circuit Breakers Conduct an operational test for breakers that are not otherwise operated
during the calendar year
TS Substation Transformer Doble Test Perform power factor tests on 41 substation transformers
T8 Substation Transformer LTC Complete maintenance on 24 LTCs
Maintenance
TS Substation Transformers Dielectric Oil Perform 41 transformer oil dielectric breakdown tests
Breakdown Test
T8 Thermographic Imaging of Substation Infrared approximately 300 Substation Transformers
Transformers
TS Thermographic Inspection of Infrared approximately 2,362 Substation Switches
Substation Switches

Report Date & Time: March 31, 2016 10:36 am
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DPL inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

10.d. 4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f) Current Year Goals ... Continued ...

1. 2. 3.
Transmission "T", Program name Program goals
distribution "D",
transmission
substation "TS", or
distribution substation
"DsS”
T Thermographic Inspection of Perform thermographic inspections where needed
Transmission Lines
T Transmission Line Clearance Trim trees where needed
TS Visual Inspection of Circuit Breakers Inspect approximately 1,300 Circuit Breakers monthly
T Visual Inspection of Transmission Inspect 25 circuits in metro - no fly zone

Lines/Right-Of-Way
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DPL Inc
Dayton Power and Light Co
Rule #26
2015
Electric Service And Safety Standards

11.  4901:1-10-26 (B)(3)(f)(iv) Prevention Of Overloading Or Excessive Loading Of Facilities And Equipment Program(s)

a. b. C.
Transmission Program or plan name Program Description
or
Distribution
"T or "D")
D Distribution Planning The distribution planning process includes an ongoing analysis of each component and its

response to current and projected peak loads. Short and long-range plans are developed and
continually refined based on changing customer needs and the dynamic nature of the
distribution system.

T Transmission Planning DP&L performs an evaluation of its transmission system on an annual basis and in response
to significant proposed changes to the system, such as the installation of a generating plant
or a large change in customer load at a given location. DP&L bases its transmission system
evaluations on a recent power flow model developed by ReliabilityFirst on behalf of its
members. A detailed model! of the DPAL transmission system is then inserted in order to
indlude all 69 kV and 138 kV facilities. Changes may be made to the generation dispatch in
order to evaluate the most stressful conditions on the system. The evaluations typlically
consist of comprehensive contingency analyses including outages of single segment
transmission lines, multiple-terminal transmission lines, transformers, generating units, and
double circuits. The results of these studies are checked for thermal overioading and

excessive voltage drop according to NERC/ReliabilityFirst.
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PUCO Staff Data Request #12
Case No. 16-0395-EL-SSO
DP&L Electric Security Plan

From:
To:

Jacob Nicodemus
DP&L

Date Sent: 6/8/16

1.

How many total miles of distribution line does DP&L maintain?

Response: DP&L maintains 10,510 overhead distribution line miles, as reported in Rule
26.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

How many miles of distribution line maintained by DP&L is underground?

Response: DP&L maintains 3,656 underground distribution line miles, as reported in
Rule 26.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

How many miles of underground distribution line maintained by DP&L is bare
concentric neutral (BCN)?

Response: DP&L estimates that it has more than 1,300 miles of BCN cable based on the
amount of cable installed for the years prior to 1990 as indicated in its plant accounting
system. DP&L began installing jacketed cable in 1990.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

Regarding replacement of BCN:
a. What quantitative indicators does DP&L employ to determine if and when BCN
should be replaced?
b. Does DP&L propose full replacement of all BCN?
What is the approximate timeline for replacement of BCN?
d. Please provide workpapers and any other related documentation to support the
assessment of BCN on DP&L’s system

o

Response:

a. DP&L replaces BCN cable on a reactive basis when the first fault occurs on the
cable segment and the cable segment is 600 feet in length or less. As part of the
proposed replacement program under its DIR, the Company will look to replace

DP&L-SSO 0005700



cable on a more proactive basis using proven testing technologies along with
analysis of a cable’s failure history.

b. As indicated in the Company’s response to Staff DR #10, PUCO ESP DR 10-01
Attachment 1 - CONFIDENTIAL, DP&L plans to address approximately 900
miles of BCN cable. This would be a combination of replacement as well as
injection of BCN cable.

c. Replacement of the remainder of the BCN cable will occur as operational
performance and other factors guide the Company’s decision making.

d. DP&L does not possess workpapers or documentation supporting its BCN
replacement proposal other than what has been filed with the case and
subsequently provided in response to Staff DR #10, PUCO ESP DR 10-01
Attachment 1 - CONFIDENTIAL. Further, DP&L relied upon experience gained
over the years with the performance of BCN on the Company’s system.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

5. For each of the last five years, please provide the following data for those outages
determined to have been caused by a BCN failure:
a. Number of outages
b. Customers interrupted
¢. Customer minutes interrupted

Response: DP&L tracks primary URD outages and has the number of equipment failures
which includes cable failures. However, DP&L does not have the data to be able to
differentiate which outages are specifically BCN cable faults. The table below details
information for primary URD outages.

Total
Number of Customers
Year | URD Outages | Impacted Total CMI
2010 421 37,304 5,244,630.82
2011 399 37.920 4,978,930.63
2012 406 24,365 3,889,020.27
2013 355 14,537 2,410,749.20
2014 365 27,565 4,061,851.80

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

6. Regarding danger trees as DP&L defines them in Hall’s testimony:
a. Please provide the proposed schedule for removal/trimming of danger trees
b. Please provide the proposed schedule for miles of easement to be inspected yearly

DP&L-SSO 0005701



Response:

a. As indicated in the Company’s response to Staff DR 10, Question 2, and included
on PUCO ESP DR 10-01 Attachment 1 — CONFIDENTIAL, DP&L is estimating
the removal of 1,900 danger trees per year. This will generally be accomplished in
conjunction with the Company’s planned trim cycle. Trees identified outside of
the normal trim cycle inspections will be removed based upon resource
availability.

b. The Company’s inspection and trim cycle for the next five years is as follows:
2017 - 2,114.25 miles, 2018- 2,009 miles, 2019 — 1,977.25 miles, 2020 —- 2,215
miles, 2021 — 2,145.8 miles.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

. For each of the last five years, please provide the following data for those outages
determined to have been caused by danger trees:

a. Number of outages

b. Customers interrupted

c. Customer minutes interrupted

Response: See attached spreadsheet PUCO ESP DR 12-07 Attachment 1. DP&L tracks
outages caused by trees both within as well as outside of its rights-of-way. Attachment 1
provides the data for those outages due to trees outside of the right-of-way.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

. How many total cutouts are on DP&L’s system?

Response: DP&L has 173,365 cutouts on its distribution system.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

Regarding replacement of porcelain cutouts:
a. What percentage of cutouts on DP&L’s system are porcelain?
b. With the exception of failure, what criteria does DP&L use to determine if and
when a porcelain cutout should be replaced?
c. Please provide workpapers and any other related documentation to support the
assessment of porcelain cutouts on DP&L’s system

Response:
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a. The Company does not have the requested information. DP&L has been
identifying Chance brand cutouts since 2010 through the Distribution Line Patrol
(DLP) and Pole Replacement Program (PRP) circuit inspections. DP&IL has been
experiencing a higher failure rate of Chance cutouts as a result of a suspected
manufacturing flaw. Beginning in 2016, DP&L started to identify all porcelain
cutouts through the DLP and PRP.

b. See attached document PUCO ESP DR 12-09 Attachment 1 - CONFIDENTIAL.

c. See attached document PUCO ESP DR 12-09 Attachment 1 - CONFIDENTIAL.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

10. How many total network protectors ate on DP&L’s system?

Response: DP&L has 133 network protectors on its system.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

11. Regarding replacement of network protectors:
a. What type(s) of network protectors does DP&L propose replacing, and why?
b. Please provide workpapers and any other related documentation to support the
assessment of network protectors on DP&L’s system

Response:
a. DP&L is planning on replacing 35 network protectors located in spot network

vaults, which serve critical loads in the downtown Dayton area. These protectors
have a “live-front” design, meaning there are exposed energized parts. The plan
is to replace them with a new “dead-front™ protector which provides a much safer
working environment for the Company’s employees and contractors. The age of
these protectors is 60+ years. Thus, they have reached or exceeded their designed
life. By proactively replacing these protectors, we are potentially avoiding a
catastrophic failure which could cause damage to surrounding equipment. In
addition, 28 of the protectors are Westinghouse CM-22 designs, which have had a
product alert regarding an issue of possible deterioration of insulators within the
protector.

b. DP&L does not possess workpapers or documentation supporting its proposal to
replace network protectors other than what has been filed with the case and
subsequently provided in response to Staff DR #10, PUCO ESP DR 10-01
Attachment 1 - CONFIDENTIAL. Further, DP&L relied upon experience gained
over the years with the performance of network protectors on the Company’s
system.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

How many total transformer bushings are on DP&L’s system?

Response: DP&L has approximately 2,450 transformer bushings in service.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

Regarding replacement of transformer bushings:
a. What type(s) of transformer bushings does DP&L propose replacing, and why?
b. Please provide workpapers and any other related documentation to support the
assessment of transformer bushings on DP&L’s system

Response:

a. DP&L is proposing to replace primarily General Electric (GE) Type “U”
bushings, which have a history of above-average deterioration resulting in an
overall shorter life. The GE Type “U” bushing is a known, industry-wide
concern. Numerous papers have been written and presented describing the issue
with these GE bushings, the root cause of the deterioration and potential
consequences of a bushing failure.

b. See PUCO ESP DR 12-13 Attachment 1.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

How many total substation transformers are on DP&L’s system?

Response: DP&L has 290 substation class transformers on its system.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

Regarding replacement of substation transformers:
a. What type(s) of substation transformers does DP&L propose replacing, and why?
b. Please provide workpapers and any other related documentation to support the
assessment of substation transformers on DP&L’s system.

Response:
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a. DP&L does not expect to replace substation transformers under the DIR as part of
this proceeding.

b. Please refer to response in question 15 a. above.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall
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INT-255. Referring to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Hall at page 8, lines 7-16, annually for
2011 through 2015, what were the Company's total expenditures for vegetation
management of danger trees?

RESPONSE: General Objections Nos. 1 (relevance), 2 (unduly burdensome), 5 (inspection of
business records), 12 (seeks information that DP&L does not know at this time), 13
(mischaracterization). Subject to all general objections, DP&L states that the Company does not
track costs to that level of specificity in the ordinary course of business and would be unduly
burdensome to provide. Expenditures for vegetation management related to danger trees are

captured within DP&L's overall vegetation management O&M expenses.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

15
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INT-260. Referring to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Hall at page 8, line 18, annually for
2011 through 2015, provide the total number of: (a) outage events, (b) customers
interrupted, and (c) customer minutes interrupted that are attributed to "certain
types of transformer bushings."

RESPONSE: General Objections Nos. 1 (relevance), 2 (unduly burdensome), 5 (inspection of
business records), 9 (vague and undefined), 12 (seeks information that DP&L does not know at
this time), 13 (mischaracterization). Subject to all general objections, DP&L states that the
Company does not track the causes of outage events down to the specific components of

substations in the ordinary course of business and it would be unduly burdensome to provide.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

20
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INT-261. Referring to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Hall at page 8, line 18, annually for
2011 through 2015, what are the Company's expenditures incurred for replacing
"certain types of transformer bushings"?

RESPONSE: General Objections Nos. 1 (relevance), 2 (unduly burdensome), 5 (inspection of
business records), 9 (vague and undefined),12 (seeks information that DP&L does not know at
this time), 13 (mischaracterization). Subject to all general objections, DP&L states that the
Company does not track costs to that level of specificity in the ordinary course of business and it
would be unduly burdensome to provide. The costs of transformer bushings are captured within

the Company's substation O&M expenses.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

21
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INT-252. Referring to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Hall at page 8, lines 4-5, when did the
industry determine that underground cable with a bare concentric neutral was
subject to deterioration?

RESPONSE: General Objections Nos. 1 (relevance), 2 (unduly burdensome), 4 (proprietary), 5
(inspection of business records), 6 (calls for a narrative response), 7 (not in DP&L's possession
or available on PUCO website), 9 (vague or undefined), 12 (seeks information that DP&L does
not know at this time), 13 (mischaracterization). DP&L further objects that the term "industry”
is vague and undefined. DP&L further objects that the request the Company to answer on behalf
of other entities deemed "the industry." Subject to all general objections, DP&L states that it is
not aware of a specific timeframe when it was determined that bare concentric neutral was

subject to deterioration.

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

12
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INT-251. Referring to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Hall at page 8, lines 3-5, annually for
2011 through 2015, provide the total number of: (a) outage events, (b) customers
interrupted, and (c) customer minutes interrupted that are attributed to
underground cable with a bare concentric neutral failure.

RESPONSE: General Objections Nos. 1 (relevance), 2 (unduly burdensome), 5 (inspection of
business records), 12 (seeks information that DP&L does not know at this time), 13
(mischaracterization). Subject to all general objections, DP&L states please see the following

table:

Total
Number of Customers

Year | URD Qutages Impacted Total CMI
2010 421 37,304 5,244,630.82
2011 399 37,920 4,978,930.63
2012 406 24,365 3,889,020.27
2013 355 14,537 2,410,749.20
2014 365 27,565 4,061,851.80
2015 345 33,649 4,263,280

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

11
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INT-254. Referring to the Direct Testimony of Mr. Hall at page 8, lines 4-5, annually for
2011 through 2015, what were the Company's total expenditures for (a) repairing
or (b) replacing underground cable with a bare concentric neutral?

RESPONSE: General Objections Nos. 1 (relevance), 2 (unduly burdensome), 5 (inspection of
business records), 12 (seeks information that DP&L does not know at this time), 13
(mischaracterization). Subject to all general objections, DP&L states that the Company does not
track bare concentric neutral cable separate from other types of cable in the ordinary course of
business. Additionally, the Company does not separately track any O&M expenses related to
maintenance or repairs of underground cable in the ordinary course of business. Further
responding, DP&L's annual capital expenditures for underground cable injection and

replacement for 2011 through 2015 are included in the table below:

Year Underground Cable
Capital Expenditures
(5000)
2011 5,328
2012 4,543
2013 3,909
2014 4,426
2015 3,586

Witness Responsible: Kevin Hall

14
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OCC 2nd Set RPD-26 Attachment 2

METIIIX
ATRIX.
Dayton Power & Light

Customer Perception Survey / RESIDENTIAL
Executive Summary Report

May 2015
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OCC 2nd Set RPD-26 Attachment 2

2. Methodology

The following are the results of a customer power interruption survey designed to gather
customer feedback regarding residential power interruptions experienced within the 12 months
prior to participating in the survey. The questions and methodology were specified by Dayton
Power and Light. The survey was conducted on a quarterly schedule outlined in the following
table.

Time Period Sample

2nd Quarter 2014 100

3rd Quarter 2014 100
4th Quarter 2014 103
1st Quarter 2015 103

This report presents the summary results of 406 telephone surveys performed with a random
sample of residential Dayton Power and Light customers. The surveys were completed
between May 16, 2014 and March 18, 2015.

The maximum margin of error, calculated at a 95% confidence level, for the top-level
percentages in this report are as follows:

Segment Sample Size Margin of Error

Customer Population
> 10,000
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OCC 2nd Set RPD-26 Attachment 2

3. Executive Summary

Momentary Power Interruption, Experienced and Acceptable: Over a third of respondents
(35%) reported experiencing no momentary interruptions in the last 12 months, while just
under a fifth of respondents (16%) thought the maximum acceptable number of momentary
interruptions was zero. Just 24% (of those who provided both a count of experienced and
acceptable momentary interruptions) had experienced more momentary interruptions than
they had found acceptable.

Sustained Power Interruptions, Experienced and Acceptable: Almost half (45%) of the sample
indicated they experienced no sustained power interruptions in the past twelve months. This
outperforms the 25% of respondents who indicated zero sustained outages was acceptable. A
third (36%) had experienced one or two outages in the 12 month time period while 42% found
one or two outages to be acceptable. A third (34%) (of those who provided both a count of
experienced and acceptable momentary interruptions) had experienced more sustained
interruptions than they had found acceptable.

Length of Average Power Outages for Sustained Power Interruptions: The average sustained
interruption lasted 5 hours. Fifty percent (50%) of respondents who had sustained power
outages averaged less than 2 hours per episode. At the same time, fifty percent of people
indicated that sustained power interruptions that were not storm related should last 1 hour or
less while ones that were storm related should last 4 hours or less.

Differential between Average Lengths of Experienced Sustained Power Outages and
Acceptable Lengths: If all sustained power interruptions were non-storm related in the last 12
months, then 48% of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they experienced a
length of power interruption, on average, longer than was acceptable. If all sustained power
interruptions were storm related in the last 12 months, then only 20% of those who experienced
such interruptions indicated they experience a length of power interruption on average longer
than was acceptable.

Importance Ratings for Three Aspects of Power Outages: Respondents rated Duration of
Sustained Interruptions as most important to reduce by half, (Mean Rating 7.4 ona 1 to 10
importance scale) followed by the Frequency of Sustained Interruptions (7.2). The Mean
Importance rating for reducing by half the number of momentary interruptions was
significantly less (6.2).
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4. Detailed Results

OCC 2nd Set RPD-26 Attachment 2

Momentary Power Interruption, Experienced and Acceptable

There is a category of electric power interruptions that occur for five minutes or less but result
in a disruption of power to electronic appliances. As an example, these momentary power
interruptions might only be noticeable because of a digital clock blinking. In the past 12
months, how many momentary interruptions have you expetienced?

How many momentary interruptions would you consider to be acceptable during a 12 month

period?

Over a third of respondents (35%) reported experiencing no momentary interruptions in the
last 12 months while less than one fifth of respondents (16 %) thought the maximum acceptable
number of momentary interruptions was zero. Ten percent (10%) of the sample respondents
reported experiencing more than 4 momentary interruptions.

Momentary Interruptions
Experienced Acceptable

Number of momentary

interruptions in 12 months | Respondents | Percent | Respondents | Percent
0 143 35% 65 16%
1 58 14% 42 10%
2 68 17% 82 20%
3 38 9% 66 16%
4 20 5% 31 8%
5 16 4% 31 8%
6 2% 15 4%
7 1 0% 2 0%
8 or more 15 4% 15 4%
Don't Know 38 9% 57 14%
Total 406 100% 406 100%

Table 1: Experienced and Acceptable Momentary Power Interruptions
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Comparing the number of momentary interruptions experienced to the number that

respondents found acceptable, (see Table 2 below):

Approximately a quarter (24%) (of those who provided both a count of experienced and
acceptable momentary interruptions) had experienced more momentary interruptions than

they had found acceptable.

Difference between experienced and

acceptable momentary interruptions Respondents | Percent
8 3 1%
7 2 1%
6 3 1%
5 6 2%
4 7 2%
3 21 7%
2 15 5%
il 19 6%
Total experiencing more momentary 76 24%
interruptions than they regard as

acceptable.

0 83 26%
-1 28 9%
-2 50 15%
-3 44 14%
-4 18 6%
-5 14 4%
-6 6 2%
-7 1 0%
-8 3 1%
Total experiencing fewer or as many 247 76%
momentary interruptions as they regard

as acceptable

Total 323 | 100%

Table 2: Momentary Interruptions, Experienced Number Minus

Acceptable Number
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Sustained Power Interruption, Experienced and Acceptable

Sustained power interruptions are power outages that last for more than five minutes. In the
past 12 months, how many sustained interruptions have you experienced?

How many sustained interruptions would you consider to be acceptable during a 12 month
period?

Almost half (45%) of respondents indicated they did not experience a sustained power
interruption in the past 12 months, while only a quarter of respondents indicated zero outages
in that time frame as being acceptable.

While 42% of respondents indicated one or two sustained interruptions would be acceptable,
only 36% actually experienced one or two sustained outages the in the past 12 months.

Sustained Power Interruptions
Experienced Acceptable

Number of sustained

interruptions in 12 months Respondents | Percent | Respondents | Percent
0 183 45% 103 25%
1 83 20% 81 20%
2 65 16% 90 22%
3 27 7% 43 11%
4 11 3% 16 4%
5 q 2% 15 4%
6 6 1% 6 1%
7 1 0% 0 0%
8 or more 5 1% 5 1%
Don't Know 18 5% 47 12%
Total 406 | 100% 406 | 100%

Table 3: Experienced and Acceptable Sustained Power Interruptions
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A third (34%) of respondents who experienced sustained power interruptions experienced
more than they found acceptable (Table 4). It should be noted that a quarter of this group (25%
of the total sample) only experienced 1 or 2 more sustained power interruptions than they
found acceptable.

A quarter of respondents (24%) indicated they had experienced the same amount of
interruptions as they had indicated were acceptable.

Difference between experienced and
acceptable sustained power
interruptions Respondents | Percent
8 1 0%
7 1 0%
6 2 1%
5 3 1%
4 7 2%
3 17 4%
2 29 7%
1 71 18%
Total experiencing more sustained power 131 34%
interruptions than they regard as
acceptable.
0 95 24%
-1 60 15%
-2 62 16%
-3 22 6%
-4 5 1%
-5 9 2%
-6 2 1%
-7 2 1%
-8 0 0%
Total experiencing fewer or as many 257 66%
sustained power interruptions as they
regard as acceptable

388 | 100%

Table 4: Sustained Power Interruptions, Experienced Number Minus
Acceptable Number
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Length of Average Power Outages for Sustained Power Interruptions

Respondents who indicated that they had at least 1 sustained power interruption in the last 12
months were asked:

On average, for how long was your power out during the sustained interruptions?
As a follow-up, all respondents were asked:

On average, what would you consider an acceptable amount of time for it to take to restore
power to your home during a sustained interruption that was NOT storm related?

On average, what would you consider an acceptable amount of time for it to take to restore
power to your home during a sustained interruption that was Storm related?

Table 5 provides information on the mean and median time in hours that people experienced
during sustained power interruptions, as well as the mean and median times that people found
acceptable for both storm related and non-storm related outages.

Sixty percent (60%) of respondents who had sustained power outages indicated the outages
were less than 2 hours per episode. At the same time, 83% percent of the same respondents
indicated that sustained power interruptions that are not storm related should last 2 hours or
less while only 40% indicated storm-related interruptions should be 2 hours or less.

Average time Acceptable time | Acceptable time
power out for for power to be | for power to be
sustained out for out for
interruptions sustained sustained
experienced in | interruption— | interruption -
the last 12 NOT storm storm related
months! related
Mean Hours 5.0 2.7 11.8
Median Hours 2.0 1.0 4.0
Standard Deviation (in Hours) 12.8 5.3 20.6
Range (in Hours) 120.0 48 192.0
Minimum (in Hours) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Maximum Value (in Hours) 120.0 48 192.0
Sample Size 200 384 371

Table 5: Average and Median Length of Times Experienced and Acceptable for Sustained

! Asked only of respondents who reported a sustained power interruption.
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Differential between Average Lengths of Experienced Sustained Power Outages and
Acceptable Lengths

For the subset of customers who had experienced a sustained power interruption and provided
an estimate of the accepted length of time for a non-storm related power interruption, a
calculation can be made of the percent who experienced on average longer sustained power
interruptions than were acceptable to them (if non-storm related), (Table 6).

If all sustained power interruptions were non-storm related in the last 12 months, then half
(48%) of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they experienced a length of
power interruption, on average, longer than was acceptable.

Respondents | Percent
Average Experienced Sustained Power
Interruption Longer than Acceptable for Non-
Storm Related 100 53%
More than 48 hours 3 2%
24 to 48 hours 1 1%
12 to 24 hours 5 3%
6 to 12 hours 7 4%
3 to 6 hours 24 13%
1 to 3 hours 45 24%
1 hour or less 15 8%
Average Experience Matched Acceptable 37 19%
Average Experience Time Less than Acceptable 54 28%
Total 191 100%

Table 6: Comparison of Average Experienced Time of Sustained Power
Interruption to Acceptable Time for Non-Storm Related Interruption
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For the subset of customers who had experienced a sustained power interruption and provide
an estimate of the acceptable length of time for a storm related power interruption, a
calculation can be made of the percent who experienced on average longer sustained power
interruptions than were acceptable to them (if storm related), (Table 7).

If all sustained power interruptions were storm related in the last 12 months then only 20% (in
contrast to 53% if non-storm related) of those who experienced such interruptions indicated
they experience a length of power interruption on average longer than was acceptable.

Respondents | Percent
Average Experienced Sustained Power
Interruption Longer than Acceptable for Storm
Related 38 20%
More than 48 hours 0 0%
24 to 48 hours 1 1%
12 to 24 hours 4 2%
6 to 12 hours 3 2%
3 to 6 hours 5 3%
1 to 3 hours 22 12%
1 hour or less 3 2%
Average Experience Matched Acceptable 23 12%
Average Experience Time Less than Acceptable 127 68%
Total 188 100%

Table 7: Comparison of Average Experienced Time of Sustained Power

Interruption to Acceptable Time for Storm Related Interruption
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Importance Ratings for Three Aspects of Power Outages

Next we are going to ask you to rate the importance of reducing each of these three aspects of
power outages on a 1 to 10 scale, where 1 is not at all important and 10 is very important, so ...
On a 1 to 10 scale where 1 is not at all important and 10 is very important, could you indicate
how important it is to you:

to reduce by half the frequency of sustained outages?

to reduce by half the duration of sustained outages?

to reduce by half the number of momentary power outages?

Respondents rated Duration of Sustained Interruptions as most important to reduce by half,

(Mean Rating 7.4) followed by the Frequency of Sustained Interruptions (7.2). The Mean
Importance rating for reducing by half the number of momentary interruptions was

substantially less (6.2).

Frequency of Duration of Number of

Sustained Sustained Momentary

Interruptions Interruptions Interruptions
1 Not at all Important 4% 3% 8%
2 4% 4% 10%
3 6% 4% 6%
4 1% 4% 3%
5 18% 14% 20%
6 4% 5% 7%
Z 8% 9% 8%
8 14% 15% 9%
9 9% 9% 5%
10 Very Important 32% 33% 25%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Mean Importance Rating 7.2 74 6.2
Sample Size 393 391 393

Table 8: Respondent Ratings of the Importance of Reducing Frequency and
Duration of Sustained Interruptions and Number of Momentary Interruptions
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The following are the results of a customer power interruption study designed to gather
customer feedback regarding business power interruptions experienced within the 12 months
prior to participating in the survey. The questions and methodology were specified by Dayton
Power and Light. The survey was conducted on a quarterly schedule outlined in the following

table.
Time Period Sample
2nd Quarter 2014 100
3rd Quarter 2014 100
4th Quarter 2014 103
1st Quarter 2015 103

This report presents the summary results of approximately 406 telephone surveys performed
with a random sample of Dayton Power and Light business customers. The surveys were
completed between May 16, 2014 and March 18, 2015.

The maximum margin of error, calculated at a 95% confidence level, for the top-level

percentages in this report are as follows:

Segment

Customer Population
>10,000

Sample Size

Margin of Error
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3. Executive Summary

Momentary Power Interruption, Experienced and Acceptable: Forty percent (40%) of
respondents reported experiencing no momentary interruptions in the last 12 months, while
just over a fifth of respondents (22%) thought the maximum acceptable number of momentary
interruptions was zero. Just 24% (of those who provided both a count of experienced and
acceptable momentary interruptions) had experienced more momentary interruptions than
they had indicated was acceptable.

Sustained Power Interruptions, Experienced and Acceptable: Almost half (45%) of the sample
indicated they experienced no sustained power interruption in the past twelve months. This
outperforms the 29% of respondents who indicated zero sustained outages was acceptable. A
third (36%) had experienced one or two outages in the 12 month time period while 45% found
one or two outages to be acceptable. A quarter (24%) (of those who provided both a count of
experienced and acceptable sustained power interruptions) had experienced more sustained
interruptions than they had indicated was acceptable.

Length of Average Power Outages for Sustained Power Interruptions: The average sustained
interruption lasted 2.7 hours. Fifty percent (50%) of respondents who had sustained power
outages averaged less than 1 hour per episode. At the same time, fifty percent of people
indicated that sustained power interruptions that were not storm related should last 1 hour or
less while sustained power interruptions that were storm related should last 3 hours or less.

Differential between Average Lengths of Experienced Sustained Power Outages and
Acceptable Lengths: If all sustained power interruptions were non-storm related in the last 12
months then 53% of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they experience a
length of power interruption, on average, longer than was acceptable. If all sustained power
interruptions were storm related in the last 12 months then only 20% of those who experienced
such interruptions indicated they experienced a length of power interruption on average longer
than was acceptable.

Importance Ratings for Three Aspects of Power Outages: Respondents rated Duration of
Sustained Interruptions as most important to reduce by half, (Mean Rating7.8 ona 1 to 10
importance scale) followed by the Frequency of Sustained Interruptions (7.7). The Mean
Importance rating for reducing by half the number of momentary interruptions was
significantly less (7.0).
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4. Detailed Results

Momentary Power Interruption, Experienced and Acceptable

There is a category of electric power interruptions that occur for five minutes or less but result
in a disruption of power to electronic appliances. As an example, these momentary power
interruptions might only be noticeable because of a digital clock blinking. In the past 12
months, how many momentary interruptions have you experienced?

How many momentary interruptions would you consider to be acceptable during a 12 month
period?

Forty percent (40%) of respondents reported experiencing no momentary interruptions in the
last 12 months while slightly more than a fifth of respondents (22%) thought the maximum
acceptable number of momentary interruptions was zero. Eleven percent (11%) of the sample
respondents reported experiencing more than 4 momentary interruptions.

Momentary Interruptions
Experienced Acceptable

Number of momentary

interruptions in 12 months Respondents | Percent | Respondents | Percent
0 161 40% 90 22%
1 48 12% 48 12%
2 59 15% 77 19%
3 38 9% : 54 13%
4 25 6% 34 8%
5 12 3% 33 8%
6 18 4% 15 4%
7 1 0% 2 0%
8 or more 18 4% 31 8%
Don't Know 26 6% 22 5%
Total 406 | 100% 406 | 100%

Table 1: Experienced and Acceptable Momentary Power Interruptions
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Comparing the number of momentary interruptions experienced to the number that

respondents found acceptable, (see Table 2 below):

A quarter (24%) (of those who provided both a count of experienced and acceptable
momentary interruptions) had experienced more momentary interruptions than they had

found acceptable.

Difference between experienced and
acceptable momentary interruptions Respondents | Percent
8 5 1%
7 0 0%
6 7 2%
5 4 1%
4 7 2%
3 18 5%
2 21 6%
1 26 7%
Total experiencing more momentary 88 24%
interruptions than they regard as
acceptable.
0 99 27%
-1 39 11%
-2 52 14%
-3 27 7%
-4 19 5%
-5 14 4%
-6 7 2%
-7 5 1%
-8 13 4%
Total experiencing fewer or as many 275 76%
momentary interruptions as they regard
as acceptable

363 | 100%

Table 2: Momentary Interruptions, Experienced Number Minus

Acceptable Number
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Sustained power interruptions are power outages that last for more than five minutes. In the
past 12 months, how many sustained interruptions have you experienced?

How many sustained interruptions would you consider to be acceptable during a 12 month

period?

Almost half (45%) of respondents indicated they did not experience a sustained power
interruption in the past 12 months, while 29% of respondents indicated zero outages in that

time frame as being acceptable.

While 45% of respondents indicated one or two sustained interruptions would be acceptable,
only 36% actually experienced one or two sustained outages in the past 12 months.

Sustained Power Interruptions
Experienced Acceptable

Number of sustained

interruptions in 12 months Respondents | Percent | Respondents | Percent
0 181 45% 119 29%
1 91 22% 86 21%
2 58 14% 98 24%
3 32 8% 35 9%
4 12 3% 13 3%
5 8 2% 19 5%
6 7 2% 7 2%
7 0% 2 0%
8 or more 1 0% 7 2%
Don't Know 14 3% 20 5%
Total 406 |  100% 406 | 100%

Table 3: Experienced and Acceptable Sustained Power Interruptions
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A quarter (24%) of respondents who experienced sustained power interruptions experienced

more than they found acceptable (Table 4).

A third of respondents (32%) indicated they had experienced the same amount of interruptions

as they had indicated were acceptable.

Difference between experienced and
acceptable sustained power
interruptions Respondents | Percent
8 0 0%
7 1 0%
6 3 1%
5 3 1%
4 2 1%
3 13 3%
2 34 9%
1 35 9%
Total experiencing more sustained 91 24%
interruptions than they regard as
acceptable.
0 118 32%
-1 58 16%
-2 58 16%
-3 19 5%
-4 10 3%
-5 8 2%
-6 5 1%
-7 2 1%
-8 3 1%
Total experiencing fewer or as many 281 76%
sustained power interruptions as they
regard as acceptable

372 | 100%

Table 4: Sustained Power Interruptions, Experienced Number Minus

Acceptabie Number
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Length of Average Power Outages for Sustained Power Interruptions

Respondents who indicated that they had at least 1 sustained power interruption in the last 12
months were asked:

On average, for how long was your power out during the sustained interruptions?

As a follow-up, all respondents were asked:

On average, what would you consider an acceptable amount of time for it to take to restore
power to your home during a sustained interruption that was NOT storm related?

On average, what would you consider an acceptable amount of time for it to take to restore
powet to your home during a sustained interruption that was Storm related?

Table 5 provides information on the mean and median time in hours that people experienced
sustained power interruptions for, as well as the mean and median times that people found
acceptable for both storm related and non-storm related outages.

The average sustained outage experienced by business respondents was 2.7 hours, slightly
more than they consider acceptable for non-storm related outages (2.4) but considerably less
than what is acceptable for storm related outages (8.6). Fifty percent (50%) of respondents who
had sustained power outages indicated the outages were less than 1 hour per episode. At the
same time, 50% percent of the same respondents also indicated that sustained power
interruptions that are not storm related should last 1 hour or less while 50% indicated storm-
related interruptions should be 3 hours or less.

Average time
power out for

Acceptable
time for power

Acceptable time
for power to be

sustained to be out for out for sustained

interruptions sustained interruption —

experienced in | interruption — | storm related

the last 12 NOT storm

months related
Mean Hours 2.7 24 8.6
Median Hours 1.0 1.0 3.0
Standard Deviation (in
Hours) 6.3 6.9 17.2
Range 72.0 72 168.0
Minimum 0.0 0 0.0
Maximum Value 72.0 72 168.0
Sample Size 206 384 369

Table 5: Average and Median Length of Times Experienced and Acceptable for Sustained
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Differential between Average Lengths of Experienced Sustained Power Outages and
Acceptable Lengths

For the subset of customers who had experienced a sustained power interruption and provided
an estimate of the accepted length of time for a non-storm related power interruption, a
calculation can be made of the percent who experienced on average longer sustained power
interruptions than were acceptable to them (if non-storm related), (Table 6).

If all sustained power interruptions were non-storm related in the last 12 months, then half
(53%) of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they experienced a length of
power interruption, on average, longer than was acceptable.

Respondents | Percent
Average Experienced Sustained Power
Interruption Longer than Acceptable for Non-
Storm Related 94 48%
More than 48 hours 1 1%
24 to 48 hours 0 0%
12 to 24 hours 5 3%
6 to 12 hours 8 4%
3 to 6 hours 14 7%
1 to 3 hours 35 18%
1 hour or less 31 16%
Average Experience Matched Acceptable 38 19%
Average Experience Time Less than Acceptable 64 33%
Total 196 100%

Table 6: Comparison of Average Experienced Time of Sustained Power
Interruption to Acceptable Time for Non-Storm Related Interruption
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For the subset of customers who had experienced a sustained power interruption and provide
an estimate of the acceptable length of time for a storm related power interruption, a
calculation can be made of the percent who experienced on average longer sustained power
interruptions than were acceptable to them (if storm related), (Table 7).

If all sustained power interruptions were storm related in the last 12 months then only 20% (in
contrast to 48% if non-storm related) of those who experienced such interruptions indicated
they experience a length of power interruption on average longer than was acceptable.

Respondents | Percent
Average Experienced Sustained Power
Interruption Longer than Acceptable for Storm
Related 37 20%
More than 48 hours 0 0%
24 to 48 hours 0 0%
12 to 24 hours 3 2%
6 to 12 hours 3 2%
3 to 6 hours 10 5%
1to 3 hours 15 8%
1 hour or less 6 3%
Average Experience Matched Acceptable 17 9%
Average Experience Time Less than Acceptable 132 71%
Total 186 100%

Table 7: Comparison of Average Experienced Time of Sustained Power
Interruption to Acceptable Time for Storm Related Interruption
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Importance Ratings for Three Aspects of Power Outages

Next we are going to ask you to rate the importance of reducing each of these three aspects of
power outages on a 1 to 10 scale, where 1 is not at all important and 10 is very important, so ...

On a1 to 10 scale where 1 is not at all important and 10 is very important, could you
indicate how important it is to you:

to reduce by half the frequency of sustained outages?
to reduce by half the duration of sustained outages?
to reduce by half the number of momentary power outages?

Respondents rated Duration of Sustained Interruptions as most important to reduce by
half, (Mean Rating 7.8) followed by the Frequency of Sustained Interruptions (Mean
Rating 7.7). The Mean Importance rating for reducing by half the number of
momentary interruptions was substantially less (7.0).

Frequency of Duration of Number of

Sustained Sustained Momentary

Interruptions Interruptions Interruptions
1 Not at all Important 4% 3% 7%
2 5% 5% 4%
3 2% 2% 3%
4 1% 1% 4%
5 12% 11% 19%
6 3% 2% 4%
7 8% 9% 7%
8 11% 14% 11%
9 8% 8% 6%
10 Very Important 45% 43% 35%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Mean Importance Rating 7.7 7.8 7.0
Sample Size 406 406 405

Table 8: Respondent Ratings of the Importance of Reducing Frequency and
Duration of Sustained Interruptions and Number of Momentary Interruptions
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DP&L Power Interruption Residential Survey Report
L. Introduction and Executive Summary

The Business Research Group at the University of Dayton assisted Dayton Power &
Light in its study of electric consumers’ experience with power interruptions and their
rating of the importance of reducing the frequency and duration of power interruptions.

During March, 2012, 800 telephone surveys were conducted in the Dayton Power &
Light service area; 400 of the surveys were with a random sample of residential
customers and 400 with a random sample of business customers.

The sample margin of error in both the residential and business surveys at a 95%
confidence level of opinion is equally divided is +/-4.9%.

In what follows a summary of the results are provided for the residential surveys. A
separate report is available on the results of the business survey.

Momentary Power Interruption, Experienced and Acceptable: Approximately a third
of respondents (32%) reported experiencing no momentary interruptions in the last 12
months while just over a fifth of respondents (22%) thought the maximum acceptable
number of momentary interruptions was zero. Just 27% (of those who provided both a
count of experienced and acceptable momentary interruptions) had experienced more
momentary interruptions than they had found acceptable.

Sustained Power Interruptions, Experienced and Acceptable: 77% of the sample
indicated they had experienced 2 or fewer sustained power interruptions and 76% of the
sample indicated the acceptable number of sustained power interruptions was 2 or fewer.
Despite the rough proportionality of the experienced and acceptable sustained power
interruption distribution, a substantial minority of respondents (31%) did experience
more sustained power interruptions than they found acceptable.

Length of Average Power Qutages for Sustained Power Interruptions: Fifty percent
of people had sustained power outages that averaged less than 2 hours per episode. At
the same time, fifty percent of people indicated that sustained power interruptions that
were not storm related should last 1 hour or less while ones that were storm related
should last 4 hours or less.

Differential between Average Lengths of Experienced Sustained Power Outages and
Acceptable Lengths: If all sustained power interruptions were non-storm related in the
last 12 months than 64% of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they
experience a length of power interruption on average longer than was acceptable. Not
surprising, if all sustained power interruptions were storm related in the last 12 months
than only 27% of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they experience a
length of power interruption on average longer than was acceptable.
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Importance Ratings for Three Aspects of Power Outages: Respondents rated
Duration of Sustained Interruptions as most important to reduce by half, (Mean Rating
7.5 on a 1 to 10 importance scale) followed by the Frequency of Sustained Interruptions
(Mean Rating 7.2). The Mean Importance rating for reducing by half the number of
momentary interruptions was substantially less (5.9).

Loss Estimates as a Result of Power Outages in Last 12 Months: Just under a quarter
(24%) of those who had experienced a power interruption in the last 12 months indicated
they had suffered losses as a result. Mean dollar losses were $378 for those who reported
dollar losses. This value is driven up substantial by a single response that placed the
dollar value at $6,000. The median dollar value of losses was $200.
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II. Detailed Results
A. Momentary Power Interruption, Experienced and Acceptable

There is a category of electric power interruptions that occur for five minutes or less but
result in a disruption of power to electronic appliances. As an example, these
momentary power interruptions might only be noticeable because of a digital clock
blinking. In the past 12 months, how many momentary interruptions have you
experienced?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or more

How many momentary interruptions would you consider to be acceptable during a 12
month period?

0 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 8 or more

Approximately a third of respondents (32%) reported experiencing no momentary
interruptions in the last 12 months while just over a fifth of respondents thought the
maximum acceptable number of momentary interruptions was zero. Sixteen percent of
the sample respondents reported experiencing more than 4 momentary interruptions.

Table 1: Experienced and Acceptable Momentary Power

Interruptions
Momentary Interruptions
Experienced: Acceptable:
Number of
Interruptions in 12
months Respondents | Percent | Respondents | Percent
0 126 32% 88 22%
1 38 10% 35 9%
2 69 17% 106 27%
3 41 10% 51 13%
4 20 5% 20 5%
5 19 5% 26 7%
6 12 3% 23 6%
7 3 1% 4 1%
8 or more 28 7% 21 5%
Don't Know 44 11% 26 7%
Total 400 100% 400 100%
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Comparing the number of momentary interruptions experienced to the number that

respondents found acceptable, (see Table 2 below):

27% (of those who provided both a count of experienced and acceptable momentary
interruptions) had experienced more momentary interruptions than they had found

acceptable.

Table Two: Momentary Interruptions, Experienced Number Minus Acceptable

Number
Difference between experienced and acceptable momentary
interruptions Respondents | Percent
8 5 1%
7 2 1%
6 12 4%
5 7 2%
4 8 2%
3 16 5%
2 19 6%
1 20 6%
Total experiencing more momentary interruptions than they 89 27%
regard as acceptable
0 111 33%
-1 38 11%
-2 44 13%
-3 23 7%
-4 4 1%
-5 10 3%
-6 8 2%
-7 3 1%
-8 ] 1%
Total experiencing fewer or as many momentary interruptions 246 73%
as they regard as acceptable
Total 335 100.0

B. Sustained Power Interruptions, Experienced and Acceptable

DP&L-SSO 0006004



OCC 2nd Set RPD-26 Attachment 1

Sustained power interruptions are power outages that last for more than five minutes. In
the past 12 months, how many sustained interruptions have you experienced?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or more

How many sustained interruptions would you consider to be acceptable during a 12
month period?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or more

At the level of distribution of responses, there is rough equality between the reported
number of sustained power interruptions experienced in 12 months and the number of
acceptable sustained power interruptions (Table 3). While 36% of the sample
experienced no sustained power interruptions, 29% indicated that that was the only
acceptable number of sustained power interruptions; 77% of the sample indicated they
had experienced 2 or fewer sustained power interruptions and 76% of the sample
indicated the acceptable number of sustained power interruptions was 2 or fewer.

Table 3: Experienced and Acceptable Sustained Power Interruptions

Sustained Power Interruptions

Experienced: Acceptable:
Number of
Sustained
Interruptions in 12
months Respondents | Percent | Respondents | Percent
0 142 36% 116 29%
1 84 21% 92 23%
2 78 20% 94 24%
3 41 10% 34 9%
4 12 3% 17 4%
5 2% 12 3%
6 5 1% 5 1%
7 1 0% 0 0%
8 8 2% 8 2%
Don't Know 22 6% 22 6%
Total 400 100% 400 100%
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Table Four: Sustained Power Interruptions, Experienced Number
Minus Acceptable Number

Difference between experienced and

acceptable sustained power interruptions | Respondents | Percent
8 1 0%
7 1 0%
6 3 1%
5 5 1%
4 5 1%
3 18 5%
2 27 8%
1 32 14%

Total experiencing more sustained power 112 31%

interruptions than they regard as

acceptable
0 110 31%
-1 57 16%
2 45 13%
-3 16 4%
-4 8 2%
-5 5 1%
-6 2 1%
-7 1 0%
-8 3 M

Total experiencing fewer or as many 247 69%

sustained power interruptions as they

regard as acceptable

Total 359 100%

Despite the rough proportionality of the experienced and acceptable sustained power
interruption distribution, a substantial minority of respondents (31%) did experience
more sustained power interruptions than they found acceptable (Table 4). It should be
noted that the greatest percentage of this group (22% of the total sample) only
experienced 1 or 2 more sustained power interruptions than they found acceptable.
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C. Length of Average Power Outages for Sustained Power Interruptions

Respondents who indicated that they had at least 1 sustained power interruption in the
last 12 months were asked: On average, for how long was your power out during the
sustained interruptions?

As a follow-up, all respondents were asked:

On average, what would you consider an acceptable amount of time for it to take to
restore power to your home during a sustained interruption that was Not storm related?

On average, what would you consider an acceptable amount of time for it to take to
restore power to your home during a sustained interruption that was Storm related?

Table 5 provides information on the mean and median time in hours that people
experienced sustained power interruptions for and the mean and median times that people
found acceptable for losses of power during power interruptions that are not storm related
and ones that are storm related.

It should be noted that all of the median values for experienced and acceptable lengths of
time are well below the mean values. This is because the distributions cluster closer to
zero hours with a relatively long tail. Fifty percent of people had sustained power
outages that averaged less than 2 hours per episode. At the same time, fifty percent of
people indicated that sustained power interruptions that were not storm related should last
1 hour or less while ones that were storm related should last 4 hours or less.

Table 5: Average and Median Length of Times Experienced and Acceptable for Sustained
Power Interruptions

Acceptable
Average Time Acceptable | Time for Power
Power Out for | Time for Power | to Be Out for
Sustained to Be Out for Sustained
Interruptions Sustained Interruption that

Experienced in | Interruption Not|  was Storm
Last 12 Months * | Storm Related Related

Mean Hours 8.6 2.7 12.1
Median Hours 2.0 1.0 4.0
Standard Deviation (in Hours) 18.5 5.6 17.0
Range 99.0 60.5 99.2
Minimum Value (in Hours) 0 0 0

Maximum Value (in Hours) 99.0 60.5 99.2
Sample Size 240 377 363

* Asked only of respondents who reported a sustained power interruption
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D. Differential between Average Lengths of Experienced Sustained Power Outages
And Acceptable Lengths

For the subset of customers who had experienced a sustained power interruption and
provide an estimate of the accepted length of time for a non-storm related power
interruption, a calculation can be made of the percent who experienced on average
longer sustained power interruptions than were acceptable to them (if non-storm related),
(Table 6).

If all sustained power interruptions were non-storm related in the last 12 months than
64% of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they experience a length of
power interruption on average longer than was acceptable. However, it should be noted
that for two thirds of that group (41% overall), the differential was 3 hours or less.

Table 6: Comparison of Average Experienced Time of Sustained Power
Interruption to Acceptable Time for Non-Storm Related Interruption

Respondents | Percent
Average Experienced Sustained Power Interruption
Longer than Acceptable for Non-Storm Related 146 64%
> 48 hours 11 5%
24 to 48 hours 8 4%
12 to 23 hours 12 5%
from 6 hours to 12 hours 8 4%
from 3 hours to 6 hours 13 6%
from 1 hour to 3 hours 46 20%
1 hour or less 48 21%
Average Experienced Matched Acceptable 34 15%
Average Experienced Time Less than Acceptable 48 21%
Total 228 100%

* Calculated for respondents who had experienced a sustained power interruption
and provided an estimate of the acceptable length of time for a non-storm related
power interruption

For the subset of customers who had experienced a sustained power interruption and
provide an estimate of the accepted length of time for a storm related power
interruption, a calculation can be made of the percent who experienced on average
longer sustained power interruptions than were acceptable to them (if storm related),
(Table 7, next page).

Not surprising, if all sustained power interruptions were storm related in the last 12
months than only 27% (in contrast to 64% if non-storm related) of those who experienced
such interruptions indicated they experience a length of power interruption on average
longer than was acceptable. In this case, for about half (13%) of that group, the
differential was 3 hours or less.

DP&L-SSO 0006008



OCC 2nd Set RPD-26 Attachment 1

Table 7: Comparison of Average Experienced Time of Sustained Power
Interruption to Acceptable Time for Storm Related Interruption

Respondents | Percent
Average Experienced Sustained Power Interruption
Longer than Acceptable for Storm Related 58 27%
> 48 hours 2 1%
24 to 48 hours 11 5%
12 to 23 hours 9 4%
from 6 hours to 12 hours 4 2%
from 3 hours to 6 hours 5 2%
from 1 hour to 3 hours 19 9%
1 hour or less 8 4%
Average Experienced Matched Acceptable 26 12%
Average Experienced Time Less than Acceptable 134 61%
Total 218 100%

* Calculated for respondents who had experienced a sustained power interruption and
provided an estimate of the acceptable length of time for a storm related power
interruption
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E. Importance Ratings for Three Aspects of Power Outages

Next we are going to ask you to rate the importance of reducing each of these 3 aspects
of power outages on a I to 10 scale where 1 is not at all important and 10 is very
important, so...On a 1 to 10 scale where 1 is not at all important and 10 is very important;
could you indicate how important it is to you:

to reduce by half the frequency of sustained outages?
to reduce by half the duration of sustained outages?
to reduce by half the number of momentary power outages?

Respondents rated Duration of Sustained Interruptions as most important to reduce by
half, (Mean Rating 7.5) followed by the Frequency of Sustained Interruptions (Mean
Rating 7.2). The Mean Importance rating for reducing by half the number of momentary
interruptions was substantially less (5.9).

Table 8: Respondent Ratings of the Importance of Reducing Frequency and
Duration of Sustained Interruptions and Number of Momenmtary Interruptions
Ona 1to 10 scale where 1 is Not at all important and 10 is Very Important

Importance of Reducing:

Frequency of Duration of Number of
Sustained Sustained Momentary
Interruptions Interruptions Interruptions
1 Not at all Important 4% 2% 10%
2 3% 2% 7%
3 4% 4% 7%
4 2% 4% 4%
5 18% 15% 21%
6 5% 5% 8%
7 9% 8% 7%
8 13% 20% 11%
9 8% 7% 5%
10 Very Important 33% 34% 20%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Mean Importance Rating 7.2 75 5.9
Median Importance Rating 8 8 6
Sample Size 387 383 384
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F. Loss Estimates as a Result of Power Qutages in Last 12 Months

Respondents who indicated they had suffered a sustained power outage in the last 12
months were asked:

Would you say that you have suffered losses as a result of power outages you have
experienced in the last 12 months? Examples of losses might be the cost of spoiled
food and damaged electrical appliances.

Just under a quarter (24%) of those who had experienced a power interruption in the last
12 months indicated they had suffered losses as a result, (Table 9).

Table 9: Suffered Losses from Sustained Power Outages This
Last 12 Months?

As
Percent
of Those
Having a As
Sustained | Percent
Power | of Total
Have Losses from Power Outage? |Respondents| Outage | Sample
Yes 63| 24% 16%
No 195| 76% 49%
Number with Power Outage 258| 100% 65%
Number without Power Outage 142 36%
Total Sample 400 100%

Those who indicated they suffered losses were asked: Please estimate the dollar value of
losses you have suffered as a result of power outages in the last 12 months.

Table 10: Dollar Value of Losses from Power Outages in

Last 12 months

Mean dollar losses were $378 for

those who reported dollar losses.

Respondents Percent
Under $100 15 27%
$100 to $300 27 48%
$350 to $750 9 16%
$1,000 5%
$1,500 1 2%
$6,000 1 2%
Total 56 100%
Mean Dollar Losses $378
Median Dollar Losses $200

Asked of those who indicated they had dollar losses

This value is driven up substantial
by a single response that placed the
dollar value at $6,000. The median
dollar value of losses was $200.

Note that of the 63 who indicated
dollar losses only 56 could put a
dollar value on them.
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DP&L Power Interruption Business Survey Report
L Introduction and Executive Summary

The Business Research Group at the University of Dayton assisted Dayton Power &
Light in its study of electric consumers’ experience with power interruptions and their
rating of the importance of reducing the frequency and duration of power interruptions.

During March, 2012, 800 telephone surveys were conducted in the Dayton Power &
Light service area; 400 of the surveys were with a random sample of residential
customers and 400 with a random sample of business customers.

The sample margin of error in both the residential and business surveys at a 95%
confidence level of opinion is equally divided is +/-4.9%.

In what follows a summary of the results are provided for the business surveys. A
separate report is available on the results of the residential survey.

Experienced and Acceptable Number of Momentary Power Interruptions: Slightly
more than a third of respondents (36%) reported experiencing no momentary
interruptions in the last 12 months while just over a quarter of respondents (26%) thought
the maximum acceptable number of momentary interruptions was zero. However, 26%
(of those who provided both a count of experienced and acceptable momentary
interruptions) had experienced more momentary interruptions than they had found
acceptable.

Experienced and Acceptable Number of Sustained Power Interruptions: While 42%
of the sample experienced no sustained power interruptions, 32% indicated that that was
the only number of acceptable sustained power interruptions. Slightly more than a
quarter of respondents (26%) did experience more sustained power interruptions than
they found acceptable.

Length of Average Power Outages for Sustained Power Interruptions: Fifty percent
of people who had sustained power outages indicated they averaged 2 hours or less per
episode. At the same time, fifty percent of people indicated that sustained power
interruptions that were not storm related should last 1 hour or less. This same percentage
indicated that sustained interruptions that were storm related should last 4 hours or less.

Differential between Average Lengths of Experienced Sustained Power Outages and
Acceptable Lengths: If all sustained power interruptions were non-storm related in the
last 12 months than 57% of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they
experience a length of power interruption on average longer than was acceptable. BY
contrast, if all sustained power interruptions were storm related in the last 12 months than
only 24% of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they experience a length
of power interruption on average longer than was acceptable.
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I1. Detailed Results
A. Experienced and Acceptable Number of Momentary Power Interruptions

There is a category of electric power interruptions that occur for five minutes or less but
result in a disruption of power to electronic appliances. As an example, these
momentary power interruptions might only be noticeable because of a digital clock
blinking. In the past 12 months, how many momentary interruptions have you
experienced?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or more

How many momentary interruptions would you consider to be acceptable during a 12
month period?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or more

Slightly more than a third of respondents (36%) reported experiencing no momentary
interruptions in the last 12 months while just over a quarter of respondents (26%) thought
the maximum acceptable number of momentary interruptions was zero. Twelve percent
of the sample respondents reported experiencing more than 4 momentary interruptions.

Table 1: Experienced and Acceptable Momentary Power Interruptions

Momentary Interruptions
Experienced: Acceptable:
Number of Interruptions in 12 months |Respondents | Percent | Respondents | Percent
0 145 36% 103 26%
1 43 11% 35 9%
2 60 15% 100 25%
3 38 10% 54 14%
4 19 5% 27 7%
5 14 4% 30 8%
6 22 6% 20 5%
7 2 1% 0 0%
8 or more 16 4% 8 2%
Don't Know 41 10% 23 6%
Total 400 100% 400 100%
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Table Two: Momentary Interruptions, Experienced Number
Minus Acceptable Number

Difference between experienced and

acceptable momentary interruptions  |Respondents | Percent
8 6 1.7%
7 1 0.3%
6 10 2.9%
5 10 2.9%
4 6 1.7%
3 18 5.2%
2 23 6.7%
1 15 4.4%

Total experiencing more momentary 89 26%

interruptions than they regard as

acceptable
0 108 31.5%
-1 32 9.3%
-2 56 16.3%
-3 28 8.2%
-4 8 2.3%
-5 10 2.9%
-6 10 2.9%
-8 2 0.6%

Total experiencing fewer or as many 254 74%

momentary interruptions as they regard

as acceptable

Total 343 100%

Comparing the number of momentary interruptions experienced to the number that
respondents found acceptable, (see Table 2 below):

26% (of those who provided both a count of experienced and acceptable momentary
interruptions) had experienced more momentary interruptions than they had found
acceptable.
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B. Experienced and Acceptable Number of Sustained Power Interruptions

Sustained power interruptions are power outages that last for more than five minutes. In
the past 12 months, how many sustained interruptions have you experienced?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or more

How many sustained interruptions would you consider to be acceptable during a 12
month period?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or more

At the level of distribution of responses, the distribution of experienced sustained power
interruptions is slightly to the left (shifted toward zero) of the distribution of the
acceptable sustained power interruptions (Table 3). While 42% of the sample
experienced no sustained power interruptions, 32% indicated that that was the only
acceptable number of sustained power interruptions. However, 83% of the sample
indicated they had experienced 2 or fewer sustained power interruptions and 81% of the
sample indicated the acceptable number of sustained power interruptions was 2 or fewer.

Table 3: Experienced and Acceptable Sustained Power Interruptions

Sustained Power Interruptions
Experienced: Acceptable:

Number of Sustained

Interruptions in 12 months | Respondents | Percent | Respondents | Percent
0 167 41.8% 127 31.8%
1 95 23.8% 106 26.5%
2 69 17.3% 91 22.8%
3 23 5.8% 33 8.3%
4 14 3.5% 11 2.8%
5 i 1.8% 16 4.0%
6 2 0.5% 1 0.3%
7 1 0.3% 0 0.0%
8 1 0.3% 2 0.5%
Don't Know 21 5.3% 13 3.3%
Total 400 100.0% 400 100.0%
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Despite the rough proportionality of the experienced and acceptable sustained power
interruption distribution, a quarter of respondents (26%) did experience more sustained
power interruptions than they found acceptable (Table 4). It should be noted that the
greatest percentage of this group (20% of the total sample) only experienced 1 or 2 more

sustained power interruptions than they found acceptable.

Table Four: Sustained Power Interruptions, Experienced Number Minus Acceptable

Number

Difference between experienced and acceptable sustained power
interruptions Respondents | Percent
7 1 0%
6 0 0%
5 5 1%
4 8 2%
3 8 2%
2 29 8%
1 44 12%
Total experiencing more sustained power interruptions than they 95 26%
regard as acceptable
0 122 33%
-1 71 19%
-2 43 12%
-3 20 5%
-4 i/ 2%
-5 8 2%
Total experiencing fewer or as many sustained power 271 74%
interruptions as they regard as acceptable
Total 366 100%
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C. Length of Average Power Outages for Sustained Power Interruptions

Respondents who indicated that they had at least 1 sustained power interruption in the
last 12 months were asked: On average, for how long was your power out during the
sustained interruptions?

As a follow-up, all respondents were asked:

On average, what would you consider an acceptable amount of time for it to take to
restore power to your home during a sustained interruption that was Not storm related?

On average, what would you consider an acceptable amount of time for it to take to
restore power to your home during a sustained interruption that was Storm related?

Table 5 provides information on the mean and median time in hours that business
respondents experienced sustained power interruptions for and the mean and median
times that respondents found acceptable for losses of power during power interruptions
that are not storm related and ones that are storm related.

It should be noted that all of the median values for experienced and acceptable lengths of
time are well below the mean values. This is because the distributions cluster closer to
zero hours with a relatively long tail. Fifty percent of people had sustained power
outages that averaged 2 hours or less per episode. At the same time, fifty percent of
people indicated that sustained power interruptions that were not storm related should last
1 hour or less while ones that were storm related should last 4 hours or less.

Table 5: Average and Median Length of Times Experienced and Acceptable for Sustained
Power Interruptions

Acceptable
Average Time Acceptable | Time for Power
Power Out for | Time for Power| to Be Out for
Sustained to Be Out for Sustained
Interruptions Sustained Interruption that

Experienced in | Interruption Not| was Storm
Last 12 Months * | Storm Related Related

Mean Hours 5.2 2.4 11.6
Median Hours 2.0 1.0 4.0
Standard Deviation (in Hours) 12.3 5.7 16.7
Range (in Hours) 72.0 72.0 96.0
Minimum Value (in Hours) .0 .0 .0

Maximum Value (in Hours) 72.0 72.0 96.0
Sample Size 207 379 362

* Asked only of respondents who reported a sustained power interruption
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D. Differential between Average Lengths of Experienced Sustained Power Outages

And Acceptable Lengths

For the subset of business customers who had experienced a sustained power interruption
and provide an estimate of the accepted length of time for a non-storm related power
interruption, a calculation can be made of the percent who experienced on average
longer sustained power interruptions than were acceptable to them (if non-storm related),

(Table 6).

If all sustained power interruptions were non-storm related in the last 12 months than
57% of those who experienced such interruptions indicated they experience a length of
power interruption on average longer than was acceptable. However, it should be noted
that for more than half of that group (38% overall), the differential was less than 3 hours.

Table 6: Comparison of Average Experienced Time of Sustained Power
Interruption to Acceptable Time for Non-Storm Related Interruption

Respondents | Percent
Average Experienced Sustained Power Interruption
Longer than Acceptable for Non-Storm Related 112 57%
> 48 hours 4 2%
24 to 48 hours 4 2%
12 to 23 hours 4 2%
from 6 hours to 12 hours 9 5%
from 3 hours to 6 hours 21 11%
from 1 hour to 3 hours 27 14%
1 hour or less 47 24%
Average Experienced Matched Acceptable 22 11%
Average Experienced Time Less than Acceptable 59 30%
Total 197 100%
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For the subset of customers who had experienced a sustained power interruption and
provide an estimate of the accepted length of time for a storm related power

interruption, a calculation can be made of the percent who experienced on average
longer sustained power interruptions than were acceptable to them (if storm related),

(Table 7, next page).

Not surprising, if all sustained power interruptions were storm related in the last 12
months than only 24% (in contrast to 57% if non-storm related) of those who experienced
such interruptions indicated they experience a length of power interruption on average
longer than was acceptable. In this case, for a little over half (14%) of that group, the

differential was 3 hours or less.

Table 7: Comparison of Average Experienced Time of Sustained Power

Interruption to Acceptable Time for Storm Related Interruption

Respondents | Percent
Average Experienced Sustained Power Interruption
Longer than Acceptable for Storm Related 45 24%
> 48 hours 2 1%
24 to 48 hours 3 2%
12 to 23 hours 4 2%
from 6 hours to 12 hours 2 1%
from 3 hours to 6 hours 8 4%
from 1 hour to 3 hours 11 6%
1 hour or less 15 8%
Average Experienced Matched Acceptable 21 11%
Average Experienced Time Less than Acceptable 118 64%
Total 184 100%
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E. Importance Ratings for Three Aspects of Power Outages

Next we are going to ask you to rate the importance of reducing each of these 3 aspects
of power outages on a 1 to 10 scale where 1 is not at all important and 10 is very
important, so...On a 1 to 10 scale where 1 is not at all important and 10 is very important;
could you indicate how important it is to you:

to reduce by half the frequency of sustained outages?
to reduce by half the duration of sustained outages?
to reduce by half the number of momentary power outages?

Business Respondents rated Duration of Sustained Interruptions as most important to
reduce by half, (Mean Rating 8.3) followed by the Frequency of Sustained Interruptions
(Mean Rating 8.1). The Mean Importance rating for reducing by half the number of
momentary interruptions was slightly less (7.4).

Table 8: Respondent Ratings of the Importance of Reducing Frequency and
Duration of Sustained Interruptions and Number of Momenmtary Interruptions
Ona 1 to 10 scale where 1 is Not at all important and 10 is Very Important

Importance of Reducing:

Frequency of | Duration of Number of
Sustained Sustained Momentary
Interruptions | Interruptions | Interruptions
1 Not at all Important 2% 1% 6%
2 2% 1% 2%
3 1% 2% 3%
4 2% 1% 2%
5 13% 12% 15%
6 4% 3% 5%
I 9% 7% 8%
8 14% 15% 14%
9 6% 9% 5%
10 Very Important 47% 48% 40%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Mean Importance Rating 8.1 8.3 7.4
Median Importance Rating 9 9 8
Sample Size 389 394 393
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F. Loss Estimates as a Result of Power Outages in Last 12 Months

Respondents who indicated they had suffered a sustained power outage in the last 12
months were asked:

Would you say that you have suffered losses as a result of power outages you have
experienced in the last 12 months? Examples of losses might be the cost of spoiled
food and damaged electrical appliances.

A substantial minority (39%) of those who had experienced a power interruption in the
last 12 months indicated they had suffered losses as a result, (Table 9). This represented
23% of the total business sample.

Table 9: Suffered Losses from Sustained Power Outages This
Last 12 Months?

As
Percent
of Those
Having a As
Sustained | Percent
Power | of Total
Respondents| Outage | Sample

Have Losses from Power Outage?
Yes 92( 39% 23%
No 141 61% 35%
Number with Power Outage 233 100% 58%
Number without Power Outage 167 42%
Total Sample 400 100%

. Table 10: Dollar Value of Losses from Power = Those who indicated they suffered losses
Outages in Last 12 months were asked: Please estimate the dollar value

Respondents| Percent | ofJngses you have suffered as a result of
Under $500 23 29% power outages in the last 12 months.
$500 to $700 9 11%
sz)z%(t)otf;ggg > i: :2:2 Of the 79 who could provide an es.timate of
$2.600 To $5.000 5 % dollar loss, (out of the 92 who indicated they
$8.000 o $13.400 5 % had a dollar loss), 60% had dollar losses of a
$20.000 1 1% $1,000 or less. A few participants indicated
$40,000 1 1% much more substantial losses with one
$62,000 1 1% participant estimating a $62,000 loss and
$100,000 1 1% another $100,000.
Total 79 100%
Mean Dollar Losses $4,649
Median Dollar Losses $1,000

Asked of those who indicated they had dollar losses
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COSTA MESA, Calif.: 13 July 2016 — Although customer-reported manthly electric bills have fallen
tnjaﬁlo ﬁw 10 years and overall satisfaction is on the rise, electric utility prg -~
continue to struggle to match other industries in customer satisfaction, according toth_ _._.

Power 2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study,SM released today.

The study, now in its 18th year, measures customer satisfaction with electric utility companies by
examining six factors: power quality & reliahility; price; billing & payment; corporate citizenship;
communications; and customer service. Satisfaction is calculated on a 1,000-point scale.

Overall satisfaction has improved for the fourth consecutive year, averaging 680, up by 12 points
from 2015. However, the industry continues to trail far behind many of the other industries J.D.
Power tracks, including auto insurance [averaging 811 in 2016], retail banking (793), and airline
(726).[1] In fact, only 11 of the 137 utility brands included the study outperform the airline
industry average.

“The lesson that utilities can learn from other high-performing service providers is that to excel
you need a culture that puts customers and employees first,” said John Hazen, senior director of
the utility practice at J.D. Power. “And because customer expectations continue to increase, you
need to have a mindset of continuous improvement to keep up.”

Following are some of the key findings of the study:

e Average monthly bill: Customer-reported monthly electric bills are the lowest in 10 years,
averaging $129 in 2016, down from $132 in 2015. Satisfaction in the price factor improves
the most this year, increasing by 16 paoints from 2015.

e Satisfaction by state: Satisfaction is highest among customers in Georgia, Alabama and
Oregon, and lowest in West Virginia, Connecticut and New Hampshire.

e Power reliability: The average frequency of brief pawer interruptions (outages of 5 minutes or
less) reported by customers has continued to decline since 2010. Further, 41% of customers
experience “perfect power,” or no brief or lang interruptions, up from 37% in 2010. While
lengthy interruptions have remained fairly constant, the length of the longest outage has
fallen to an average of 6.4 hours in 2016 from 7.0 hours in 2015.

The study finds that utilities are improving in terms of infarming customers about scheduled utility
work, with 73% of customers indicating they were notified ahead of time, up from 71% in 2015.
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However, only 40% of customers say they were informed about an outage this year, down from 42%

"¥ 3. POWER

“It's hard to averstate how impartant consistent and proactive communications are to alleviate
the frustration customers feel when they experience any kind of power interruption,” said Hazen.
“People rely so heavily on electric power, which is why providers are under such intense scrutiny
when something goes wrong. Improving the accuracy and the amount of outage information
provided to customers requires an investment by providers, but it’s one with measurable benefits.”

Study Rankings

The Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study ranks midsize and large utility
companies in four geographic regions: East, Midwest, South and West. Companies in the midsize
utility segment serve between 100,000 and 499,999 residential custamers, while companies in the
large utility segment serve 500,000 or mare residential customers. For the first time, the study
also includes a new segment that includes brands serving cooperative residential customers,
which were previously included in regional segments.

East Region

PPL Electric Utilities ranks highest amang large utilities in the East region for a fifth consecutive
year, with a score of 705. PSE&G [690] ranks second, follawed by BGE (680], PECO (675] and Con
Edison [672).

Among midsize utilities in the East region, Green Mountain Power ranks highest with a score of
681. Following in the rankings are Met-Ed (672], Delmarva Power and Rochester Gas & Electric in a
tie [670 each), and Penn Power [664].

Midwest Region

MidAmerican Energy ranks highest in the large utility segment in the Midwest region for a ninth
consecutive year, with a score of 713. DTE Energy (703] ranks second, followed by Xcel-Energy
Midwest [692]) and Alliant Energy and We Energies in a tie (687 each].
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Kentucky Utilities ranks highest in the midsize segment in the Midwest region with a score of 712.
\q ﬁq@ﬁglmes are Otter Tail Power Company (703), Omaha Public Power Di~*-~*
ouisvill Electric (696] and Lincoln Electric System (694].
South Region

Florida Power & Light (FPL] ranks highest in the large utility segment in the South region with a
score of 724. Following in the rankings are Alabama Power [721), Georgia Power [712], 0GGE [711]
and CPS Energy and Entergy Arkansas in a tie (707 each)].

EPB ranks highest in the midsize utility segment in the South region with a score of 737. Following
EPB are Entergy Texas [715], Entergy Mississippi (714] and Gulf Power (711].

West Region

Salt River Project (SRP] ranks highest in the large utility segment in the West region for a 15t
consecutive year, with a score of 730. SMUD (719] ranks second, followed by Portland General
Electric (710), Pacific Power [698] and APS [691].

Clark Public Utilities ranks highest in the midsize utility segment in the West region for a ninth
consecutive year, with a score of 743. Colorado Springs Utilities ranks second [712]), followed by
Idaho Power [704] and Imperial Irrigation District and Seattle City Light in a tie (699 each).

Cooperatives Segment

SECO Energy ranks highest in the newly designated cooperatives segment with a score of 7689.
Following SECO Energy are Jackson EMC (763), NOVEC (748], Sawnee EMC (741] and Walton EMC
(740].

The 2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study is based on responses from
101,138 online interviews conducted July 2015 through May 2016 among residential customers of
137 electric utility hrands across the United States, which collectively represent more than 97.7
million households.
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For more information about the 2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study, visit
http 7 WWWJ ower com/resource/us electric-utility-residential-customer-satisfactior. ____,.
Media Relatlons Contacts

John Tews; Troy, Mich.; 248-680-6218; media.relations@jdpa.com

About J.D. Power and Advertising/Promotional Rules www.jdpower.com/about-us/press-release-
info

[1] Sources: J.0. Power 2016 U.S. Auto Insurance StudySM; J.D. Power 2016 U.S. Retail Banking
Satisfaction StudySM; and J.D. Power 2016 North America Airline Satisfaction StudySM
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J.D. POWER J.D. Power

2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuay

East Region: Large Segment
Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking

(Based an a 1,000-point scale}

PPL Electric Utilities

PSE&G

BGE

PECO

Con Edison

West Penn Power

Pepco

East Large Segment Average
Central Maine Power
Penelec

Jersey Central Power & Light
Duguesne Light

Mational Grid

NYSEG

Eversource Energy
Appalachian Power

PSEG Lang Island

Charts and graphs extracted from this press refease for use by the media must be gecompaniad by a statement identifying
1.0. Power as the publisher and the stuwdy from which it ariginated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not recgssarily an statistical significance. No advertising or other gpromational use can be made of the information in this
refease ar 0. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of 1.0, Power.
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J.D. POWER J.D. Power

2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuay

East Region: Midsize Segment
Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking

{Based on a 1,000-point scale}

500 550 620 652 730 75
Green Mountain Power 681
Met-Ed 672
Delmarva Power 670
Rochester Gas & Electric 670
Penn Power 664
East Midsize Segment Average 653
Potomac Edison 646
Atlantic City Electric 645
United llluminating 637
Central Hudson Gas & Electric 636
Moh Pawer 631
Emera Maine 626
Orange & Rockland 624

Source: S.0. Pawer 2016 Electric Utliity Residentiol Customer Satisfaction Eru?y“_

Charts and graphs extrocted from this press release for use by the media must be gecompanied by a statement identifying
1.0. Power as the publisher and the study from which it ariginated as the saurce. Rankings are based on numerical scares,
and nat necessarify on statistical significance. Na advertising or ather promational use can be made of the information in this

relegse orJ.D. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of £ 0. Power.
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J.D. POWER J.D. Power

2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuay

Midwest Region: Large Segment
Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking

(Based on a 1,000-paint scale}

540 550 H 650 702 750

! i L L

MidAmerican Energy 713
DTE Energy 703
Xcel Energy-Midwest 692
Alliant Energy 687

We Energies 687

Duke Energy-Midwest 679

Ohio Edison 679

Indiana Michigan Power 678

KCP&L 678

Midwest Large Segment Average 678

Consumers Energy 677

|

ComEd 671
Ameren Missouri 669
Ameren lllinocis 665
AEP Ohio 654
Waestar Energy 653

The Hiuminating Company 644

Source: LD, Power 2016 Electric Utility Besidential Customer Satisfaction StudyY

Charts ana graphs extracted from this press relegse for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
1.0. Poweras the putlisher and the study from which it ariginated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scares,
and nat hecessarify on statistical significance. Na advertising or ather promotional use can be made of the information in this
refease ord 0. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of £.D. Power.
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J.D. POWER J.D. Power

2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuay

Midwest Region: Midsize Segment
Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking

(Based on a 1,000-point scale)

500 554 630 a5d 730 750

Kentucky Utilities

Otter Tail Power Company
Omaha Public Power District
Louisville Gas & Electric
Lincaln Electric System
Indianapolis Power & Light
Wisconsin Public Service
Minnesota Power

Dayton Power & Light

Midwest Midsize Segment Average

Madison Gas & Electric

Toledo Edison 648

NIPSCO 645
Empire District Electric 643
Kentucky Power 640
Vectren 640

Source: 1.D. Power 2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuays™ )

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
1.D. Power as the pubiisher and the study from whick it arigingted as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessarify an statistical significance. No advertising or other promational use con be made of the information in this
refease or £.0. Power survey resulits without the express prior written consent of 1.0, Power.

hitp:/iwww.jdpower.com/press-releases/jd-power-2016-electric-utility-residential-customer-satisfaction-study

9/16



11/18/2016 J.D. Power 2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study | J.D. Power

J.D. POWER J.D. Power
2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuay

South Region: Large Segment
Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking

(Based on o 1,000-point scole}

500 550 634 G50 TG 750
FPL 724
Alabama Power 721
Georgia Power 712
OG&E 711
CPS Energy 707
Entergy Arkansas 707
[
Dominion Virginia Power 706
Entergy Louisiana 703
South Large Segment Average | 700

South Carolina Electric & Gas 688
Duke Energy Progress 630

Duke Energy Carolinas 669
Tampa Electric 666
Duke Energy Florida 654

|

Source: 1.D. Power 2016 Fiectric Uti n'ry' Residential Custom erSathfacriBn Srugyy o

Charts and graphs extrocted from this press refease for use by the media must be gecompanied by a statement identifying
1.0 Power gs the publisher and the study from which jt originated as the sawrce. Rankings are based an numerical scares,
and nat necessarify an statistical significance. No advertising or other pramational wse can be made of the information i this
reiease or £.0. Power survey results without the €xpress prior written consent of 1.0. Power.
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J.D. POWER

J.D. Power
2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuay -

Soutl; Region: Midsize Segment

Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking

(Based an a 1,00G-paint scale}
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Source: ). Power 2016 Efectric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study™

Charts ana graphs extracted from this press reigase for use by the media must be geccompanied by o statement identifying
1.0 Power as the publisher and the study from which It ariginated gs the saurce. Rankings are based an numerical scares,
and nat necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or ather promational use con be made of the information in this

rejease or fL.0. Power sUrvey resuits without the express prior written consent af 1.0, Power.
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J.D. POWER J.D. Power

2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuay-

West Region: Large Segment
Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking

{Based on o 1,000-point scale)

W] 553 600 ad 7040 750
SRP 730
SMUD 719
Portland General Electric 710
Pacific Power 698

NV Energy 687
Woest Large Segment Average 684
Pacific Gas and Electric 682
Southern California Edison 682

Rocky Mountain Power 678

Xcel Energy-West
Puget Sound Energy 671
San Diego Gas & Electric 670

L. A. Dept. of Water & Power 659

Wl

' Source; L0 Power 2016 Eiectric Utiiity Residentiol Custom: er_Sari_sfacn'on_St;dy“_‘ -

Charts and graphs extracted from this press refease for use by the media must be gecompanied by @ statement identifying
1.0 Power as the publisher and the study from which it originated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and nat necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or ather pramational use can be mode of the infarmation in this
relegse or .0 Power survey resufts without the express prior written cansent af f.0. Pawer.
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J.D. POWER J.D. Power
2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuay

West Region: Midsize Segment
Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking

(Based on o 1,000-paint scole)

5440 550 o] BS{ F040 750

1 1 1 ] i i

Clark Public Utilities

Colorado Springs Utilities

Idaho Power

Imperial Irrigation District
Seattle City Light

Tacoma Power

West Midsize Segment Average
Tucson Electric Power

NorthWestern Energy

Avista 676
Montana-Dakota Utilities 674
BNM 667
Snohomish County PUD 667
El Paso Electric 653

Source: 1.D. Power 2016 Electric U rﬁ—ryﬁes:’dengéj'_ﬁﬁsrgm er satisfaction Study™

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identfiing
1.0 Power as the publisher and the study from which it ariginated as the saource. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessariiy on statisticgl significance. No gdvertising or other pramaoational use can be made af the infarmation in this
refeqse ar L0 Pawer survey resuits without the express prigr written cansent of £.D. Ppwer.
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J.D. POWER J.D. Power

2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuay

Cooperatives Segment
Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking

{Bosed an o 1,000-point scole}

509 559 602 G5 7090 Fa 300

SECO Energy

Jackson EMC

NOVEC

Sawnee EMC

Walton EMC

Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative
Cobb EMC

CoServ

Great Lakes Energy 720

Pedernales Electric

Cooperatives Segment Average

GreyStone Power 715
Rappahannock Electric Cooperative 714
EnergyUnited 712
Clay Electric Cooperative 705
South Central Power 701
Middle Tennessee EMC 695
Connexus Energy 694

Intermountain Rural Electric Assoc.

Lee County Electric Cooperative

Withlacoochee River Electric Cooperative

Sgurce: LD Power 2018 Electric Utifity Residentiol Custamer Satis faction Studpss

Charts and graphs extracted from this press reisass for use by the medig must be accompanied by g statement igsniifying
1.0 Poweras the pubiisher and the study from which It griginatsd as the source. Rankings are Aased an Numerical scores,
ang nat necessarify on statistical significance. Na aduvertising or gther pramsotisnal use can be made of the informatian in this
refease or L0 Power survey reswits without the exprass prior writien cansent of .0, Powsr.
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J.D. Power Ratings
J.D. POWER

For additional J.D. Power ratings data, please visit www.jdpower.com/cars and
www.jdpower.com/ratings.

Media Contacts:

John Tews

Troy, Michigan

(248) 680-6218
media.relations@jdpa.com

J.D. POWERIZ:  ecescor

Find Car Ratings and Reviews from
J.D. Power—your trusted source
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J.0. POWER W

Beyond Measure.

Legal Notices Privacy & Cookie Notices Terms of Use
©2016 J.0. Power and Associates. All Rights Reserved. J.D. Power is a member of CASRO and subscribes to the Code of Standards and Ethics
for Survey Research.
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