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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

 2 

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

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

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

Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) as a Senior Utility Consumer Policy Analyst. 6 

 7 

Q2. PLEASE BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATION AND 8 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE. 9 

A2. I am a 1994 graduate of Webster University, in St. Louis, Missouri, with a Master 10 

of Business Administration, and a 1978 graduate of Franklin University, in 11 

Columbus, Ohio, with a Bachelor of Science, Engineering Technology.  My 12 

professional experience includes a career in the United States Air Force and over 13 

20 years of utility regulatory experience with the OCC. 14 

 15 

Initially, I served as a compliance specialist with the OCC and my duties included 16 

the development of compliance programs for electric, natural gas, and water 17 

industries.  Later, I was designated to manage all of the agency’s specialists who 18 

were developing compliance programs in each of the utility industries.  My role 19 

evolved into the management of OCC’s consumer hotline, the direct service 20 

provided to consumers to resolve complaints and inquiries that involved Ohio 21 

utilities.  More recently, following a stint as a Consumer Protection Research 22 

Analyst, I was promoted to a Senior Utility Consumer Policy Analyst.  In this 23 
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role, I am responsible for developing and recommending policy positions on 1 

utility issues that affect residential consumers. 2 

 3 

I have been directly involved in the development of comments in various 4 

rulemaking proceedings at the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”) 5 

and the Ohio Development Services Agency.  Those comments included 6 

advocacy for consumer protections, affordability of utility rates, service quality 7 

and the provision of reasonable access to essential utility services for residential 8 

consumers.  I have assisted in the development of OCC policies and positions in a 9 

number of proceedings involving the Ohio Electric Service and Safety Standards 10 

Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10,1 distribution system reliability standards,2 and the 11 

provision of utility services and consumer protections for residential consumers, 12 

including low-income Ohioans. 13 

 14 

Q3. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY OR TESTIFIED 15 

BEFORE THE PUCO? 16 

A3. Yes.  The cases that I have submitted testimony and/or have testified before the 17 

PUCO can be found in Attachment JDW-1.  18 

                                                 
1 In the Matter of the Commission’s Review of Chapter 4901:1-10, Ohio Administrative Code, Regarding 

Electric Companies., Case No. 12-2050-EL-ORD.  In the Matter of the Commission's Review of Chapters 

4901:1-9, 4901:1-10, 4901:1-21, 4901:1-22, 4901:1-23, 4901:1-24, and 4901:1-25 of the Ohio 

Administrative Code, Case No. 06-653-EL-ORD. 

2 Including AEP Ohio reliability standard cases (In the Matter of the Application of the Establishment of 

4901:1-10-10(B) Minimum Reliability Performance Standards for Ohio Power Company, Case No. 16-
1511-EL-ESS; In the Matter of the Establishment of 4901:1-10-10(B) Minimum Reliability Performance 

Standards for Ohio Power Company, Case No. 12-1945-EL-ESS; In the Matter of the Establishment of 

4901:1-10-10(B) Minimum Reliability Performance Standards for Columbus Southern Power Company 

and Ohio Power Company, Case No. 09-756-EL-ESS). 
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II. PURPOSE OF MY TESTIMONY 1 

 2 

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

PROCEEDING? 4 

A4. The purpose of my testimony is to address certain consumer issues related 5 

to: AEP Ohio’s proposed continuation and expansion of the Distribution 6 

Investment Rider (“DIR”) and the Enhanced Service Reliability Rider 7 

(“ESRR”); parts of the proposed Distribution Technology Rider (“DTR”), 8 

including AEP Ohio’s proposed replacement of the internal AEP Ohio 9 

communications system and security upgrades for AEP Ohio distribution 10 

substations; and how the endless addition of new and expanded riders on 11 

AEP Ohio’s electric bills contributes to a lack of affordability of electric 12 

service for many Ohioans. 13 

 14 

Q5. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS. 15 

A5. I recommend that the PUCO not approve the continuation and expansion 16 

of the DIR and ESRR riders.  Both riders are driving up the cost of 17 

consumers' monthly electric bills and are contributing to the overall 18 

unaffordability of AEP Ohio’s electric service.  Furthermore, neither rider 19 

provides reliability benefits to consumers, the premise that AEP relied 20 

upon when seeking the riders.  AEP Ohio’s reliability is getting worse, not 21 

better, since the implementation of these riders.  In fact, the Utility made a 22 

recent filing seeking to make the electric performance standards it must 23 
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meet less stringent, thereby making it acceptable for customers to 1 

experience more frequent outages and outages of longer duration.3 2 

 3 

I also recommend that the PUCO not approve separate customer funding 4 

for AEP Ohio’s internal communications system and the substation 5 

security upgrades that it seeks in the newly proposed DTR.4  AEP Ohio is 6 

obligated to provide safe and reliable service for its customers and this 7 

obligation should in no way be contingent upon PUCO approval of the 8 

DTR rider.  The incorporation of these two projects in particular are 9 

troublesome because they indicate that AEP Ohio is unwilling to make 10 

even basic investments in its distribution system unless expedited cost 11 

collection from customers is guaranteed.  This is not how utility regulation 12 

in Ohio is intended to function. 13 

 14 

As utilities have done for decades, AEP Ohio can make any investment in 15 

its distribution system that it deems necessary including installing new 16 

communication systems or additional security measures at its distribution 17 

facilities.  Collecting the costs of these investments from customers should 18 

not occur until after AEP Ohio demonstrates that its costs were prudently 19 

incurred and that the investments are used and useful in providing 20 

                                                 
3 In the Matter of the Establishment of 4901: 1-10-10(B) Minimum Reliability Performance Standards for 

Ohio Power Company, Case No 16-1511-EL-ESS, Application (June 30, 2016). 

4 I defer to the recommendations contained in OCC Witness Alexander’s testimony concerning other 
projects that AEP Ohio included for separate customer funding in the proposed DTR. 
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distribution service to consumers through the traditional ratemaking 1 

process. 2 

 3 

III. AFFORDABILITY 4 

 5 

Q6. WHY IS IT NECESSARY FOR THE PUCO TO PROTECT AEP OHIO 6 

CUSTOMERS FROM THE COSTLY INCREASES THAT AEP OHIO 7 

PROPOSES? 8 

A6. Quite frankly, AEP Ohio is doing nothing to moderate the impact of the 9 

unreasonable and significant costs on customers through this ESP 10 

extension.  Just a few examples of separate charges that will be funded by 11 

customers making electric bills more unaffordable include:  the $207.50 12 

million DTR (over four years);5 the $225 million annually (or $1.35 13 

billion over the term of the ESP extension) DIR;6 and the $223.6 million 14 

that AEP Ohio proposes to collect between 2018 and 2024 through the 15 

ESRR.7 16 

 17 

AEP Ohio has the highest electric rates in the state.  According to the most 18 

recent Ohio Utility Rate Survey,8 AEP Ohio customers in the Ohio Power 19 

rate zone pay $9.03 per month more than the average bill for customers 20 

                                                 
5 Direct Testimony of AEP Ohio Witness Scott Osterholt (November 23, 2016 at 6). 

6 Direct Testimony of AEP Ohio Witness Selwyn Dias (November 23, 2016 at 14). 

7 Id. at 17. 

8 Ohio Utility Rate Survey, February 1, 2017.  (Attached herein as Attachment JDW-2.) 
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served by other Ohio electric utilities.  AEP Ohio customers in the 1 

Columbus Southern Power rate zone pay $2.67 per month more than the 2 

average bill for customers served by other Ohio electric utilities.  These 3 

facts make it difficult for the PUCO to carry out state policy of assuring 4 

customers are provided reasonably priced retail electric service9 and 5 

protecting at-risk populations.10 6 

 7 

Customers of AEP Ohio also pay electric bills that are significantly higher 8 

than any of the other AEP companies.11  Figure 1 provides a comparison 9 

of typical bills for AEP customers in different states.  As shown AEP Ohio 10 

customers are paying between $19.87 and $52.25 more for electric service 11 

than customers in other states where AEP provides service. 12 

                                                 
9 Ohio Revised Code 4928.02(A). 

10 Id. 4928.02(L). 

11 https://www.aep.com/investors/eventspresentationsandwebcasts/documents/2016EEI_FactBookv2.pdf  
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 1 

 2 

Q7. ARE HIGH NUMBERS OF DISCONNECTIONS FOR NON-PAYMENT AN 3 

INDICATOR OF UNAFFORDABLE AEP OHIO ELECTRIC BILLS? 4 

A7. Yes.  Between June 1, 2015 and May 31, 2016, AEP Ohio disconnected 5 

135,872 residential customers for non-payment.12  This represents 6 

approximately 10.5 percent of all AEP Ohio customers.  This high 7 

percentage of disconnected customers is strong evidence that customers 8 

are not receiving reasonably priced retail electric service from AEP Ohio.  9 

During this same period, AEP Ohio issued over 2.1 million disconnection 10 

notices providing additional evidence that large numbers of AEP Ohio 11 

                                                 
12 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by 4933.123 

Ohio Revised Code. Case No 16-1224-GE-UNC, Ohio Power Company’s Notice of Filing Service 
Disconnection For Non-Payment Report, (June 30, 2016).  (Attached herein as Attachment JDW-3.) 
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customers struggle to pay their electric bill.13  These numbers leave little 1 

doubt that many AEP Ohio residential customers including at-risk 2 

customers are not being protected. 3 

 4 

Q8. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT AEP OHIO CONSIDERED THE SIGNIFICANT 5 

POVERTY IN ITS SERVICE TERRITORY WHEN IT PROPOSED 6 

CONTINUATION OF ITS ESP? 7 

A8. No.  Residential consumers in the AEP Ohio service territory live within 8 

some of the highest poverty areas in Ohio.  For example, AEP Ohio serves 9 

customers in Athens County where the poverty rate is 33 percent.14  AEP 10 

Ohio serves customers in at least nine other counties including Adams, 11 

Gallia, Highland, Jackson, Morgan, Pike, Scioto, and Vinton where the 12 

poverty rate exceeds 20 percent.15  And AEP Ohio serves customers in 13 

many other counties where the poverty rate well exceeds the statewide 14 

poverty level of 15.8 percent.16  Despite this severe poverty, AEP Ohio 15 

used its ESP to propose various and new ways to collect more money from 16 

its customers. 17 

 18 

Residential consumers can also be harmed by proposed changes in the rate 19 

design.  While AEP Ohio claims that the changes will lower the electric 20 

                                                 
13 Id. 

14 Ohio Poverty Report, at page 14 (February 2017). 

15 Id. 

16 Id. 
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bills for PIPP customers who use slightly more energy than 1,030 kWh per 1 

month on average,17 the change will likely increase the electric bill for 2 

other low-income customers who use less than 1,030 kWh per month.  3 

Average residential customer usage for Ohio Power customers was 925 4 

kWh in 2015.18  Therefore, many residential customers including low-5 

income customers will experience higher bills because of changes in the 6 

rate design.  OCC witness Fortney addresses the proposed rate design 7 

changes in more detail. 8 

 9 

Q9. ARE THERE HEALTH AND SAFETY CONCERNS FOR AEP OHIO’S 10 

CUSTOMERS RESULTING FROM THE PROPOSED CONTINUATION OF 11 

ITS ESP? 12 

A9. Yes.  It appears that AEP Ohio is not focused on the large number of 13 

Ohioans who do not have secure access to enough food.  In a recent study, 14 

Ohio ranked 46 in the nation with 45 states having a lower percentage of 15 

households living without reliable daily access to enough food.19  16 

Furthermore, 17 percent of Ohioans were living in food insecure 17 

households.  Almost 25 percent were children and 17 percent were 18 

seniors. 19 

                                                 
17 Direct Testimony of AEP Ohio Witness Moore (November 23, 2016 at 13). 

18 FERC Financial Report, FERC Form 1, 2015/Q4 (page 304). 

19 Guide to Evidence-Based Prevention:  State Policy options to increase food security and access to 
healthy food, September 2016.  (Attached herein as Attachment JDW-4.) 
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Specific to AEP Ohio’s service territory, Athens County has a food 1 

insecurity rate of 19.8 percent.20  Adams County has a food insecurity 2 

level of 18.1 percent.21  Scioto County has a food insecurity rate of 18.2 3 

percent.22  And the food insecurity rates are hardly better in many other 4 

counties served by AEP Ohio. 5 

 6 

Yet, despite the fact that so many of AEP Ohio’s consumers are lacking in 7 

the most basic of life sustaining needs, the Utility has now proposed to 8 

impose more costly and unreasonable charges on the very Ohioans that 9 

struggle day to day to feed themselves and their families. 10 

 11 

Q10. SHOULD AEP OHIO’S PROPOSAL BE CONSIDERED IN LIGHT OF 12 

POTENTIAL REDUCTIONS IN THE AVAILABILITY OF FEDERAL LOW-13 

INCOME BILL PAYMENT ASSISTANCE THAT COULD OCCUR IN ITS 14 

SERVICE TERRITORY? 15 

A10. Yes.  There are proposals to eliminate funding for the Low Income Home Energy 16 

Assistance Program (LIHEAP).23  LIHEAP provides bill payment assistance 17 

funding for literally hundreds of thousands of low-income Ohioans.  While there 18 

                                                 
20 Map the Meal Gap 2016.  Feeding America. (Attached herein as Attachment JDW-5.)  
http://www.feedingamerica.org/hunger-in-america/our-research/map-the-meal-gap/data-by-county-in-each-
state.html?referrer=https://www.google.com/. 

21 Id. 

22 Id. 

23 https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/omb/budget/fy2018/2018_blueprint.pdf (at page 
22). 
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are several factors that influence the amount of assistance customers receive, an 1 

average benefit in 2015 was $274.24  LIHEAP also funds a winter and summer 2 

crisis program where customers who are facing disconnection can obtain 3 

emergency assistance.  During a recent year, the average winter crisis benefits 4 

were approximately $316.25 5 

 6 

If the LIHEAP funding is eliminated in the current federal proposed budget that 7 

congress is considering, there are several potential impacts on residential 8 

customers.  First, many low-income customers will no longer have access to bill 9 

payment assistance funds to help manage their annual utility charges.  The result 10 

could be more low-income customers having to enroll in the Percentage of 11 

Income Payment Plan (“PIPP”).  This net impact would be increases in the AEP 12 

Ohio Universal Service Fund (“USF”) rider that increases all customer bills.  13 

Additional impacts could occur through increases in the AEP Ohio uncollectable 14 

riders.  Yet, AEP Ohio is ignoring this at-risk population by proposing additional 15 

unwarranted and unnecessary charges that drive up the cost of electric bills.  16 

There are very few programs available to assist at-risk customers with bill 17 

payment assistance.  18 

                                                 
24 https://development.ohio.gov/files/is/2015%20State%20Plan%20Final%20to%20Leah%20102214.pdf 
(Appendix D). 

25 Id. 
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Q11. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THE LARGE NUMBER OF EXISTING AND 1 

NEWLY PROPOSED RIDERS ON AEP OHIO CUSTOMER BILLS ARE 2 

CONTRIBUTING TO AEP CUSTOMERS BEING UNABLE TO AFFORD 3 

RETAIL ELECTRIC SERVICE? 4 

A11. Yes.  There can be no doubt that the large number of riders are contributing to 5 

unaffordable electric service.  There are currently 25 various riders on AEP Ohio 6 

customer bills26 and many result in automatic and routine increases in customer 7 

bills.  For example, the DIR rider adjusts quarterly and the ESRR adjusts 8 

annually.  AEP Ohio has even proposed increases in both riders and an on-going 9 

automatic 2.5 percent annual increase in the ESRR rider during the term of the 10 

continued ESP.27  Even with all of these existing riders that increase customer 11 

bills, AEP Ohio has unreasonably proposed yet another new charge on customer 12 

bills in the form of the DTR.28  OCC Witnesses Alexander and Duann address the 13 

many flaws in this rider. 14 

 15 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the median household income in Ohio is 16 

$49,429 (in 2015 dollars) well below the national average.29  In addition, the Ohio 17 

median household income has steadily declined below the national average since 18 

at least 2005.  Despite the on-going financial despair of many of its customers and 19 

the declining median household income, AEP Ohio seeks annual increases in 20 

                                                 
26 Ohio Power Company Tariff, 13th Revised Sheet No. 101-3D. 

27 Dias Direct Testimony at 14. 

28 Osterholt Direct Testimony at 6. 

29 https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045216/39. 
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revenues through the seemingly endless array of riders and rider increase requests.  1 

Wholesale energy prices have decreased and customers should finally be realizing 2 

price reductions in their retail electric bill.  Yet AEP Ohio is proposing to increase 3 

customers' bills by collecting money from customers for projects that provide 4 

little if any benefit to customers.  The PUCO should reject such requests. 5 

 6 

Q12. CAN YOU PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE OF HOW RIDERS BENEFIT AEP 7 

OHIO TO THE DETRIMENT OF CUSTOMERS? 8 

A12. Sure.  I will use the DIR rider as an example.  In the AEP Ohio response to OCC 9 

INT-1-247 (attached herein as Attachment JDW-6), AEP Ohio claims that 10 

customers benefit from DIR because of the avoidance of regulatory lag and rate 11 

case expenses.  But the rate case process provides for a level of regulatory 12 

oversight and comprehensive financial review that does not take place in rider 13 

cases.  In a rate case, all revenues and expenses are examined and rates are based 14 

upon a more holistic and comprehensive review of the Utility financial records as 15 

opposed to just a few select line items.  There is a level of scrutiny in determining 16 

that expenses were prudently incurred and that investments are used and useful to 17 

providing distribution service to consumers before customers are asked to pay for 18 

the return on and of investments.  To the extent that infrastructure investments 19 

result in lower maintenance costs, these reduced costs should be flowed through 20 

to customers in the setting of just and reasonable rates.  21 
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On the other hand, single issue riders like DIR just accelerate the collection of 1 

expenses from customers without considering the impact that the investments 2 

made to supposedly improve the distribution system may have on reducing 3 

expenses.  Furthermore, there is no assurance that the investments AEP Ohio 4 

collects from customers through the DIR are used and useful or the costs were 5 

prudently incurred.  According to the AEP Ohio response to OCC RFA 1-067 6 

(attached herein as Attachment JDW-7), AEP Ohio admits there are no 7 

requirements in the DIR for cost benefit analysis.  The rate case expense could be 8 

minimal compared to the greater benefits customers could realize in the form of 9 

lower rates when both revenues and expenses are examined contemporaneously in 10 

a distribution rate case. 11 

 12 

AEP Ohio also claims that customers benefit from paying for capital investments 13 

through the DIR rather than base distribution rates because the distribution system 14 

is able to provide greater reliability to customers in a more proactive manner.30  15 

But there is little incentive for the utility to make prudent investment decisions 16 

when the collection of costs from customers is all but guaranteed.  Furthermore, 17 

there is no assurance that the investment related costs AEP Ohio collects from 18 

customers through the DIR are used and useful.  According to the AEP Ohio 19 

response to OCC RFA 1-067 (attached herein as Attachment JDW-7), AEP Ohio 20 

admits there are no requirements in the DIR for cost benefit analysis. 21 

                                                 
30 Attachment JDW-6. 
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As I explain later in this testimony, AEP Ohio customers are not getting better 1 

reliability despite the fact that customers have been paying for the DIR separately 2 

on their bill for almost five years.  And the avoidance of regulatory lag is not 3 

benefitting customers.  It means that customers pay for investment sooner than 4 

otherwise.  In fact, a regulatory lag that includes a base rate case would more 5 

likely benefit consumers.  That is the extra money AEP Ohio is collecting from 6 

customers through all of the riders sooner is ultimately more of a benefit to AEP 7 

Ohio and AEP shareholders than its monopoly customers.  According to the most 8 

recent AEP data, the additional revenues AEP Ohio is collecting through the 9 

riders are likely contributing to AEP Ohio having a higher return on equity than 10 

any other sister AEP Utility.31  Attached in Figure 2 is a comparison of the AEP 11 

Ohio return on equity compared to AEP companies in other states.  But this is 12 

coming at much too high a price to Ohio consumers.  13 

                                                 
31 https://www.aep.com/investors/eventspresentationsandwebcasts/documents/2016EEI_FactBookv2.pdf. 
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Figure 2:  AEP Ohio ROE Compared to other AEP Utilities 1 

 2 

Q13. IN CONSIDERING REASONABLY PRICED RETAIL ELECTRIC SERVICE, 3 

ARE THERE OTHER CHARGES THAT CUSTOMERS WILL BE 4 

REQUIRED TO PAY SEPARATELY THROUGH RIDERS THAT WERE 5 

NOT INCLUDED IN THE ESP BILL IMPACT ASSESSMENTS? 6 

A13. Yes.  AEP Ohio Witness David Gill provided bill impacts based on 7 

November 2016 total bills.32  One example that I’m aware of is the 8 

gridSMART Phase II program that was recently approved by the PUCO in 9 

February 2017.33  This one program is estimated to cost $516 million and 10 

                                                 
32 Direct Testimony of AEP Ohio Witness David Gill (November 23, 2016 at Exhibit DRG-7). 

33 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 (Opinion and Order February 
1, 2017). 
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will be paid for separately by customers through a rider on the bill for at 1 

least the next seven years.34  And AEP Ohio can initiate a gridSMART 2 

Phase III program at any time.35 3 

 4 

IV. SPECIFIC ISSUES 5 

 6 

A. DISTRIBUTION INVESTMENT RIDER (DIR) 7 

 8 

Q14. CAN YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROPOSED CONTINUATION OF 9 

THE DIR RIDER? 10 

A14. Yes.  The PUCO approved an AEP Ohio proposed DIR as part of the 11 

modified ESP II Case No. 11-346-EL-SSO.  The purpose of the DIR was 12 

to allow AEP to recover capital costs for distribution infrastructure 13 

investments in order to facilitate improved service reliability.  Certain 14 

modifications were proposed by AEP Ohio and were approved in Case 15 

No. 13-2385-EL-SSO and the DIR was continued for the period June 1, 16 

2015 through May 31, 2018.  AEP Ohio is now seeking to modify the DIR 17 

to increase distribution capital investments for the period 2018 through 18 

2024 at an estimated average level of $225 million annually.36 19 

                                                 
34 Id at 24. 

35 Case 13-1939-EL-RDR, Stipulation and Recommendation (April 4, 2016 at 5). 

36 Dias Testimony at 14. 
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Q15. DO YOU HAVE AN OPINION ON AEP OHIO’S PROPOSED 1 

CONTINUATION OF THE DIR? 2 

A15. Yes.  My opinion is that customers should no longer be separately charged 3 

for the DIR rider when the current ESP ends in May 2018.  The DIR is 4 

having little to no impact on AEP Ohio’s reliability.  AEP Ohio has spent 5 

or has plans to spend almost $1.5 billion in distribution investments since 6 

the DIR was initiated.37  Yet AEP Ohio is now proposing reliability 7 

standards that are less stringent and that enable more outages on an 8 

average annual basis and for longer durations of time.38  DIR is expensive 9 

and is driving up the cost of electric bills to customers during a time that 10 

lower energy costs should be reducing electric bills.  My opinion is that 11 

DIR is a drain on customer wallets that is providing little if any real 12 

benefit to consumers and contributes to the overall unreasonably priced 13 

AEP Ohio bills. 14 

 15 

Q16. CAN YOU BRIEFLY DISCUSS THE RELIABILITY OF THE AEP OHIO 16 

DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM? 17 

A16. Yes.  The PUCO rules require each electric utility to establish minimum service 18 

reliability standards including a System Average Interruption Frequency Index 19 

(“SAIFI”) and a Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (“CAIDI”).39  20 

                                                 
37 In the Matter of the Commission’s Review of the Ohio Power Company’s Distribution Investment Rider 

Work Plan for 2017, Case No. 17-0045-EL-UNC, January 6, 2017. 

38 Case No. 16-1511-EL-ESS. 

39 Ohio Admin. Code 4901:1-10-10(B). 
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SAIFI is a measure of the average number of interruptions per customer whereas 1 

CAIDI is the average time to restore service following an interruption.  The 2 

standards do not include outages that are less than five minutes in duration, 3 

outages that occur during major events, and outages caused by transmission 4 

failures.  Table 1 provides a comparison of the AEP Ohio reliability performance 5 

with standards for 2013 through 2016. 6 

 7 

Table 1: AEP Ohio Reliability Standards/ Performance (2013 – 2016)40 8 

Year 
SAIFI 

Standard 
SAIFI 

Performance 

CAIDI 
Standard 
(Minutes) 

CAIDI 
Performance 

(Minutes) 

2013 1.2 1.03 150 140.97 

2014 1.2 1.13 150 146.61 

2015 1.2 1.13 150 139.03 

2016 1.2 1.08 150 143.45 

 9 

As seen in Table 1, while AEP Ohio met the minimum SAIFI performance 10 

standard for each year, the SAIFI performance has consistently been 11 

worse each year since 2013.  Higher numbers mean that the average 12 

number of customer interruptions is increasing.  In addition, the CAIDI 13 

reliability performance has consistently been worse in two of the three 14 

years since 2013.  Higher numbers mean that customers that experience an 15 

outage are waiting longer to have services restored. 16 

                                                 
40 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Ohio Power Company Pursuant to Rule 10 of the Electric Service 

and Safety Standards, Ohio Administrative Code 4901:1-10-10, Case No. 14-0517-EL-ESS, March 31, 
2014.  Case No. 15-627-EL-ESS, March 30, 2015.  Case No. 16-0550-EL-ESS, March 31, 2016.  Case No. 
17-890-EL-ESS, March 31, 2017. 
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Even though reliability has not gotten better, AEP Ohio is collecting from 1 

customers over $750 million between 2013 and 2016 in investments that 2 

should be improving reliability but are not.  In fact, according to the AEP 3 

Ohio response to OCC RFA 1-058 (attached herein as Attachment JDW-4 

8), the Utility has not performed any study or analysis to even understand 5 

the relationship between cost and reliability. 6 

 7 

Q17. WHAT DOES THE DIR CURRENTLY COST CUSTOMERS ON A 8 

MONTHLY BASIS? 9 

A17. The DIR rider is expensive.  Residential customers are currently paying $7.73 per 10 

month for the DIR or almost a hundred dollars per year.  AEP Ohio’s proposal to 11 

continue and expand the DIR will further increase customer bills.  Figure 3 12 

provides a graphic description of the increases that have occurred in the amount 13 

of money that customers are paying for the DIR since 2013.  14 
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Figure 3. 1 

 2 

Source:  https://www.aepohio.com/account/bills/rates/AEPOhioRatesTariffsOH.aspx 3 
April 2017 and OCC Calculations 4 

 5 
 6 
Q18. DOES OHIO LAW REQUIRE CUSTOMER EXPECTATIONS 7 

CONCERNING RELIABILITY TO BE ALIGNED BETWEEN THE 8 

CUSTOMER AND THE UTILITY BEFORE THE PUCO CAN APPROVE 9 

INFRASTRUCTURE MODERNIZATION RIDERS LIKE THE DIR? 10 

A18. Yes.  Ohio Revised Code 4928.143(B)(2)(h) requires the PUCO to examine the 11 

reliability of the electric distribution system to ensure that customer and Utility 12 

expectations for reliability are aligned before approving an infrastructure 13 

modernization rider like the DIR. 14 

1.00

1.50

2.00

2.50

3.00

3.50

4.00

4.50

5.00

5.50

6.00

6.50

7.00

7.50

8.00

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

$
 p

e
r 

1
0

0
0

 k
W

h

AEP
Distribution Investment Rider (DIR)

(April 2013 - April 2017)

OP CSP



Direct Testimony of James D. Williams 

On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 

PUCO Case No. 16-1852-EL-SSO et al. 

 

22 
 

Q19. DO YOU HAVE AN OPINION CONCERNING THE ALIGNMENT OF 1 

CUSTOMER AND AEP OHIO EXPECTATIONS CONCERNING 2 

RELIABILITY? 3 

A19. Yes.  I do not believe that customer and AEP Ohio expectations for reliability are 4 

aligned. 5 

 6 

Q20. PLEASE EXPLAIN 7 

A20. AEP Ohio’s expectations concerning reliability appears to be focused primarily 8 

on increasing the amount of money collected from customers, not on providing 9 

more reliable service to customers.  Customer expectations for reliability are 10 

clearly more cost sensitive than AEP’s and are focused on preventing degradation 11 

in the existing reliability.  According to a AEP Ohio 2015 Service Reliability 12 

Perception Survey (attached herein as Attachment JDW-9),41 the majority of 13 

residential customers prioritized two aspects of their home electric service when 14 

asked as series of questions about options that were most important to them.  15 

These two priorities included:  (1) The cost of electricity (34%); and (2) quickly 16 

restoring power when outages occur (32%). 17 

 18 

Residential customers expressed less priority in options that included keeping 19 

power outages to a minimum (20%), timely customer service (8%), and having 20 

options in paying the bill (4%).  AEP Ohio’s proposed continuation and 21 

                                                 
41 In the Matter of the Establishment of 4901: 1-10-10(B) Minimum Reliability Performance Standards for 

Ohio Power Company, Case 16-1511-EL-ESS, Application (June 30, 2016 at Attachment 2). 



Direct Testimony of James D. Williams 

On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 

PUCO Case No. 16-1852-EL-SSO et al. 

 

23 
 

expansion of the DIR results in customers paying an additional $1.35 billion 1 

between 2018 and 2024 for investments that are increasing costs to customers 2 

when customers' most important concern with electric service is the cost of 3 

electricity. 4 

 5 

In addition, AEP Ohio’s proposed continuation and expansion of the DIR is not 6 

aligned with customer expectations and priorities regarding reliability.  According 7 

to Mr. Dias, approximately 17.9 percent of the DIR capital spending would be 8 

directed to reliability programs.42  He defines reliability programs as “specific 9 

programs that target known reliability issues impacting groups of customers or 10 

whole circuits experiencing reliability issues.”43  When asked which of the 11 

reliability programs are intended to improve SAIFI and which of the reliability 12 

programs are intended to improve CAIDI, the Utility responded that the focus is 13 

on avoiding outages and the number of customers interrupted.44  In fact, the 14 

Utility further responded, that “none of the reliability projects focus on reducing 15 

CAIDI.”45  Yet, 32 percent of the residential customers prioritized quickly 16 

restoring service following an outage.  Only 20 percent of the AEP Ohio 17 

residential customers prioritized keeping power outages to a minimum.  This 18 

further demonstrates that AEP Ohio and its customer expectations for reliability 19 

are not aligned. 20 

                                                 
42 Dias Testimony at 16. 

43 Id at 16. 

44 AEP Ohio response to OCC INT-2-291.  (attached herein as Attachment JDW-10.) 

45 Id.  
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Q21. IS THERE ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE THAT AEP OHIO AND ITS 1 

CUSTOMER EXPECTATIONS CONCERNING RELIABILITY ARE NOT 2 

ALIGNED? 3 

A21. Yes.  On June 30, 2016, AEP Ohio filed an application to amend its distribution 4 

reliability standards.46  As shown in Table 2, AEP Ohio has requested reliability 5 

standards that reflect a decline in reliability performance compared with the 6 

current standards.   7 

Table 2: AEP Ohio Reliability Standards (Current and Proposed) 8 

Current SAIFI Proposed SAIFI Current CAIDI Proposed CAIDI 

1.2 1.22 150.0 159.23 

 9 

As shown in Table 2, AEP is proposing a SAIFI standard that is worse than the 10 

current standard (meaning customers can experience more frequent outages).  11 

Additionally, AEP Ohio proposed a CAIDI standard that is significantly worse 12 

than the current standard (meaning outage durations can be much longer).  13 

According to the survey though, over two-thirds of the residential customers said 14 

their expectations concerning reliability were not likely to change over the next 15 

five years.  But as shown in Table 1, AEP Ohio’s reliability has not improved 16 

since 2013 even with the massive costs customers are paying for the DIR.  And as 17 

shown in Table 2, AEP Ohio is proposing new reliability standards that are far 18 

worse than the existing standards even though customer expectations are more 19 

                                                 
46 In the Matter of the Establishment of 4901: 1-10-10(B) Minimum Reliability Performance Standards for 

Ohio Power Company. Case No. 16-1511-EL-ESS, Application (June 30, 2016). 
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aligned with the current standards.  There can be no doubt that AEP Ohio’s 1 

expectations concerning reliability during the term of the continued ESP are not 2 

aligned with customers’ expectations. 3 

 4 

Q22. IS THERE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ABOUT AEP OHIO’S 5 

RELIABILITY THAT YOU WOULD LIKE THE PUCO TO CONSIDER?  6 

A22. Yes.  I believe the PUCO should consider customer satisfaction of AEP Ohio 7 

residential customers prior to deciding if there is a need to continue and expand 8 

the DIR.  In a recent J.D. Power Customer Satisfaction Survey (attached herein as 9 

Attachment JDW-11), AEP Ohio ranked near the bottom when compared to 10 

customer satisfaction ratings of other large electric utilities in the Midwest.  Based 11 

on a 1,000 point scale, AEP Ohio rated 654, which is well below the average 12 

rating of 678.  Considering that AEP Ohio customers have and are currently 13 

paying well over a $1 billion in additional charges through the DIR rider, such 14 

dismal customer satisfaction ratings by customers of AEP Ohio should be 15 

unacceptable for the PUCO and grounds for denying continuation and expansion 16 

of the DIR.  17 
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B. ENHANCED SERVICE RELIABILITY RIDER 1 

 2 

Q23. CAN YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROPOSED CONTINUATION AND 3 

EXPANSION OF THE ESRR RIDER? 4 

A23. Yes.  AEP Ohio currently collects from customers separately through an ESRR 5 

rider $26.0 million dollars annually in addition to $24.2 million annually that is 6 

collected from customers in base rates to perform vegetation management.47  Over 7 

$450 million has been collected from customers since the ESRR was initiated in 8 

2009.48  AEP Ohio is now proposing to continue and expand the amount of 9 

money collected from customers by approximately 2.5 percent per year between 10 

2018 and 2024.  Table 3 provides the details for the amount of money that would 11 

be paid by customers on an annual basis between 2018 and 2024 under the Utility 12 

proposal. 13 

Table 3:  Tree-trimming Costs 2018 - 2024 (AEP Ohio Proposal) 14 
In millions of Dollars 15 

 16 

 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total 

Base Rates $24.2 $24.2 $24.2 $24.2 $24.2 $24.2 $24.2 $145.2 

ESRR  $27.7 $28.9 $30.2 $31.6 $33.1 $34.4 $35.9 $221.8 

Total $51.9 $53.1 $54.4 $55.8 $57.3 $58.6 $60.1 $367 

  17 

                                                 
47 Dias Testimony at 11. 

48 Id. at 7. 
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Q24. WHAT DOES THE ESRR COST RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS ON A 1 

MONTHLY BASIS? 2 

A24. Residential customers are currently paying $1.96 per month for the ESRR.49  AEP 3 

Ohio’s proposal to continue and expand the ESRR will further increase customer 4 

bills. 5 

 6 

Q25. DO YOU HAVE AN OPINION ON AEP OHIO’S PROPOSED 7 

CONTINUATION OF THE ESRR? 8 

A25. Yes.  I believe that the ESRR has not proven effective in reducing outages 9 

caused by trees and customers should no longer have to pay for the ESRR 10 

as a separate rider on their bill. 11 

 12 

Q26. PLEASE EXPLAIN 13 

A26. Table 4 includes a summary of the total number of tree caused outages by 14 

year between 2009 and 2016.  15 

                                                 
49 https://www.aepohio.com/account/bills/rates/AEPOhioRatesTariffsOH.aspx (assuming 1,000 kWh 
usage). 
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Table 4: Outages Caused by Trees50 (2009 – 2016) 1 

Year Interruptions Customers 

Interrupted 

Customer Outage 

Minutes 

2009 5,876 261,804 54,716,513 

2010 6,336 274,163 57,840,607 

2011 7,003 312,118 69,624,736 

2012 5,490 250,943 51,227,123 

2013 4,845 213,659 46,485,876 

2014 4,568 201,716 46,545,188 

2015 4,852 223,697 45,262,937 

201651 5,083 257,540 51,219,163 

 2 

As shown, the total number of interruptions has declined by approximately 3 

13.5 percent.  The total number of customer interruptions has declined by 4 

approximately 1.6 percent.  Total customer outage minutes declined by 5 

approximately 6.6 percent. 6 

 7 

The reductions in the number of outages and the impact of those 8 

reductions between 2009 and 2016 seem minimal in comparison to the 9 

$450 million AEP Ohio has collected from customers for tree-trimming.  10 

Customers should not have to pay separately through the ESRR for tree-11 

trimming expenses that AEP Ohio can collect from customers through 12 

base rates.  AEP Ohio is not prohibited from filing a distribution base rate 13 

case after 2018 if it determines that additional revenues are necessary to 14 

                                                 
50 Sum of the AEP Ohio responses to OCC INT 2-149 and 150.  (attached jointly herein as Attachment 
JDW-12.) 

51 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Electric Distribution System Reliability Pursuant to Rule 4901:1-
10-(C)., Case No. 17-890-EL-ESS (March 31, 2017 at 6a: 1). 
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meet any PUCO mandates involving tree-trimming, or any other 1 

legitimate expense or investment for that matter. 2 

 3 

Q27. IS AEP OHIO CURRENTLY MEETING THE PUCO MANDATES 4 

CONCERNING TREE-TRIMMING?  5 

A27. No.  Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-26 requires each electric utility to file an 6 

annual system improvement plan on March 31 of each year that includes 7 

reporting compliance with PUCO inspection, maintenance, repair, and 8 

replacement plans.  I routinely review these plans.  During my review of 9 

the AEP Ohio annual system improvement plan,52 I noticed that AEP Ohio 10 

did not fulfill its requirements for distribution vegetation control in 2016.53 11 

 12 

AEP Ohio also failed to meet its distribution vegetation control 13 

requirements in 2012 and 2015.54  I find it disturbing that AEP Ohio is 14 

collecting extra money from customers for tree-trimming, yet is not 15 

meeting its annual tree-trimming requirements.  This further reinforces my 16 

position that the PUCO should not require customers to pay separately for 17 

the continuation and expansion of the ESRR rider.  18 

                                                 
52 In the Matter of the Annual Report of the Electric Service and Safety Standards, Pursuant to Rule 

4901:1-10-26(B) of the Ohio Administrative Code, Case No. 17-996-EL-ESS, March 31, 2017. 

53 Id.  See page 10-2. 

54 See Case No. 16-0996-EL-ESS and 13-0996-EL-ESS. 
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C. INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 1 

 2 

Q28. CAN YOU PROVIDE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE AEP OHIO 3 

PROPOSAL TO HAVE CUSTOMERS PAY SEPARATELY THROUGH A 4 

RIDER FOR AN UPGRADE TO ITS COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM? 5 

A28. Sure.  AEP Ohio proposed as part of its DTR the replacement of its internal radio 6 

communications system with a new system called “NextGen.”55  The program is 7 

estimated to cost $70 million.56  AEP Ohio claims that its current internal 8 

communications system (EDACS) is obsolete and does not have the functionality 9 

required to maintain the reliability of its distribution system.57 10 

 11 

Q29. DOES AEP OHIO TAKE THE POSITION THAT THE REPLACEMENT OF 12 

THE AEP OHIO INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM (NEXTGEN) 13 

QUALIFIES AS DISTRIBUTION MODERNIZATION IN THE CONTEXT 14 

OF R.C. 4928.143(2)(H). 15 

A29. Yes.  Mr. Osterholt claims that the replacement of the internal communications 16 

system (Next Gen) is a modernization initiative supported under R.C. 17 

4928.143(h).  18 

                                                 
55 Testimony of AEP Ohio Witness Osterholt at 33. 

56 Id. at 39. AEP Ohio claims that its current internal communications system (EDACS) is obsolete    

57 Id. at 34. 
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Q30. DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. OSTERHOLT? 1 

A30. Absolutely not.  R.C. 4928.143(B)(2)(h) supports single issue ratemaking in the 2 

context of infrastructure modernization of a Utility distribution system.  The 3 

replacement of an internal communications system is part of the normal 4 

operations and maintenance expenses that a Utility would incur to fulfil its 5 

statutory requirements in providing safe and reliable service.  The replacement of 6 

an internal communications system has nothing to do with the reliability of the 7 

distribution system.  It is merely part of the expense that AEP Ohio recovers in 8 

base rates to provide service to customers.  No doubt the internal communications 9 

systems have been upgraded numerous times over the years to meet the 10 

requirements of the times.  And AEP Ohio had the opportunity to seek collection 11 

of those investment costs in base rates.  Collection of money from customers to 12 

upgrade AEP Ohio’s internal communications system should occur in a 13 

distribution base rate case, subject to the appropriate PUCO standards including 14 

that costs are ordinary and necessary, and that investment is shown to be prudent 15 

and used and useful in providing electric service to customers. 16 

 17 

Q31. HAS THE PUCO ALREADY PROVIDED GUIDANCE ON COST 18 

RECOVERY FOR THE REPLACEMENT OF THE INTERNAL 19 

COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM? 20 

A31. Yes.  In the Opinion and Order in Case 13-2385-EL-SSO, the PUCO denied AEP 21 

Ohio’s request for expanding the scope of the DIR rider to include cost recovery 22 

for further expansion of the scope of the DIR including replacement of an internal 23 



Direct Testimony of James D. Williams 

On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 

PUCO Case No. 16-1852-EL-SSO et al. 

 

32 
 

radio communications system.  The PUCO reasoned that AEP Ohio’s 1 

interpretation of R.C. 4928.143(B)(2)(h) exceeded the statutory intent.  And the 2 

PUCO determined that an expansion of the DIR to support cost recovery for such 3 

initiatives should be addressed in a distribution base rate case where revenues and 4 

expenses can be reviewed in a more comprehensive manner.58  This more 5 

comprehensive review explicitly included balancing the Company’s interest in 6 

collecting more money from consumers with customers’ rights to reasonably 7 

priced service.59  Even though the PUCO has already addressed this issue,60 AEP 8 

Ohio is now seeking authority to replace the internal communications system 9 

through yet another new rider.  The replacement of the internal communications 10 

system has nothing to do with the DTR rider, and has nothing to do with any of 11 

the other 20 plus riders on the AEP Ohio bill.  The PUCO should deny AEP Ohio 12 

request to charge customers for an internal radio communications system through 13 

this single-issue rider in an electric security plan case.  14 

                                                 
58 In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service 

Offer Pursuant to R.C. 4928.143, in the Form of an Electric Security Plan. Case 13-2385-EL-SSO, 
(February 25, 2015 at 46). 

59 Id. 

60 Id. 
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D. SUBSTATION SECURITY 1 

 2 

Q32. CAN YOU PROVIDE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE AEP OHIO 3 

PROPOSAL TO HAVE CUSTOMERS PAY SEPARATELY THROUGH A 4 

RIDER FOR ADDITIONAL SECURITY MEASURES AT ITS 5 

DISTRIBUTION SUBSTATIONS? 6 

A32. Yes.  AEP Ohio has proposed as part of its distribution technology 7 

investment plan that customers pay separately for additional security 8 

measures at several of its distribution substations.61  The additional 9 

measures include installation of cameras, lights, and signs.62  AEP Ohio 10 

has proposed spending $31 million of customer money to perform these 11 

upgrades at substations.63 12 

 13 

Q33. DOES AEP OHIO CLAIM THAT SUBSTATION SECURITY QUALIFIES AS 14 

DISTRIBUTION MODERNIZATION IN THE CONTEXT OF R.C. 15 

4928.143(B)(2)(H). 16 

A33. Yes.  Mr. Osterholt claims that substation security is a modernization initiative 17 

supported under R.C. 4928.143(B)(2)(h).  18 

                                                 
61 Osterholt Testimony at 40. 

62 Osterholt Testimony at 44-45. 

63 Id. at 46. 
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Q34. DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. OSTERHOLT? 1 

A34. No.  Once again, AEP Ohio is misinterpreting R.C. 4928.143(B)(2)(h) 2 

concerning single issue ratemaking for infrastructure modernization of a 3 

distribution system to apply to investments that have nothing to do with 4 

infrastructure modernization.  Additional substation security has nothing 5 

to do with the reliability of the distribution system and the plant 6 

investments that may be needed to improve reliability.  AEP has a 7 

fundamental obligation to make appropriate investments concerning the 8 

security of its substations.64  And there is no indication in Mr. Osterholt’s 9 

testimony that the Utility is not meeting all PUCO requirements 10 

concerning the security of its substations.65 11 

 12 

Q35. IF AEP OHIO CHOSES TO IMPROVE THE SECURITY AT ITS 13 

SUBSTATIONS ARE THERE OTHER OPTIONS AVAILABLE WHERE IT 14 

CAN SEEK COLLECTION OF COSTS FROM CUSTOMERS? 15 

A35. Yes.  In the AEP Ohio response to OCC INT 2-365 (attached herein as 16 

Attachment JDW-13), the Utility acknowledged that recovery of the funds 17 

spent on substation security improvements could occur through a 18 

distribution rate case.  But AEP Ohio claims that a rate case would require 19 

greater lag in updating the infrastructure and additional costs due to rate 20 

case expense. 21 

                                                 
64 R.C. 4905.06. 

65 Id. at 42. 



Direct Testimony of James D. Williams 

On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 

PUCO Case No. 16-1852-EL-SSO et al. 

 

35 
 

Q36. DO YOU AGREE THAT A RATE CASE WOULD CAUSE REGULATORY 1 

LAG AND MORE EXPENSES? 2 

A36. No.  Assuming that there is even a need for the additional substation 3 

security, AEP Ohio could proceed immediately with the upgrades.  I 4 

believe that a base rate case, and the comprehensive financial review 5 

provided therein, provides better consumer protection in helping ensure 6 

customers are being charged just and reasonable rates based on property 7 

that is used and useful to provide electric distribution service to customers.  8 

Additional savings and other benefits the Utility receives from the 9 

upgrades66 when evaluated in the context of a rate case could sufficiently 10 

offset the expense. 11 

 12 

Q37. DO YOU HAVE ANY FINAL CONCERNS THAT YOU WOULD LIKE THE 13 

PUCO TO CONSIDER INVOLVING THE AEP OHIO PROPOSAL TO HAVE 14 

CUSTOMERS FUND THE SUBSTATION SECURITY AND THE 15 

REPLACEMENT OF ITS INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 16 

THROUGH THE DTR RIDER? 17 

A37. Yes.  I am concerned that with single-issue ratemaking and the inclusion of 18 

numerous riders on customers’ bills, AEP Ohio may not be making the necessary 19 

investments in its distribution facilities to ensure that it is providing adequate 20 

service for consumers unless collection of costs from consumers is guaranteed.67  21 

                                                 
66 Osterholt Testimony at 40. 

67 R.C. 4905.22 
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This is especially troubling with the replacement of the internal communications 1 

system where the PUCO rejected the Utility proposal to replace the radio system 2 

almost 27 months ago.  Yet AEP Ohio has done nothing to actually address this 3 

issue other than seeking another rider to guarantee collection of costs from 4 

consumers.  Either the replacement of the internal communications system is not 5 

as serious of an issue as the Utility alleges or AEP Ohio has become overly reliant 6 

on riders for seeking collection of additional money from consumers.  This same 7 

premise holds true for AEP Ohio making the necessary security upgrades at its 8 

facilities to protect its employees and the public. 9 

 10 

V. CONCLUSION 11 

 12 

Q38. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 13 

A38. Yes.  However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may 14 

subsequently become available through outstanding discovery or otherwise.15 
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Testimony of James D. Williams  

Filed at the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 

1. 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).

2. 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).

3. In the Matter of the Commission’s Investigation into the Policies and Procedures

of Ohio Power Company, Columbus Southern Power Company, The Cleveland

Electric Illuminating 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).

4. 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).

5. 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).

6. 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).

7. 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).

8. 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).

9 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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10. 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).

11. 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).

12. 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).

13. 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). 

14. 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).

15. 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).

16. In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric

Illuminating Company and The Toledo Edison Company for Authority to Provide

for 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).

17. 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).

18. 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).

19. 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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20. 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).

21. 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).

22. 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).

23. 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).

24. 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).  Supplemental Testimony, (March 29, 2017).

25. In the Matter of the Application of Aqua Ohio, Inc. to Increase Its Rates and

Charges for Its Waterworks Service., Case No. 16-0907-WW-AIR (December 19,
2016). 
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Ohio Utility Bills - Residential Gustomers
Comparison of Utility Bills

16 Major Ohio Gities

Rank Cities
Combined Bill

02t01t16

Combined Bill

02101117

Electric *

02t01t17

Gas *

02t01t17

Telephone **

02t01t17

1

2

3

4

6

5

I
I
7

10

12

11

13

14

15

16

Ashtabula
Cleveland

Akron

Youngstown
Marietta

Dayton

Canton

Lima

Lorain

Marion

Toledo

Mansfield

Columbus

Chillicothe
Zanesville

Cincinnati

184.33

190.11

190.80

190.94

186.02

195.69

189.08

188.03

204.54

208.04

212.22

206.03

203.60

206.40

206.80

225.59

187.28

193.42

193.85

194.00

199.70

202.60

205.83
205.99

209.96

213.10

216.02

216.38

220.44

221.24

226.72

231.48

91.75

91.75

92.56

92.56

98.26

87.55

104.62

104.62

92.56

92.56

93.99

92.56

98.26

98.26

104.62

92.93

67.93

67.93

67.93

67.93

67.93

81.54

67.93

67.93
88.59

88.59

88.59

88.59

88.59

88.59

88.59

99.10

27.60

33.74

33.36

33.51

33.51

33.51

33.28

33.44

28.81

31.95

33.44

35.23

33.59

34.39

33.51

39.45

Average $19e.26 $208.63 $95.59 $79.77 $33.27

Based on 750 KWH, l0 MCF, and Flat Rate Telephone Service

* Based on utility rate schedules for non-shopping customers
** Price reflects incumbent local exchange carrier's flat rate, USF, SLC & 911 and local taxes for Residential

Combined Bill = Electric Standard Service Offer + Gas + Telephone

This document was created by the staff of the Rates and Analysis Department. lt is for staff
discussion purposes only and does not reflect the view of the Commission.
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Ohio Utility Bills - Gommercial Gustomers
Gomparison of Utility Bills

I Major Ohio Gities

Rank Cities Combined Bill

02t01116
Combined Bill

02101117

Electric "
02101117

Gas *

02t01t17
Telephone

02101117

1

3

2

6
4
5

7

B

Dayton
Columbus
Cincinnati
Canton
Akron
Youngstown
Toledo
Cleveland

29,568.25
28,938.35
30,371.40
30,905.52
36,321.00
36,321.19
39,346.73
39.897.58

26,276.81
28,020.23
28,167.82
31,104.12
31,884.79
31,884.98
34,001.59
34.789.43

25,914.54
27,546.97
27,496.32
30,827.95
31,608.52
31,608.52
33,528.52
34,512.68

320.52
431.41

604.48
234.71
234.71
234.71
431.41

234.71

41.75 +

41.85 +

67.02 t
41.46 *
41.56 +

41.75 +

41.66 +

42.04 +

Average $33,958.75 $30,766.22 $30,380.50 $340.83

Based on 300,000 KWH, 1,000 KWD, 46 MCF, and Business Rate Telephone Service

Ohio Utility Bills - lndustrial Customers
Gomparison of Util¡ty Bills

I Major Ohio Gities

Rank Cities Combined Bill

02t01116
Combined Bill

02101117

Electric *

02t01117
Gas *

02t01t17

$44.89

Telephone
02t01117

1

2

3

4
5

6
7

I

Columbus
Cincinnati
Canton
Dayton
Toledo
Akron
Youngstown
Cleveland

402,381.44
482,228.97
425,255.58
552,477.87
600,261.21
580,341.40
580,34'1.59
633,770.96

427,513.19
443,205.53
472,743.93
497,473.63
528,914.99
544,729.13
544,729.32
560,297.48

424,904.35
440,577.62
470,875.63
495,196.29
526,306.34
542,860.73
542,860.73
558.428.60

2,566.99
2,560.89
1,826.84
2,235.59
2,566.99
1,826.84
1,826.84

1.826.84

41.85 +

67.02 t
41.46 +

41.75 +

41.66 +

41.56 +

41.75 +

42.04 +

Average $532,132.38 $502,450.90 $500,251.29 $2,'a54.73 $44.89

Based on 6,000,000 KWH, 20,000 KWD, 350 MCF, and Business Rate Telephone Service

* Based on utility rate schedules for non-shopping customers
t Price reflects incumbent local exchange carrier's flat monthly rate, USF, SLC and 911.

* Price reflects incumbent local exchange carrier's monthly rate, USF, SLC and 911. Additional usage fees apply.
Combined Bill = Electric Standard Service Offer + Gas + Telephone

This document was created by the staff of the Rates and Analysis Department. lt is for staff
discussion purposes only and does not reflect the view of the Commission.
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Cities

Ohio Energy Bills - Residential Gustomers
I Major Ohio Gities

As of February 1, 2017

Electric Bill Per KWH Gas Bill Per MCF GCR Rate

Akron
Canton
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Columbus
Dayton
Toledo
Younqstown

92.56
104.62
92.93
91.75
98.26
87.55
93.99

92.56

0.12
0.14
0.12
0.12
0.13
0.'12
0.13
0.12

67.93
67.93
99.10
67.93
88.59
81.54
88.59

67.93

6.79
6.79
9.91

6.79
B.86

8.15
8.86
6.79

3.341
3.341
4.790
3.341
4.821
4.832
4.821
3.341

Average $94.28

Based on Usage of 750KWH and 10 MCF

Cities

$0.13 $78.70 $7.87 $4.078

Ohio Energy Bills - Gommerc¡al Gustomers
I Major Ohio Cities

As of February 1, 2017

Electric Bill Per KWH Gas Bill Per MCF GCR Rate

Akron
Canton
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Columbus
Dayton
Toledo
Youngstown

31,608.52
30,827.95
27,496.32
34,512.68
27,546.97
25,914.54
33,528.52
31,608.52

0.11

0.10
0.09
0.12
0.09
0.09
0.11

0.11

234.71

234.71

604.48
234.71
431.41

320.52
431.41

234.71

5.10
5.10

13.14

5.10
9.38
6.97
9.38

5.10

3.341

3.341
4.790
3.341
4.821
4.832
4.821
3.341

Average $30,380.50 $0.10 $340.83

Based on Usage of 300,000 KWH, 1,000 KWD and 46MCF

$7.41 $4.078

This document was created by the staff of the Rates and Analysis Department. lt is for staff
discussion purposes only and does not reflect the view of the Commission.
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Cities

Ohio Energy Bills - lndustrial Customers
I Major Ohio Cities

As of February 1,2017

Per
MCFElectric Bill Per KWH Gas Bill GCR Rate

Akron
Canton
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Columbus
Dayton
Toledo
Younqstown

542,860.73
470,875.63
440,577.62
558,428.60
424,904.35
495,196.29
526,306.34
542,860.73

0.09
0.08
0.07
0.09
0.07
0.08
0.09
0.09

1,826.84
1,826.84
2,560.89
1,826.84
2,566.99
2,235.59
2,566.99
1.826.84

5.22
5.22
7.32
5.22
7.33
6.39
7.33

5.22

3.341
3.341
4.790
3.341
4.821
4.832
4.821
3.341

Average $500,251.29 $0.08 $2,154.73 $6.16

Based on Usage of 6,000,000KWH, 20,000 KWD and 350 MCF

Cities Electric Gas

$4.078

Telephone

Akron
Ashtabula

Canton

Chillicothe

Cincinnati
Cleveland

Columbus
Dayton

Lima

Lorain

Mansfield

Marietta

Marion

Toledo

Youngstown

Zanesville

Dominion

Dominion

Dominion

Columbia Gas

Duke Energy

Dominion

Columbia Gas

Vectren

Dominion

Columbia Gas

Columbia Gas

Dominion

Columbia Gas

Columbia Gas

Dominion

Columbia Gas

AT&T Ohio

Western Reserve

AT&T Ohio

Horizon Chillicothe

Cincinnati Bell

AT&T Ohio

AT&T Ohio

AT&T Ohio

CenturyLink

CenturyLink

CenturyLink

AT&T Ohio

Frontier

AT&T Ohio

AT&T Ohio

AT&T Ohio

Ohio Edison

Cleveland Electric llluminating

Ohio Power

Columbus Southern Power

Duke Energy

Cleveland Electric llluminating

Columbus Southern Power

Dayton Power & Light

Ohio Power

Ohio Edison

Ohio Edison

Columbus Southern Power

Ohio Edison

Toledo Edison

Ohio Edison

Ohio Power

This document was created by the staff of the Rates and Analysis Department. lt is for staff
discussion purposes only and does not reflect the view of the Commission.
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The Publ¡c Util¡t¡es Commission of Ohio

Asim z. Haque, Chalrman

180 E. Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43275-3793

{ 800) 686-PUCo (7826)

An Equol Opportunity Employer and SeNice Provider
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BEFORE
TIIE PT'BLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OIilO

In the Matter of the Annual Report of )
Of Service Disconnections for Nonpayrnent )
Requiled by 4933.123 Ohio Revised Code )

Case No. L6-1224- GE-LINC

OHIO POWER COMPAI\TY'S
NOTICE OF F'ILING SER\¡ICE DISCONNECTION FOR NONPAYMENT REPORT

Ohio Power Compaay hereby gives notice of fililg the attached Service Disconnection

for Nonpayrnent Reporls, in compliance with the Ccrnmission's Entry in this matter dated June

1,2016.

Respectfully submitted,

//s/ Steven T. Nourse
Steven T. Nourse
American Electric Power Service Corporation
I Rivercide Plaza,Z9th Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Telephone: (614) 716-l 608
Fax: (614) 716-2014
Email: stnourseØaep.com

Counsel for Ohio Power Company
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Ohio Power Comnanv
R.C. 4933-123 Service Disconnections for Nonpavment Report

For the l2-month period ending May 3l

(a) Total number of service disconnections for nonpayment and the t¡¡tal dollal amount of
unpaid bills represented by such disconnections

ft) Total number of final notices of actual disconnection issued for service disconnections for
nonpa)¡ment and the total dollar amount of unpaid bills represelted by such notices

Service Disconnection
Dollar Amount Unpaid

Bills
June,2015 11,991 $5,154,602.18

s4"274.870.08July,2015 10,338

s4.6X.A85.20Aueust,2015 LL,046
September.20l5 12.372 $5.186.173.99

October,2015 14,647 s6,459.447.94
November,20l5 13,034 s6,793.662.44
December.2015 rt.329 s5.926.6t7 -37

January,2016 4,840 $2,238,186.87
February,2016 7,494 s3.712.442.A2

March.2016 t2"719 $7,745.908.06
April,2016 12,922 s7,944,649.60
Mav.2016 13,140 $7,730,646.32

Total 135.872 s67.790.292.07

Final Notice of
Disconnection

Dollal Amor¡nt for
Notices

June.2015 178,131 946,129.200.24
185,860 947.332.957.36July,2015

August,2015 189,091 s50,766,160.75
September.2015 192.447 s53.514.165.64

$67.653.380.00October,2015 198,973
November,20l5 159,611 $53,130,607.46
December.2015 167.294 s47.453.133.09

Januarv.2016 166,139 $46,882,101.38
177.692 s59,904,515.01February" 2016

s64.168.362.44March,2016 r77,039
April.2016 164.705 $55.85ó.732.07
May,2016 164,488 $51,180,363.02

Total 2,121,466 643,97T,678.46
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(c) Total nunber of residential customer accounts in arrears by more than 60 days and the total
dollar amount of such anearages

(d) Total number of secuity deposits received from residential customers and the total dollar'
amount of such deposits

Arrears > 60 Days Dollar Amount Presented
June,20l5 I18,645 $23.185.220
July,2015 118,734 $22,494,713

Ausust,2015 122.t66 $24.533.735
Seotember.2015 126.859 s26.051.276

October,2015 r27,852 s26,720,970
November,2015 t28,498 $33.736.964
December,2015 tt2.602 $28.s30.656

January,2016 1o7,307 s24p69,573
Februarv.2016 108.037 $27.961.608

March.2016 105.342 $32,321,080
April,2016 lo7,78l $30,826,384
Mav.201ó 116.866 $28.534.903

Total 1.400.689 $329.867.A82

# Security Deposits Dollar Amount Represented
June,2015 37,487 s2.659.423
Julv.2015 35.984 $2.559.281

Augl]st,2015 37,891 $2,931,505
September" 2015 31.998 s2.42s.304

October.2015 3t.428 s2.43r,252
November,2015 29.814 s2"222.266
December,2015 30,048 s2,144,805

Ja¡ruarv,2016 27.442 s1,908,077
Februarv,2016 28,373 s2.043.330

March,2016 27,663 s2,022,897
April.2016 25.449 $1.854.818

26.359May,2016 sr,949,677

Total 369,936 927,152,635
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(e) Total nrmber of service reconnections

(f) Total number of residential customers

# Service Reco¡nections
June,2015 9,009
Julv.2015 7.883

Aueust,2015 8,467
September" 2015 9,590

October,2015 12,463
November,2015 I 1,140

December,2015 9.599
Januarv.2016 4.025

February,2016 5,880
March.2016 9902

10.553April.2016
May,2016 10,558

109.069Total

r. j 1¡¡,:; Iri,i",'l;i I

# Residential Customers
June,2015 1.285.769
July.2015 t.273.849

Auzust,2û15 1,273,5M
September.2015 t.275.071

1.272"872October,2015
November,2015 1,272,4ß
December.2015 t.279.671

January,2016 l,27l,ol9
Februarv,2016 1.277,236

March.2016 1.290.898
April,2016 1,278,49r
Mav.2016 1.276.279
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certiff that a copy of the foregoing Notice of Filing Service Disconnections for
Nonpayneut Report was sent to the persons by first class mail, postage prepaid this 30ù Day of
June 2016.

//s/ Steven T- Nourse

Office of the Ohio Consumem'Counsel
10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800
Columbus, O}{43215

Public Utilities Cornrnissisn of Ohio
Docketing Division
180 East Broad Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215 -3793
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This foregoing document was electronically filed with the Public Utilities

Commission of Ohio Docketing lnformation System on

6l,3U241612:06:15 PM

in

Case No(s). 16-1224-GE-UNC

Summary: Report electronically filed by Mr. Steven T Nourse on behalf of Ohio Power
Company
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heolth policy instituie of ohiF" èril;;; i;ï' Ëu b I ic H ea tth Practice'lr^lrÎ,:u,'
Seprer'¡sen 201ó

Food secur¡ty ond occess lo heollhy food in Ohio

Gu¡or To EVTDENcE-BASED pREVENTToN

Stole policy options lo increose food secur¡ty ond
occess to heolthy food

Evidence-bosed prevenlion slrolegies relevont lo slole policy

Food insecurily
in Ohio
. ln 20,l4, Ohlo ronked

4óth for food lnsecurlty
in the U.S., with 45
stotes hoving o lower
percent of households
living wiihout relioble,
doily occess to
enough food.l

. ln 20]4, l7 percenl of
Ohioons were llvlng
in food-insecure
households,2 including
neorly o quorler of
childrensond more
thon l7 percent of
seniors.a

Heqlth outcomes
. Food insecurity is

ossocioted with
increosed diobeles
rlsk ond poor
dlobeles conlrol
in odullssond
poor ocodemlc
performonce ln
chlldren.ó

. Poor nulrition is o
key foctor in mony
of the leoding
couses of deoth
in Ohío, including
heort diseose,
stroke, diobetes ond
concer.T

Heolthcore cosls
. Hunger costs Ohio on estimcted $7 i

billion in heollhcore, educolion ond ,

chority spendingo - opproximotely
$ó00 for every Ohioon eoch yeor.e

. Preventing diobetes through
lifestyle chonge, including improved
nutritíon, cosls os litlle os $440 per
person per yeor.ro

. Almost l5 percent of working-oge
odults enrolled in Medicoid in Ohio
report hoving diobetes, wellobove
the stote rote of obout I I percent.rr :

Monoglng diobetes ls esllmoled
lo cosl Medicqid neorly $4,000 per
person per yeor in medicol costs.r2

Pollcy opllons
. Support odoption of evidence-bosed

proctices to increose porticipotion, such
os offering breoKost in the clossroom,
"grob-ondgo" options in more
convenient locotions or breokfost otter
fintorsecond period.

. Provide free breoKost to ollchildren in
ollschools.

Pollcy opllons
Conlinue to odopt licensing requirement
recommendotions from the NRC.
(The Centen for Dlseose Control
ond Prevention [CDC] recommends
stoles include ot leost 38 out of 47
recommendotions.)

Ohlo slotus
Fewerthon holf of eligible students in Ohio took
odvontoge of free or reduced price school breoKosts
in2013-2014, resulting in $ó8 million in uncloimed federol
reimbursements.r3

Becouse childcore settings ploy such on importont
role in estoblishing heolthy hobits for children, odding
stote licensing stondords for heolthy eoting ond octive
pbyfime con ensure ollchildren hove equitoble occess
to heolthy leorning environments.

Ohio stotus
\n2014, Ohio's stote licensing requirements for childcore
focilities included only seven of the 47 components
recommended to improve child nuÍition bythe Notionol
Resource Center for Heolth ond Sofety in Child Core
ond Eorly Educotion {NRC).'1

lncreose porticipotion ¡n school breqldosl progroms *

Nutrition intervenlions in preschool ond child cqre: Licensing stqndords
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Evidence-bosed prevenlion slrolegies relevonl lo slole policy (cont.)

A stote's childcore quolity roting improvement system
con incentivize childcore odminishotors to continue to
improve their progroms' heolth ond sofety.

Ohlo slolus
Ohio's voluntory roting syslem, Step Up to Quolity, does
not include heolthy eoting stondords.rs

Nutrition incentives increose the volue of Supplementol
Nutrition Assistonce Progrom (SNAP) dollon when spent
on produce, increosing otfordobility ond occessibility to
heolthy fruits ond vegetobles for lowincome consumeß.ró

Ohio slolus
. Sixty-six of Ohio's 3l ó former's mokets cunently

provide these incentives to SNAP customen.rT ln 2015,
porticipoting mokets sow $140,0@ in SNAP ond
inceniive spending,rs increosing occess to heolthy
foods ond input to the locol economy. This work is

cunently supported by locol ond federqlfunding.
. The incentive modelcon be exponded to ollvenues

thot occept SNAP benefits, includíng grocery stores,
corner stores, community-supported ogriculture
progroms ond othen.

Stote ogencies ond schools con use competítive pdcing
to decreose the cosi of heolthieroptions ond increose
the cost of less heolthy options in food service venues
ond vending mochines.te

Ohio stolus
. Ohio hos no recommendotions orguidelines reloted

to foods ond beveroges sold on stote government
property or by food vendon controcting wíth stote
government.

. Ohio hos no stote guidelines forcompetitive pdcing for
heolthy food in schools.

Policy oplions
. Adopt Step Up to Quolity stondords thot

require heolthy eoting policies, building
upon existing resources:
. Aword Step Up to Quolity bonus points

forcompletion of the Ohio Heollhy
Progrom professionol development
designotion process.

. Aword Step Up to Quolity bonus points
for complionce with 75 percent of the
U.S. Deportment of Agriculture (USDA)

Chlld ond Adull Core Food Progrom
besl proclices.

" ConsiderStep Up to Quolity
recommendotions proposed by the
Ohio Eorfy Childhood Heollh Network.

Policy oplions
. Fund o slotewide progrom incentivizing

the purchose of fruits ond vegetobles
bySNAP consumers, similorto the
Morkel Motch progrom in Colifornio.

. Assist Ohio's SNAP procesing vendon
in providing free wireless electronic
benefìts tronsfer (EBT) equipment ond
service to ollformer's morkets os port
of theirstote controct to increose EBT

occess.
. Adopt heolthy eoting environment

guidelines thot include competitive
pricing os owoyto promote heolthy
eoting in stote ogency cofetedos ond
other stote-supporfed food venues.æ

' Develop ond disseminote
recommendotions for schools to
competilively price foods ond
beveroges sold on school property.

2

Nutrition inlervenlions ¡n preschool qnd ch¡ld core: Quolity rot¡ngs

Competitive pricing for heolthy foods (lncentives. subsidies or price discounts for
heolthy foods cnd beveroges ond/or disincentives or price increoses for unheolthy foods ond
bevercges)
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Diobetes Prevention Progrom (combined dÌel ond physicolocfrvity promotion progroms
to prevenl lype 2 diobetes)

Stqble housing (housing choice vouchers ond ropid rehousing progroms) *

Evidence-bosed prevenlion sfqlegíes relevonl to slole policy (cont.)

Ohlo stolr¡s
. Eighteen orgonizotions hove implemented the

Diobetes Prevention Progrom (DPP) in Ohio, offedng
progroms of more thon 50 sites ocros the stote.2l

. ln Ohio, only UnitedHeolthcore cunentlyreimbunes
for the cost of the DPP (for pdvotely-insured only).
Beginning in 20l8,lhe DPP will olso be covered os o
Medicore prevenlMe service.

. No stole employees ore covered forthe progrom
through stote.provided heolthcore benefits.z

Ohio slolus
. More thon holf of renten in Ohio spend of leost 30

percent of theÍ. household income on rent, ond more
thon 25 percent spend of leost 50 percent of their
income on renl, leoving lltlle left forfood.æ

. Ohio cunently hos only one stote-funded housing
ossistonce progrom, serving low-income people who
ore homeles ond dlsobled.24

Pollcy odlons
. Lounch o híghìntensity etfort lo increose

screening, refenol ond treotmenl of
prediobetes by heolthcore providers,
with speciolemphosis on Medicoid
enrollees ond stote employees.

. Encouroge odoption of performonce.
bosed DPP reimbursement models by
privote heolth insuronce.

. Estoblish o Medicoid-opproved,
performonce-bosed reimbursement
model for oll Medicoid monoged core
plons to incentivize odoption.

. lncentivize progrom porticipotion for
potients through reduced out-of-pocket
expenses, including woived co-poys for
Medicoid enrollees.

. Ensure heolth plon coveroge ond
wellnes progromrning for stote
employees includes performonce-
bosed progrom reímbursement ond
porticipotion incentives.

. Roise oworeness omong providen of
prediobetes screeníng, identificotion
ond refenol through d'lsseminotion of
the Prevenl Diobetes STATtoolkil.

Pollcyopllons
Estoblish o stotewide housing ossistonce
progrom to provide renfolossistonce to
oportment ownen who leose units to
extremely low-income households.

*=LikeV to reduce heolth disporities (The Community Guide ond/or Whot Work for Heolth hove
indícoted thot the strotegy is likely to decreose disporities, including rociol/ethnic, socíoeconomic,
geogrophic or other disporities, bosed upon fhe best ovoiloble evidence.)

'See 
Evidence Invenlory publicolion for detoils ond odditionol strotegies

3

Attachment JDW-4
Page 3 of 4



Our opprooch
To idenlify the slroregies in this publicofion. HPIO ond the
Cenler for Pu6{iç Heolth Proctice (CPHP} ot the Ohio Slote
Universily developed on summorizing
lhe following reseorch reviews:
. Whot Works for Heolth (Counly Heollh Ronkings ond

Roodmops)
. Nutrition Evrdence Librory (USDA)
. The Guioe to Communily Preventive Services (CDC)
. U.S. Preventive Services Ïosk Force Recommendofions

(Agency for Heolthcore Reseorch ond Quolily)

HPIO ond CPHP selected strotegies from ihe Evidence
lnventory to include in this foct sheet fhot met the following
criterio:
. Strong evidence for reducing food insecurily, improving

occess to heolthy foods ond reducing heolth disporities;
or improving obesity, cqrdiovosculqr diseose ond
diobetes oulcomes through nutrition-bosed interventions

. Relevont lo stote policy ond octionoble by stote
legislolors ond/or stote ogency leqders

. Timely opportunity for our stote given Ohio's current
stotus ond olignment with existing efforts. such os

How con we ¡mprove heolth yolue fn Ohlo?
The 2014 HPIO HeoltliVolue Doshboqrd identifies oreos in which Ohio's performoncê is wone thon
most oiher stotes, including:
. Adultsmokhg
. Secondhond smoke exposure for

children
. Adultdiobeles

JDæ
,þ¡óa 

! r¡Jcq

' Food insecudty
. Drug obuse (unmet need for illicit

drug use lreofment)
. lnfontmortolity

of Heolth Promot¡on, Chronic Diseose Epidem¡ology
ond Evoluol¡on Section, 2015. htlp://w.heollhy.ohio.
gov/-/media/Heolf hyOhio/ASSEIS/Files I Cft onic%2o
Diseose%20P lo n/CD%2OBW de n%2otino LWebv2.pdf .

8. Shêpord, Donold S., Elizobelh Selren ond Donno
Cooper. Hunger in Americo: Suffering we All Poy
For. C6nlêr for Americon Progress, Oclober 201 I .

h tlps://w.omericonprogress.org/issues/poveriy/
repoft I 2O1 1 I 1 O / 05 / I 0504/hunger-in-omerico/.

9. Anolysis of dolo from the U.S. Census Bureou ond Hun-
ger in Americo report. Ohio populolion dolo lrom lhe
U.S. Census Bureou Qu¡ckFocls. Accessed June 201 ó.
hltp://M.census.gov/quicKocts/. Shepord, Donold
S.. Elizobeth Setren ond Donno Cooper. Hunger in
Americo: Suffering We All Poy For. Cenler for Americon
Progress, Oclober 201 l. hltps://w.omericonprog-
ress.org/issues/poverty hepoñ I 2Ol 1 I 1 O/05/l 0504/hun-
ger-¡n-omerico/.

10. Heolth Pol¡cy lnslitule of Ohio. "Beyond medicolcore
focl sheel. Prevent¡ng fype 2 Þ¡obetes: An exomple
ol how Ohio con improve heollh volue ond heollh
equ¡fy," Seplember 2015.

I l. Doto from the 2015 Ohio Medico¡d Assessmenl Suryey

IOMAS) Adult Doshboord. Ever been told hod diobeles
(oll oges), Accessed June 20,l ó. http://grcopps.osu.
edu/doshboords/OMAs/odull/.

i 2. Dofo from the Centers for Diseose Control ond
Prevenlion Chronic D¡seoso Cosl Colculolor vers¡on
2. prepored by Ohio Deportmenï of Heolth. Prov¡ded
April 28, 201 ó.

I 3. Ohio School BreoKosl Scorêcord, SY 2013-2011.
columbus, OH: children's Hunger Allionce, oclober
201 5. hllp://www.childrenshungerollionce.org/ossels/
childrenshun geroll¡once/îles/$cms$/ 1 00 1229 ó.pdt.

14. CentersforDiseose Control ond Prevenlion. Ohio
Prêvention Slotus Report. 201 4. Accessed Morch 201 ó.
hltp://wwwn.cdc. gov/psr/.

15. lnformofion provided by the Ohio Deportmênt of
Heollh. Provided Moy 2,2016.

:r,.

Notes
l. Colemon-Jensen, Alisho, Molthew P. Robbitl, Christion

Gregory ond Anito Singh. Household Food Security in
fhe Unifed Slotes in 2014. ERR-194, U.S. Deporlment of
Agricullure. Economic Reseorch Sery¡ce,Seplember
20 I 5. htlp://www.êrs.usdo.gov/publicotions/en-eco-
nomic-reseorch-reporl/erì 94.Õspx.

2. tbid.
3. Dolo from lhe 20'l4 u.S. Census Bureou Curenl Popu-
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4. Dolo from 20¡.4 U.S. Census Buteou Curenl Populo-
'lion Suruey, os compiled by the Notionol Foundolion
'lo End senior Hunger. The Stole of Senior Hunger in
Americo 2014: An Annuol Repor!. June 201ó. Accessed
June 201 ó. hf tp://w.nf esh.orglwp{ontent/uÞ
loods/201 ó/05/S'tole-of -Senior-Hungerin-Amedca-201 4.
pdf.

5. Seligmon, H., ef ol. "Food lnsecurity is Associoled w¡th
Þiobefes Mell¡tus: Resulls trom the Nol¡onot Heotth Ex-
ominolion ond Nuhilion Exominolion Survey {NHANESJ
ì 999-2002." Journol of Genero¡ lntemol Medic¡ne
22, no.7 l2$7li101&-ì 023. See olso, Seligmon, H., ef
ol. "Food lnsecurity ond Glycemic Conlrol omong
Low-lncome Potients wilh Type 2 Diobeles." Diobeles
Core 35, no. 2 Í2012Ì: 23$238. See olso. Seligmon, HK.,
Loroio, 8.. Kushel, MB. "Food ¡nsecurily ls Associoted
with Chronic Diseose omong low-lncome NHANES
Po¡lic¡ponls," Journol of Nulril¡on l,lO, no.2 (2010):
304-3t 0.

ó. Shepord, Donold S.. Elizobeth Selren ond Donno
Cooper. Hunger in Ameríco: Suffering we All Poy
For. Cenler tor Ameícon Progress, Oclober 20ì ¡.
https://M.omericonprogre$.org/¡ssues/poverly/
epoft I 201 1 | 1 0 IOS I 1 0504/hunger-¡n{merico/.

7. Oh¡o Deportment of Heollh.lhe lmpocf of Chíonic D¡s-
eose ¡n Ohio: 20ì 5. Ohio Deportmenl of Heotth, Bureou

I ó. lmproving Diels ol Lowlncomo Amsricons lhrough
SNAP Pricing lncenf¡ves. John's Hopkins Center for o
Livoble Fulure. Summer 201 2. Accessed August 201 ó.
htf p://w jhsph.edu/reseorch/centers-ond-insl¡tutes/
johns-hopkins-cenf er-f or-o{ivoble-f ulur e | &dÍ | pr oiJecls /
f sp/f om_b¡ll/SNAP-Pric¡n glncent¡ves.pdf .

17. wholesome wove. 201ó. SNAP ond hêolthy food lncen-
live use ol direcl-Ìo-consumer morke'ls ¡n Oh¡o, 201ó

{dolo nþ). Avoiloble from FM Trocks ol Cose Weslern
Reserve Univers¡ty, Prevention Reseorch Center for
Heolihy Neighborhoods.

18. rbid.
19. French, SA. "Pric¡ng Êffêcl on Food Choìces," The Jour-

nÕl of Nulrilion 133, no.3 (2003):84ìS+43S.
20. See exomples from woshlnglon Slole ond the 2015

Dlelory Guidellnes of Americo.
21. Nol¡onol D¡obeles Prevenlion Progrom websile.

Cenfeß for Diseose Conlrol ond PrevenÌ¡on. Accessed
Morch 201 ó. hilps://nccd.cdc.gov/DDl-DPRP/CitiesList.
ospx?STATE=OH.

22. lnfomolion obloined from Ohio Deporlment of Admin-
istrolive Services websile. Accessed Juîe 2016.hllp'./l
dos.ohio. gov/Div¡s¡ons/HumonResources/Benefi lsAd-
m¡nistrolion.qspx.

23. Offìce of Affordoble Housing Reseorch ond Slroleg¡c
Plonning. "Ohio Housing Needs Assessmenl Techn¡col
Supplement lo lhe F¡scol Yêor 201 7 Annuol Plon
DRAFL" Columbus. OH: Oh¡o Housing F¡nonce Assoc¡o-
l¡on, April 201ó.

24. Bergqu¡sl, Rochel, Emily Cooper, Kev¡n Mortone ond
Melony Mondello. "5lote Funded Housing Assistonce
Progroms." Techn¡col Assislonce Colloborol¡ve. lnc.,
April 2014. Accêssed Morch 2015. hllp://w,focinc.
org/med¡o/435óólS I ot e%20t u nde d%20H ousin g%20
Ass¡slonce%20Reporl.pdf .

www.hpio.net

HPIO's Guide to Evidence-Bqsed Prevenlion provides policymoken, community heoith
improvement plonners ond philonthropy with the
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of these chollenges.
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http://bit.lyll WBPkH
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Gundersen, C., A. Dewey, A, Crumbaugh, M. Kato & E, Engelha'd. Mdp the Meal Gap 2076: Food lnsecur¡ty and Child Food lnsecurity Est¡motes at the County Level, Feedln9

Amer¡ca, 2016, This research is generously supported by the Howard G. Buffett Foundat¡on and The Nielsen Company,

lMap the Meal Gap's child food ¡nsecurity rates âre determined using data from the 2001-2014 Current Population Survey on children under 18 years old ¡n food insecure

households; dâta from the 2014 Amer¡can Community Survey on median family incomes for households w¡th children, ch¡ld poverty rates, home ownership, and race and

ethnic demogrâphics among ch¡ldren; ãnd 2014 data from the Bureau of Låbor Stat¡st¡cs on unemployment rates.

2Numbers reflect percentage of food insecure children liv¡ng ln households w¡th incomes above or below 185% of the federal poverty guideline for 2014. Eligib¡lity for federal

child nutrition progrâms is determ¡ned in part by income thresholds which can vary by state.

3Dâtâ 
in the state totâls row do not reflect the sum of all counties in that state. The state totals are aggregated from the congressional districts data ¡n thât state.
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Map the Meal Gap 2OL6z
Chîld Food lnsecurity in Ohio by Congressionol Ðistrict in 20741

t.@r
MAP THE MÊÁL GAP

-

For øddltlonøl dotø ønd mops by county, stùte, and congrcss¡onat dlstdct, pleose vítlt ww.feedinoømeñca.oralmaptheaop.

Gundersen,C.,A,Dewey,A,Crumbauth,M.Kato&E.Engelhard.MaptheMedlGop20T6:FoodlnsecurvandchlldFoodlnsecurvEstimdtesdtthecountyLeveL Feeding

Amerlcâ, 2016. Thls research is generously supported by the Howard G. Buffett Foundat¡on and The Nielsen Company.

lMap 
the Meal Gap's child food insecurity rates are determ¡ned uslng data from the 2014 Current Populatlon Survey on children under 18 years old ln food insecure

households; data from the 2014 Ame¡ican communlty survey on medlan family incomes for households with children, chlld poverty rates, home ownership, and race and

ethnic demogrâph¡cs among children; and 2014 data from the Bureau of Labor Stat¡st¡cs on unemployment rates.

child nutrition programs is determined ¡n part by income thresholds which can vary by state.
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15.096
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19.0%
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72.4%

18.0%

t2.2%

L4.396

11.696

25.496

23.196

26,2%

24.796

20.8%

26.7%

23.6%

21.4%

27.196

26.3%

3L.7%

18.396

26.996

20.1%

27,516

19.096

41,810

38,3s0
¿l8,690

39,44
u,7to
¿t0,850

39,810
¡10,350

43,650

41,880

49,8æ

34030
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32,110

u,720
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nutrltloh ¡¡ilÈblrËe¡
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669ú

TLyo

6A9l

56Yo

75%

TtYo

6716

76%

679¿

6896

5L%

75?f

6Li6

60%

58%

4L9f

u%
299Í

329Í

3s96

25,ú

29Yþ

3396

24Yo

3396

3396

499Í

25'f
w6
4Wô
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OHIO POWER COMPAI\Y'S RESPONSE TO
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION'S

DISCOVERY REQUEST
PUCO CASE 16-1852-EL-SSO et al.

FIRST SET

INTERROGATORY

occ-INT-l-247 Please identify any benefits for residential customers from funding the
necessary capital investments in your distribution system through the
DIR instead of through a distribution rate case.

RESPONSE

The Company cannot fund the necessary capiøl investment through a base distribution case but

it could recover the funds spent on capital investment through a base distribution case. This

would require a greater lag in updating the Company's infrastructure due to the timely process of
a distribution case as well as additional costs based on rate case expenses. As with the existing

DIR, the Company has proposed continuation of the DIR in order to allow a pro-active approach

to upgrading the aging infrastructure. The benefit to customers associated with recovering capital

investment funds through the DIR rather than through Base Distribution rates is for an improved

or maintained distribution system that will serve greater reliability to customers in the pro-active

manner in which the Company can respond by eliminating the regulatory lag.

Prepared by: Andrea E. Moore
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OHIO PO\ryER COMPA¡IY'S RESPONSE TO
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION'S

DISCOVERY REQUEST
PUCO CASE 1ó-1852-EL-SSO et al.

F'IRST SET

REOUEST FOR ADMISSION

OCC-RFA-L-067 Admit that the Company has performed no coslbenefrt analysis related to
the DIR program (for any year or period of years) at any point since

20t2.

RESPONSE

The Company objects to this request as seeking information that is neither relevant nor

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Company also objects

to the form of the question as this request is vague, overbroad and/or unduly burdensome.

Without waiving the foregoing objection(s) or any general objection the Company may have, the

Company states as follows. The Company is completing the DIR work plan approved by the

Commission, which approval did not impose such a condition or requirement.

Prepared by: Selwyn J. Dias
Counsel
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OHIO POWER COMPA¡{Y'S RESPONSE TO
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION'S

DISCOVERY REQUEST
PUCO CASE 16-1852-EL-SSO et al.

FIRST SET

REOUEST FOR ADMISSION

OCC-RFA-I-058 Admit that the Company has performed no studies or analyses to
"understand that the relationship between cost and reliability is not linear,
but exponential."

RESPONSE

The Company objects to the form of the question as this request is vague, overbroad and/or

unduly burdensome. Without waiving the foregoing objections or any general objection the

Company may have, the Company states as follows. The Company has not performed a separate

or distinct study to understand that the relationship between cost and reliability is not linear, but

exponential that supports the proposition being discussed. But the Company maintains that its

position is just and reasonable and is adequately supported and explained in testimony. The

relationship regarding cost and reliability is based on experience and review of data from internal

Company software systems as well as on my experience and review of the Company trends.

Prepared by: Selwyn J. Dias
Counsel
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Research Methodology
AEP Ohio contracted Thoroughbred Research Group to provide marketing research services for
a year-long study regarding customer perceptions of service reliability. The study examined
perceptions among both AEP Ohio residential and AEP Ohio commercialelectric customers.

Each quarter, telephone interviews were conducted with a random selection of 100 residential
customers and 100 commercial customers, for a total annual sample size of 400 interviews
within each segment. The annual sample size for each segment provides results accurate to
within plus or minus 4.9 percentage points at95o/o confidence for that segment.

Sample Design

All respondents were adults age 18 or older and confirmed they were cCImpletely responsible or
shared responsibility for the utility decisions of the household or business.

lnterviews averaged 15.0 minutes in length for residential customers, and 15.5 mÍnutes for
commercial customers.

The questionnaire for the study was developed by the staff of AEP Ohio and AEP's
Performance Management Group with the oversight of the Public Utility Commission of Ohio
(PUCO).

2

Seqment
Sample

Size
Data Collection

Dates
Margin of Error at 95%

Confidence

Residential Customers
o Q1 2015
o Q22015
r Q3 2015
¡ Q4 2015

100
'100

100
100
400

Jan21 -Mar 27
Apr 10 - Jun 23
JulT-Sep21
Oct2-Dec17

Total 2015 +l- 4.9 percentage points

Commercial Customers
. Q1 2015
. Q22415
. Q3 2015
c Q4 2415

100
100
100
100
400

Jan 22 - Mar 29
Apr 13 - Jun22
JulS-Sep21

Oct 12 -Ðec17
Total 2015 +l- 4.9 percentage points

2016 Reliability Standards Filing
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Residential Gustomer Results

Servlce Prioritv

When asked which of five options is most important to them about their home electric service,
residential customers gravitated to two issues,each mentioned by about one-third of residential
customers:

¡ The cost of electricity (34o/o)

. Quickly restoring power when outages occur (mentioned by 32o/oJ

A significant number of respondents (20olo) selected "Keeping power outages to a minimum" as
being most important to them.

ln comparison, "Customer service and getting any questions and issues addressed in a timely
mannef (8olo) and "Having options in paying your monthly bills" l4o/o) were selected as most
important by the fewest number of residential customers.

Electric Service Priority

34%
32%

2A%

4%

8%

The Cost of
Electricity

Keeping Power Quickly Restoring Having Options in Timely Customer
Outages to a Power when Paying Your Service

Minimum Outages Occur Monthly Bill

2016 Reliability Standards Filing 3
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AEP Ohio's Abilitv to Provide Uninterrupted Service

Using a scale ranging from zero (extremely poor job) to ten (exfre mely good jab), residential customers
were asked to rate AEP Ohio's ability to provide electricity without intenuption.

Overall, customers gave an average (mean) rating of 8.52, with nearly six in ten (58olo) giving a rating of
either I or 10.

Ability to Provide Electricity Without lnterruption

4

A¡¡

Residential
Customers

Service Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

r Rated 9 or 10
¡ Rated 6, 7 or I
¡ Rated 5 or Lower
¡ Don't knoMNo

answer

Average Rating

58o/o

33o/o

8o/o

1o/o

8.52

58o/o

34o/o

$o/a

660/o

25o/o

9o/o

56o/o

38o/a

5a/o

2o/o

8.668.51 8.61

2016 Reliability Standards Filing
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Chanqes in Expectations for Service Reliabilitv

Although a large majority repoñ no change (72o/o|, more than twice as many residential
customers say their expectations for unintenupted service have increased over the past five
years (18o/o) than say their expectations have decreased (7olo).

Changes in Expectations for Service Reliability, Past Five Years

When asked to speculate on any changes in expectations over the nexf five years, results for residential
customers are largely the same. About two-thirds (67%) say they do not feel their expectations will
change at all. But while only 7o/ofeel expectations will decrease, one in five(2Ao/o) feel their expectations
for unintenupted service will increase over the next five years.

Changes in Expectations for Service Reliability, Next Five Years

5

At¡
Residential
Customers

Servr'ce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Decreased (TOTAL)
r Significantly
r Somewhat

Stayed the Same

lncreased (TOTAL)
r Significantly
¡ Somewhat

Don't KnoØNo Answer

7o/a

2o/o

4o/o

72o/o

18o/o

8o/o

1Oø/ø

3o/o

7o/o

2o/o

5o/o

9o/o

4o/o

5o/o

71o/o

15o/o

8o/o

80/ø

Sa/o

4o/o

2o/o

2o/o

71o/o 78o/o

19o/o

10o/ø

1Ao/s

160/o

4o/o

13o/o

3o/o 2o/o

A¡I
Residential
Customers

Servíce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Decrease (TOTAL)
o Significantly
r Somewhat

Stay the Same

lncrease (TOTAL)
e Significantly
o Somewhat

Ðon't KnoMNo Answer

7ola

2o/a

So/a

67o/o

2Ûo/o

5o/o

15o/o

60/o

9o/o

30/ø

5o/o

3o/o

3ç/o

5o/o

2a/o

3o/o

630/o 75o/o 71o/o

25o/o

5o/o

19o/a

1So/a

5o/o

10o/o

17o/o

4o/o

13o/o

4o/o 8o/o 7a/o

2016 Reliability Standards Filing
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Residential customers were asked to rate AEP Ohio's performance in providing reliable electric
service compared to their expectations. Customers used a scale that ranged from zero (fell
short of expectations| to ten (exceeded expectations).

Residential customers gave an average rating o17.32. About one third (33olo) gave a high rating
of 9 or 10, indicating their reliability expectations have been exceeded in this regard. About one
in four {25Va) gave a rating of 5 or less, indicating performance fell short of their expectations.

AEP Ohio Service Reliability Compared to Expectations

6

At¡
Residential
Customers

Servíce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

¡ Rated 9 or 10
o Rated 6, 7 or I
r Rated 5 or Lower
o Don't knoMNo

answer

Average Rating

33o/o

39o/o

25o/o

3o/o

7.32

30o/o

45o/o

24o/o

1o/a

39o/o

334/o

23o/a

5o/o

32o/o

42o/o

260/o

7.28 7.55 7.34

2016 Reliability Standards Filing
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Total Past 12 Month Outaqes

Counting both momentary (less than tive minutes) and extended (five minutes or longer) power
outages, residential customers reported experiencing an average of 3.82 outages during the
past 12 months. This includes the 19olo who say they have not had any interruptions in electric
service at all during the past 12 months.

Among those experiencing at least one power interruption, the average duration of the longest
outrages was reported as 13.6 hours. While 25o/o sa! the longest outage lasted less than one
hour, 15olo report having lost power lor 24 hours or longer during the past 12 months.

Past 12-Month Outages

7

Ail
Residential
Customers

ServÍce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Number of Outaoes in the
Past 12 Months
{Momentarv and Extended}

r None
o OneorTwo
¡ Three or Four
o Five or More
r Don't knoMNo

answer
Average (lncluding

"None")

Duration of Lonqest
Outaqe
Less than 't hour
One to less than 2 hours
Two to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer

Average (Excluding "No
Outages")

19o/o

37o/o

22o/o

19o/o

30/ø

3_82

25o/o

10o/o

22o/o

18o/o

1Oalc

15o/o

13.6 hrs.

19o/o

37o/o

28o/a

22ola

2o/o

224/o

32o/o

25o/o

19o/a

2o/o

17o/ø

39o/o

23o/o

19o/o

2o/o

4.40 3.21 3.48

32o/o

13o/o

184/a

15o/o

60/o

17o/o

25o/o

4o/o

26o/a

23o/o

14o/o

9o/o

23o/o

1Ot/o

Z?Vo

20o/a

$a/o

160/o

15.6 hrs 10.7 hrs 13.9 hrs.

2016 Reliability Standards Filing
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Extended Outaoes

When discussing "extended" interruptions in electric service, customers were asked to think
about only those outages in which they had complete loss of electric power for five minutes or
longer.

On average, customers reported 1.86 extended intenuptions of electric service during the past
12 months. This average includes the 20olo who say they have not had any extended outages
during this time.

Across all extended outages, customers estimated their power to have been off a total of 6.7
hours with the average extended outage lasting 4.5 hours in duration.

Extended Electric Outages

I

A¡I
Residential
Customers

Service Príority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

Number Extended Outaqes
in the Past l2 Months

o None
r One
r Two
o Three
r Four
¡ Five or More
o Don't knowlNo

answer
Average (lncluding

"None")

Total Duration of Outaqe
Less than t hour
One to less than 2 hours
Two to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer

Average (Excluding "No
Outages")

20o/o

3Ao/a

18o/o

$Yo

60/o

9o/o

4o/o

1.86

214/o

15o/o

34o/o

17o/o

4o/o

9o/a

6.7 hrs

274/o

33o/o

11Ð/o

9o/o

8o/o

9o/a

17o/o

38o/o

12o/o

8o/o

12o/o

126/o

1SYo

35o/o

26Yo

8o/o

3a/o

9o/o

3o/a

1.71

Zala

2.19

5o/o

1.81

29o/o

2'lo/o

29o/o

15o/o

Oo/o

60/o

23o/o '170/o

14ô/a

34{/a

17o/o

3o/o

14o/a

9o/o

360/o

236/o

9o/o

Ao/o

4.5 hrs. 3-3 hrs 7.2 hrs-

2016 Reliability Standards Filing
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A¡¡
Residential
Customers

Se¡vice Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Duration of Averaqe
Extended Outaoe

-

Less than t hour
One to less than 2 hours
Two to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer 

Average

22o/o

22o/o

26o/a

20o/o

3o/o

8o/o

4.5 hrs.

19o/o

22o/o

28o/o

14o/a

0o/o

174/o

4.0 hrs.

33o/o

17olo

29Va
17o/a

4o/a

ïa/o

2,3 hrs.

21o/o

19o/a

29o/o

248/o

2o/o

5o/o

4.8 hrs.

Extended Electric Outages (Continued)

02016 Reliability Standards Filing
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Acceptable Duration of Outaoes

Residential customers say that for an extended outage caused by a severe storm, it would be
acceptable for the power to be out for an average oÍ 17.4 hours. However, nearly one in five
(18o/o) say it would only be acceptable for the power to be interrupted for no more than one
hour.

For outages that are not caused by storms, residential customers say an acceptable outage
time is no longer than 4.0 hours on average and 39olo say it would only be acceptable to have a
power outage of less than one hour-

Acceptable Duration of Outages

Ail
Residential
Customers

Service Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Acceotable Duration of
Severe Storm-Related
Outaoe
None
Less than t hour
One to less than 2 hours
Two to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer

Average (ncluding
"None")

Acceptable Duration of
Non-Storm Related Outaqe
None
Less than t hour
One to less than 2 hours
Two to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer

Average (lncluding
"None")

60lo

12o/o

15o/o

23o/o

15o/o

9o/o

22e/o

'17 -4 hrs.

13o/o

2õo/o

39o/a

8o/o

3o/o

4a/o

8o/o

4.0 hrs.

5o/o

10o/o

160/o

25o/o

11o/o

9t/o

24o/o

1o/o

9a/o

1So/c

24olo

28o/a

7o/o

160/o

10o/o

11o/o

13o/o

21o/o

11o/o

10o/o

23o/o

14.0 hrs. 12.9 hrs. 20.8 hrs.

13o/o

26Yo

4Ùa/o

5o/o

2o/o

4o/o

9Vo

4.5 hrs

9o/a

2Ùo/o

45o/a

14o/o

4o/o

5o/o

3o/o

2.9 hrs.

14o/a

26o/a

40o/a

9o/a

2o/o

2o/o

9o/o

4.6 hrs

2016 Reliability Standards Filing 10
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Recall of Recorded Messaoe for Most Recent Outaqe

Among those experiencing an interruption in service, 11o/o recall having received a recorded
message from AEP Ohio regarding their most recent outage. Of those that did recall a recorded
outage message, 80o/o found the information helpful with 62ø/o describing the message as "very
helpful".

Recall/Helpfulness of Recorded Message

Ail
Residential
Customers

Seryice Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Recall Phone Messaqe
!r@E@¡ Yes

rNo
o Not sure/No answer

Helofulness of Phone
Messaoe

e Very Helpful
. Somewhat Helpful

Sub-total

14o/o

82o/o

4o/o

620/o

18o/o

12o/o

85o/o

2o/o

23o/a

73o/o

3o/o

13o/o

81o/o

7o/o

460/o

15olo

57o/o

21o/o

77o/o

15o/o

80o/o 620/o 794/o 92o/o

2016 Reliability Standards Filing 11
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Relative lmportance of Outaqe lssues

Residential customers were asked to rate the importance of three different aspects of service
reliability using a scale ranging from zero (/easf important) to ten (mosf important). Service
interruptions of five minutes or longer were considered sustained whíle shorter interruptions
were classified as momentary intenuptions.

Theþ!g!Ef-S!g!æSl intenuptions rated highest with an average importance rating of
7.79.
The@interruptionsreceivedanaVerageimportanceratingot7.47
among residential customers.
The@interruptionSwaSratedlowest,withanaVerageimportance
rating of 5.94.

lmportance of Outage lssues

a

a

a

A¡I
Residential
Customers

Servrce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

Number of Sustained
lnterruotions

. Rated 9 or'10

. Rated 6, 7 or I
o Rated 5 or Lower
r Don't knoWNo

answer
Average Rating

Lenoth of Sustained
lnterruptions

r Rated I or 10
. Rated 6, 7 or I
¡ Rated 5 or Lower
o Don't knodNo

answer
Average Rating

Number of Momentarv
lnterruntlons

-

¡ Rated 9 or 10
e Rated 6, 7 or I
¡ Rated 5 or Lower
r Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

41o/o

28o/o

25o/a

60/o

7.47

47o/o

27o/o

21o/o

Salo

7.79

24ø/o

23ola

47o/o

6a/a

5.94

35o/o

35o/o

25o/o

52o/o

25o/o

18o/o

50/ø

8.12

45o/o

25o/o

24o/o

6ø/o

7.54

So/a

7.41

43o/a

27o/o

260/o

4o/a

7.58

58o/o

24o/o

14o/o

4o/o

8.22

47o/o

29o/o

20o/o

4o/o

7.89

21o/o

284/o

45o/o

6o/a

5.90

28o/o

2Ùo/o

43o/o

9o/a

6.14

25o/o

Zjo/o
47o/o

7o/o

5.92

2016 Reliability Standards Filing 12
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Perception of Abilitv to Restore Power

Customers rated the performance of AEP Ohio in restoring power, using a scale fom zero
(extremely poar job| to ten (extremely good job|. On average, residential customers gave AEP
Ohio an average rating of 8.05 in terms of their general ability to restore power with almost half
(45ø/o) assigning top ratings of nine or ten.

General Ability to Restore Power

Ail
Residential
Customers

Seryrce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

¡ Rated 9 or 10
o Rated 6, 7 or I
r Rated 5 or Lower
o Don't knoWNo

answer
Average Rating

45ø/o

4Ùo/a

13o/o

2o/o

8.05

460/o

37o/o

'140/o

4o/o

7.99

49o/o

37o/o

11o/o

45o/o

41o/o

13o/o

1o/o

8.06

3o/o

8.21

2016 Reliability Standards Filing i3
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Performance Expectations for Power Restoration

On average, residential customers expect AEP Ohio to be able to identify the cause of a
sustained power outage within 1.2 hours after it begins. They indicated that the company should
beabletogivecustomersan@neceSsarytorestorepowerwithin
1.7 hours of the start of a sustained intenuption.

Power Restoration Expectations: ldentifying Cause and Estimating
Restoration Time

All
Residential
Customers

Servrce Priority

Keep Outages
to a MinimumCost

Restore
Power
Quickly

Expected Time to Know
Cause of Outaqe

. Less than 15 minutes

. 15 to 29 minutes

. 30 to 59 minutes

. One hour to less than
two hours

¡ Two hours or longer
o Don't knoMNo

answer
Average

Expected Time to Have
@
Time

. Less than 15 minutes
r 15 to 29 minutes
¡ 30 to 59 minutes
o One hour to less than

two hours
. Two hours or longer
e Don't knoMNo

answer
Average

1Oa/o

9o/o

19o/o

36%

214/a

5o/o

1.2 hrs.

6o/a

7ola

17e/o

33o/o

34o/o

4o/a

1.7 hrs.

10o/o

9o/o

'l7o/o

348/o

25o/o

4o/a

1.3 hrs.

8o/o

19Vo

24o/o

33%

20o/o

5o/o

1.0 hrs.

Aa/a

60/o

23o/o

32o/o

35û/o

0o/o

1.5 hrs

13o/o

60/o

19o/a

38Va

19o/o

60/o

1.Zhrs

7o/o

5o/o

17o/o

37o/o

32o/o

20/ø

1.7 hrs.

7o/o

7o/o

14o/o

33o/o

34o/a

4olo

1.9 hrs
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For power outages caused by a severe storm, residential customers feelAEP Ohio should be
able to restore power within an average of 3.1 hours.

For non-storm related outages, residential customers expect power to be restored within 1.6
hours.

Power Restoration Expectations: Restoration Time for Severe Storm
and Non-Storm Outages

A¡I
Residential
Customers

Sen¿rce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

For Outaqes Caused bv
Severe Storm

r Within 30 minutes
¡ 30 to 59 minutes
¡ One to less than two

hours
o Two to less than four

hours
r Four hours or longer
r Don't knodNo

answer
Average

For Non€torm Outaqes
r Within 30 minutes
o 30 to 59 minutes
¡ One to less than two

hours
. Two to less than four

hours
o Four hours or longer
e Ðon't knoMNo

answer
Average

ïa/o

13ø/o

24o/o

19o/o

24o/o

14o/a

3.1 hrs.

18o/o

17o/o

31o/o

168/a

10o/o

9a/a

1,6 hrs.

60/o

12o/o

25o/o

160/o

25ola

16Yo

3.6 hrs.

60/o

15o/o

25ô/o

10Yo

1Ao/o

21o/o

22Vo

20Vo

11o/o

2.7 hrs.

22o/o

27o/o

9e/o

3.1 hrs.

19o/o

11o/o

160/o

19o/o

14o/a

22Vo

37Vo 28o/o 30o/o

106/o

12o/o

25o/o 19o/o

BYo8o/o

10o/o

1.7 hrs.
4o/o

'1.7 hrs.
7olo

1.5 hrs
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Service Reliabilitv Performance Ratinos

Residential customers rated AEP Ohio's performance on six aspects of performance relative to
service reliability. Pedormance was rated on a scale ranging from zero (extremely poor joblto
ten (exfremely good job).

o The overall quality of power delivered was rated highest, with an average score of 8.52.
o Keeping the number of momentarv outaqes to a minimum received an average rating of

8.10.
rKeepingthe@toaminimumreceivedanaverageperformance

rating of 8.08.
oKeepingthe@toaminimumreceivedanaVerageratingof7.99
r Making sure that all power lines and poles are well-maintained received a rating of 7-93.
¡ Trimming trees to help prevent power outages received an average pedormance rating

of 7.21.

AEP Ohio Performance Rat¡ngs

Au
Residential
Customers

Service Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Overall Qualitv of Power
¡ Rated 9 or 10
r Rated 6, 7 or 8
r Rated 5 or Lower
o Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

Keepino the number of
momentarv outaoes to a
minimum

o Rated 9 or 10
r Rated 6, 7 or I
. Rated 5 or Lower
r Don't know/No

answer
Average Rating

61olo

28o/o

1Oo/o

2o/o

8.52

48o/a

37o/ø

14o/o

lola

8.10

56o/o

29o/a

13o/o

1o/o

8.25

78o/o

13o/o

ïo/a

1a/o

8.99

61o/o

30o/o

7o/ø

2a/o

8.64

47o/o

38o/o

14o/a

1o/o

7.96

53o/o

35olo

1Ao/o

1o/o

8.42

45o/o

360/o

17o/o

2a/o

7.98
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Alt
Residential
Customers

Senrrce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

Keepino the number of
lonqer outaqes to a
minimum

r Rated 9 or 10
¡ Rated 6, 7 or I
¡ Rated 5 or Lower
r Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

Keepino the duration of
lonqer outaqes to a
minimum

r Rated 9 or 10
r Rated 6, 7 or I
. Rated 5 or Lower
. Don't knoMNo

ânswer
Average Rating

Makinq sure that all power
lines and poles are well-
@E¡Eg¡ Rated 9 or 10

o Rated 6, 7 or I
¡ Rated 5 or Lower
. Don't knodNo

answer
Average Rating

Trimminq trees to help
prevent power outaqes

¡ Rated 9 or 10
o Rated 6, 7 or I
r Rated 5 or Lower
e Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

460/o

39o/ø

14o/o

2o/o

8.08

45o/o

38ø/o

15o/o

2o/a

7.99

49o/o

30o/o

18ø/o

4o/a

7.93

37o/a

29o/ø

27o/o

7o/a

7.21

49o/o

35o/o

160/o

1o/o

8.04

54o/a

32olo

'l3t/o

1a/o

8.27

41o/o

460/o

12o/o

2o/o

8.04

47o/a

360/o

160/o

'la/a

7.92

48o/o

38o/o

13o/o

1olo

8.18

45o/o

394/o

14o/o

2o/a

8.04

45o/a

360/o

'130/o

7o/o

8.04

58o/o

24o/o

160/o

1o/o

8.14

464/o

28o/o

23o/o

4ola

7.58

31o/o

3So/a

28o/o

60/o

6.98

39o/o

27o/o

27o/a

8o/o

7.32

41ú/o

24o/o

28o/a

ïo/a

7.27

AEP Ohio Performance Rat¡ngs (Continued)

2016 Reliability Standards Filing 17

Attachment JDW-9 
Page 17 of 34



Overall Satisfaction

Lastly, residential customers rated their overall satisfaction with AEP Ohio as their home's
electric company. Satisfaction was rated on a scale from zero (extremely dissafisfed) to ten
(extremely saí.sfied).

Overall satisfaction was rated an average of 8.23 among residential customers with slightly over
half (55olo) rating it as either a nine or ten.

Overall Satisfaction with AEP Ohio

Al¡
Residential
Customers

Service Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Overall Satisfaction
r Rated 9 or 10
o Rated 6, 7 or I
¡ Rated 5 or Lower
. Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

55ø/o

32o/o

124/o

1o/o

8.23

43o/o

374/a

19o/a

1o/o

7.62

61o/ø

28o/o

1Aolo

1ola

8.42

64o/o

29o/o

6o/a

1o/o

8.64

2016 Reliability Standards Filing i8

Attachment JDW-9
Page 18 of 34



Gommercial Gustomer Results

Service Prioritv

-

When asked which of five options is most important to them about their commercial electric
service, three issues were mentioned with about equalfrequency by commercial customers:

r The cost of electricity (mentioned by 31o/o of commercial customers)

. Keeping power outages to a minimum (30%)

r Quickly restoring power when outages occur (30o/o)

ln comparison, "Customer service and getting any questions and issues addressed in a timely
mannef (5olo) and "Having options in paying your monthly bills" (1olo) were selected as most
important by small number of commercial customers.

Electric Service Priority

37% 3A% 30%

t%

5%

The Cost of
Êlectricity

Keeping Power Quickly Restoring Having Options in Timely Customer
Outages to a Power when Paying Your Service

Minimum Outages Occur Monthly Bill
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AEP Ohio's Abilitv to Provide Unlnterrupted Service

Using a scale ranging from zero (ertremely poor jobl to ten (extremely good job), commercial
customer were asked to rate AEP Ohio's ability to provide electricity without intenuption.

Overall, customers gave an average rating of 8.52, with nearly six ín ten (620/ol giving a rating of
I or 10.

Ability to Provide Electricity Without lnterrupt¡on

Aü
Commercial
Customers

Sen¡rce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

. Rated 9 or 10
¡ Rated 6, 7 or I
e Rated 5 or Lower
¡ Don't know/No

answer

Average Rating

620/ø

30o/o

9o/o

8.52

6Ùa/o

34o/o

60/o

67o/o

25o/o

8o/o

620/o

31o/o

7a/ø

8.56 8.62 8.64
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Chanoes in Expectations for Service Reliabilitv

Although a large majority report no change (78o/o), more than three times as many commercial
customers say their expectations for uninterrupted service have increased over the past five
years (160lo) than say their expectations have decreased (5olo).

Changes in Expectations for Service Reliab¡l¡ty, Past Five Years

When asked to speculate on any changes in expectations over the nexf five years, results for
commercial customers are largely the same. About three-quarters say they do not feel their
expectations will change at all. But while only Solo feel expectations will decrease, nearly one in
five feel their expectations for uninterrupted service will increase over the next five years.

Changes in Expectations for Service Reliability, Next Five Years

Aü
Commercial
Customers

Servrce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Decreased (TOTAL)
o Significantly
o Somewhat

Stayed the Same

lncreased (TOTAL)
e Significantly
¡ Somewhat

Don't KnowlNo Answer

5o/o

2o/o

2o/o

78o/o

160/o

60/o

1Aa/o

2o/a

60/o

2o/o

3o/o

774/o

15o/a

8o/o

60/o

3o/o

60/o

3o/o

2o/o

2o/o

2o/o

73o/o 83o/o

194/a

60/o

13o/o

160/o

4o/o

12o/o

2o/o

At!
Commercial
Customers

Service Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

Decrease (TOTAL)
o Significantly
o Somewhat

Stay the Same

lncrease (TOTAL)
e Significantly
r Somewhat

Don't KnodNo Answer

5o/o

2o/o

3o/o

75o/o

19o/o

3o/a

15o/o

2o/o

6o/a

2o/o

5o/o

4o/a

Zo/a

2o/o

2o/o

Oo/o

2o/o

77olø 73o/o 78o/o

160/o

3o/o

13o/o

21o/o

3o/o

17o/o

2Ùo/o

30/ø

17o/o

1o/o 2o/o 1o/o
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Commercial customers were asked to rate AEP Ohio's performance in providing reliable electric
service compared to their expectations. Customers used a scale that ranged trom zero (fell
short of expectations) to ten (exceeded expectationsl-

Commercia! customers gave an average (mean) rating of 7 .16. About half (51olo) gave a high
rating of 9 or 10, indicating their expectations have been exceeded in this regard. Slightly more
than one in four (27Vol gave a rating of 5 or less.

AEP Ohio Service Reliability Gompared to Expectations

Ail
Commercial
Customers

Seruice Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

r Rated 9 or 10
r Rated 6, 7 or I
r Rated 5 or Lower
¡ Ðon't knoWNo

answer

Average Rating

51o/o

19o/o

274/o

3o/o

7.',16

45o/o

23o/o

27o/o

4o/o

55o/o

18o/o

24o/o

2o/o

55o/o

17o/o

27o/o

1o/a

7.01 7 _31 7.39
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Total Past 12 Month Outaqes

Counting both momentary (less than five minutes) and extended (five minutes or Ionger) power
outages, commercia! customers reported experiencing an average of 3.7 outages during the
past 12 months. This includes the 18olo who say they have not had any interruptions in electric
service at all during the past 12 months.

Among those experiencing at least one power intenuption, the average duration of the longest
outrages was reported as 9.0 hours.

Past l2-Month Outages

At¡
Commercial
Customers

Service Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Number of Outases in the
E!13.!!g!ttsr None

r One or Two
r Three or Four
r Five or More
o Don't knoMNo

answer 
Average

Duration of Lonoest
Outaoe
Less than t hour
One to less than 2 hours
Two to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer

Average (Excluding "No
Outages")

18o/o

35o/o

22o/o

2Ùo/o

5o/o

3.7

25o/o

9o/o

37o/o

'140/o

9a/o

7o/o

9.0 hrs.

24o/o

35o/o

'l9o/o

17o/o

5o/o

160/o

38o/o

21o/o

25o/o

1o/o

1ío/a

35o/o

22o/a

2Ùo/o

5

3.4 4.8 3.0

22o/o

73o/o

32o/o

15o/o

114/o

7o/o

35o/o

9o/o

29o/o

13o/o

9o/o

So/a

21o/o

5ø/o

47o/o

14o/o

7o/o

60/ø

8.6 hrs. 8.3 hrs 7.2hrs
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Extended Outaqes

When discussing "extended" interruptions in electric service, commercial customers were asked
to think about only those outages in which they had complete loss of electric power for five
minutes or longer.

On average, commercial customers reported 2.1 extended interruptions of electric service
during the past 12 months. This average includes the 't9olo who say they have not had any
extended outages during this time.

Across all extended outages, customers estimated their power to have been off a total of 6.0
hours with the average extended outage Iasting 8.4 hours in duration.

Extended Electric Outages

Ail
Commercial
Customers

Sen¡ice Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Number Extended Outaqes
in the Past 12 Months
{Momentarv and Extendedl

. None
e One
r Two
r Three
¡ Four
r Five or More
r Don't knoWNo

answer
Average

Duration of Outaoe
Less than t hour
One to less than 2 hours
ïwo to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer

Average (Excluding "No
Outages")

19o/o

34o/o

2oo/o

1Oo/o

4o/o

11û/o

Zo/a

2.1

20o/o

21o/o

27ø/o

2ïo/o
8o/o

So/a

6.0 hrs.

18o/o

33o/o

25o/o

7o/o

2olo

13o/a

20/ø

23o/o

33o/o

15o/o

'120/o

3o/o

14o/o

1a/o

160/o

34o/o

21o/o

1Oo/o

5o/o

11o/o

2ø/o

2.8

21o/o

14o/o

29o/o

21o/o

7a/o

7o/o

2,O

28o/a

254/a

22o/o

160/o

60/ø

3o/o

2.O

13o/o

22o/o

25o/o

25o/o

13o/o

3o/o

6.8 hrs. 4.9 hrs. 5.1 hrs.
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A¡¡
Commercial
Customers

Servrce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power

Quickly

Duration of Averaqe
Extended Outaoe

-

Less than t hour
One to less than 2 hours
Two to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer 

Average

160/o

'190/o

29o/o

19o/o

11ø/o

5Vo

8-4 hrs

23o/o

18o/o

1ío/a
31o/o

8o/o

5o/o

12-0 hrs.

190/ø

21o/o

21o/a

17ola

14o/a

7o/o

9.8 hrs

7o/o

22o/o

47o/o

1'lo/o

9o/o

4o/o

4.8 hrs

Extended Electric Outages (Gontinued)
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Acceptable Duration of Outases

Commercial customers say that for an extended outage caused by a severe storm, it would be
acceptable for the power to be out for an average of 14.0 hours. However, nearly one in five

{19o/o} say it would only be acceptable for the power to be intenupted for no longer than one
hour.

For outages that are not caused by storms, commercial customers say an acceptable outage
time is no longer than 5.0 hours on average and 41o/o say it would only be acceptable to have a
power outage of less than one hour.

Acceptable Duration of Outages

AII
Commercial
Customers

Sen¡ice Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Acceotable Duration of
Severe Storm-Related
Outaoe
None
Less than t hour
One to less than 2 hours
Two to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer

Average (lncluding
"Nane")

Acceptable Duration of
Non-Storm Related 0utaqe
None
Less than t hour
One to less than 2 hours
Two to less than 4 hours
Four to less than I hours
Eight to less than 24 hours
24 hours or longer

Average (lncluding
"None")

ïo/a
11o/o

15o/o

26o/o

11o/o

11o/o

194/o

14.0 hrs.

13o/o

28CI/o

28ø/o

23o/o

7o/o

3o/o

3a/o

5.0 hrs.

7o/o

10o/o

160/o

24o/o

1Oolo

13o/o

21o/o

7o/o

17ola

14o/o

29o/o

8o/o

9o/o

15o/o

8o/o

7o/o

14o/o

27o/o

18o/o

11o/o

19o/o

23.2hrs. 7.8 hrs. 9.7 hrs

12o/o

21o/o

24o/o

25o/o

Ùo/a

Solo

4o/o

8.3 hrs.

10o/o

394/a

'l9o/o

22o/o

4o/o

2o/o

3o/a

2.4 hrs.

11o/o

254/o

28o/o

19o/o

1Oo/o

4o/o

3o/o

2.8 hrs.
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Recall of Recorded Messaqe for Most Recent Outaoe

Among those experiencing an interruption in service, 18olo recall having received a ree¡rded
message from AEP Ohio regarding their most recent outage. Of those that did recall a recorded
outage message slightly more than half (560lo) found the information helpfulwith 38olo descríbing
the message as "very helpful".

RecalllHelpfulness of Recorded Message

A¡¡
Commercial
Customers

Service Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Recall Phone Messaqe
from AEP Ohio?
Yes
No
Not sure/No answer

Helofulness of Phone
Messaqe
Very Helpful
Somewhat Helpful

Sublotal

'lïa/a
77o/o

5o/o

38ø/o

18ø/o

14o/o

78o/o

8o/o

23o/o

74o/o

3o/o

18o/o

78o/o

4a/o

25a/o
25a/o

39o/o

22o/o

59o/o

11o/o

560/o 5$o/o 6',lo/o 61o/o
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Relative lmportance of Outaqe lssues

Commercial customers were asked to rate the importance of three different aspects of service
reliability, using a scale ranging from zero (/easf impoñant) to ten (mosf impartant)- Service
interruptions of five minutes or longer were considered sustained while shorter interruptions
were classified as momentary interruptions.

The lg!g!E[-æ!qiry5l interruptions rated highest, with an average importance rating of
8.2.
The number of sustained interruptions received an average importance rating of 7.8
among commercial customers.
The@interruptionswasratedlowest,withanaVerageimportance
rating of 6.6.

lmportance of Outage lssues

a

a

a

All
Commercial
Customers

Selvrce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

Lenoth of Sustained
lnterruntions

r Rated 9 or 10
r Rated 6,7 or 8
o Rated 5 or Lower
o Don't knoWNo

answer
Average Rating

@
lnterruptions

r Rated 9 or 10
r Rated 6, 7 or I
. Rated 5 or Lower
r Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

Number of Momentarv
lnterruotlons

-

r Rated 9 or 10
o Rated 6,7 or 8
¡ Rated 5 or Lower
r Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

55o/o

24o/o

18o/o

3o/o

8.2

47o/o

28o/o

22o/o

3o/a

7.8

26o/a

35o/o

38o/o

1ø/a

6.6

48o/o

23o/o

27o/o

3Vo

7.8

600/o

27o/o

1go/o

3o/o

I

59o/o

24o/o

160/o

2o/o

8.3

38o/o

29o/o

31o/o

2o/o

7.3

51o/o

34o/o

12o/a

3o/o

8.3

5Ùo/o

25o/o

22o/o

3o/o

7.9

23o/o

35o/o

4oo/o

2o/a

6.6

31olo

374/ø

29o/o

3o/o

7,0

21o/o

344/o

45o/o

6.'t
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Perception of Abilitv to Restore Power

Customers rated the performance of AEP Ohío in restoring power, using a scale from zero
(extremely poor job) to ten (extremely good job). On average, commercial customers gave AEP
Ohio an average rating of 8.23 in terms of their general ability to restore power with almost half
(46o/a) assigning top ratings of nine or ten.

General Ability to Restore Power

A¡¡
Commercial
Customers

Seryrce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

r Rated I or 10
c Rated 6, 7 or I
r Rated 5 or Lower
r Don't knowlNo

answer
Average Rating

46o/o

44ø/o

1Oø/o

1o/o

8.23

41o/o

50o/o

8o/o

1olo

8.19

58o/o

43o/o

7o/o

1olo

8_37

52o/o

39o/o

9ø/c

8.41
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Performance Expectations for Power Restoration

On average, commercial customers expect AEP Ohio to be able to identiff the cause of a
sustained power outage about within an hour after it begins. They indicated the company
should be able to give customers an estimate of the amount of time necessary to restore power
within 90 minutes of the start of a sustained interruption.

Power Restoration Expectations: ldentifying Cause and Estimating
Restoration Time

Alt
Commercial
Customers

Seryrce Priority

Keep Outages
to a MinimumCost

Restore
Power
Quicklv

Expected Time to Know
Cause of Outaqe

r Less than 15 minutes
o 15 to 29 minutes
o 30 to 59 minutes
o One hour to less than

two hours
r Two hours or longer
¡ Ðon't know/No

answer
Average

Expected Time to Have
Estimate of Restoration
Time

r Less than 15 minutes
o 15 to 29 minutes
¡ 30 to 59 minutes
r One hour to less than

two hours
r Two hours or longer
e Don't knowlNo

ânswer
Average

12o/o

9o/o

24o/o

37o/o

14o/o

4o/o

61 mins

2Ùo/o

39ø/o

27o/o

3o/o

90 mins

5o/o

60/o

9o/o

7a/o

260/o

354/o

17o/o

60/o

62 mins

14o/o

14o/o

21o/o

39o/o

1Oo/a

2o/o

68 mins

11o/o

7o/o

3Ùo/o

4$o/o

1Ao/o

2o/o

51 mins

5o/o

3o/o

19o/o

40o/a

31o/o

2o/a

96 mins

6a/o

11o/o

25o/o

36o/o

'lÙa/o

4o/o

75 mins

4o/o

7o/o

19o/o

42o/o

260/o

2o/o

83 mins
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For power outages caused by a severe storm, commercial customers feelAEP Ohio should be
able to restore power within an average of 3.4 hours.

For non-storm related outages, commercial customers expect power to be restored within about
90 minutes.

Power Restoration Expectations: Restoration Time for Severe Storm
and Non-Storm Outages

All
Commercial
Customers

Seryrce Priority

Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
QuicklyCost

For Outaqes Caused bv
Severe Storms

o Within 30 minutes
o 30 to 59 minutes
o One to less than two

hours
o Two to less than four

hours
r Four hours or longer
¡ Don't knoMNo

answer
Average

@r Within 30 minutes
o 30 to 59 minutes
r One to less than two

hours
. Two to less than four

hours
r Four hours or longer
r Don't knoMNo

answer
Average

4o/o

12o/o

26ø/o

26ø/o

21o/o

12o/o

3.4 hrs.

13ø/o

23o/o

32ø/o

15o/o

8o/o

9o/o

92 mins

6a/o

160lo

27olo

24o/o

13o/o

14o/o

2.9 hrs.

5o/o

12o/o

22o/o

26o/a

260/o

Ùo/c

3.9 hrs.

3Ûo/o

28o/a

21o/o

13o/o

3.3 hrs.

11o/o

2Ùo/o

35o/o

150/ø

1Oø/o

8o/o

95 mins

2o/o

60/o

19o/o

260/o

27o/ø

12o/a

5o/a

11o/o

80 mins

9o/o

260/o

364/o

144/o

9ø/o

Tolo

90 mins
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Service Reliabilitv Performance Ratinqs

Commercial customers rated AEP Ohio's performance on six aspects of performance relative to
service reliability. Performance was rated on a scale ranging from zero (extremely poor job) to
ten (exfremely good job).

r The overallquality of power delivered was rated highest, with an average score of 8.40.
rKeepingthe@toaminimumreceivedanaVerageratingot8.,l6
oKeepingthe@toaminimumreceivedanaverageperformance

rating of 8.14.
r Keeping the number of momentary outaoes to a minimum received an average rating of

8.13.
o Making sure that all power lines and poles are well-maintained received a rating of 7 -91.
o Trimming trees to help prevent power outages received an average performance rating

of 7.61.

AEP Ohio Performance Rat¡ngs

Ail
Commercial
Customers

Se¡vrce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Power Qualitv
¡ Rated 9 or 10
¡ Rated 6, 7 or I
o Rated 5 or Lower
¡ Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

Keepino the duration of
lonqer outaqes to a
ln¡nimum

o Rated 9 or 10
r Rated 6, 7 or I
o Rated 5 or Lower
r Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

560/o

344/o

9o/o

'lo/o

8.40

45t/o
46o/o

9o/o

1o/a

8.16

454/a

45o/o

9o/o

68o/o

260/o

7o/o

58o/o

35o/a

7o/o

1o/o

8.21 8.68 8.55

44o/o

45o/o

9o/o

49olo

44o/o

7olo

43o/o

49t/o
7ø/o

2o/o

8.21

2o/o

8.10 8.37
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Ail
Commercial
Customers

Seryl'ce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quickly

Keepino the number of
lonoer outaoes to a
minimum

e Rated 9 or 10
¡ Rated 6, 7 or I
o Rated 5 or Lower
r Ðon't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

Keepino the number of
momentarv interruptions
Ie4js!@o Rated 9 or 10

r Rated 6, 7 or I
¡ Rated 5 or Lower
o Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

Makino sure that all oower
lines and poles are well-
maintained

o Rated 9 or 10
o Rated 6, 7 or I
r Rated 5 or Lower
¡ Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

Trimmino trees to help
orevent Dower outaoes

e Rated 9 or 10
¡ Rated 6, 7 or I
r Rated 5 or Lower
e Don't knodNo

answer
Average Rating

45o/o

440/o

1Oo/o

1o/o

8.14

48ø/o

40o/o

11ø/o

'lo/o

8.13

4ío/c
34o/ø

18o/o

2o/o

7.91

37o/o

37o/o

2Aø/o

60/o

7.61

39o/o

52o/o

7o/o

SÙo/o

4$ola

1Ao/o

460/o

42o/o

9ô/o

2o/o

8-11 8.36

2a/o

8.',|'7

44o/o

460/o

1Ao/o

1o/o

8.12

53o/o

36o/a

1Oo/o

1o/o

8.15

514/o

39o/o

9o/o

1ø/ø

8.32

41o/o

 $a/o

19o/o

49o/o

35o/o

14o/o

2o/o

8_10

454/o

34o/o

18o/o

2o/o

8_047.78

324/o

41o/o

21o/o

6a/o

7.55

38o/o

4Ao/ø

160/o

7o/o

7.75

44o/o

31o/o

21o/o

3o/o

7.74

AEP Ohio Performance Ratings (Continued)
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Overall Satisfaction

Lastly, commercial customers rated their overall satisfaction with AEP Ohio as their electric
company. Satisfaction was rated on a scale from zero (extremely drssaû'sfied) to ten (extremely
safisfled).

Overall satisfaction was rated an average of 8.37 among commercial customers with somewhat
over half (58o/o) rating it either a nine or ten.

Overall Satisfaction with AEP Ohio

Ail
Commercial
Customers

Seryl'ce Priority

Cost
Keep Outages
to a Minimum

Restore
Power
Quicklv

Overall Satisfaction
¡ Rated 9 or 10
r Rated 6, 7 or I
. Rated 5 or Lower
r Don't knoMNo

answer
Average Rating

58o/o

348/o

7o/o

1o/o

8.37

48o/o

4Ûo/a

11o/a

64o/o

30o/o

7o/o

58o/o

34o/o

7ø/o

8.15 8.67

1o/o

8.49
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OHIO PO\ryER COMPA¡ÍY'S RESPONSE TO
THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS' COUNSEL'S

DrscovERY REQUEST
PUCO CASE NO. 16-1852-EL-SSO et al.

SECOND SET

INTERROGATORY

occ-INT-2-291 Referring to the Dias Testimony at 16:6-8, please identify which capital
investments are intended to improve SAIFI and which investments are
intended to improve CAIDI.

RESPONSE

Lines 6-8 refer to distribution reliability projects, which mostly focus on avoiding outages and

reducing the number of customers intemrpted (CI). Reducing CI impacts SAIFI since SAIFI is

calculated as CI divided by the number of customers served. None of the reliability projects

focus on reducing CAIDI, although it might be impacted. CAIDI is more a reflection of the

outage restoration process. It is difficult to predict CAIDI impacts when an improvement
program focuses on SAIFI since CAIDI essentially reflects the outages that remain, as opposed

to those avoided.

Prepared by: Selwyn J. Dias
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Press Releases

ds

J.D. Power Ratings

For additional J,D. Power ratings data, please visit wwwjdpower.com/cars and

wwwj d powe r, com/rati n gs.

Overall Satisfaction ls Up and

Monthly Bills Down, Yet Electric

Providers Still Lag Behind

Other lndustries in Customer

Satisfaction, J.D. Power Study

nF

< Back
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4127tn17 J.D. Po¡er 2016 Elecfic Utility Residørtial Customer Satisfaction Study lJ.D. Po,ver

Power Reliability Shows lmprovement; Communications about

oCt&fflUkEl

C0STA MESA Callf.: 13 July 2016 - Although customer-reported monthly electric bills have fallen

to their lowest levels in 1-0 years and overall satisfaction is on the rise, electric utility providers

continue to struggle to match other industries in customer satisfaction, according to the J.D.

Power 2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study,sM released today.

The study, now in its 18th yeal measures customer satisfaction with electric utility companies by

examining six factors: power quality E reliability; price; billing Ê payment; corporate citizenship;

communicationsi 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 201-5. However, the industry continues to trail far behind many of the other industries J.D.

Power tracks, including auto insurance [averaging 81-1 in 20L6], retail banking [793], and airline

[726].111 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 util¡ty pract¡ce 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 ñndings of the study:

¡ Average monthly bill: Customer-reported monthly electric bills are the lowest in 10 years,

averaging $1-29 in 2016, down from $L32 in 2015. Satisfaction in the price factor improves

the most this year, increasing by 16 points from 201-5.

r Satisfaction by state: Satisfaction is highest among customers in Georgia, Alabama and

Oregon, and lowest in West Virginia, Connecticut and New Hampshire,

o Power reliability: The average frequency of brief power interruptions [outages of 5 minutes or

less] reported by customers has continued to decline since 201-0. Furthet 4L% of customers

experience "perfect power," or no brief or long interruptions, up from 37% in 2010. While

216
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4f27nV7 J.D. Po¡ver 2016 Elecfic Utility Residential Custorner Satisfactim Study lJ.D. Porer

lengthy interruptions have remained fairly constant, the length of the longest outage has

¡.HltptffifË,Hse of 6.4 hours in 2016 from 7.0 hours in 2015.

The study finds that utilities are improving in terms of informing customers about scheduled utility

work, with 73% of customers indicating they were notified ahead of time, up from 7L% in 201-5.

Howeve[ only 40% of customers say they were informed about an outage this year, down from 42%

in 2015,

"lt's hard to overstate how important consistent and proactive communications are to alleviate

the frustration customers feel when they experience any kind of power interrupti0n," said Hazen.

"People rely so heavily on electric powel which is why providers are under such intense scrutiny

when something goes wrong. lmproving 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 l-00,000 and 499,999 residential customers, while companies in the

large utility segment serve 500,000 0r more 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 among large utilities in the East region for a fifth consecutive

year, with a score of 705, PSEÊG [690] ranks second, followed by BGE [680], PEC0 [675] and Con

Edison 1672}

Among midsize utilities in the East region, Green Mountain Power ranks highest with a score of

681, Following in the rankings are Met-Ed Í672), Delmarva Power and Rochester Gas t Electric in a

tie [670 each], and Penn Power [66¿l].

htþ:/rtvwwjdporer.com/press-rdeases/ióporer-2o1&decfic-r¡tility-residential-cuslorner-satisfactior¡study 3/16
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4f2il2017 J.D. Porer 2016 Electic Utility Residential Custorner Satisfaction Study I J.D. Potter

Midwest Region
J.D. POWER

MidAmerican Energy ranks highest in the large utility segment in the Midwest region for a ninth

consecutive yeat with a score of 7L3. DTE Energy [703] ranks second, followed by Xcel-Energy

Midwest [692] and Alliant Energy and We Energies in a tie [687 each].

Kentucky Utilities ranks highest in the midsize segment in the Midwest region with a score of 7I2.

Following Kentucky Utilities are Otter Tail Power Company [703], Omaha Public Power District

[700], Louisville Gas E Electric [696] and Lincoln Electric System [694],

South Region

Florida Power t 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 l72I), Georgia Power l7t2),OGÛE ITLL)
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 l7L4) and Gulf Power [71]-1.

West Region

Salt River Project [SRP] ranks highest in the large utility segment in the West region for a 15th

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 yeat with a score of 743. Colorado Springs Utilities ranks second 1712J, followed by

ldaho Power t7}4) and lmperial lrrigation District and Seattle City Light in a tie [699 eachJ.

Cooperat¡ves Segment

l"rttp:/Âvww jdporver.cøn/press-rdeases{d-porver-Z)lêdectic-utility-residøtial-custdner-satisfactiorrstudy 4116
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427m17 J.D. Po¡¡er Ð16 Elecbic Utility Residential Custorner Sdisfaction Study I J.D. Pover

SEC0 Energy ranks highest in the newly designated cooperatives segment with a score of 769

i;ifrp: ËflñfHfl are Jackson EMc [763J, NovEc [748J, sawnee EMc [74]-l and w^r+^^ trr'n

The 201-6 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study is based on responses from

101,138 online interviews conducted July 2015 through May 201-6 among residential customers of

l-37 electric utility brands across the United States, which collectively represent more than 97.7

million households,

For more information about the 2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study, visit

http://wwwjd power.com/resource/us-electric-utility-residential-customer-satisfaction-study.

Media Relations Contacts

John Tews; Troy, Mich.; 248-680-6218; media.relations@jdpa,c0m

About J.D. Power and Advertising/Promotional Rules wwwjdpower,com/about-us/press-release-

info

[1] Sources: J,D. Power 201-6 U,S, Auto lnsurance StudysM; J,D. Power 2016 U.S. Retail Banking

Satisfaction StudysM; and J.D, Power 2016 North America Airline Satisfaction StudysM

5/16
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4/27t2o17 J.D. Power 2016 Electric Utility Resident¡al Customer Sdisfaction Study I J.D. Poller

J.D. PoWER J.Þ, Fower
2016 Electric Ut¡lity Residential CustamÊr Satisfaction Stuuy-

East Region: Large Segment
Customer Satisfaction lndex Ranking

fEssed on ø l.,Oû&.point scoþ

PPL Electric Utilities

PSE&,G

BGE

PECO

Con Edison

West Penn Povt¡er

Pepco

East Large SegmÊnt Âverage

Centra! Maine Povr¡er

Fenelec

jersey Central Pov,rer 8{ Light

Duquesne Lþht

NationalGrid

NYSEG

Everscurce Energy

Appalachian Porter

PSEG Long lsland

r 'l i_i ÊEt
u.-l -l

_-rú

g6

64

637

i-1Lt ,:r.l

705

690

68û

675

677

670

659

659

657

657

656

650

62t

610

Ssrrrre:-r.ü. FsraierÍÐÌSf.rþcfn¡Uiirrt}¿fresiclenfroJdusf*¡nÊ-rSãlisfûf,risl'rSfurl¡;:'

{hc.rìs finri Er,fip.ñ5 €xir{¡*r€,ñ,frr.m Î.r'rrs prr-ss reíecsefor nst isy ins medla mu-ci È€ dffrârïpsfiled ùy a sffrteme-nf rds.niJ¡i,fi:q

J"t. Fswsrss ffiepLi*/uñerond f.hÊsfudytrsnr ø¡lric,h jt6.rif¡i¡ìof€dâs fñ€sëursË.,q{¡fl.Krfigs sreÈs.ssd+n nünrerlctri.rr*res,

re.fesie ,sr-L ü- F*?r4,'€r s u.ryey r€5 u.lts r'r.iftÌgrr LirÈ- €/,p.rsss ps'+r tryrifi*-¡ c¡.n5En l t¡J. Õ- Pût/í€r.
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J.D. PoWER J.D. Power
201,6 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuuy-

East Region: Midsize $egment
Customer Satisfaction I ndex Ra nking

ff,øsed on a J.,OOü-poinlscole|

sirfl 55rl bl| ñ5Í ?iX i5t

Green Mountain Pwt¡er 681

Mët-Ed 672

Delmarva Foruer 670

Rochester Gas & Electrh 670

Fenn Pcwer 6,6¿t

East M idsi¿e Segment Average 653

Patomac Ediscn 646

Atlantic City Electric

United llluminating 637

Central Hudsoru Gas & Electric 636.

Mon Power 631

Emera Maine 626

Orange & Rockland

ss$rre:J-ü'. Fower ãS16f/ecrfla UfdtÈy Ers¡denf¡bf {.irsrsmer.fotrif'ocfr'*n Stud¡¡{

CJrarts ond Etrøpfrs €xrõrf€dfrom f¡ils pr€ss rejÊss e for vse by tJrÊ n¡Ëd¡q ¡nust Þe ã'crompsnre'd ùy o sfsfe¡nÊnf Jd€'nirþr'ng

J.fr^ Fswrras ftÌ€puÞ¡sñ€rf,rd r¡r€srudyfr'ôrn w$Ícfr jt*rþrnfiad sr fh€sûuffe" fsflfflnqs sr€Èssed sr nurnen?øI.lcores,
snd ¡sf necessørity on stsdsr¡csl sig¡r.f$ûnce" JVo sdþerf,sÍng or otfrer prornst¡onffJ uie {sn åe mode of tlre informarion :n rôrs

rel*aseørJ-O- Føwer saruey re5ulli n/iffo¿rf $ÌÊ€ffpr€sspnû.r w¡ft€ncors€ritofj-o- For,ver-

645

624
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J.D. pSWER J.D. Power
20L6 Electric Utility Residential CustomÊr Satisfaction Stuoy-

Midwest Region: Large Segment
Customer Satisfaction lndex Ranking

{Bosed on ø t "ût&poinf scale}

J.D. Porer 2016 Elecfic Utility Residential Customer Satisfactim Study I J.D. Portrer

5L1i¡ 55* Ëûtl ñ5{l ;Xl 15,¡

MirlAmerican Energy

DTE Energy

Xcel Energy-M idwest

Alliant Energy

We Energies

Duke Energy-Mldwest

Ohio Edison

lndiana Mlchigan Pcwer

KCP&L

M idwest Large Segment Average

Consumers Energy

CornEd

Ameren Missouri

Ameren lllinois

AEP Ohio

Westar Energy

The llluminating Compary

713

703

692

687

687

679

679

678

678

678

ñTT

67I_

669

665

654

653

644

S*urce:.1ü- Power ?0-I6f.rþcffl{ Uûir*,'tr€sr'dent¡sl Cu¡fsmr:rSatJifffr¡sn Stud¡i¡{

ClMff5 snd g¡âpirr e¡rtrsf,redfrern fhri press rejesseforuseåy dTe rnedrâ¡r'¡$sÎþ€s{f,ÊrnpsnrÞd ùy o sHtË¡nÈntr'dsfif¡J?,rnÉr

J.Ð. F*werss frr€puflsñãrord tÍestudyfrrnr v*fr?/r itcnþrnffÉ'd ss fñÊsrurâe" ilønfuhgs ûreþfisÊd on n#m€n{sj5rûr€5,
ûnd not necessanly cn s tsr,s frçsf signfr'rs¡rcs- rVr sdueriJslng or oflrer prornttit¡?Ðf rls€ c{¡n be mode of ftÉ infsrrnstion ¡n il¡u
rejeoseorl-ô. PsweÍ ssrlÊy resu/t5 r4/itft6nf fh€erpr8sipnor wrilfencsnse¡f tJ-J-Õ" Fo,wÊr-
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J.D, POWER J.D, Power
20L6 Electric Ut¡lity Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuny-

Midwest Region: Midsize Segment
Customer Satisfaction lndex Ranking

fEnsedon o 1,0?CI-painf scøleJ

51:l 55: t'il::l tiSl

Kentucky Utilities

Otter Tail Porver Campany

ûmaha Public Por¡¡er D¡str¡ct

Louisville Gas & Electric

Lincoln Electrlc System

lndia napolis Pov¡er & Light

Wiscon sin Fu blic Service

M innesota Pot,¡er

Dayton Porver & Ligl'tt

M idrr,rest M idsize Segment Average

Madison Gas 8r Electric

Toledo Edison

Þ¡tP5CO

Empire D¡strict Electric

KentuckY Por,ver

Vectren

,'i]

680

i l-t

712

7t3

70û

696

694

693

691.

689

681

664

648

645

643

640

tro

Srurrg:-r.8. Fcr.r'e¡16-15fi€rt¡rsüiiiiry'fisst{ienfioJ{.usrcrnrrSsl¡i.fs*frgnSfud¡;'t'

flis.ris anr? Eiraplr: *xtrø.sted,irorn triirs prsss ¡eis'ssefs¡ uss iy riie media rnrJsf i€ ñff*ffg,Ínj¡'¿1 iy s stste¡nÈ-ri irl¡-ni,Í.'.tTg

.l-ü. .Fç.werg-c fR,€pr,újj5.it€.r snd f.h€5fþ'dyfrs.rrT lryiÌiËÍ jisrrlii]ì¿Ti€{t ã-( tñ€s#ri!'$r'. .Ê.{fiii,{85 sreo{¡se{t çn nu.rneneøIsc+.rss.

{n{1 n.9f n€rË-sssr.ijy 5fi sfsfrsficcJ 5 jgn-rfrr:rnre io,¡l1sd¡ert slng sr *i.4er F.r+.mçiis¡isi t¡'5€ rgn åe n:sde çf, i.ù€ i.tf#r.m'rt.''sn t¡i f$js
re le{rse srJ- F. p$wer suru€y r€5u.f t5 r¡},ifiT,3#r Lí€ €i{p.r€55 p!'f cr wrifi€n cs.nsÈn I qf-i, Ë. F$!4r€n
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4t27t2017 J.D. Po¡ver 2016 Electric Ut¡lity Residerf¡al Custorner Sdisfaction Study I J.D. Po,ver

J.D. PoWER J.Þ, Power
2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuoy-

South Region: large Segment
Customer Satisfaction lndex Ranking

ftsosed øn o J.,tD&qoinlsco/eJ

:1:.r h;l: t'5-l 7i:,: r i5:

FPL 774

Alabarna Povrer 72L

Georgia Pcn¡er 7L2

ÕG&E 7Lt

CFS Energy 70-I

Entergy Arkansas -TÐ7

Ðominion Virginia Po\t'/er

Entergy Lûu¡siäna

Soutl'¡ Large Segment Average

South Carolina Electric & Gas

Duke Energy Progress

Duke Energy Carolir¡as

Tampa Electric 666

Duke Energy Florida 654

Ssffqrs:-r.Ë- Fcrçer?tXSfl€trrìirUíiiifl"fissi¿ie¡tisJtusfcrnÊrScrrif,s¿rrisnStu'C¡i's

fth.ãr,s snd grfip,¿ri r-r{fr,:lrte.dfi"*rn f.ñi5 pJe-(s re.reosef+r uss ty t$Ê rñÈ{i,s.ï"iust åe orr*mpanrerl ùy o -(rste¡n€flt J4¡rnir¡¡1ing

J-ü" P*wers.5 f,Èr€Fuålsñe.rfln.C trtlestudyF.snî r'ì¡hisftit.rl'igrn{rf€d.rs fåes+rivr€. fi*niinErs sreåssedsn nurne¡icsjs¡#.re-ç,

snd n*f .neçssso.rrly a.n slsLrsficsi slgn.rfirsnce- N+ *rdrertrsr.rrg r:¡ sf.lr'¡r pftlm*f i'sncl use rg¡ åelnsdr- af ;.tt* rlnforrnøtio.tr jn f4.is

relesseorj-0- F$!r,ers!.üvey re5LJffi rùiftrsçf r.ñeÉi/.p.ressFn'ç¡ wriftr-¡csn¡e¡f *,fJ.ü. Fower-

706

703

7to

688

68û

669
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4f27tn17 J.D. Po¡¡er 2016 Elecbic Utility Residential Custorner Satisfaction Shxfy I J.D. Porer

J.D. PoWER J.D, Power
20L6 Electric Ut¡lity Reeidential Custoffier Satisfaction Stuuy-

South Region: Midsize Segment
Customer Satisfaction lndex Ranking

f8ased an o l,Ot&porntsca/ej

t -,ñ ÊÊf' -_ôt ;r'_! a_'l aC,-. Õt..
-'"Lt*f _r_r.r Lil¡ir u-¡Lr ,1 *ru ,¡ JLr È¡JL'

EFB

Entergy Texas

Enterg:y Mississippi

Guff Pawer

ouc

Sar¡tee Cooper

JEÂ

Public Service Ca. of Oklahoma

South M idsize Sqgment Averâge

Huntsville Utilities

Xcel Energy-Sor¡th

NES

Southwe*ern Electr¡c Pcwer

Austin Energy

Cleco Fower

M ississippi Pourer

Lakeland Electric

MLGW

Entergy New Orleans

Knoxville Utilities Board

737

715

7I4

711

7t8

704

703

688

687

681

681

679

678

573

687

66L

660

656

646

642

S*urce:J.Ð, For+er 2Sf5fr'ectr:c Uf¡¡]tyñ€5¡'de¡frûJCustûmÈrSouiþffr.un Stud¡r¡o

flsrfs frnd graphs extrø$ed,¡?am ttils press refeaseforu-seüy rhe m€d¡{rmusf åeoff*rnpsnrþd ùy q sffltÊ¡nenf Jd€nÍ¡rf.rrg

l-Ð" Fswerss ftrÊprJbi.r's¡ËrüÍd#rÊstridyfrom wñ¡?f jf sr¡q¡riffteds5 rñ€sourr€- fr,ankings sreùssedo¡ numen?a/"lcores,
snd nøt necessanl¡lon storlsnbalsl'gnrfr'corce. l{ooduertrslng or *f/ler prornotr'onsJ use c{¡n be rnode of,rñe i.rrforrnlfis.n m Êñrs

retesseørJ-Ð- FowersurueyrBsujfs rry,ûT#rrf f.hËfl{pre55Ênb¡ n¡nffeneon¡enrqf,J"ü. Fowen

't1t16

Attachment JDW-11
Page 11 of 16



4t27t2017 J.D. Por¡er 2016 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfactim Study I J.D. Pover

J.D. PoWER J,D. Fou¡er
20L6 Electric Utility Residential Customêr Satisfaction Stusy

West Region: Large Segrnent
Customer Satisfaction lndex Ranking

fËased an ø i.,Oû&.poinf sco/eJ

I t. t 35: h:ii r,5i

5Rp 73fi

SMUD

Portland G eneral Electric 710

Pacific Povder 698

AP5 69L

f{V Energy

West La rge Segrnent Average

Pacific Gas and Electric

Southern California Edison

Rocky Mountain Porryer

XcelEnergy-West

Puget Sound Energy

San Ðiego Gas & Electric

L. A. Dept, of Water & Pct¡,¡er

Saurrs:.1-8, Êçr'verIÐl6fJe{rrnrUir¡û'fi€¡i{iÈnrlsJf.usf+rnËr'SstisforflsrrStr,'rT¡;'r'

ËÉrens s¡d E¡sp.ñ¡ .*xtrsstsdfr&ff f.tr¡5 FrÈss reísssefcr Lrg ðy itre rnrdio.rnu-cf ile,fffl}ffpsnre+'l È¡ o slst€¡T¡È-fli i{i€:nÍr¡}'.r.ng

J-t-.P*wsrss fftâpr,¡fjsjlErsfid ËñÈst$dy,frsrrì rr/iîiriir,srig,¡jsiedss r.fT€s$r.'rc€" franxfngs sr€'ù{lsed*¡ Rürnencøitr*.rt-s"
N¡f¡ n,gt neresso.r.r.þ +n 5lûf.r5tr'{:cl slgnfr'cerce" fr¡'c ad¡e,rTrsi.tlE #r of.ôer Fr'g.r'ñ¡Êiç¡rsI L¡ss cs¡ üs morfe o¡ tñ€ jrfs.r!'n¿ttiân i¡Ì fhls
releaseorJ-ü- Fsr,rr€f su¡v€yre-rulfs r+'lfhsr¡f Li¡È-Éj{F"r€s¡Fn',cr wnfïe.nr#¡¡e¡f ø'JJ,F- fawer.

7L9

681

684

682

682

678

677

67L

67û

559
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4127t2017 J.D. Porer 2016 Electsic Utility Residential Custorner Satisfactim Study I J.D. Pover

J,D. PoWER J.D, Power
201 6 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuny-

West Region: Midsize Segment
Customer Satisfaction lndex Ranking

fFosed Ðn s l,ûA0-porntsco/eJ

:,l:J .t -: .l /' :r,-l

Clark Fublic Utilities 743

Colorado 5pr¡ngs Utilities 7LZ

ldaho Poi,rer

lmperial lrrþation Ðistrict 699

Seattle C¡ty L¡ght 699

Tacoma Power 657

West M idsiee Segrnent Average

Tucson Electric Fov¿er

NorthWestern Energy

AviEte

M ontana-Dakota Utilities

PNM

Snshomish County PUD 667

El Paso Electric 653

Sslr.rre:J.D, Fori/er?SlSf.'þrtrirUtüifyF€si¿ie.nlisJ{.u¡fs¡n€rSsiislsctjsnstl,'d}tsrn

C.trs.ris sn{tg¡{p.fr5 €.{Írs{f€di¡srn f.h¡s pressre/eo-seforuseôy ttie¡nedrsmus¡iÈ-*r'c*mprrnÞcf ¡yssfotefi?€nf qlsflifying

J-ü- .Pcr+,e¡s¡ f.4epLr$irsñer n.nd Ët¡esfudyir.lrn whtcñ jís.flg.usfÊd ss ilTessurce" frerxÍngs areð,ssed +.rl ¡¡urner¡'csi ¡c+ffs,
sn.r¡ ¡irr neçes-rsrjj¡ç¡ 5fsfisfr¡ãt5ign.r!tonc*. fii.*oduenu.Lng or,*i.hsr pr*.nrotiû,nst rr'J€ca.n åerì.cdÊ dfÈre j.'f#r.m.st!s.rì l,n fJ?ls

rele{Isegrj-ü- FsW€f sLTrÁsyresUifs rüJfhouf tf}F€tpr€ss.s¡c¡ t4,rif'rsnciln5€rtûJ,1"ü. rstrrf€r"

704

685

68L

677

676

674

667

I'rttp:/Áwwwjdpower.com/press-rdeases{d-porrver-201Selectric-utility-residential-custorner-sdisfactiorrstudy 13/16
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4ttil2017 J.D. Porer 2016 Electric Utilig Residential Custorner Satisfaction Study I J.D. Porer

J.D. PoWER J.B. Pçwer
201 6 Electric Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Stuoy-

CooperativesSegment
Custome r Satisfaction lndex Ranking

{tsased an ø 3"Oût-pointscoleJ

SECû Energy

Jackson EMC

NOVEC

Savt¡nee EMC

Wafton EMC

Southern M aryland Electric Cooperative

Cobb EMC

Co.Serv

Great Lakes Energy

Pedernales Electric

Ceoperatives Segrnent Average

Grey5tone Power

Rap pa ha n nock E lectr ic Coo pe rative

EnergyUnited

Clay El ectric Coop erative

South Central Povr¡er

MiddleTennessee EMC

C0nnÊxus Energy

t rutermountain Rural Electrlc Assoc.

Lee County Electric Cooperative

l¡l/ithlacoochee Êiver Electric Caoperative

769

763

748

74\

74û

736

735

735

72t

719

719

7L5

714

7L2

7û5

701

695

694

6.85

672

668

Ssu.rre: -f,ü, Fowe¡ l¿ll5Erþrtri{ Uil.iiîyF,€5r'¿1e¡fr,sJdusfcrcr-r'Srili¡ürfisÍ Sfud¡is'

f¡ã.ris {rnd gr,ãpå5 ,rxrrÐrfedfr*rn Ë.fiu p¡,sss reiEsså,úrf,u5Êúy iiie.n'lediomusiú---sÍrsn¡É'ÍnJsd $y a sfsrÊmË¡rf üt:-.nlþÍ.rrE

J-ü" FaweJ'ss f.i€pr¡¿IJEh€r s${t r.ùrsfrdyÍûrn rry¡ic,h iior.rlt¡nqi€d s.s r.fì€s4ur,r€: .ñãflij¡gti srË$si€d sr fiumerjcsi"rccres,

reJeøs-. $r,L ü- Fswer s L¡'.r y--r¡' re5 uifs r+,1 thsür tirÈ- €i{pr€s.5 ,Br¡s¡ wrilte¡ csnse.n r ofJ, ü- recwer.

httpÍl¡wwjdpo¡ver.com/press-rdeases{d-porer-201êelectric-ú¡lity-r€s¡dential-customer-satisfaction-study 14t16
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J.D. POWER

Media Contacts:

John Tews

Troy, Michigan

[248] 680-6218

med ia, relati o ns@jdpa.com

J. [¡. P0WE R I 5^i[:,. PEcEÀÊcH

Hnd Gar Ratings and Revierus from
J.D- Power-Iour trusted source

J.D. POWER Y + in
r*\
"teyond Measure
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OHIO POWER COMPA¡IY'S RESPONSE TO
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION'S

DISCOVERY REQUEST
PUCO CASE 16-1852-EL-SSO et al.

FIRST SET

Referring to the Dias Testimony at 7,what was the total number of
outages, total number of customers intemrpted, and customer minutes
intemrpted caused by trees inside the right of way by year for 2006
through 2015?

INTERROGATORY

occ-INT-l-149

RESPONSE

Outages caused by trees inside the ROW.

(Excluding Generation, Transmission, and Major Events)

Prepared by: Selwyn J. Dias

Year #Int Cust Out Cust Min
2009 2,503 104,373 21,434,358

2010 2,689 97,643 20,443,549

20rl 2,665 t02,154 22,223,275

2012 1,837 69,194 13,387,997

2013 1,122 36,205 8,453,552

2014 844 34,848 6,427,706

2015 643 16,851 2,909,076
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OHIO PO\ryER COMPAI{Y'S RESPONSE TO
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION'S

DISCOVERY REQUEST
PUCO CASE 16-1852-EL-SSO et al.

FIRST SET

Refening to the Dias Testimony at 7, what was the total number of
outages, total customers intemrpted, and customer minutes intemrpted
caused by trees outside the right ofway by year for 2006 through 2015?

INTERROGATORY

occ-INT-1-150

RESPONSE

Outages caused by trees outside the ROW.

(Excluding Generation, Transmission, and Major Events)

Prepared by: Selwyn J. Dias

Year #Int Cust Out Cust Min
2009 3,373 157,431 33,282,155

2010 3,647 176,520 37,397,058

20tr 4,338 209,964 47,401,461

20t2 3,653 L81,749 37,839,136

2013 3,723 177,454 38,032,324

2014 3,724 166,868 40,117,482

2015 4,209 206,846 42,353,861
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OHIO POWER COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO
THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS' COUNSEL'S

DrscovERY REQUEST
PUCO CASE NO. 16-1852-EL-SSO et al.

SECOND SET

INTERROGATORY

occ-INT-2-365 With regard to the proposed distribution substation security plan, please

describe why AEP Ohio should not proceed to make appropriate
investments for this purpose and obtain recovery of costs under
traditional cost of service ratemaking principles in future rate cases.

RESPONSE

The Company could recover the funds spent on capital investment through a base distribution

case. This would require a greater lag in updating the Company's infrastructure due to the timely

process of a distribution case as well as additional costs based on rate case expenses

Prepared by: Andrea E. Moore
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