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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

 2 

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

A1. My name is Peter J. Lanzalotta.  I am a Principal with Lanzalotta & Associates 4 

LLC, (“Lanzalotta”), 67 Royal Point Drive, Hilton Head Island, SC 29926. 5 

 6 

Q2. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS CASE? 7 

A2. I am testifying on behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”). 8 

 9 

Q3. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND 10 

RECENT WORK EXPERIENCE. 11 

A3. I am a graduate of Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, where I received a Bachelor 12 

of Science degree in Electric Power Engineering.  In addition, I hold a Master’s 13 

degree in Business Administration with a concentration in Finance from Loyola 14 

College in Baltimore. 15 

 16 

I am currently a Principal of Lanzalotta & Associates LLC, which was formed in 17 

January 2001.  Prior to that, I was a partner of Whitfield Russell Associates, with 18 

which I had been associated since March 1982.  My areas of expertise include 19 

electric system planning and operation.  I am a registered professional engineer in 20 

the states of Maryland and Connecticut. 21 
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I have been involved with the planning and operation of electric utility systems as 1 

an employee of and as a consultant to a number of privately- and publicly-owned 2 

electric utilities over a period exceeding 30 years. 3 

I have presented expert testimony before the Federal Energy Regulatory 4 

Commission (“FERC”) and before regulatory commissions and other judicial and 5 

legislative bodies in 25 states, the District of Columbia, and the Provinces of 6 

Alberta and Ontario.  I have testified in several proceedings before the Public 7 

Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”), including Case Nos. 83-33-EL-EFC, 8 

06-222-EL-SLF, 10-503-EL-FOR, 14-1297-EL-SSO, and 13-1939-EL-RDR.  My 9 

clients have included utilities, state regulatory agencies, state consumer advocates, 10 

independent power producers, industrial consumers, the United States 11 

Government, environmental interest groups, and various city and state 12 

government agencies.  I have also assisted the OCC in the evaluation of utility 13 

applications to establish reliability standards including each of Duke’s cases.  14 

 15 

A copy of my current resume is included as Exhibit PJL-1 and a list of my 16 

testimonies is included as Exhibit PJL-2.1  17 

                                                 
1 Exhibit PJL-1 and Exhibit PJL-2, as well as all other Exhibits referenced herein, are attached to and 
incorporated by reference in this testimony.  



Direct Testimony of Peter J. Lanzalotta 
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel 

PUCO Case No. 17-0032-EL-AIR et al 
 

3 
 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

 2 

Q4. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 3 

A4. My testimony opposes the stipulation and recommendation (“Settlement”) in 4 

regard Duke Energy Ohio’s (“Duke” or “the Utility”) reliability index 5 

performance, the standards proposed for the Utility’s reliability index 6 

performance, and proposals to address costs and other aspects of the Utility’s 7 

vegetation management program.  These provisions are not in the public interest.  8 

Additionally, these provisions violate regulatory principles and practices, as 9 

further explained below. My testimony rebuts the Utility’s claims that its failure 10 

to meet reliability standards for its CAIDI index are due to its successful efforts to 11 

reduce the values of other reliability indexes such as SAIFI.   12 

 13 

Q5. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS. 14 

A5. I recommend that the PUCO reject the Settlement. Specifically, the PUCO should 15 

reject the Settlement because the reliability standards promote less reliable 16 

electric service in lieu of standards that will increase electric service reliability for 17 

customers.  The Utility’s failure to maintain its vegetation management program 18 

schedule has contributed to unreliable service by increasing numbers of customer 19 

interruptions and increased customer minutes of interruption.  The provisions in 20 

the Settlement that propose to change the vegetation management cycle are 21 

unlikely to remedy these shortcomings.  22 
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III. REVIEW OF THE SETTLEMENT REGARDING THE THREE-PRONG 1 

TEST USED BY THE PUCO FOR EVALUATING SETTLEMENTS. 2 

 3 

Q6. WHAT CRITERIA DOES THE PUCO RELY UPON FOR CONSIDERING 4 

 WHETHER TO ADOPT A STIPULATION? 5 

A6. The PUCO will adopt a stipulation only if it meets all three criteria below. The 6 

 PUCO must analyze the Settlement and decide the following: 7 

1. Is the settlement a product of serious bargaining among 8 

capable, knowledgeable parties? 9 

2. Does the settlement, as a package, benefit customers and 10 

the public interest? 11 

3. Does the settlement package violate any important 12 

regulatory principle or practice?2 13 

In addition to these three criteria, the PUCO also routinely considers whether the 14 

parties to the settlement represent diverse interests. 15 

 16 

Q7. DOES THE SETTLEMENT, AS A PACKAGE, BENEFIT CUSTOMERS OR 17 

 PUBLIC INTEREST? 18 

A7. No. The Settlement, if approved, does not benefit customers or the public interest 19 

where it permits Duke to ignore state policies to provide adequate, reliable, safe, 20 

                                                 
2 Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub. Util. Comm’n (1992) 64 Ohio St.3d 123, 126.  
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efficient, nondiscriminatory, and reasonably priced retail electric service.3  1 

Specifically, the Settlement does not benefit customers where it allows Duke to 2 

continue the Distribution Capital Infrastructure rider (“DCI”), and implement the 3 

Enhanced Service Reliability Rider without being held accountable for missing 4 

reliability standards.  5 

 6 

Q8. DOES THE SETTLEMENT VIOLATE ANY IMPORTANT REGULATORY 7 

PRINCIPLES OR PRACTICES? 8 

A8. Yes. The Settlement, if approved, violates Ohio Policy, R.C. 4928.02(E), which 9 

encourages cost-effective and efficient access to information regarding the 10 

development of performance standards. Additionally, the standards established 11 

violate PUCO’s rules.  12 

 13 

Q9. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE RELIABILITY INDICES AND STANDARDS 14 

USED BY THE PUCO TO MEASURE RELIABILITY OF SERVICE TO 15 

CUSTOMERS. 16 

A9. The PUCO’s rules (OAC 4901:1-10-10) require each electric utility to establish 17 

minimum reliability performance standards.  These are the standards that are used 18 

to determine how reliable service to customers must be.  The two standards that 19 

are used to measure reliability performance are the System Average Interruption 20 

                                                 
3 Ohio Revised Code 4928.02(A). 
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Frequency Index (“SAIFI”) and the Customer Average Interruption Duration 1 

Index (“CAIDI”).4 2 

 3 

SAIFI is a measure of the average number of outages per customer on an 4 

annual basis.5  SAIFI is calculated as the total number of outages divided 5 

by the total number of customers served. CAIDI represents the average 6 

duration of outages or restoration time.  CAIDI is calculated as the number 7 

of customer interrupted minutes (“CIM”)6 divided by the total number of 8 

customers affected by the outages. 9 

 10 

These two reliability standards are uniformly applied across every electric 11 

distribution utility in the State of Ohio. Duke’s application to establish new 12 

reliability standards proposed higher numbers for both SAIFI and CAIDI --13 

meaning that the utility’s reliability performance would be permitted to be worse 14 

for customers than it presently is without being in violation of the reliability 15 

standards.  16 

                                                 
4 OAC 4901:1-10-10(B). 

5 Id. 

6 That is, the total number of minutes for all the outages during the year. 
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Q10. WHAT IS THE METHODOLOGY USED BY THE ELECTRIC UTILITIES 1 

TO ESTABLISH MINIMUM RELIABILITY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 2 

FOR SERVICE PROVIDED TO ELECTRIC UTILITY CUSTOMERS? 3 

A10. Each electric utility files an application to establish reliability performance 4 

standards that must include historical performance, system design, technological 5 

advancements, service area geography, and the results from customer perception 6 

surveys.7  The reliability standards address the quality of electric service that 7 

customers should receive during typical “blue sky” days, being days,  without 8 

consideration of the impact that major adverse weather conditions or other causes 9 

of major outages may have on the distribution system.  The standards exclude 10 

outages during major events8 and those outages that result from transmission 11 

system failures.9  The distribution reliability standards also exclude performance 12 

data for outages that have durations under five minutes.10 13 

 14 

The PUCO Staff has created guidelines that are to be used by Ohio’s electric 15 

utilities when establishing reliability performance standards.11  These guidelines 16 

require averaging previous performance over at least five years to establish a 17 

historical performance baseline.  The historical performance baseline is then 18 

                                                 
7 OAC 4901:1-10-10(B)(4)(a).  The timing for filing the application generally depends on requirements 
contained in the PUCO’s order approving the standards in effect at the time the application is filed. 

8 See OAC 4901:1-10-01(T). 

9 OAC 4901:1-10-10(B)(4)(c). 

10 OAC 4901:1-10-01(CC). 

11 See Exhibit PJL-3. 
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adjusted based upon factors including system design, technological 1 

advancements, service area geography, and the results from the customer 2 

perception survey.  Each of these specific factors are quantified as appropriate in 3 

the utility’s application to establish new reliability performance standards. 4 

 5 

Q11. WHAT RELIABILITY STANDARDS ARE PROPOSED FOR IN THE 6 

SETTLEMENT? 7 

A11. Table 1 below shows that reliability standards for Customer Average Interruption 8 

Duration Index (“CAIDI”) and System Average Interruption Frequency Index 9 

(“SAIFI”), excluding major events, as proposed in the Settlement. 10 

Table 1 11 

Duke Proposed reliability Standards 
Year CAIDI SAIFI 
2018 134.34 1.12 
2019 134.34 1.00 
2020 134.34 0.91 
2021 135.52 0.83 

2022 – 2025 137.00 0.75 
 12 

 These proposed CAIDI standards will permit less reliable electric power supply to 13 

Duke customers in all years 2018 – 2025 than was permitted by the CAIDI 14 

standard that is currently in effect, 122.81 minutes per interruption.  The proposed 15 

CAIDI standard in the Settlement is also less stringent than the 134.00 minute 16 

CAIDI standard that was proposed in Duke’s application, meaning customers can 17 

experience longer duration outages.  The proposed SAIFI standard will permit 18 
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less reliable electric power service in 2018 than was permitted by the SAIFI 1 

standard in effect, previously, 1.05 interruptions per customer per year.   2 

 3 

Q12. ARE THE ESTABLISHED RELIABILITY STANDARDS IN THE 4 

SETTLEMENT CONSISTENT WITH THE PUCO RULES AND STAFF 5 

GUIDELINES? 6 

A12. This remains undetermined.  Based on the Duke response to OCC-INT-03-052 7 

(attached as PJL-4), the methodology supporting the proposed SAIFI and CAIDI 8 

standards for 2018 through 2025 are based on confidential “settlement discussions 9 

and represent compromises on behalf of the Utility.”   According to the Duke 10 

response to OCC-INT-03-053 (attached as PJL-5), the Utility was unwilling or 11 

unable to provide calculation supporting the SAIFI and CAIDI standards that 12 

evolved from these settlement discussions.  If parties relied upon the methodology 13 

used in Duke’s application in Case 16-1602-EL-ESS, then the methodology 14 

would be inconsistent with the PUCO rules and Staff guidelines.        15 

    16 

IV. ANALYSIS OF DATA 17 

 18 

Q13. PLEASE REVIEW THE UTILITY’S ELECTRIC SERVICE RELIABILITY 19 

TO ELECTRIC CUSTOMERS OVER THE PAST FIVE YEARS. 20 

A13. Table 2 below reviews the Utility’s electric service reliability performance as 21 

reflected in its CAIDI and its SAIFI reliability index performance, excluding 22 
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major events, and compares this performance against the reliability standards in 1 

place for these measures of reliability.   2 

CAIDI measures the duration of the average customer’s interruption in minutes 3 

averaged during each year.  SAIFI measures the average number of interruptions 4 

experienced by each customer during the year.  In general, SAIFI reflects how 5 

many annual outages the average customer will experience, while CAIDI reflects 6 

how long those outages last, in minutes per outage.  7 

 8 

Table 2:  Duke Reliability Performance Compared to Standards (2013-2017) 9 
 10 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
CAIDI Standard  118.14  121.25  122.81  122.81  122.81 

CAIDI Performance 117.80  106.02  117.32  136.42  127.28 

      
SAIFI Standard  1.24  1.17  1.05  1.05  1.05 

SAIFI Performance 0.98  0.98  1.04  1.05  1.16 

 11 
The Utility’s CAIDI performance in both 2016 and 2017 failed to meet its 12 

reliability benchmark standard of 122.81 minutes of interruption and showed 13 

significant declines in reliability for consumers compared to the previous three 14 

years from 2013 through 2015.12  Its 2016 CAIDI performance also showed a 15 

significant decline in reliability for consumers compared to the previous year, 16 

with CAIDI (which reflects average outage duration in minutes) increasing from 17 

117.32 minutes per interruption in 2015 to 136.42 minutes in 2016, an increase of 18 

13.6% or 19.1 minutes per interruption.  The 2017 CAIDI performance, while its 19 

                                                 
12 Declining reliability is reflected by an increasing value for both CAIDI and SAIFI. 
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127.28 minutes reflected some 9 minutes of improvement compared to 2016, still 1 

failed to meet its CAIDI standard.  The Utility’s CAIDI performance reflects the 2 

fact that the outages being experienced by customers, with major event data 3 

excluded, caused customers to experience increasingly longer outage durations.    4 

 5 

In 2017, after four years of static or declining reliability performance, the Utility’s 6 

SAIFI reliability index was 1.16 interruptions per customer, which failed to meet 7 

its 2017 standard for SAIFI of 1.05 interruptions per customer.  This was a 8 

decline in reliability for consumers from its 2016 SAIFI of 1.05 interruptions 9 

which just met the 2016 standard of 1.05 interruptions. 10 

 11 

Duke’s declining CAIDI reliability performance for consumers reflects, in part, its 12 

approach to system reliability.  As addressed by the Utility’s Application: 13 

Duke Energy Ohio’s reliability strategy involves preventing 14 

outages and working to reduce the number of customers 15 

impacted by an event, through reliability improvement 16 

programs, implementing communication / sectionalization 17 

logic in automated equipment, and large outage 18 

investigations to identify root causes and complete 19 

appropriate corrective action plans.13 20 

 21 

                                                 
13 Duke’s Application, pp. 4-5. 
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This approach, preventing outages and working to reduce the number of 1 

customers affected by each outage, directly works to reduce the metrics upon 2 

which SAIFI is based.  However, this approach may not improve CAIDI even if 3 

the Utility reduces the number of customer interruptions that occur.   4 

 5 

The Utility attributes its increase in its 2016 CAIDI to its “continued focus on 6 

improvements to SAIDI and SAIFI.”  The Utility cites to its efforts to minimize 7 

the effect of a fault through the installation of sectionalizing devices such as 8 

reclosers and fuses. These sectionalizing devices limit the impact of a fault by 9 

isolating the resulting outage to a smaller number of customers.  By isolating the 10 

fault in this manner, a larger number of customers avoided an outage.  The Utility 11 

claims that this benefit also results in less customers being restored in short 12 

duration during the restoration process, thus resulting in an impact to CAIDI.14 13 

 14 

However, there has not been a reduction in the number of Duke’s customers 15 

impacted by outages, as shown in Table 3 below.  Duke has not been reducing the 16 

number of customer interruptions at all.  Table 3 compares outage events due to 17 

all causes, the number of customer interruptions, and the number of customer 18 

minutes of interruption, by year, excluding major events and transmission 19 

outages. 20 

 21 

                                                 
14 Duke Energy letter to the Commission dated April 28, 2017 titled “Duke Energy Ohio Rule 4901:1-10-
10-27(D) Action Plan, attached as Exhibit PJL-6. 
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Table 3 1 

All Outage Causes - Excluding Major Events and Transmission Outages 
Year Events Cust Interrupt Cust Min Interrupt 
2017 19,518 832,567 105,965,751 
2016 23,939 742,695 101,317,154 
2015 21,850 722,659 84,883,646 
2014 25,450 687,533 74,445,999 
2013 25,660 680,764 80,240,883 

 2 

As shown in Table 3, the Utility has had some success in reducing the number of 3 

outage events from 25,660 events in 2013 down to 19,518 events in 2017, 4 

although in 2016, the number of such events reached almost 24,000.  However, 5 

they have had no success in reducing the total number of customers whose 6 

electric service was interrupted due to these events, and no success in reducing the 7 

total number of customer minutes of such interruptions.   8 

 9 

To the contrary, the Utility’s annual number of customer interruptions due to all 10 

causes has increased, from 680,764 in 2013 to 832,567 in 2017, an increase of 11 

more than 151,800 customer interruptions per year, or an increase of 22% in four 12 

years.  Similarly, the Utility’s annual number of customer minutes of interruption 13 

due to all causes has increased from 80,240,883 in 2013 to 105,965,751 in 2017, 14 

an increase of more than 25,000,000 customer minutes of interruption per year, or 15 

an increase of more than 32% in four years.    16 
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This reliability performance is not due to a quirk of nature regarding the 1 

calculation of CAIDI, as the Utility maintains.  It is due to the fact that Duke 2 

electric customers are currently experiencing more than an additional 150,000 3 

customer interruptions per year and more than an additional 25,000,000 customer 4 

minutes of interruption per year, compared to 2013.  5 

 6 

There is no customer or public interest benefit to approving these reliability 7 

levels, where customers receive less reliable service.  8 

 9 

Q14. PLEASE DISCUSS THE MAJOR CAUSES OF THE ELECTRIC SERVICE 10 

INTERRUPTIONS REFLECTED IN TABLE 3 ABOVE. 11 

A14. Table 4 below summarizes the Utility’s major outage causes over the past three 12 

years. 13 

Table 4 14 

Duke Rule #10 Data Regarding Customer Minutes of Interruption 

Excluding Major Events and Transmission Outages 

    2017 2016 

Cause 2017 2016 2015 Increase % Increase Increase % Increase 

Animal/Bird 5,509,232 3,946,880 3,767,775 1,562,352  39.58% 179,105  4.8% 

Auto Damage 14,809,043 13,488,431 11,692,002 1,320,612  9.79% 1,796,429  15.4% 

Planned Outage 12,593,996 10,909,380 5,296,342 1,684,616  15.44% 5,613,038  106.0% 

Equip Failure 25,655,956 25,806,494 25,297,970 (150,538) -0.58% 508,524  2.0% 

Lightning 2,855,476 2,222,136 2,384,507 633,340  28.50% (162,371) -6.8% 

Other 4,685,916 5,067,925 5,101,798 (382,009) -7.54% (33,873) -0.7% 

Tree Fell 28,617,601 26,938,734 19,825,575 1,678,867  6.23% 7,113,159  35.9% 

Unknown 4,884,572 7,190,207 3,877,761 (2,305,635) -32.07% 3,312,446  85.4% 

Weather 6,353,959 5,746,967 7,539,916 606,992  10.56% (1,792,949) -23.8% 

Total 105,965,751 101,319,170 84,785,661 4,646,581  4.59% 16,533,509  19.5% 
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 As shown in Table 4, tree-related outages have been the source of more customer 1 

interruption minutes (“CIM”) in each of the past two years than any other outage 2 

cause.  The total increase in CIM from tree-related outages in 2016 and 2017 3 

combined was greater than from any other cause.  Equipment failure has been the 4 

most consistent cause of large amounts of customer interruption minutes over this 5 

period but has little or no growth over this period. 6 

 7 

 Other fast-growing outage categories include wildlife, accidents, and planned 8 

outages.  Highly variable causes include lightning, unknown and weather.  9 

 10 

Q15. PLEASE DISCUSS THE UTILITY’S VEGETATION MANGEMENT 11 

PERFORMANCE AND THE CHANGES IT PROPOSES UNDER THE 12 

SETTLEMENT. 13 

A15. The Utility currently attempts to trim its distribution system facilities on a four-14 

year cycle.  Under such a cycle, the Utility should trim about 25% of the overhead 15 

distribution circuit miles on its system, or about 2,050 miles on a system with 16 

about 8,200 total circuit miles.  A review of the Utility’s Rule 26 data shows that 17 

in 2016, it trimmed about 1,703 miles and in 2017, it trimmed about 1,791 miles, 18 

both well below the level needed to trim the entire system every four years.  Table 19 

5 below reviews the reliability performance of the Utility’s electric system over 20 

the past five years where vegetation management is concerned.  21 
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Table 5 1 

Vegetation Outages - Excluding Major Events and Transmission Outages 
Year Events Cust Interrupt Cust Min Interrupt 
2017 2,083 165,253 28,617,601 
2016 2,612 165,300 26,938,734 
2015 2,480 128,070 19,825,575 
2014 2,288 135,012 18,467,883 
2013 2,482 143,888 23,136,036 

 2 

  As shown in Table 5, the Utility has had inconsistent results in reducing the 3 

number of outage events attributable to vegetation, with as few as 2,083 events in 4 

2017, and as many as 2,612 events in 2016, with the other years falling in 5 

between these two levels.  However, both the number of customer interruptions 6 

due to vegetation and the number of customer interruption minutes due to 7 

vegetation showed substantial increases in 2016 and 2017, during the same time 8 

that the Utility was failing to maintain its four-year cycle on schedule.15   9 

 Now, the Utility is proposing as part of the Settlement, to change from a four-year 10 

tree-trimming cycle to a five-year cycle to help the Utility’s ability to maintain 11 

planned vegetation management work on schedule.  Of course, there is more to 12 

changing to a five-year cycle than just changing the dates that tree trimmers show 13 

up to trim a particular feeder. Under a four-year cycle, four years of growth is 14 

removed during each scheduled trim.  Under a five-year cycle, five years of tree 15 

growth needs to be removed so that tree branches have not grown onto the wires 16 

                                                 
15 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. 17-0999-EL-ESS (March 29, 2017 at 10b:1).   
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. 18-0999-EL-ESS (March 28, 2018 at page 26). 
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before the next scheduled trim in five years.  This typically means that the last 1 

trim on the four-year cycle must remove five years of growth to prevent branch 2 

contact during the last year before the next scheduled trim in five years.  This 3 

indicates an increase in vegetation management costs just to get to the point 4 

where scheduled trims are five years apart. 5 

 6 

 There are also general concerns about customer acceptance of a five-year 7 

trimming cycle.  Residential customers are typically sensitive about the trimming 8 

of the trees in the vicinity of their homes.  A five-year cycle will need to cut back 9 

tree branches in the vicinity of the Utility’s distribution wires about 25% more on 10 

a five-year cycle than with a four-year cycle in order to maintain electric service 11 

reliability.  This increased tree and limb removal is rarely welcomed by 12 

homeowners.   That’s why five-year vegetation management cycles for 13 

distribution facilities are typically more common in largely rural service areas 14 

where there is lower customer density.   15 

 16 

In sum, there hasn’t been showing made that the proposed changes to the 17 

distribution vegetation management plan will remedy recent increases in tree-18 

related customer interruptions and customer interruption minutes or otherwise 19 

benefit customers.    20 
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V. CONCLUSION 1 

 2 

Q16. PLEASE SUMARIZE HOW YOUR TESTIMONY DETERMINES THAT THE 3 

SETTLEMENT VIOLATES THE COMMISSION’S THREE PRONGED 4 

TEST. 5 

A16. Prongs 2 and 3 of the three-pronged test are: 6 

2. Does the settlement, as a package, benefit customers and 7 

the public interest? 8 

3. Does the settlement package violate any important 9 

regulatory principle or practice? 10 

As described above, my testimony finds that the Settlement, as a package, harms 11 

customers i) because it permits current reliability performance that is less reliable 12 

than current reliability standards, ii) it permits future reliability performance to be 13 

less reliable than is permitted under current reliability standards, and iii) there has 14 

been no showing that the proposed vegetation management changes to the 15 

distribution vegetation management plan will remedy recent increases in tree-16 

related customer interruptions and customer interruption minutes or otherwise 17 

benefit customers. 18 

 19 

As described above, my testimony also criticizes the Settlement because it 20 

violates an important regulatory principle or practice for inconsistent compliance 21 

with Ohio Policy, R.C. 4928.02(E), which encourages cost-effective and efficient 22 
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access to information regarding the development of performance standards. 1 

 2 

Q17. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 3 

A17. Yes, at this time.  I reserve the right to supplement this testimony if additional 4 

information becomes available. 5 
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(~DUKE 
ENERGY~ 

April 28, 2017 

John Williams, Director 
Service Monitoring and Enforcement Department 
Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
180 East Broad Street 
7th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Re: Duke Energy Ohio Rule 4901:1-10-10-27 (D) Action Plan 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

155 E. Broad Street, 20111 Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Tel: 614-222-1331 
Fax:614-222-1337 

Elizabeth. watts @duke-energy.com 

Elizabeth H. Watts 
Associate General Counsel 

On March 31, 2017, pursuant to Rule 4901:1-10-10, O.A.C., Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., 
(Duke Energy Ohio) submitted its Annual Report regarding distribution reliability. Specifically, 
the Company reported that it was not in compliance with requirements for Customer Average 
Interruption Duration Index (CAIDI) for 2016. In order to remedy the problem, it is first 
necessary to understand the cause. The Company has determined that the below factors which 
contributed to the actual performance level. 

It is Duke Energy Ohio's conclusion that CAIDI increased during 2016 as the result of 
continued focus on improvements to SAIDI and SAIFI. One such improvement focuses on 
minimizing the effect of a fault through the installation of sectionalizing devices such as 
reclosers and fuses. These sectionalizing devices limit the impact of a fault by isolating the 
resulting outage to a smaller number of customers. By isolating the fault in this manner, a larger 
number of customers avoided an outage. However, this benefit also results in less customers 
being restored in short duration during the restoration process, thus resulting in an impact to 
CAIDI. An example of how SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAIDI are affected was included in the 
technical review which occurred on February 2, 2017. 

Additionally, when comparing the number of 2016 breaker level events against the five 
year average, Duke Energy Ohio has experienced a 43% reduction in the number of events and a 
22% reduction in the number of Customer Interruptions (CI). Correspondingly, the Company has 
experienced a 45% increase in the number of recloser events and a 20% increase in the customer 
interruptions compared to the five year average. Since the overall number of events for Duke 
Energy Ohio has remained relatively constant, the net effect is a reduction in the number of 
customers that have experienced a shorter duration outage, which will cause CAIDI to increase. 
This demonstrates that the Company's sectionalizing strategy is being effective with mitigating 
outages to a larger number of customers. 
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Duke Energy Ohio offers the following proposal for improving performance to the 
required level, including actions to be taken and anticipated completion date. 

1. The Company plans to continue the sectionalizing strategy to isolate outages to 
impact a smaller number of customers thus mitigates impacts to a larger customer 
count. 

2. The Company will leverage technology that enables two way communication and 
control to our distribution control center to pinpoint trouble and to restore power 
quicker to our customers. 

3. The Company will continue to review and correct outage events data. Two additional 
efforts are being initiated: 

a. Ensuring events are modeled to reflect the actual customers associated with an 
outage with less than 500 customers. While the Company has been focused on 
larger events greater than 500 customers, this initiative is focusing on events 
that affect less than 500 customers. 

b. Ensure outage restoration time is entered to more accurately to reflect the 
actual time customer service is restored. 

4. The Company will begin a program called "Switch Before Fix" as an initiative that 
will identify opportunities to restore power to as many customers as possible as quick 
as possible, through switching and fault isolation before beginning repairs that take a 
longer duration. While this effort is not new, additional reviews are taking place to 
identify additional opportunities. 

5. Resource Response Time Performance - Duke Energy Ohio will develop metrics to 
track and measure the time to get a first responder to the outage location to drive 
operational improvement. Faster response equates to faster outage restoration. 

It is anticipated that this information will respond to any concerns regarding this year's 
compliance submissions. Please let us know if you need additional information or clarification. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

~ ;LtA/cd;Cio~IL 
Amy B. Spiller 
Deputy General Counsel 
Elizabeth H. Watts 
Associate General Counsel 
Duke Energy Shared Services, Inc. 
155 East Broad Street, 21st Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Phone:614-222-1330 
Fax: 614-222-1337 
Amy.Spiller@duke-energy.com 
Elizabeth. Watts@duke-energy .com 
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