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I. INTRODUCTION
Q1.
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS AND POSITION.

A1.
My name is James D. Williams.  My business address is 10 West Broad Street, Suite 1800, Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485.  I am employed by the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) as a Senior Consumer Protection Research Analyst.
Q2.
PLEASE BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.
A2.
I am a 1994 graduate of Webster University in St. Louis, Missouri, with a Master’s in Business Administration, and a 1978 graduate of Franklin University in Columbus, Ohio, with a Bachelor of Science, Engineering Technology.  My professional experience includes a career in the Air Force and almost 18 years of utility regulatory experience with the OCC. 

Initially, I served as a compliance specialist with the OCC and my duties included the development of compliance programs for the electric, natural gas and water industries.  Later, I was appointed to manage all of the agency’s compliance specialists who were developing compliance programs in each of the utility industries.  After six years, my role evolved into the management of the OCC consumer hotline, the direct service provided to consumers to resolve complaints and inquiries that involve Ohio utilities.

Currently, I am the Senior Consumer Protection Research Analyst.  In this capacity, I am responsible for researching and recommending positions on a host of policy issues that affect residential consumers.  I have been directly involved in the development of comments in various rulemaking proceedings at the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO” or “the Commission”) in which I have advocated for consumer protections, quality of utility service, utility service affordability, and the provision of reasonable access to essential utility services for residential consumers.


Specifically related to this proceeding, my experience has involved helping formulate OCC positions in rulemakings on the subject of the Electric Service and Safety Standards (“ESSS”), set forth in Ohio Administrative Code Chapter 4901:1-10.  In addition, I have been involved in OCC’s review of reliability standards proposals filed by each of the Ohio Electric Distribution Utilities (“EDUs”), considering the standards’ reasonableness for customers and compliance with filing requirements in Ohio Administrative Code Chapter 4901:1-10-10.
Q3.
HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO?

A3.
Yes.  The cases in which I have submitted testimony and/or have testified before the Commission can be found in Exhibit JDW-1.
Q4.
WHAT DOCUMENTS HAVE YOU REVIEWED IN THE PREPARATION OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

A4.
In preparing my testimony for this proceeding I reviewed relevant portions of Ohio Power Company’s (“Ohio Power” or “AEP Ohio”) December 21, 2012 application and supporting exhibits, the March 1, 2013 revised application and revised exhibits, and Ohio Power’s responses to discovery propounded by OCC and requests by the PUCO Staff.  Additionally, I have reviewed pertinent pages of the Opinion and Order in Ohio Power’s second Electric Security Plan (“ESP 2”) case,
 along with comments and issue lists filed by the PUCO Staff and other parties to this proceeding.  I also reviewed Opinions and Orders from other regulatory proceedings related to matters in my testimony.  I also have reviewed the testimonies filed by AEP Ohio in this proceeding on November 18, 2013, the Stipulation and Recommendation (“Stipulation”) filed in this proceeding on December 6, 2013 and the December 13, 2013 testimony filed by AEP Ohio in support of the Stipulation. 
II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

Q5.
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

A5.
In AEP Ohio’s ESP 2 case, the PUCO authorized AEP Ohio to defer distribution storm expenses related to major storm events above or below $5 million per year.  AEP Ohio could seek PUCO approval to collect from customers the incremental expenses associated with major storms in an application for a storm damage recovery rider.
  My testimony supports OCC’s position that AEP Ohio should not collect from customers expenses for a July 18, 2012 storm because that storm does not qualify as a major storm event.
 III.
MAJOR EVENT OUTAGES
Q6.
CAN YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE COMMISSION’S RULES RELATED TO RELIABILITY STANDARDS AND THE RELATIONSHIP WITH MAJOR EVENT OUTAGES?

A6.
Yes.  Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B) requires each Ohio electric utility to establish company-specific reliability performance standards that include the System Average Interruption Frequency Index (“SAIFI”) and Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (“CAIDI”).  The rules exclude outage data during major events and transmission outages from the calculations of the indices.
  However, the rules require annual reporting of outage data that occurred during major event outages and transmission outages.  AEP Ohio last established reliability standards for its former operating companies – Columbus Southern Power (“CSP”) and the Ohio Power Company (“OPC”) – in Case No. 09-756-EL-ESS.
  Although AEP Ohio has requested to combine its reliability standards for the newly combined company, it currently files separate annual reports with the reliability performance of each company.
       

Q7.
HOW DOES THE COMMISSION DEFINE A MAJOR EVENT OUTAGE?
A7.
The definition of “major event” is found in Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-01(Q).  The definition states that a “major event” encompasses any calendar day when an electric utility’s system average interruption duration index (“SAIDI”) exceeds the major event day threshold using the methodology outlined in section 4.5 of standard 1366-2003 adopted by the Institute of Electric and Electronics Engineers (“IEEE”) in “IEEE Guide for Electric Power Distribution Reliability Indices.”  The threshold will be calculated by determining the SAIDI associated with adding 2.5 standard deviations to the average of the natural logarithms of the electric utility’s daily SAIDI performance during the most recent five-year period.  The computation for a major event requires the exclusion of transmission outages.  
Q8.
HAS AEP OHIO PROVIDED A CALCULATION FOR ITS MAJOR EVENT DAY THRESHOLD IN 2012?
A8.
AEP Ohio stated that its Major Event Day threshold (excluding transmission) for the state of Ohio is 8,775,323 customer-minutes interrupted (“CMI”).

Q9.
DOES OHIO POWER ASSERT THAT THERE WERE “MAJOR STORM EVENTS” IN 2012?

A9.
Yes, Ohio Power claims there were three major event outages in 2012.  The first major event outage occurred on June 29, 2012 and continued through July 6, 2012.  AEP Ohio claims the second major event outage occurred on July 18-19, 2012, and the final one on July 26-27, 2012.
Q10.
HAS OHIO POWER SHOWN THAT ALL THREE 2012 STORMS MEET THE DEFINITION OF “MAJOR EVENT” IN OHIO ADM. CODE 4901:1-10-01(Q)?

A10.
No.  In response to PUCO Staff DR-9-001 (attached as Exhibit JDW-2), Ohio Power reported that the CMI for the July 26, 2012 and July 18, 2012 storm events totaled 31,923,251 and 10,451,291, respectively.  The CMI reported was on a total company basis, which included both the CSP and OPC rate zones.  AEP Ohio also stated in its response to PUCO Staff DR-9-001 that the 2012 outage data reported for the two storms would be included in the Ohio ESSS Rule #10
 annual report filed with the PUCO in March 2013, and that the data was not expected to change.
In its Ohio ESSS Rule #10 Annual Report filings with the PUCO,
 AEP Ohio reported that the CMI for the CSP major event outages (attached as Exhibit JDW-3) and the OPC major event outages (attached as Exhibit JDW-4) for the July 26, 2012 storm event totaled 8,357,442 and 23,565,809, respectively.  The total CMI for Ohio Power for the July 26 storm was 31,923,251 (8,357,442 + 23,565,809), the same CMI number shown in the response to PUCO Staff DR-9-001.  The total CMI for the July 26 storm exceeded the Major Event Day Threshold for Ohio by 23,147,928 CMI.
But for the storm event of July 18-19, 2012, AEP Ohio’s ESSS Rule #10 annual report shows no major event outage for the CSP
 rate zone and 8,136,533 CMI for the OPC rate zone.
  Thus, the total CMI for the July 18 storm was 8,136,533 (0 + 8,136,533).  The CMI figure shown in AEP Ohio’s ESSS Rule #10 filing is less than the CMI number that AEP Ohio provided in response to PUCO DR-9-001 (10,451,291) for the July 18 storm.  The total company CMI figure (8,136,533) AEP Ohio reported in its Ohio ESSS Rule #10 filing is less than the Major Event Day Threshold for Ohio of 8,775,323 CMI.  Based on the information provided in its Ohio ESSS Rule #10 annual reports, AEP Ohio has not shown that the July 18, 2012 storm meets the PUCO’s definition of a “major event.”  
Q11.
WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE JULY 18, 2012 STORM?
A11.
The Commission should reject AEP Ohio’s assertion that the July 18, 2012 storm is a “major event” as defined in Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-01(Q).  Furthermore, the Commission should not allow AEP Ohio to collect from customers the costs associated with this storm, as it has not been demonstrated that this storm satisfies the definition for a major storm event.  In a November 4, 2013 filing in this case, the PUCO Staff stated that AEP Ohio’s costs associated with the July 18 storm totaled $365,203.  The Commission should reduce the amount AEP Ohio may charge customers through the rider by $365,203.  
Q12.
DOES THE STIPULATION SIGNED BY AEP OHIO AND OTHERS COMPLY WITH THE PUCO’S STANDARDS?

A12.
No.  Based on the advice of Counsel, the Stipulation signed by AEP Ohio and others proposes that the PUCO approve AEP Ohio’s collection from customers of the costs of the July 18, 2012 storm.  Under the third prong of the PUCO’s 3-prong test for considering whether to adopt a stipulation, the Stipulation cannot violate any important regulatory principle or practice.  But the Stipulation does not satisfy the third prong of the PUCO’s test because under the PUCO’s rules the July 18 storm is not a major event (and thus not a storm for which costs can be charged to customers as a major event).  The PUCO should disallow collection of the $365,203 related to the July 18, 2012 storm.
IV.
CONCLUSION
Q13.
DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?
A13.
Yes.  However, I reserve the right to supplement my testimony in the event that Ohio Power, the PUCO Staff or other parties submit additional testimony, or if new information or data in connection with this proceeding becomes available.
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� In the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southern Power Company and Ohio Power Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to Section 4928.143, Revised Code, in the Form of an Electric Security Plan, Case No. 11-346-EL-SSO, Opinion and Order (August 8, 2012) (“ESP 2 Order”).


� Id. at 68.


� Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(B)(4)(c).


� The former operating companies have since merged and are operating under the Ohio Power name.  Ohio Power has two separate rate zones: a CSP rate zone and an “Ohio Power” rate zone, which coincides with the former OPC service territory.  To avoid confusion, I will refer to the “Ohio Power” rate zone as the “OPC” rate zone.    


� In Case No. 12-1945-EL-ESS, Ohio Power has proposed combined reliability standards for its two rate zones.


� Application at 5.


� Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(C).


� In the Matter of the Electric Service and Safety Standards Annual Report for The Ohio Power Company, Case No. 13-780-EL-ESS, April 1, 2013. 


� See Exhibit JDW-3.


� See Exhibit JDW-4.
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