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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 65 East State Street, 7th 4 

Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215.  I am employed by the Office of the Ohio 5 

Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) as a Utility Consumer Policy Expert. 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 

23 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 

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

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

positions in a number of proceedings involving the Ohio Electric Service and 10 

Safety Standards,1 distribution system reliability standards,2 evaluation of smart 11 

grid proposals,3 and the provision of quality utility services and consumer 12 

protections for residential consumers, including low-income Ohioans.  13 

 
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). 

3 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, Application (September 13, 
2013).  
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 In this proceeding, I reviewed the Compliance audit reports filed on August 10, 1 

2017 and August 23, 2018.  I also assisted in the preparation of OCC’s Initial 2 

Comments,4 Reply Comments,5 and discovery requests. In addition, I have 3 

reviewed multiple PUCO filings pertaining to the Distribution Investment Rider 4 

(“DIR”), annual Ohio Power Company (“AEP”) reliability reports and System 5 

Improvement Plan Reports, other AEP riders that are supposed to improve 6 

customer reliability, comments by the PUCO Staff and AEP, and the direct and 7 

supplemental testimony filed by AEP in this proceeding and in Case No. 17-1914-8 

EL-RDR.6 Finally I reviewed the Joint Stipulation and Recommendation 9 

(“Settlement”) that was agreed upon by AEP and the PUCO Staff7 and supporting 10 

testimony.      11 

  12 

Q3. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY OR TESTIFIED 13 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO? 14 

A3. Yes.  The cases that I have submitted testimony and/or have testified before the 15 

PUCO can be found in Attachment JDW-1.16 

 
4 October 26, 2018. 

5 November 16, 2018.  

6 In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company to Update Its Enhanced Service Reliability 

Rider, Case No. 17-1914-EL-RDR, Direct Testimony of Andrea Moore and Thomas Kratt, (April 18, 
2019). Supplemental Testimony (July 15, 2019). 

7 In the Matter of the Review of the Distribution Investment Rider Contained in the Tariff of Ohio Power 

Company, Case 17-38-EL-RDR, et al, Joint Stipulation and Recommendation (July 2, 2019). 
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II. PURPOSE/RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

 2 

Q4. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 3 

A4. The purpose of my testimony is to oppose a Settlement that was reached between 4 

AEP and the PUCO Staff that allegedly resolves all issues in the 2016 DIR audit 5 

and the 2017 DIR audit. The proposed Settlement does not meet the three-prong 6 

test that the PUCO uses to evaluate settlements.  I also provide support and 7 

background for the comments and recommendations that were filed by OCC in 8 

this proceeding specific to the DIR and the impact on AEP’s reliability 9 

performance for consumers.   10 

 11 

Q5. CAN YOU PROVIDE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE AEP DIR RIDER 12 

AND ITS RELATIONSHIP TO DISTRIBUTION RELIABILITY? 13 

A5. Yes.  AEP’s DIR Rider was originally proposed as part of an Electric Security 14 

Plan (“ESP”) under R.C. 4928.143(B)(2)(h) that serves as an infrastructure 15 

modernization initiative to replace aging infrastructure and to maintain and 16 

improve distribution reliability.8 The DIR has been continued and expanded in 17 

Case Nos. 13-2385-EL-SSO and 16-1852-EL-SSO.   18 

 19 

 
8 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 11-346-EL-SSO, Opinion and Order (August 8, 2012) at 42 – 47. 
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 The DIR enables AEP to benefit from single-issue ratemaking, at the expense of 1 

consumers, by earning a return on and of investments that it makes in distribution 2 

infrastructure, all without the filing of a rate case.  From a customer standpoint, 3 

AEP has spent over a billion dollars on distribution investment that it has or will 4 

charge to customers since the inception of the DIR in 2012.  In 2016 and 2017 5 

alone, the DIR spending was capped at levels of $146.2 million and $170 million, 6 

respectively.9  In 2018, the DIR revenue cap was $215 million which than 7 

increases to $240 million in 2019, $265 million in 2020 and $290 million in 8 

2021.10  9 

 10 

Q6. HAS THE AEP DIR RIDER IMPROVED ITS DISTRIBUTION 11 

RELIABILITY? 12 

A6. No. Despite the fact that the DIR was approved as a distribution infrastructure 13 

modernization program (and the massive amount of spending made by AEP) 14 

intended to improve customers’ distribution reliability, AEP’s reliability has 15 

actually declined to the point where its customers are receiving substandard 16 

reliability in 2018. By “substandard reliability” I am referring to the fact that AEP 17 

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

Offer Pursuant to 4928.143, Revised Code, in the Form of an Electric Security Plan, Case No. 13-2385- 
EL-SSO, et al., Opinion and Order (February 25, 2015) at 47. 

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

Offer Pursuant to 4928.143, Revised Code, in the Form of an Electric Security Plan, Case No. 16-1852- 
EL-SSO, et al., Opinion and Order (April 25, 2018) at 18. 
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failed to meet both of the minimum reliability performance standards established 1 

by the PUCO. 2 

 The minimum reliability performance standards currently used by the PUCO are 3 

the System Average Interruption Frequency Index (“SAIFI”) and the Customer 4 

Average Interruption Duration Index (“CAIDI”). As I explain in this testimony, 5 

AEP’s reliability for consumers, as measured by these indices, has declined 6 

consistently since the DIR was initiated and approved in 2012.  AEP’s 7 

distribution reliability has declined so far that it failed to meet either the SAIFI or 8 

the CAIDI standards in 2018.  But more importantly, AEP’s failure to meet the 9 

minimum PUCO reliability standards means that customers are at risk of 10 

receiving unsafe and unreliable service.11  This unfortunate situation is 11 

exacerbated by the fact that customers are paying extra and substantial charges on 12 

their monthly electric bill for the DIR, which was intended to improve reliability, 13 

over the last seven years after the DIR was approved. AEP’s customers are also 14 

paying extra charges on their bills for an Enhanced Service Reliability Rider 15 

(“ESRR” or “tree-trimming rider”) and for its smart grid program (“gridSMART 16 

rider”). Like the DIR, these other two riders are also supposed to (but are not) 17 

contributing to improved reliability.   18 

  19 

 My testimony will demonstrate conclusively that AEP’s reliability has not 20 

improved for consumers since the DIR was approved.  In fact, it has actually 21 

 
11 Contrary to state law.  See Ohio Revised Code 4928.02(A).  
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declined. My testimony will also respond to numerous assertions that are made in 1 

the Direct Testimony and Supplemental Testimony of AEP Witness Thomas Kratt 2 

that attempts to minimize the impact of the degraded reliability that AEP is 3 

providing customers.12  4 

 5 

Q7. WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE 6 

PROPOSED SETTLEMENT, THE AEP DIR RIDER, AND THE 7 

DISTRIBUTION RELIABILITY OF AEP? 8 

A7. My recommendation is that the PUCO reject the Settlement between PUCO Staff 9 

and AEP.  The PUCO should direct that any future DIR spending, if the DIR is 10 

allowed to continue,13 to focus on programs that demonstratively improve the 11 

SAIFI and CAIDI reliability performance for consumers.  Approval for any 12 

charges on consumers for DIR spending should be conditioned on AEP 13 

demonstrating continual annual improvement in its SAIFI and CAIDI reliability 14 

performance for consumers starting in 2019.   15 

 16 

 Further, I recommend that the PUCO require AEP (as it has done in the past) to 17 

spend shareholder dollars (as necessary) to augment the vast amount of customer-18 

funded tree-trimming efforts to reduce the supposed number of tree-caused 19 

 
12 Direct Testimony of Thomas Kratt at 6. 

13 Under the current ESP (Case 16-1852-EL-SSO), the DIR will end on December 31, 2020 if AEP Ohio 
does not file a distribution rate case by June 1, 2020, Opinion and Order (April 25, 2018) at 18. But this 
does not preclude the PUCO from protecting consumers by ending the DIR (or at least at a minimum) 
establishing stricter performance guidelines now.  
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service outages.14  AEP Ohio is statutorily required to provide safe and reliable 1 

service to its customers regardless of all the additional revenue sources it has 2 

created through riders for collecting charges from customers.15  Despite having 3 

spent  over a billion dollars of customer provided funds collected through the 4 

DIR, ESRR, and other riders over the last 10 years, the reality is AEP has failed to 5 

improve its distribution service reliability. Now is the time for the PUCO to order 6 

AEP to spend its own money to incentivize a more concerted effort to improve its 7 

service reliability.      8 

  9 

 Lastly, I recommend that the PUCO to enforce its current minimum reliability 10 

performance standards already in place.  Reliability standards are important 11 

measures in assessing the service quality that AEP is providing its customers.  12 

The PUCO is required to establish standards for the minimum service quality, 13 

safety, and reliability requirements and has the authority to enforce the 14 

standards.16 Failure to meet the same reliability performance standard for two 15 

years in a row constitutes a violation of Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10(E).  If 16 

(and when) AEP fails to meet either the CAIDI or SAIFI standard in 2019, I 17 

would urge the PUCO to protect consumers by enforcing the rules as provided in 18 

Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-30.  O.A.C. 4901:1-10-30 authorizes the PUCO to 19 

 
14 In the Matter of the Self-Complaint of Columbus Southern Power Company and Ohio Power Company 

Regarding the Implementation of Programs to Enhance Distribution Service Reliability, Case 06-222-EL-
SLF, Entry (May 16, 2007).  The Commission required AEP Ohio to spend $10 million of shareholder 
funds for incremental vegetation management activities.   
15 R.C. 4928.02 

16 R.C. 4928.11. 
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impose forfeitures of up to ten thousand dollars per day against AEP for failure to 1 

comply with minimum service standards. In addition, the PUCO can order AEP to 2 

pay restitution to protect customers from the damages that are incurred as a result 3 

of unreliable service.  4 

 5 

III. ANALYSIS OF THE SETTLEMENT UNDER THE THREE-PRONG TEST 6 

USED BY THE PUCO FOR EVALUATING SETTLEMENTS 7 

  8 

Q8. WHAT CRITERIA DOES THE PUCO USUALLY RELY UPON FOR 9 

CONSIDERING WHETHER TO ADOPT A SETTLEMENT? 10 

A8.  It is my understanding that the PUCO will adopt a settlement only if it meets all 11 

of the three criteria below. The PUCO must analyze the Settlement and 12 

decide the following: 13 

1. Is the settlement a product of serious bargaining among capable, 14 

knowledgeable parties?17
 15 

2.         Does the settlement, as a package, benefit customers and the public 16 

interest? 17 

3.  Does the settlement violate any important regulatory principle or 18 

practice?18
 19 

 
17 The PUCO takes into account the “diversity of interests” as part of the first part of the stipulation 

assessment. See: In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric 

Illuminating Company, and The Toledo Edison Company for Authority to Establish a Standard Service 

Offer, Case No. 10-388-EL-SSO, Opinion and Order at 48 (August 25, 2010). 

18 Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub. Util. Comm’n. (1992), 64 Ohio St.3d 123, 126. 
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Q9. DOES THE SETTLEMENT BENEFIT CUSTOMERS AND THE PUBLIC 1 

INTEREST? 2 

A9. No.  The proposed settlement does not benefit customers and the public interest 3 

because it results in customers paying for tree-trimming costs that should not be 4 

collected through the DIR. The potential for double or triple collection of the very 5 

same costs from consumers is highly likely because vegetation management costs 6 

are collected through base rates and other riders.  In addition, the proposed 7 

Settlement provides AEP practically carte blanche approval to charge customers 8 

through the DIR for tree-trimming costs that are typically the responsibility of 9 

property owners. The proposed Settlement contains no special documentation 10 

requirements to substantiate the reasons why affected trees are categorized as 11 

“danger trees”, quantification of the risk to the distribution system if the trees are 12 

not removed, methods to demonstrate the costs were prudently incurred, and 13 

supporting reason why the trees were not previously trimmed or removed 14 

consistent with the PUCO approved vegetation management plan.  15 

 16 

Q10. ARE THERE OTHER REASONS WHY THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT 17 

DOES NOT BENEFIT CUSTOMERS OR THE PUBLIC INTEREST? 18 

A10. Yes.  Under the proposed Settlement, the capitalization of certain tree-trimming 19 

costs (which should be expensed under accounting rules) if at all, may also be 20 

used just to circumvent the annual O&M cap on the ESSR rider and transfer the 21 
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collection of these costs to the DIR19 or future base distribution rates (this issue is 1 

discussed in OCC witness Jeff Hecker’s testimony). AEP’s expanded use of the 2 

DIR to create yet another tree-trimming revenue source has now resulted in more 3 

distribution equipment caused outages. Ironically, the purpose of the DIR was to 4 

proactively replace aging distribution equipment and infrastructure. Despite the 5 

significant infusion of customer money into AEP’s pocket,  customers are now 6 

experiencing more tree caused outages and more equipment failure caused 7 

outages.  Consumers deserve more accountability and regulatory oversight of 8 

AEP’s spending so that they can be assured that their hard-earned money will 9 

actually be used to improve service quality and reliability.  The Settlement 10 

contains no such accountability or regulatory oversight so it should not be 11 

approved because it fails to protect consumers and the public interest. 12 

 13 

Q11. CAN YOU ASSESS THE IMPACT THAT AEP’S IMPLEMENTATION OF 14 

THE DIR HAS HAD ON THE RELIABILITY THAT CUSTOMERS ARE 15 

RECEIVING? 16 

A11. Yes. DIR has not resulted in improvements in AEP’s reliability.  AEP is required 17 

to meet the minimum reliability performance standards established under Ohio 18 

Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10.  The two minimum performance standards in Ohio are 19 

SAIFI and CAIDI.  SAIFI measures the average number of outages that 20 

customers experience in a year.  CAIDI measures the average duration of outages 21 

 
19 AEP Ohio response to OCC STIP INT-1-018 (attached herein as JDW-2). 
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(i.e., the average restoration time). Lower SAIFI and CAIDI values indicate better 1 

reliability performance and service quality for customers.   2 

   3 

 Before 2013, reliability performance standards were measured separately for each 4 

of the two AEP distribution utilities, Columbus Southern Power and Ohio Power 5 

Company.  Beginning in 2013, the reliability performance standards were 6 

consolidated as a single distribution utility under Ohio Power Company.   7 

 8 

 To demonstrate the lack of effectiveness of the DIR, Table 1 provides a 9 

comparison of the pre-DIR SAIFI and CAIDI performance for 2009 through 2012 10 

with the post-DIR SAIFI and CAIDI performance from 2013 through 2018. This 11 

table demonstrates that DIR has not helped improve customer reliability and, in 12 

fact, reliability as measured by SAIFI and CAIDI is in decline (outage frequency 13 

and outage duration numbers are trending in an increasing direction which is bad 14 

for consumers). 15 
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Table 1: AEP Ohio Reliability Performance Pre-DIR/ Post DIR (2009 – 2018) 1 

Year SAIFI CAIDI 

 PRE-DIR 

PERFORMANCE20 

 

2009 1.09 129.67 

2010 1.10 138.83 

2011 1.19 142.9 

2012 0.98 144.2 

 POST-DIR 

PERFORMANCE 

 

2013 1.03 140.97 

2014 1.13 146.61 

2015 1.13 139.03 

2016 1.08 143.45 

2017 1.15 146.02 

2018 1.30 150.32 

        2 

 Using AEP’s average SAIFI performance level for 2009 through 2012 of 1.09, the 3 

SAIFI performance has been worse each year since the DIR was initiated in 2012 4 

(with the exception of 2013).  Using AEP’s average CAIDI performance level of 5 

138.9 minutes for 2009 through 2012, the CAIDI performance has been declining 6 

in each of the last six years. These  SAIFI and CAIDI values represent worse 7 

reliability because the frequency and duration of outages are increasing. 8 

 
20 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, Application (June 29, 2012). 
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Q12. DID AEP PROVIDE SUBSTANDARD RELIABILITY TO CUSTOMERS IN 1 

2018? 2 

A12. Yes. According to AEP’s 2018 reliability performance report,21 AEP was required 3 

to maintain minimum performance standards for SAIFI of 1.19 and for CAIDI of 4 

149.00 minutes.22  AEP’s actual performance for 2018 was a SAIFI of 1.3 and a 5 

CAIDI of 150.32 minutes.  This demonstrates that AEP failed to maintain 6 

minimum reliability performance for 2018.  This means that customers 7 

experienced more outages and for much longer periods of time than permitted by 8 

the PUCO minimum distribution reliability performance standards.  Failure to 9 

meet the minimum reliability performance standards demonstrates that in 2018, 10 

despite customer funding for the DIR, AEP’s customers were at risk of receiving 11 

unsafe and unreliable service.23  12 

 13 

 Based on the 2018 reliability performance, the very expensive AEP DIR that was 14 

intended to proactively modernize distribution infrastructure and avoid outages 15 

has proven to be ineffective.24  And it is even worse than that for consumers.  In 16 

addition to millions of dollars they pay through the DIR, AEP’s customers pay 17 

approximately $26 million annually through the ESRR for maintaining a four-18 

 
21 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-10. 

22 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Electric Distribution System Reliability Pursuant to Rule 4901:1-

10-10(C), Case No. 19-992-EL-ESS, Annual Report (March 29, 2019) at 2. (Attached herein as JDW-3).  

23 Contrary to state law.  See Ohio Revised Code 4928.02(A). 

24 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) at 47. 
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year cycle-based tree-trimming program that the PUCO has concluded would 1 

improve reliability.25  On top of that, the PUCO has approved a $560 million 2 

smart grid program, which includes the deployment of smart meters, Volt-Var 3 

Optimization, and Distribution Automation Circuit Reconfiguration (“DACR”) to 4 

help improve reliability.26 The benefits of the smart grid program were largely 5 

attributed to cost savings through avoided outages. Yet as was shown in Table 2, 6 

AEP’s actual reliability performance has declined.    7 

 8 

As a result of the AEP Ohio failure to meet its 2018 reliability standards, the 9 

Utility submitted an Action Plan to the PUCO Staff.27 The action plans shows 10 

substantial increases in vegetation caused outages and in distribution equipment 11 

caused outages.  Interestingly, AEP Ohio has control over preventing outages for 12 

both of these causes through adherence with its vegetation management plan and 13 

in preventing equipment caused outages by using the DIR for its intended 14 

purpose.      15 

 
25 In the Matter of the Application of Columbus Southern Power Company for Approval of an Electric 

Security Plan; an Amendment to its Corporate Separation Plan; and the Sale or Transfer of Certain 

Generating Assets, Case 08-917-EL-SSO, Opinion and Order (March 18, 2009), at 31-34. 

26 In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Company to Initiate Phase II of its gridSMART Project 

and to Establish the gridSMART Phase 2 Rider, Case No. 13-1939-EL-RDR, Opinion and Order (February 
1, 2017) at 25.  DACR technology was deployed on seventy circuits during an earlier deployment and 
should be contributing to improved reliability performance today.   

27 AEP Ohio Rule 10 Action Plan (attached herein as JDW-4). 
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Q13. HAS EQUIPMENT FAILURE CONTRIBUTED TO THE COMPANY’S 1 

FAILURE TO MEET THE MINIMUM RELIABILITY PERFORMANCE 2 

STANDARDS? 3 

A13. Yes.  Table 2 provides a comparison of the impacts on customers from equipment 4 

failures on its distribution system.28  5 

Table 2: Equipment Failures (2009 – 2018) 6 

Equipment Failure, excluding Major Events and Transmission Outages 

   Customer Average 

Year Outage Customer Interruption Interruption 

Pre-DIR Events Interruptions Minutes Duration (Min) 

2009 8,884 487,792 56,311,814 115 

2010 9,479 506,251 65,533,898 129 

2011 10,048 528,224 70,689,041 134 

2012 8,557 409,944 56,659,404 138 

4 Yr Ave 9,242 483,053 62,298,539 129 

DIR     

2013 8,466 458,533 61,732,503 135 

2014 9,230 535,319 74,014,048 138 

2015 9,642 556,400 75,850,668 136 

2016 8,338 507,202 68,462,876 135 

2017 8,038 518,029 74,033,978 143 

2018 9,573 558,385 75,964,835 136 

6 Yr Ave 8,881 522,311 71,676,485 137 

     

Ave. Increase -361 39,259 9,377,945 8 

Ave. % Increase -3.90% 8.13% 15.05% 6.41% 

 7 

Table 2 compares the number of outage events caused by equipment failure on 8 

distribution circuits and in distribution substations, and their impact on customer 9 

 
28 See the Company’s response to OCC STIP INT-1-035 (attached herein as JDW-5).  Table 2 reflects the 
sum of outages on distribution lines and in distribution stations. 
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electric service reliability in the years before DIR implementation, i.e. 2009 1 

through 2012, with their impacts on reliability since DIR implementation.  Table 2 

2 excludes any outages occurring during major events or service outages caused 3 

by events on the transmission system. 4 

 5 

Table 2 shows that, while the number of outage events caused by equipment 6 

failure on distribution facilities has decreased by about 4% since DIR 7 

implementation, the effects of these outage events on electric customers, i.e. the 8 

number of customer interruptions (CI) and the number of customer interruption 9 

minutes (CIM), have both increased under DIR.  Under DIR, there are an annual 10 

average of more than 39,000 additional customer interruptions than prior to DIR 11 

representing an annual average increase of 8.13%, and an annual average of more 12 

than 9.3 million additional customer interruption minutes than prior to DIR, 13 

representing an annual average increase of more than 15%.  The increase in 14 

customer interruptions results in an increase in SAIFI, while the increased 15 

customer interruption minutes result in an increase in CAIDI.      16 

  17 

Table 2 also reflects how the average interruption duration in minutes of each 18 

customer interruption increases from an average of 129 minutes prior to DIR to an 19 

average of 137 minutes under DIR, an increase of 6.41%. 20 

The net results from DIR are increased annual customer interruptions and 21 

increased annual customer interruption minutes due to equipment failures. 22 
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Yet the proposed Settlement between Staff and AEP Ohio does nothing to 1 

mitigate outages caused by equipment failures (which is the supposed purpose of 2 

the DIR).     3 

    4 

Q14. IS AEP IN COMPLIANCE WITH ITS PUCO APPROVED FOUR-YEAR 5 

CYCLE-BASED VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN, INCLUDING THE 6 

REMOVAL OR PRUNING OF TREES INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE ROW? 7 

A14. No. AEP’s vegetation management plan29 requires the vegetation across the entire 8 

distribution system to be maintained on a four-year cycle (attached hereto as 9 

JDW-6).  The plan requires removal or pruning of trees inside and outside of the 10 

right-of-way and pruning mature trees not in power lines but that could be within 11 

a four-year period.30 In addition, the vegetation management plan requires 12 

monitoring and mitigating the ash trees outside the cleared right-of-way to 13 

proactively reduce outages.31  14 

 15 

AEP is required by Ohio Administrative Code 4901:1-10-26 to file an Annual 16 

System Improvement Plan Report that contains compliance reporting for the 17 

particular inspection, maintenance, repair, and replacement programs that are 18 

 
29 In the Matter of the Report – Update to Ohio Power Company’s program for maintenance, repair, and 
inspection of transmission and distribution line as required by 4901:1-10-27(E) of the Ohio Administrative 
Code, Case No 15-2071-EL-ESS, (December 14, 2015).  

30 Id. 

31 Id. 
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required by Ohio Administrative Code 4901:1-10-27.32  These reports are 1 

required to be filed by March 31st of each year based on the program 2 

implementation from the previous year.33  Table 3 provides a summary between 3 

2013 (after the DIR was approved) and 2018 showing the years that AEP 4 

complied with the four-year cycle-based vegetation management program and the 5 

years it did not.    6 

 7 

Table 3: Four-year Cycle-based Tree-Trimming Program (2013-2018) 8 

Year Compliance with ESRR 
Requirements34 

2013 Yes 

2014 Yes 

2015 No 

2016 No 

2017 No 

2018 No 

  9 

 During 2013 and 2014, AEP complied with the proactive four-year cycle-based 10 

tree trimming program.  But since 2015 AEP has not complied with the proactive 11 

four-year cycle tree trimming program.  Performing vegetation management in 12 

 
32 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-26(B)(3)(f). 

33 Id. 

34 System Improvement Plan Reports filed pursuant to Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-26 in Case Nos. 10-
996-EL-ESS, 11-996-EL-ESS, 12-996-EL-ESS, 13-996-EL-ESS, 14-996-EL-ESS, 15-996-EL-ESS, 16-
996-EL-ESS, 17-996-EL-ESS, 18-996-EL-ESS, and 19-996-EL-ESS.  
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accordance with the approved AEP vegetation management plan (that is being 1 

paid for by customers) was supposed to result in improvements in AEP’s 2 

reliability performance.  This table indicates that the reason why customers are 3 

having more tree-caused outages is because AEP is not performing the vegetation 4 

management that it is supposed to perform to prevent outages.     5 

 6 

Q15. CAN YOU PROVIDE ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ABOUT THE 7 

INCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF TREE-CASED OUTAGES AND THE 8 

IMPACT ON RELIABILITY PERFORMANCE? 9 

A15. Yes.  Based on my assessment of AEP annual reliability reports, trees can be one 10 

of the leading causes of outages that impact AEP customers.  Customers pay for 11 

AEP tree trimming through base rates, the ESRR, and the DIR.  Yet, despite the 12 

millions of dollars in customer money that AEP supposedly collects from 13 

customers and spends on vegetation management, tree-caused outages continue to 14 

increase. Table 4 provides a comparison of the number of tree-caused outages 15 

since the DIR was initiated.16 
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Table 4: Tree-Caused Outages (2013 – 2018) 1 

Year Interruptions Customers 

Interrupted 

Customer 

Interruption  

Minutes 

Average 

Interruption  

Duration35 

(Minutes) 

201336 4,844 213,615 46,441,700 217 

201437 4,568 201,806 46,548,810 231 

201538 4,851 222,811 45,067,131 202 

201639 5,083 257,540 51,219,163 199 

201740 6,449 313,173 68,222,667 218 

201841 7,387 411,100 97,681,526 238 

  2 

 As shown in Table 4, there has been a significant increase in the number of outage 3 

events caused by trees since 2013. Additionally, between 2013 and 2017, there 4 

were almost 100,000 more customers interrupted in 2017 due to tree-caused 5 

outages. There were almost 200,000 more customers interrupted in 2018 6 

compared to 2013.  The number of customer interrupted minutes increased by 7 

over 46% between 2013 and 2017 and by over 110% between 2013 and 2018.   8 

 
35 Customer Interruption Minutes/ Customers Interrupted.  

36 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Electric Distribution System Reliability Pursuant to Rule 4901:1-

10-10(C), Case No. 14-517-EL-ESS, Annual Report (March 31, 2014) at 6a. 

37 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Electric Distribution System Reliability Pursuant to Rule 4901:1-

10-10(C), Case No. 15-627-EL-ESS, Annual Report (March 31, 2015) at 6a. 

38 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Electric Distribution System Reliability Pursuant to Rule 4901:1-

10-10(C), Case No. 16-550-EL-ESS, Annual Report (March 31, 2016) at 6a. 

39 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Electric Distribution System Reliability Pursuant to Rule 4901:1-

10-10(C), Case No. 17-890-EL-ESS, Annual Report (March 31, 2017) at 6a. 

40 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Electric Distribution System Reliability Pursuant to Rule 4901:1-

10-10(C), Case No. 18-992-EL-ESS, Annual Report (March 29, 2018) at 6a. 

41 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Electric Distribution System Reliability Pursuant to Rule 4901:1-

10-10(C), Case No. 19-992-EL-ESS, Annual Report (March 29, 2019) at 6a. 
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Q16. IS IT REASONABLE TO CONCLUDE THAT AEP’S FAILURE TO 1 

IMPLEMENT ITS VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 2 

CONSISTENT WITH THE PUCO APPROVED VEGETATION 3 

MANAGEMENT PLAN CONTRIBUTED TO ITS FAILURE TO MEET THE 4 

MINIMUM RELIABILITY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS? 5 

A16.  Yes.  Given that AEP has been required to be on a four-year cycle-based 6 

vegetation management program since 2009, AEP should have already performed 7 

the necessary tree trimming and removal of danger trees both inside and outside 8 

the ROW. The Danger Tree Mitigation Program as addressed in the proposed 9 

Settlement is merely another expensive way to charge customers for the work that 10 

AEP should have already accomplished.  According to the AEP Ohio response to 11 

OCC STIP-1-024 (attached herein as JDW-7), the Utility plans to remove 135,000 12 

danger trees in 2019 and another 61,000 in both 2020 and 2021 at a cost of $95 13 

million to consumers through the DIR. But many of these trees should have 14 

already been removed if AEP Ohio was adhering to vegetation management plan.        15 

 16 

Q17. IS THERE ANY VALIDITY IN AEP’S ASSERTION THAT WHILE 17 

RELIABILITY APPEARS TO HAVE GOTTEN WORSE, DIR IS ACTUALLY 18 

IMPROVING RELIABILITY PERFORMANCE?  19 

A17. No.  The reliability performance standards are not just numbers on a piece of 20 

paper.  The standards are based on methodical consideration of each of the criteria 21 

that I explained earlier and are a direct measure of the reliability being provided to 22 

consumers. AEP claims that the resiliency of the distribution grid has improved as 23 
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a result of the DIR and that while there is an appearance that reliability is getting 1 

worse, in reality, reliability is actually improving.42  But an examination of the 2 

impact that equipment failures is having on consumers, shows this is not the case.   3 

 4 

 There is no evidence that the DIR has resulted in fewer outage events being 5 

excluded from the reliability calculations.43  According to AEP, Major Event 6 

Days (“MEDs”) have declined such that major weather events that would have 7 

previously been excluded from the reliability calculations are now included. For 8 

the 1,919,407 customers who experienced power interruptions in 2018 that 9 

exceeded a total of 288,522,500 minutes, AEP’s reliability has not gotten better.44     10 

According to the PUCO’s rules, MEDs are any calendar day when the system 11 

average interruption duration index (“SAIDI”)45 exceeds the major event day 12 

threshold using the methodology outlined in section 3.5 of standard 1366-2012 13 

adopted by the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers.  “The threshold is 14 

calculated by determining the SAIDI associated with adding 2.5 standard 15 

deviations to the average of the natural logarithms of the electric utility's daily 16 

SAIDI performance during the most recent five-year period.”46  AEP claims that 17 

it has fewer MEDs in the past five years than it did prior to the start of the DIR.47  18 

 
42 Id. 

43 Direct Testimony of Thomas Kratt (May 17, 2019) at 6.     

44 Case 19-992-EL-ESS, Annual Report (March 29, 2019). 

45 SAIDI measures the average outage duration for customers served. 

46 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-01(T). 

47 Kratt Testimony at 6.   
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But it is more likely that any reduction in MEDs has more to do with the number 1 

of major storms and the severity of those storms, which can change year over 2 

year.  3 

 4 

AEP admits that many of the DIR programs impact SAIFI but have little impact 5 

on CAIDI.48 But the PUCO approval of the DIR called for improvements in both 6 

SAIFI and CAIDI.49  Based upon a review of the 2016 and 2017 DIR Work 7 

Plan’s (attached hereto as JDW-8 and JDW-9), one DIR program (line reclosers 8 

maintenance) is actually targeted to reducing outage durations.  And in fact, as 9 

evidenced in JDW-8 and JDW-9, a large number of the DIR programs have 10 

nothing to do with improving reliability.    11 

 12 

Q18. CAN YOU SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS? 13 

A18. Yes.  First and foremost, I urge the PUCO to reject the Settlement because the 14 

Settlement fails to meet the second prong of the PUCO’s test: that the Settlement 15 

benefits the public and the public interest.  Consumers deserve more 16 

accountability and regulatory oversight of AEP’s spending so that they can be 17 

assured that AEP’s spending of customers’ money will actually improve service 18 

quality and reliability.  DIR should not be used to circumvent the rate caps under 19 

the ESRR rider (“tree-trimming” rider) and/or to inflate future base rates. AEP 20 

has failed to implement its PUCO approved vegetation management plan. The 21 

 
48 Id at 5. 

49 Case 11-346-EL-SSO Opinion and Order, (August 8, 2012) at 47. 
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PUCO should order AEP as it has done in the past, to spend shareholder dollars to 1 

catch up on its four-year cycle based tree-trimming program (both within and 2 

outside the ROW). 3 

 4 

 I also recommend that the PUCO end the DIR rider in 2020 and regardless if the 5 

Utility files a distribution base rate case.  Staff and AEP Ohio should be ordered 6 

to file a report within 45 days that described how the DIR will be prioritized in 7 

2020 to reduce the customer impacts of equipment caused outages.   8 

 9 

The PUCO should enforce the reliability standards as provided in O.A.C. 4901-10 

10-30 if and when AEP fails to meet either the SAIFI or CAIDI reliability 11 

standards in 2019.  O.A.C. 4901:1-10-30 authorizes the PUCO to impose 12 

forfeitures of up to ten thousand dollars per day against AEP for failure to comply 13 

with minimum service standards. In addition, the PUCO can order AEP to pay 14 

restitution to protect customers from the damages that are incurred as a result of 15 

unreliable service.5016 

 
50 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-30(A)(3). 
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IV. CONCLUSION 1 

 2 

Q19. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 3 

A19. Yes.  However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may 4 

subsequently become available through outstanding discovery or otherwise.5 
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This foregoing document was electronically filed with the Public Utilities 

Commission of Ohio Docketing Information System on 

8/20/2019 3:56:54 PM

in

Case No(s). 17-0038-EL-RDR, 18-0230-EL-RDR

Summary: Testimony Direct Testimony of James D. Williams in Opposition to the Joint
Stipulation and Recommendation on Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers' Counsel
electronically filed by Ms. Deb J. Bingham on behalf of Michael, William J. Mr.
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