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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF OUCC WITNESS BARBARA A. SMITH 

CAUSE NO. 43960 

INDIANAPOLIS POWER AND LIGHT 

Please state your name and business address. 

Barbara A. Smith, Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor, 115 W. 

Washington St., Suite 1500 South, Indianapolis, IN 46204. 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I am employed by the Indiana Office of the Utility Consumer Counselor (OUCC) 

as the Director of the Resource Planning and Communications. 

Please describe your background and experience. 

I received a Bachelor of Science degree, magna cum laude, from Indiana 

Wesleyan University. I also earned an Associate's Certificate in Project 

Management through George Washington University. I was employed by 

Vectren from 1987 through 2006 in various capacities, including supervisor of 

distribution planning. My responsibilities included planning installation of new 

natural gas pipelines, support of Geographic Infonnation System (GIS) mapping, 

capital work order systems, outage management system and stonn outage support. 

My professional experience as a member of the management team at Vectren with 

direct customer contact helped me develop a broad understanding of consumer 

interests, including the value placed on reliable service and the impact rate 

increases have on consumers. I joined the OUCC as a Utility Analyst in the 

Electric Division in October 2006 and was promoted to my current position in 
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April 2009. As part of my continuing education, I attended the National 

Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC) week long seminar 

in East Lansing, Michigan. I have been an active participant in the Demand Side 

Management Coordination Committee (DSMCC) and have a leadership role in all 

gas and electric DSM cases and oversight boards. I have given public 

presentations on the status of Indiana energy efficiency and DSM programs. 

Have you previously testified before the Indiana Utility Regulatory 
Commission? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

The purpose of my testimony is to: 

1. Introduce the other OUCC witnesses in this case; 

2. Clarify IPL's multi-faceted case in chief and well as the revisions and 
corrections that Petitioner has affixed to this case since its initial filing on 
October 15,2010 and as recently as February 10, 2010; 

3. Provide a high level discussion of the major policy issues raised by IPL's 
petition and testimony; and 

4. Summarize the OUCC recommendations to Commission. 

I. Introduction of OUCC Witnesses 

Who will be testifying on behalf of the OUCC in this case? 

Below is the list of who will be presenting the OUCC's testimony and a high level 

summary of the subject matter discussed in each: 

• Mr. Ronald L. Keen, Senior Utility Analyst, describes electric vehicle 

concepts and technology as well as the OVCC support of making Indiana a 

leader in deployment of such technology. He will also discuss concerns 
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1 regarding the IPL method of electric vehicle charging equipment deployment; 

2 the definition of Demand Side Management (DSM) including what elements 

3 of IPL's proposal should not fit into that definition; the need for electric 

4 vehicle (EV) and its support equipment (EVSE); cybersecurity awareness; and 

5 finally, a request that the IURC establish a generic investigation to establish a 

6 consistent approach to EVSE deployment. Mr. Keen will develop the OUCC 

7 position that IPL has not fully developed its plan for the Smart Appliance 

8 Program to the point it is ready to be implemented as a pilot program. 

9 • Ms. April M. Paronish, Utility Analyst II, will discuss the Petitioner's request 

10 for an expanded DSM portfolio, including IPL's request for an unlimited 

11 budget. Ms. Paronish will also discuss the status of the collaborative nature of 

12 the Oversight Board. 

13 • Mr. Anthony Alvarez, Utility Analyst II, will express the OUCC's concern 

14 regarding the potential impacts of EVon IPL' s existing backbone distribution 

15 system and available tools for an electric utility to use to mitigate any EV 

16 effects of that system. 

17 • Mr. Greg A. Foster, Utility Analyst II, will address the Petitioner's proposed 

18 method of cost recovery associated with EVSE. 

19 • Mr. Ray L. Snyder, Utility Analyst II, will provide testimony regarding IPL's 

20 request to modify Rate REP (Renewable Energy Production) filed October 13, 

21 2010 and IPL's Motion to Withdraw Proposed Revisions to Rate REP and to 

22 Temporarily Suspend Rate REP, filed on February 7,2011. 
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Has the content and scope of IPL's case in chief changed since it was 
originally filed in October 2010? 

Yes. Petitioner's petition underwent several revisions in content and scope 

following the initial filing of its case in chief. 

In general, how does the OUCC view a Petitioner's case that has multiple 
changes in content and scope from the initial case in chief filing? 

Changes IPL made to this case of the scope described below causes regulatory 

inefficiency. The apparently premature filing ofIPL's case in chief resulted in the 

repeated redirection ofOUCC's analyses. 

Please list the dates with briefly summarize the Petitioner's changes. 

Since the filing of its Case-In-Chief, IPL has made the following changes: 

• December 10, 2010 - Removed DSM lost revenue request 

• December 10, 2010 - Added EV and EVSE components 

• February 7, 2011 - Requested to withdraw Rate REP revisions and remove 

any Rate REP availability to most customers. 

• February 10, 2011 - Withdrawal of February 7,2011 motion. 

What was included in Petitioner's case in chief filed October 15, 20101 

Initially IPL filed a DSM and Feed-In-Tariffrevision case that included: 

• A 3 Year DSM Plan, which represented an increased scale and scope of DSM 

implementation for IPL in its attempt to comply with the energy savings 

mandated by the lURC in IURC Cause No. 42693 Phase II ("Generic DSM 

Order"). The filing contained many components typically seen in an electric 

DSM filing, such as request for shareholder incentive and plans for DSM program 
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Evaluation, Measurement and Verification ("EM& V"), as well as lost revenue for 

Core and Core Plus DSM programs; 

• Customer Energy Management System ("CEMS") Program which IPL claims 

qualifies as a DSM program. The OUCC does not agree with this qualification. 

Mr. Keen's testimony will detail reasons why CEMS is not DSM. Renewable 

Energy Production (Rate REP) revisions with the proposed intention to make the 

undersubscribed rate more attractive to renewable developers and increase 

economic development in Indiana; and 

• Cost recovery through revisions to the IPL Standard Contract Rider No. 22 to 

include DSM program costs, shareholder incentives and lost revenue resulting 

from the IPL 3-Y ear Plan. IPL is also requested defer of cost from TP A and 

EM& V Administrator for Statewide DSM programs IPL incurs before an order is 

received in 43960. 

When did the modification to IPL's case in chief begin and what was the 
scope of those changes? 

On December 10,2010 IPL pulled its request for lost revenues on both Core and 

Core Plus DSM programs. 

Did OUCC support the withdrawal of requested lost revenues? 

Yes. ouec considers this a very positive revision. 

Were there other changes in IPL's case? 

Yes. On December 10, 2010 IPL filed substantial supplemental testimony and 

requested to change the petition caption to include the deployment of IPL's 

Electric Vehicle public charging equipment and residential charging equipment. 
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Just to clarify, the DSM and Rate REP revision case in chief was now also an 
Electric Vehicle case as well? 

That is correct. This is a major expansion to the case and required significant 

analyses which are detailed in other OUCC staff testimonies .. 

How did IPL attempt to establish that the DSM and EV portions of this case 
are in any way related and should be considered as part of the same case? 

IPL claims that the charging of EV s qualifies as DSM. 

Does the OUCC support the concept that EV charging qualifies as DSM? 

No. As further described in the testimony of both Mr. Keen and Mr. Foster it is 

illogical to consider EVs and EVSE as tools to reduce load or reduce energy. In 

fact, the opposite is true: EVs and EVSEs will add an amount of energy, as of 

now unknown, to IPL's existing native load. 

Were there other reasons that supplemental testimony was included in this 
case instead of flling a new petition with the IITRC? 

Yes. The same day the supplemental testimony was filed IPL also requested 

approval for two EV tariffs through the 30-day filing process. One could 

conclude that IPL's supplemental testimony was its attempt to support the tariffs 

that were filed through the 30-day filing process. 

Did IPL make any further changes to the substance of the case? 

Yes. On February 7, 2010, IPL filed a motion to withdraw the revisions to Rate 

REP and to temporarily suspend Rate REP's availability to customers. 

Does the OUCC have any concerns about IPL's modification to its Case-In
Chief! 

Yes. As is standard with any filing, the OUCC analyzes and makes 

recommendations on behalf of ratepayers in nearly all cases before the 
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Commission. IPL's late request, filed just five (5) working days before the 

OVCC's testimony was due, was substantial. IPL proposes to modify its Case-In-

Chief thus places a substantial burden on the OVCC staff (as well as the other 

Intervening parties) who must then perform extensive analysis upon short notice 

in order to adequately represent the interests of those parties. The OVCC 

recommends the Commission consider adding a "no later than" date for any 

modifications to a Petitioner's Case-In-Chief absent an emergency or other 

change beyond the Petitioner's control. 

Does the OUCC agree with IPL's motion to withdraw the Rate REP and to 
temporarily suspend Rate REP's availability to customers? 

No. As further explained in the testimony of Mr. Snyder, the reasons given by 

IPL do not justify the withdrawal and/or suspension. IPL' s original construct of 

Rate REP in 43623 attracted few participants; however, the revised Rate REP in 

43960, albeit not yet approved, had the potential to attract many participants 

anxious to increase economic development in Indiana 

III. POLICY OVERVIEW 

Does the OUCC support energy policy innovation? 

Yes. The OVCC has long been an advocate of energy policy innovation such as 

18 EV and EVSE deployment when it best serves the pUblic. 

19 Q: 
20 

21 A: 

Please clarify how the public can best be served through EV and EVSE 
deployment. 

As Mr. Keen states in his testimony, the OVCC supports the R&D, manufacture 

22 and deployment of EVs and EVSE. For EVs, as well as other economic 

23 development efforts, the OVCC recommends relying on market forces to work 
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whenever possible. A regulated utility is not and should not be the only party to 

provide EVSE to the public. A utility's purpose is to provide safe, reliable 

service. A regulated utility should not play the part of venture capitalists using 

ratepayers' funds. Therefore, OUCC is not supportive of IPL monopolizing the 

public EVSE sector. 

Are there other major policy matters relevant to this case? 

Yes. I have two other major policy matters to discuss relevant to this case. 

The first one, as expanded in Ms. Paronish's testimony, is that IPL should not be 

pennitted an open checkbook for its expanded DSM portfolio. As consumer 

advocates, the OUCC cannot support the ratepayers' financing an unlimited DSM 

spend. During Program Years 1 and 2, the OUCC recommends IPL petition the 

Commission if it needs to exceed its approved budget. For Program Year 3, the 

OUCC would recommend IPL be allowed to spend up to 110% of the approved 

budget amount in order to expedite the process and ensure IPL meets its DSM 

goals .. 

What is the next policy statement to discuss relevant to this case? 

As Mr. Keen establishes in his testimony, a generic investigation regarding EVSE 

deployment would eliminate consumer confusion over varying approaches to this 

new technology. One need only look to the piecemeal approach used by utilities 

prior to the Generic DSM Order in 42693 Phase II to understand the magnitude of 

this concern. Rather than allow each utility to develop its own program, a 

standard approach would expedite the deployment of electric vehicles and EVSE 

and help Indiana become "The Electric Vehicle State." 
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1 The development of a standardized EVSE deployment should not be done 

2 in a rush or in a vacuum. The short and long term impacts on generation, supply 

3 grids as well as the optimal cost recovery and rate structures should be considered 

4 as a statewide approach and not as a patchwork approach. This planning should 

5 be done sooner, rather than later, to ensure Indiana does not "place the cart before 

6 the horse." 
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IV. COMPILATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

What is the full list of OUCC recommendations to the Commission in this 
case? 

For the Commission's convenience, I have compiled the recommendations of 

each witness in this case on behalf of the OUCC. 

Recommendations in testimony of Mr. Keen: 

The OUCC recommends the Commission: 

• Deny the IPL request to designate the EVSE deployment program as a DSM 

Core Plus program; 

• Deny the IPL request to designate the CEMS Program (including the HEMS 

and BEMS Programs) as a DSM Core Plus Program, thus making the program 

ineligible for shareholder incentives; 

• Deny the IPL request to designate the Online Energy Feedback program as a 

DSM Core Plus Program, thus making the program ineligible for shareholder 

incentives; and 

• Require that IPL provide, in a separate docketed proceeding or as a sub-

docket, a comprehensive project plan detailing the proposed Smart Appliance 
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Pilot Program subject to review by the IURC and interested parties prior to 

IURC approval or implementation. 

• The IURC initiate a generic investigative proceeding to examine what would 

be the necessary and the proper regulatory framework to establish consistent 

rules and regulations governing the deployment of EVSE for the State of 

Indiana. 

Recommendations in testimony of Ms. Paronish: 

The OUCC recommends the Commission: 

• Deny IPL's proposal to allow two refrigerators/freezers per customer per 

program year to be picked up; 

• Authorize IPL to pilot the Peer Comparison Energy Report program without 

shareholder incentives for at least one year to allow EM&V to be performed 

and for the IPL OSB to gauge effectiveness; 

• Deny cost recovery for IPL's Online Energy Feedback program; 

• Deny IPL's Smart Appliance Project as a component of its Customer 

Outreach and Education Program; 

• Deny IPL's Proposed Energy Consumer Behavior Study; 

• Order IPL to recalculate its net-to-gross ratios based upon more recent data 

and present its findings to the IPL OSB; 

• Order IPL to provide an estimate of planned EM&V expenditures, by 

program, to the IPL OSB for its consideration; 

• Order IPL's deemed savings be approved by the EM&V vendor, DSMCC and 

the IPL OSB, as appropriate; 
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• Deny IPL's request for an "open checkbook," and adopt OUCC's proposal to 

limit spending to no more than 110% of the IURC-approved budget for 

program Year 3; and 

• Inform IPL that DSM cost-sharing exclusions in future special contracts will 

not be approved. 

Recommendations in testimony of Mr. Alvarez: 

• The OUCC recommends the IURC direct IPL conduct a full assessment of its 

territory to determine, using demographics and other factors, areas most likely 

to experience EV clustering. Once such an assessment is complete, IPL 

should report to the IURC and other interested parties those areas the utility 

believes could experience clustering, as well as the point infrastructure 

improvements should be made to handle the effects of simultaneous charging 

in a clustered EV environment. 

Recommendations in testimony of Mr. Foster: 

• EVSE does not constitute DSM and the Commission should deny IPL's 

proposal to seek recovery of EVSE in its DSM tracker for the reasons 

discussed above. The investment is not DSM and does not meet the 

traditional criteria for a tracker. 

Recommendations in testimony of Mr. Snyder: 

The OUCC recommends the Commission: 

• Approve changing the maximum term of a long-term Rate REP contract from 

10 to 15 years. 

• Deny the requirement that a Qualifying Renewable Energy Power Production 
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Facility meet FERC's definition of a QualifYing Facility. 

• Deny the removal of regulatory_oversight from the approval of contracts and 

specific energy purchase rates. 

• Deny the addition of a 2% per year escalator for customers entering into long-

term contracts. 

• Deny treating energy obtained through Rate REP (and also Net Metering) as 

energy savings for purposes of the Generic DSM Order targets. 

• Deny IPL's motion to withdrawal its request for Rate REP revisions and the 

suspension of Rate REP. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 



AFFIRMATION 

I affinn, under the penalties for perjury, that the foregoing representations are 
true. 

By: Barbara A. Smith 
Indiana Office of 
Utility Consumer Counselor 


