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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF OUCC WITNESS OF RONALD L. KEEN 

CAUSE NO. 43960 

INDIANAPOLIS POWER & LIGHT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1 Q: Please state your name and your business address. 

2 A: My name is Ronald L. Keen. My business address is 115 West Washington 

3 Street, Suite 1500 South, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204. 

4 Q: By whom and in what capacity are you employed? 

5 A: I am employed by the Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor ("OUCC") 

6 as a Senior Analyst within the Resource Planning and Communications 

7 Division ("RPC"). 

8 Q: Please describe your educational background and experience. 

9 A: I hold a Masters Degree in Aeronautical Science from Embry-Riddle 

10 Aeronautical University and have completed coursework toward a Masters in 

11 Political Science. I also hold a Bachelors Degree in Management from Texas 

12 State University at San Marcos. 

13 Hired by the OUCC in December 2001, I've completed the regulatory 

14 studies program at Michigan State University sponsored by the National 

15 Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners ("NARUC"), as well as a 

16 number of other utility-related courses, seminars, and conferences focused on 

17 renewable energy resources. 
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Prior to working at the OUCC, I served in and retired from the United 

2 States Air Force. While in the service, I worked for a number of years as a 

3 Community Planner on a facility populated with over 15,000 armed forces 

4 personnel and their families. In that capacity, I was directly responsible for a 

5 number of projects from design to completion, including those involving 

6 telecommunications, utility and fuel infrastructure. Other assignments during 

7 my career required me to work closely with utility providers provisioning 

8 service to critical infrastructure and facilities. Additionally, I completed utility 

9 and telecommunications-related coursework, seminars, and training and was 

10 instrumentally involved in policy, protocol, and regulation development, as well 

11 as operational employment at all levels. 

12 After retiring from the Air Force, I briefly worked as a Project Manager 

13 for Aeronautical Radio, Incorporated ("ARINC"), developing training programs 

14 and policy for Advanced Satellite Communications Management Systems and 

15 general communications planning for the Department ofDefense. 

16 Q: Do you have any specific background or experience which is particularly 
17 germane to this docket? 

18 A: Yes, I have been directly responsible as a project manager on a significant 

19 number of projects, some valued at more than one million dollars in annual 

20 costs. The majority of projects I have supervised have been technology-oriented 

21 - many in the information technology and communications arena - while a 

22 number have been associated with small- and large-scale facility construction. 

23 Several projects required the management of planning resources involving 
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multiple organizations, extensive research and development ("R&D") efforts, 

2 and detailed cost estimations justified before and approved by governmental 

3 budgetary agencies. 

4 Q: Have you previously testified before this commission? 

5 A: Yes, I have testified in a number of dockets before the Indiana Utility 

6 Regulatory Commission ("Commission" or "IURC") on issues in both the 

7 telecommunications and energy utility arenas. 

8 Q: What have you done to identify and investigate issues presented in this 
9 case? 

10 A: I reviewed the Petition, direct testimony, and attached exhibits of Indianapolis 

11 Power & Light ("IPL" or "Petitioner") in this case. Additionally, the case team 

12 participated in technical conferences both with and without Petitioner. I also 

13 read a number of documents, presentations, and reports and have discussed with 

14 industry representatives the development and deployment of Electric Vehicle 

15 ("PEV" or "EV"), Hybrid Electric Vehicles ("HEV"), Plug-in Hybrid Electric 

16 Vehicle ("PHEV") and Electric Vehicle Support Equipment ("EVSE") 

17 technologies. 

18 Q: What is the purpose of your testimony? 

19 A: The purpose of my testimony is: 

20 1. To offer a brief description of EV/HEV/PHEV/EVSE concepts and 

21 existing technology; 

22 2. To briefly explain the aucc's position regarding the deployment of 

23 EVSE, emphasizing the agency's support to make Indiana: 
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1 a. A worldwide leader in EV development and manufacturing; 

2 b. A showcase for the deployment of EVs and the infrastructure to 

3 support EV s; and 

4 c. A model for other states to imitate relative to the regulatory 

5 framework governing the deployment and any cost recovery 

6 pertaining to EVSE; 

7 3. To discuss concerns regarding the IPL EV proposals proffered in this 

8 docket. Specifically, I provide support for the following: 

9 a. Discuss the concept of market forces as to how they relate to public 

10 charging ofEVs; 

11 b. An entity offering Level II or III public charging does not make 

12 that entity a public utility; 

13 c. EV technology should not be included in any Demand Side 

14 Management ("DSM") program or receive cost recovery under any 

15 type of DSM tracking mechanism; and 

16 d. Address other concerns with IPL's proposed deployment ofEVSE; 

17 4. To discuss the need for cybersecurity awareness as it relates to EV/EVSE; 

18 5. To recommend the IURC initiate a generic investigative proceeding to 

19 examine what would be the necessary and proper regulatory framework to 

20 establish consistent rules and regulations governing the deployment of 

21 EVSE for the State of Indiana; 

22 6. To discuss why the Customer Energy Management System ("CEMS") 

23 Programs (including the Home Energy Management System ("HEMS") 
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and Business Energy Management System ("BEMS") Programs) cannot 

2 be considered DSM; 

3 7. To discuss why the Online Energy Management Program cannot be 

4 considered DSM; 

5 8. To recommend that IPL develop and submit to the IURC for review and 

6 approval a fully developed and vetted plan for the Smart Appliance 

7 Program before initiating it as a Pilot Program; and 

8 9. To recommend the Commission: 

9 a. Deny the IPL request to designate the EVSE deployment program as 

10 a Demand Side Management ("DSM") Core Plus program; 

11 b. Deny the IPL request to designate the CEMS Program (including the 

12 HEMS and BEMS Programs) as DSM; 

13 c. Deny the IPL request to designate the Online Energy Management 

14 Program as DSM; and 

15 d. Mandate that IPL provide, in a separate docketed proceeding or as a 

16 separate sub-docket to this proceeding, a comprehensive project plan 

17 detailing the proposed Smart Appliance Pilot Program subject to 

18 review by the IURC and other interested parties prior to approval or 

19 implementation. 

II. ELECTRIC VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY IS NOT NEW 

20 Q: What is an Electric Vehicle? 

21 A: The term "electric vehicle" ('"EV") is a general description for a variety of 

22 technologies used singularly or in combination with (?) to provide propulsion 



Public's Exhibit No.2 
Cause No. 43960 

Page 6 of37 

for transportation vehicles. For purposes of this testimony and in line with what 

2 I understand to be IPL's definitions, I will use the term plug-in Electric Vehicle 

3 ("PEV") to describe a vehicle that specifically uses an electric motor(s) for 

4 propulsion and must be plugged into the grid on a periodic basis to re-charge the 

5 battery system. Newer vehicles are including regenerative braking! to 

6 supplement the supply of energy for storage in the on-board battery systems. 

7 By comparison, a Hybrid Electric Vehicle ("HEV") is a vehicle that 

8 combines a conventional Internal Combustion Engine ("ICE") propulsion 

9 system with an electric propulsion system. The inclusion of an electric 

10 powertrain offers better fuel economy and better performance (under specific 

11 conditions) when compared to a conventional ICE-only powered vehicle. The 

12 electric vehicle system is recharged as required by the ICE and, in newer 

13 vehicles, through the use of regenerative braking. 

14 Finally, I will also reference the Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicle 

15 ("PHEV")  an HEV equipped with rechargeable batteries that can be restored 

16 to full charge through the on-board ICE or by connecting a plug to an external 

17 electric power source (usually a normal 110 volt electric wall socket). The 

18 PHEV shares the characteristics of both the conventional HEV, equipped with 

19 an electric motor and an internal combustion engine and of the PEV, also 

20 having the capability of a plug to connect to the electrical grid. However, it 

21 should be noted the vast majority of battery re-charging occurs through the ICE 

Regenerative electric braking is accomplished by converting the energy of the rotating system in the 
armature to electrical energy and then returning that energy to the supply lines. Energy storage 
occurs when the counter-electromotive force exceeds the supply voltage. 
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and, in newer models, in regenerative braking in PHEV s and the use of the 

2 ability to plug into the electric distribution grid is more a factor of convenience 

3 rather than necessity. 

4 Q: Are electric vehicles new technology? 

5 A: No. The PEV is not new nor is it cutting edge technology, but rather the rebirth 

6 of older and well established technology. Robert Anderson, a 19th century 

7 inventor invented the first crude electric carriage powered by non-rechargeable 

8 primary cells2 sometime between 1832 and 1839. By the early 20th century, 

9 electric cars were commonplace, with commercial electric automobiles 

10 occupying the majority of the market. These vehicles were produced by 

11 compames such as Baker Electric, Columbia Electric, Detroit Electric, and 

12 others, and at one point, out-sold ICE-powered vehicles. 

13 The demise ofthe electric vehicle in the U.S. can be traced to the 1930s, 

14 when National City Lines, a partnership of General Motors ("GM"), Firestone, 

15 and Standard Oil of California, purchased a significant number of electric tram 

16 networks across the country and dismantled them to be replaced with GM 

17 buses. The partnership was eventually charged and convicted of conspiring to 

18 monopolize the sale of equipment and supplies to the subsidiary companies, but 

19 acquitted of conspiracy to monopolize the provision of transportation services. 

20 However, the damage had been done and petroleum-based ICE-powered 

21 vehicles quickly replaced the PEV. 

"Inventors-Electric Cars (1890-1930)"; http;//inventors.about.comllibraryL!Ys:!1clYiaacarselectrica.htm. 
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III. THE OUCC's POSITION REGARDING ELECTRIC VEHICLES 

Q: Please outline the OUCC position regarding the use of electric vehicle 

2 technology? 

3 A: The avcc enthusiastically supports the R&D, manufacture and deployment of 

4 PEV/HEV/PHEV technology and the associated EVSE. We believe developing 

5 and manufacturing PEV/HEV/PHEV vehicles and the associated EVSE in 

6 Indiana has the ability to make the State: 

7 1. A worldwide leader in EV R&D and manufacturing; 

8 2. A showcase for the deployment of PEV/HEVIPHEV technology and 

9 vehicles, as well as the infrastructure to support EVs; and 

10 3. A regulatory model for other states to emulate. 

11 Q: Is there a downside to PEVs? 

12 A: Yes. The simple fact is PEVs require energy to operate and unlike HEVs and 

13 PHEVs, PEVs cannot independently produce energy to re-charge the battery 

14 systems. Because PEVs need power to generate power, these vehicles create 

15 additional requirements for generation regardless of when they are charged. In 

16 essence, they are an additional electric appliance. Therefore, PEVs do not 

17 reduce or eliminate the existing requirements for generation, even when used in 

18 off-peak hours. And because these vehicles require additional energy (other 

19 than what would have been required in the absence of the vehicle) to re-charge 

20 the battery systems, that energy will be additional energy generated most likely 

21 using fossil fuels. 
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Q: Please explain your view further. 

2 A: PEVs and PHEVs are consumer-owned energy consumption devices that rely 

3 on generation resources to supply the energy needed to recharge the batteries 

4 the same as your cell phone or other electronic device. While the aucc 

5 believes the PHEV may enjoy more widespread success than the PEV because 

6 of its significant advantages, the PEV including those embraced by early 

7 adopters - will most likely enjoy success as a secondary commuter vehicle and 

8 will probably be plugged into the standard wall outlet for charging (Level 1 

9 charging). To achieve a quicker charge or Level 2 charging, the consumer will 

10 need to purchase an appropriate charger and potentially have some basic 

11 modifications made to their home electric system, an upgrade that will entail 

12 considerable cost. We are not convinced the majority of early adopters in 

13 Indiana will want to absorb that cost when, for the majority of these adopters, 

14 Level 1 charging may prove to be more than adequate. 

15 Q: Why is it unlikely these vehicles will be used as a primary vehicle by their 
16 owners? 

17 A: Typical first generation PEVs range limitations (which is a different issue than 

18 range anxiety), lack of carrying capacity in terms of load and/or passengers and 

19 poorer performance when compared to PHEVs, HEVs, and traditional ICE

20 equipped vehicles will all contribute to consumers' adoption of PEVs as 

21 secondary or tertiary vehicles. That is not to say that PEVs will not be adopted 

22 and enjoy some success; however, as with any first~generation device, 
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1 consumers understand the limitations and expect later generations to provide 

2 better options and benefits. 

3 Q: Please explain your statement that there is a difference between range 
4 limitations and range anxiety. 

5 A: Yes. "Range limitations" infers the purchaser is aware of the capability of the 

6 vehicle and understands first generation PEVs have an operating range of 

7 approximately 100 miles on a full charge. "Range anxiety", on the other hand, 

8 infers the consumer has no idea or is constantly worried the vehicle mayor may 

9 not be able to support the distances the consumer wishes to drive. 

10 As I explain later, range anxiety is most likely not going to be an issue 

11 with savvy commuters adopting these first generation PEVs and living in and 

12 around Indianapolis, including the counties surrounding Marion County. While 

13 "range limitation" may continue to be an issue, even with second and third 

14 generation PEVs, as range increases with improved technology, it is doubtful 

15 "range anxiety" will be an issue with consumers in Indianapolis and other 

16 metropolitan regions in the state unless the consumer intends to journey 

17 distances on the outside operating range of the specific make and model of PEV 

18 they own. 

19 Q: Please explain the different Levels of EV charging. 

20 A: In 1998, the California Air Resources Board classified levels of charging power 

21 for electric vehicles as Levell, 2, and 3 - these levels have now been codified 

22 in the u.s. 1999 National Electrical Code, section 625, and in the Society of 

23 Automotive Engineers ("SAE") International standards. Level 1 charging is 
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achieved by plugging the PEV or PHEV into an ordinary household outlet (120 

2 Volt AC; 16 Amps (= 1.92 kW)). Level 2 supplies 208-240 Volt AC; 12-80 

3 Amps (= 2.5-19.2 kW) and is equivalent to an electric dryer or oven. Level 2 

4 charging allows for a wide range of charging speeds, up to 19.2 kilowatts (kW). 

5 However, charging stations currently being installed with federal grant money 

6 only support a maximum charging output of approximately 6.6 kW (roughly 

7 equivalent to 26 miles of range per hour of charging). Level 3 or DC Fast 

8 Charging is the fastest type of charging currently available, supplying between 

9 300-600 Volts DC current and hundreds of Amps, and is reserved for 

10 commercial charging. The stations are expensive (up to $100,000 or more) and 

11 can potentially require more power than a typical residential home. On the 

12 horizon is the concept of wireless charging. The Fulton Innovations' wireless 

13 car charger, with a 4-inch distance between battery and station, can charge an 

14 empty Tesla Roadster's 6,831 lithium-ion cells in approximately 48 hours. The 

15 charging station is made of a lightweight (approximately 10 pounds) composite 

16 plate and electronics installed in or resting on the floor with efficiencies 

17 approximately 16 percent less than Level I charging.3 

18 Q: Which method of charging will likely become the default? 

19 A: Consumers are fairly savvy when it comes to purchasing high-value ticket 

20 items, including EVs. Consequently, consumers who would purchase a PEV are 

21 most likely aware of the limitations of these vehicles and plan to operate them 

22 well within the performance limitations. Current Level 2 charging systems are 

http://m.popularmechanics.comlaul6892/full/ 
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extremely high priced with installation requirements that can be onerous. 

2 Consequently, the OVCC is not convinced Level 2 EVSE will be the default 

3 method of charging when consumers must make the entire investment in that 

4 charging infrastructure themselves. However, as EVs become more prevalent 

5 and as competitive forces in the industry emerge, consumers may be given 

6 options for charger performance, cost, reliability and ease of installation. At 

7 some point in the future and as the market forces emerge, Level 2 charging 

8 could become attractive to consumers on a widespread basis. 

9 Q: Is Level 3 charging widely available to the consumer? 

10 A: No. However, the Department of Energy ("DOE") has deployed fifty (50) 

11 Level 3 fast chargers in the San Diego area - each taking about 20 minutes to 

12 fully charge a vehicle.4 In another DOE project, by the end of2011, the State of 

13 Washington should be home to more than fifty (50) Level 3 charging stations as 

14 well. S 

IV. ANALYSIS OF IPL'S EV/EVSE PROPOSAL 

15 Q: Wbat authority is Petitioner requesting from the Commission? 

16 A: IPL witness Joan M. Soller, in supplemental testimony, states "IPL is requesting 

17 timely recovery of non-funded costs relating to its EV Charging Plan incurred 

18 (1) to purchase and install approximately 200 EVSE throughout IPL's service 

19 territory and (2) to evaluate, measure, and verify use of the EVSE by EV drivers 

Id. 
http://green.autoblog . cornl20 1 Oi09129Iwashington-oregon-a -perfect -one-two-punch-when-i t-comes
to-elec! 
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2 

over a three year period (2011 through 2013).,,6 Ms. Soller goes on to say that 

IPL proposes to recover the costs through Standard Contract Rider No. 22.7 

3 
4 

Q: Are you aware IPL recently filed a motion to temporarily suspend the Rate 
REP (Renewable Energy Production) availability to customers? 

5 A: Yes. On February 7, 2011, IPL filed a motion to withdraw the revisions to 

6 Rate REP proposed in this proceeding and to temporarily suspend Rate REP's 

7 availability to customers. OVCC witness Ray Snyder discusses the Rate REP 

8 and the impacts of this motion in his testimony. 

9 
10 
11 

Q: Do you believe this request to temporarily suspend the Rate REP 
(Renewable Energy Production) availability to customers has any type of 
impact to the proposed IPL EV program? 

12 A: Yes. IPL's decision regarding Rate REP has connotations relative to other IPL 

13 programs. The decision to remove the availability of the program from 

14 customers because IPL had not planned for all contingencies could be a 

15 premonition regarding the EVSE Program. While the utility may proclaim it 

16 would not suspend the public or private EVSE deployment program(s), given 

17 this motion to suspend Rate REP, leads us to question IPL's commitment and 

18 we are concerned that if IPL encounters unexpected issues it could very well 

19 decide to suspend or terminate one or both programs. Certainly the same factors 

20 could potentially exist: (1) IPL will gain experience with the actual interest (or 

21 lack of) in private/public EVSE deployment and charging; (2) there will 

22 undoubtedly be changes in federal tax and special program funding for 

6 Verified Supplemental Testimony of Joan M. Soller, Filed December 10, 2010, p. 2, lines 18-22 and 
p. 3, line 1. 
Verified Supplemental Testimony ofJoan M. Soller, Filed December 10, 2010, p. 3, lines 8-9. 
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EV/EVSE technology over the next few years; and (3) pricing of EVSE 

2 technology and equipment will most likely diminish over the next few years as 

3 competition in the market increases. Consequently, the OUCC pays very close 

4 attention to the utility'S actions and activities relative to one program as an 

5 indicator of what it may do with similar programs. 

V. UTILITIES SHOULD NOT INHIBIT COMPETITIVE MARKET 
FORCES BENEFITING THE CONSUMER 

6 Q: Is it IPL's intention to own and maintain the EVSE? 

7 A: Yes. Witness Soller states, "IPL will ...make EVSE available in public areas 

8 such as parking garages and businesses." She also states, "IPL will own and 

9 maintain the EVSE that is being deployed."g 

10 Q: Is public EVSE essential? 

11 A: Yes. If the EV is to be successful, it is imperative that the general public 

12 perceive that the infrastructure is in place to support the vehicles. Public EVSE 

13 - visible, operational, and attractively available - is a cornerstone to gaining the 

14 public's trust and confidence that these vehicles are viable as reliable 

15 transportation. IPL's initiative can be with modifications - a significant first 

16 step in establishing Indianapolis and the state as a national leader in EV 

17 technology. 

18 Q: Is sole ownership of public EVSE in the best interest of consumers? 

19 A: No. First and foremost, IPL should concentrate on the business of providing 

20 energy to consumers, businesses, and industry. Monopolization of the public 

8 Verified Supplemental Testimony of Joan M. Soller, Filed December 10,2010, p. 4, lines 5-6 and line 
15. 
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EVSE sector by the utility is short-sighted, lacks innovation, and will not 

2 promote or provide the best options for consumers who do own EV s or 

3 ratepayers in general. In fact, it may dampen consumer interest in EVs. 

4 Q: Why might this monopolization of the public EVSE sector potentially 
5 dampen consumer interest in EVs? 

6 A: When a new product is introduced to the American public, it is often quickly 

7 followed by competitors offering their own versions of the same technology and 

8 may include more options, better performance, or more productivity. A recent 

9 example is the i-Pad, which now competes with the Kindle, the NOOK, 

10 SkyTex, and other tablets. Because of competition, prices for these wireless 

11 document readers have significantly dropped. IPL's monopolization of the 

12 public EVSE market in Indianapolis stifles any chance of competition from 

13 other EVSE manufacturers denying customers any option other than IPL - to 

14 charge EV s. This practice will prevent businesses from utilizing EVSE as a 

15 marketing tool. 

16 Q: How might a business utilize EVSE as a marketing tool? 

17 A: As the number of EVs on the streets continues to rise, particularly PREY and 

18 PEVs, businesses like Simon Malls and Wal-Mart may see the offering of free 

19 charging at their locations as an incentive to attract customers. The cost to 

20 provide free charging could very well be offset by the extra time and money 

21 spent by consumers while waiting for their vehicles to charge. Parking garages 

22 could also use free charging as a method of attracting additional long-term lease 

23 customers who work in the immediate area (by including, for example, the 
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minimal charge for the electricity in the cost of the lease contract) or short-term 

2 patrons while building the cost of supplying energy into the hourly parking fees 

3 paid by all patrons. 

4 Q: IPL argues "range anxiety" will be a factor in customers using public 
5 EVSE in Indianapolis. Do you agree?? 

6 A: Not entirely. The current range of these first generation PEVs is approximately 

7 100 miles per full charge. As I previously testified, range anxiety could be a 

8 significant factor in large metropolitan areas with considerable commuting 

9 distances for a vehicle with a limit of 100 miles such as Los Angeles, Chicago, 

10 the East Coast, the San Francisco Bay region and other locals. Indianapolis 

11 does not share that problem. In fact, a quick assessment of typical commuting 

]2 distances (reference the table below) shows most commuters would be able to 

13 commute into downtown Indianapolis and back home again well within the 

14 charging range for these first generation EVs. 

Distance to Roundtrip 
Town Downtown Distance 

Indianapolis (Typical) 
Pendleton 31.8 63.6 

Carmel 15.9 31.8 
Lebanon 27.0 54.0 

I Danville 20.3 40.6 I 

Mooresville • 20.1 40.2 
! Franklin 25.2 50.4 I 
I Shelbyville I 32.6 65.2 

Greenfield 25.2 50.4 

15 Even visitors renting electric vehicles from the airport are probably not going to 

16 be concerned about range anxiety since they would travel just under 20 miles to 
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reach the heart of Indianapolis. Consequently, the aucc staff does not envision 

2 sawy first adopters experiencing range anxiety in metropolitan regions of 

3 Indiana. The aucc would also note that these first generation EVs typically 

4 represent the most limited operating parameters of the technology newer 

5 generations will have increased range and better performance characteristics, 

6 further negating any range concerns for the typical Indianapolis commuter. 

7 This is not to say public EVSE is not important as we stated, it is 

8 vitally important. But that importance does not negate the fact the aucc 

9 believes the IURC should consider a variety of issues and concerns before 

10 establishing regulatory policy regarding how the infrastructure supporting 

11 EVSE system should be managed. 

12 Q: IPL argues that "unmanaged EV charging may necessitate upgrading 
13 distribution facilities or building new generation plants to ensure EV s do 
14 not have a detrimental impact on the utility's ability to serve its 
15 customers.,,9 Does the OVCC agree with this assumption? 

16 A: Yes, within limits. IPL will need to upgrade its distribution facilities just as 

17 when IPL upgraded its distribution systems to ensure homes, companies and 

18 business had adequate energy to meet the growing demands of air conditioning, 

19 hot tubs, personal computers, and other high-energy usage recreational 

20 equipment, and just as the company will have to do for the next energy device 

21 consumers embrace. Ensuring consumers have adequate energy to meet their 

22 needs is and should remain the primary responsibility of utilities like IPL. 

23 Educating consumers on how to manage energy usage and providing signals 

9 Verified Supplemental Testimony of Ken Flora, Filed December 10,2010, p. 3, lines 16-18. 



Public's Exhibit No.2 
Cause No. 43960 

Page 18 of37 

and tools to assist them in managing that energy usage is an area where the 

2 utility can be very helpful and effective - the cost savings affect not only the 

3 consumer, but also the utility. Dictating and/or monopolizing specific devices a 

4 consumer can and cannot use for personal energy consumption should not be in 

5 the purview of IPL or any public utility. 

VI. PEVS WILL NOT CREATE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT TO 
INDIANA IN THE NEAR FUTURE 

6 Q: In your opinion, will there will be a significant number of PEVs in the 
7 Indianapolis region in the near term? 

8 A: No. Until the roll-out of the first THINK PEVs, Indiana had a total of five (5) 

9 registered PEVs in the entire state: one (1) THINK car in Hamilton County and 

10 four (4) Teslas; one (1) THINK in Allen County; two (2) in Marion County; and 

11 one (1) in Tippecanoe County. 

12 Q: How was the OUCC able to determine only five PEVs were registered in 
13 Indiana when a recent LSA analysis estimated there were up to 9,000 
14 PEVS in the state already? 

15 A: The LSA analysis of House Bill 1243 estimated a $100 electric vehicle 

16 registration fee could generate $900,000 in annual revenue to the Indiana Motor 

17 Vehicle Highway Account. The analysis was based on a Bureau of Motor 

18 Vehicles' (BMV) report that 18,000 vehicles were registered in the state as 

19 either a hybrid or all-electric vehicle. LSA assumed 50 percent (50%) of these 

20 vehicles were purely electric. to 

21 The aucc took a slightly different approach - working with BMV to 

22 do a vehicle search by Manufacturer and Model using the fact that the 24 

10 http://www.ibj.comlarticle/print?articleid=24898 

http://www.ibj.comlarticle/print?articleid=24898
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makers of PEVs manufactured and available for sale in the Vnited States use 

2 unique Model names/numbers for these vehicles. That level of detail afforded 

3 BMV the ability to isolate the specific PEV s that were registered in the state as 

4 ofJanuary 2011. 

5 The OVCC does not agree with the LSA assumptions and conclusions. 

6 The OVCC staff research provides a better foundation for policy decisions 

7 regarding this technology. This significant variance in forecast demonstrates 

8 why the OVCC recommends that the IURC should conduct an investigation or 

9 technical workshop to more fully gauge into the impact this technology will 

10 actually have on the electric utilities in the short- and long-term. 

11 Q: Since the roll-out of the THINK vehicle, how many EVs are operational 
12 and on the roads in the State of Indiana? 

13 A: According to information obtained from Energy Systems Network ("ESN") II, 

14 there have been ARRA rebates on 52 electric vehicles as of January 20,2011 to 

15 the following individuals and entities: State of Indiana (15); Duke Energy 

16 Indiana (10); Enerdel (8); Tom Wood Auto (5); IPL (3); AES (2); Duke and IPL 

17 employees (7); and two other individuals (2). Added to the five previously 

18 discussed, there may be at least 57 EVs operational in the State; with as many as 

19 Ii2 in private ownership or driven by individual consumers rather than owned 

20 and operated by companies or the State of Indiana. 

II Email dated January 20, 2011; 5:56 PM from director of RPC, forwarding an email stream 
originating on January20, 2011 at 9:02 r\M from Mr. Martin Coveney to Mr. Paul Mitchell. 

12 The OUCC includes the five previously known vehicles, plus the seven (7) for Duke and IPL 
employees and the two for the unidentified individuals (2). We also include the five (5) from Tom 
Wood Auto since the agency assumes the dealership will attempt to sell those vehicles to consumers. 
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1 Q: A number of analyses and projections show the number of PEVs will most 
2 likely show a steep upward trend after 2015. Is this a reasonable 
3 projection? 

4 A: While the aucc has reviewed the same analyses and projections, the agency 

5 has also reviewed a number of reports recently published that dispute these 

6 projections. For example, in a report published by J.D Powers in November 

7 201013 
, contains the following projections: 

8 Combined global sales ofREVs and BEV/4 are expected to reach 
9 954,000 units in 2010, or 2.2% of the 44.7 million passenger 

10 vehicles projected to be sold globally. While J.D. Power and 
11 Associates expects steady growth rates for REVs and BEVs during 
12 the next decade, sales are projected to reach 5.2 million units by 
13 202, or only 7.3% ofthe 70.9 million passenger vehicles forecasted 
14 to be sold by that year. This is lower than might be expected, given 
15 all the attention these technologies have received from 
16 governments and the mainstream media around the world. 

17 The aucc notes the J.D. Power and Associates report includes HEV vehicles 

18 in the projection along with PEV technology a deviation from most 

19 projections that only detail anticipated PEV deployment by 2020 and beyond. 

20 This grouping of HEV and PEV technologies in the J.D. Power and Associates 

21 report further dilutes the PEV proliferation projections. J.D. Power and 

22 Associates is not the only company to forecast a smaller penetration by PEVs 

23 into the market. Deloitte Consulting, LLP, states l5 
: 

13 Drive Green 2020: More Hope Than Reality?; Special Report by J.D. Power and Associates, 
November 20 I O. 

14 J.D. Power and Associates uses the term HEV to describe a Hybrid Electric Vehicle and BEV to 
denote the Battery Electric Vehicle (what I refer to as the Plug-in Electric Vehicle or PEV). 

15 Gaining traction, A customer view ofelectric vehicle mass adoption in the US automotive market; 
Deloitte Consulting, LLP, 2010. 
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1 Based on our research, we estimate that in 2020 electric vehicles 
2 will account for 3.1 percent of total automotive sales in the u.s. 
3 market or approximately 465K units. 

4 We also expect with volume increasing, many OEMS will enter the 
5 market, and that consequently, the market share per OEM will 
6 shrink; assumingjive OEMs in 2015 making electric vehicles, each 
7 OEM will sell only 12,000 units a year on average. This volume 
8 does not appear to be sufficient to push the cost of the battery 
9 lower. 

10 In 2020, even with the volume at 465,000 units, each OEM will 
11 have only about 93,000 units. If each of the jive OEMs has three 
12 models, then EVproduction per model will only be 30,000. At this 
13 small volume OEMs will be challenged in recovering the cost of 
14 their infrastructure investments, and each OEM will face 
15 significant cost pressures. 

16 The Deloitte report also includes HEV vehicles in the projection along with 

17 PEV technology. 

18 If we accept the Deloitte number of total PEV sales in the u.s. in 2020 

19 of 465,000 units and, using data from the Stats Indiana website 

20 (http://www.stats.indiana.edul), Indiana's projected population in 2020 of 

21 approximately 6.75 million (two (2%) percent of the projected national 

22 population) may account for purchasing at least 9,300 of the projected 2020 

23 PEV unit sales. In 2005 alone, Indiana had over six (6) million vehicles 

24 registered for a population of approximately 6.4 million residents. If we assume 

25 6.25 million vehicles in 2020 for the state's 6.75 million residents, the 

26 penetration of PEV s will amount to less than one (1 %) percent. Even if every 

27 PEV manufactured in the Deloitte projections came to Indiana, the penetration 

28 would only be approximately seven (7%) percent, assuming a one-for-one 

29 exchange of a purchased PEV for an ICE-equipped automobile. 



Public's Exhibit No.2 
Cause No. 43960 

Page 22 of37 

1 
2 

Q: Does either the J.D. Power or the Deloitte report offer an explanation for 
the lower proliferation projections? 

3 A: Yes. The J.D. Power report identified eight specific barriers to consumer 

4 adoption of PEVs: (1) Driving range; (2) Infrastructure to Support Battery 

5 Charging; (3) Power and Performance; (4) Fuel Economy; (5) Emissions; (6) 

6 Battery Life and Replacement Costs; (7) Vehicle Cost; and (8) Time to 

7 Recharge the Battery. The Deloitte report identified six barriers: (l) Familiarity; 

8 (2) Brand; (3) Range; (4) Charging; (5) Infrastructure; and (6) Price/Cost of 

9 Ownership. 

VII. OFFERING ENERGY THROUGH AN EVSE DOES NOT MAKE 
AN ENTITY A PUBLIC UTILITY 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Q: IPL argues that "There are a few metropolitan areas with public EVSE 
including Portland, Oregon and San Jose, California, where the municipal 
governments own the EVSE and are offering free usage for a pilot period. 
While this may appeal to early users, free usage may foster a sense of 
entitlement for free fuel. In addition, free charging does not provide a 
revenue stream for equipment operation and maintenance ("O&M") 
expenses or replacement costS.,,16 Do you agree with this assumption? 

17 A: No. The fact the municipality has purchased the energy from the utility and 

18 chooses to offer that energy at no charge to PEV consumers is a benefit to 

19 living, visiting, or working in that municipality, just as many other cities offer 

20 their residents free or reduced services that may be charged for in other locales. 

21 What IPL did not fully describe is that the utilities in both the Portland, 

22 Oregon and San Jose, California examples are made whole. The electricity is 

23 paid for by the municipality if that city makes the decision to offer the 

24 electricity free to EV owners for any reason, that decision does not affect the 

16 Verified Supplemental Testimony ofJoan M. Soller, Filed December 10,2010, p. 11, lines 9-14. 
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utility's ability to provide the service or be paid for the provision of that service. 

2 Additionally, since the municipality also owns the EVSE, the utility does not 

3 have the concern or responsibility regarding the O&M and replacement of the 

4 EVSE. The city has made the decision, for whatever reason, to offer this within 

5 its borders and has assumed the costs for O&M based on that decision. 

6 The OUCC suggests that the IURC could ensure the same concept 

7 applies to Indiana. If an entity desires to purchase and install EVSE for any 

8 specific reason, the utility should be responsible for ensuring energy is provided 

9 to properly installed equipment - the O&M and other material issues regarding 

10 the use and replacement of that specific EVSE are the sole responsibility of the 

11 EVSE owner. The utility remains whole so long as the energy provided is paid 

12 for in accordance with any agreements signed between the parties. 

13 Q: Does such an arrangement make the entities owning the EVSE a public 
14 utility if they decide to resell the energy to a consumer? 

15 A: No. Under Indiana Code § 8-1-8.5-1, the "Power Plant Act" defines a "public 

16 utility" to mean a "(1) public, municipally owned or cooperatively owned 

17 utility; or (2) a joint agency created under Ind. Code § 8-1-2.2." Further 

18 explanation is contained in Ind. Code § 8-1-2-1, which defines a public utility as 

19 a "corporation, company, partnership, limited liability company, individual, 

20 association of individuals, their lessees, trustees, or receivers appointed by a 

21 court, that may own, operate, manage, or control any plant or equipment within 

22 the state for the: 

23 (1) conveyance of telegraph or telephone messages; 
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1 (2) production, transmission, delivery, or furnishing of 
2 heat, light, water, or power; or 
3 (3) collection, treatment, purification, and disposal in a 
4 sanitary manner of liquid and solid waste, sewage, 
5 night soil, and industrial waste. 
6 The term does not include a municipality that may acquire, 
7 own, or operate any of the foregoing facilities. 

8 Q: Does the OVCC believe that a business that would offer energy through 
9 Level 2 or 3 systems is a public utility? 

10 A: No, as long as the cost paid by the consumer to obtain the energy from the 

11 business does not exceed the cost the business paid to the utility supplying the 

12 energy. In this manner, the utility is made whole and no profit is gained by the 

13 business from the sale of the energy to the consumer. The business is, in 

14 essence, a pass-through. That does not prevent the business from attaching an 

15 additional charge to the cost of the energy provided to cover business costs 

16 charging system O&M, overhead, etc., which are legitimate costs charged by 

17 any business providing a service to consumers and not associated with the 

18 purchase of the energy from the utility. It is the value of these additional costs 

19 which allows business to be competitive with each other for consumer dollars. 

20 A similar comparison can be made by examining a typical campground 

21 for consumers with recreational vehicles. A campground purchases energy from 

22 a utility and then offers that energy to individual consumers who rent camping 

23 spots. Just as the RV campground owner is not considered a public utility, a 

24 business purchasing electricity from the utility and offering public charging to 

25 consumers, whether for free or at cost, should not be considered a public utility. 

26 To do so would have a chilling effect on the deployment of public charging 
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1 stations, thereby inhibiting the deployment of public charging stations and 

2 eliminating any consumer benefits stemming from a competitive market for a 

3 Level 2 or Level 3 charging. Additionally, IPL's concerns regarding O&M, 

4 warranty or other EVSE costs are eliminated. 

VIII. EVSE DOES NOT QUALIFY AS DEMAND SIDE 
MANAGEMENT 

5 Q: What is Demand Side Management? 

6 A: Demand Side Management ("DSM") is defined by 170 lAC 4-8-1 (e) as "the 

7 planning, implementation, and monitoring of a utility activity designed to 

8 influence customer use of electricity that produces a desired change in a utility's 

9 load shape, for example, a change in the time pattern and magnitude of a 

10 utility'S load. DSM includes only an activity that involves deliberate 

11 intervention by a utility to alter load shape." Additionally the IURC clarified 

12 the definition of DSM regarding the provision of information to consumers 

13 when it stated "we find that the provision of price information alone does not 

14 constitute DSM as defined in our administrative rules.,,)7 

15 
16 

Q: IPL is proposing to recover costs associated with the EVSE as part of its 
Standard Contract Rider No. 22 ("DSM Tracker"). Is this appropriate? 

17 A: No. Recovering these costs as part of the DSM Tracker necessarily infers the 

18 EVSE is considered DSM. The OUCC is convinced that EVSE does not meet 

17 Verified Petition ofIndianapolis Power & Light Company Requesting the Indiana Utility Regulatory 
Commission to Approve an Alternative RegulatOlY Plan Pursuant to Ind. Code §8-1-2.5-1, et seq., 
for the Offering of Energy Efficiency ConsenJation, Demand-Side Management Programs and 
Associated Rate Treatment Including Incentives in Accordance with Ind. Code §§8-I-2.5-I et seq. 
and 8-1-2-42(a); Authority to Defer Program Costs Associated with its Energy Efficiency Portfolio 
Programs; Authority to Implement New and Enhanced Energy Programs and Approval of 
Modification of the Fuel Adjustment Clause Earnings and Expense Tests; lURC Cause No. 43623, 
Phase II; Final Order, Approved February 10,2010; page 37. 
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1 the definition of DSM and, as such, should not be eligible for cost recovery as 

2 part of the DSM Tracker. 

3 Q: Why should EVSE not be considered DSM? 

4 A: IPL witness Joan M. Soller acknowledges the EVSE is a "new potential load" 

5 that IPL desires to "shape ... to off-peak periods.,,18 Unlike the air conditioning 

6 and other DSM programs where the utility directly intervenes in the operation 

7 of the equipment with a direct effect on the load, there is absolutely no 

8 deliberate intervention by IPL to directly affect this new load. Regardless of the 

9 pricing signals and any other information IPL may provide to the customer, it 

10 still remains the customers' voluntary decision to decide when they charge their 

11 vehicles. 

12 There is a vital distinction that is necessary: IPL can only shape the 

13 EVSE load at this time, rather than directly intervene to manipulate and 

14 ultimately reduce it. If, at some point in time, IPL is able to directly intervene 

15 to manipulate and ultimately reduce the load required by charging EVs, then the 

16 utility has the option to re-petition the IURC to designate EVSE as DSM. 

17 Q: Does the OVCC have additional issues regarding the characterization of 
18 the EVSE load as DSM? 

19 A: Yes. The IPL concept appears to assume most, if not all, customers will be 

20 using Level 2 charging systems. In her supplemental testimony, Ms. Soller 

21 states IPL will provide "equipment that enables customers to schedule charging 

18 Verified Supplemental Testimony of Joan M. Soller, Filed December 10, 2010, page 16, Question 
32, Lines 20-21. 
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to occur during off-peak periods.,,19 This implies no direct intervention by the 

2 utility - only the provision of pricing signals and a hope the customer will 

3 decide to charge during the off-peak period. Ms. Soller also states "household 

4 demand may rise by 7S% based on 3.3 kW for the EVSE with average demand 

S of4.S kW if the charging is not managed.,,2o 

6 The avcc has reservations about making these types of broad 

7 statements regarding the charging habits of customers purchasing PEV and 

8 PREYs without any research, studies, or other documentation that explore the 

9 habits and characteristics of actual users. IPL has offered no such material 

10 derived from actual PEV and PREY users which would support the notion 

11 significant numbers of these owners installing Level 2 charging infrastructure in 

12 their residences. The OVCC doubts early adopters and those purchasing these 

13 vehicles within the next ten years will utilize charging technology other than 

14 Level 1 charging unless either (1) Level 2 EVSE significantly declines in price 

IS and improves in ease of installation (using wireless charging, for example); or 

16 (2) individual customers have a specific need for quicker charging times. 

IX. EV CYBERSECURITY CONCERNS 

17 
18 

Q: Does the OUCC have concerns regarding cyber security as it relates to the 
deployment of EV technology? 

19 A: Yes. A recent Pike Research report indicates investment in cyber security for 

20 the EV industry may be as much as $432 million worldwide between 2011 and 

19 

20 

Verified Supplemental Testimony of Joan M. Soller, Filed December 10, 2010, page 16, Question 
32, Lines 18-19. 
Verified Supplemental Testimony of Joan M. Soller, Filed December 10, 2010, page 17, Question 
32, Lines 3-5. 
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1 2015. According to Pike Research senior analyst Bob Lockhart; "The prevailing 

2 philosophy of the EV industry has been to 'build first, secure later.' This poses 

3 many risks for financial transactions, customer privacy, and the integrity and 

4 reliability of the grid infrastructure. Utilities and key vendors are just beginning 

5 to focus on addressing these issues, and the security solutions implemented will 

6 have a strong influence on the success and credibility of EV s as a replacement 

7 for internal combustion engine vehicles." 21 

8 Several key areas raised in the Pike report include but are not limited to: 

9 1. Securing financial transactions required for EV charging; 

10 2. Implementing secure, hardened IT environments on EVSE and distribution 

11 grid hardware; 

12 3. Secure end-to-end communications throughout the EV infrastructure; 

13 4. Authoritative identification of vehicle owners/operators for charging 

14 transactions; and 

15 5. Compliance with applicable data privacy laws and other regulation. 

16 The Pike Research report indicates that the largest segment for EV 

17 cybersecurity investment will be in Smart Charging Management ($274 million 

18 between 2011 and 2015 worldwide) with other key segments for investment 

19 including Data Analytics and Customer Infonnation Management. 

21 	 Information regarding the Pike Report obtained from 
http://www.ibtimes.comlart/services/print.php?articlelied= 1 0651; Electric Vehicles cyber securitv 
investment to touch $432 min by 2015, Anil Das, Saturday January 19,2011. 

http://www.ibtimes.comlart/services/print.php?articlelied
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1 Q: Has IPL sufficiently outlined a plan to deal with cybersecurity in its 
2 EV/EVSE program in its proposal before the IURC? 

3 A: No. IPL has not offered a sufficiently detailed plan the OUCC believes would 

4 provide the IURC a level of confidence the utility is prepared to deal effectively 

5 with these cybersecurity issues. 

6 Q: Can you offer details of areas that are not sufficiently detailed in IPL's 
7 proposal? 

8 A: Yes. As an example, Ms. Soller indicates in her supplemental testimony that 

9 "IPL is investigating prepaid and swipe card options with EVSE vendors to ease 

10 customer use and avoid billing complexities.,,22 The OUCC acknowledges 

11 financial transactions can potentially become the most daunting issue in 

12 establishing a robust and consumer-oriented public EVSE infrastructure, 

13 especially when the utility must deal with customers using the public EVSE 

14 who mayor may not be IPL residential customers. A number of options exist, 

15 from simple credit card swiping to an ability to charge the EVSE fee to the 

16 vehicle owner's monthly energy statement, regardless of where the PEV 

17 recharging occurs. Regardless of which option is chosen, IPL must ensure 

18 customer financial information, from the actual transaction to personal 

19 identification information, vehicle identification information, etc. is protected at 

20 all times. 

21 IPL has also not fully identified the types of data the utility expects to 

22 collect about consumers who use both the residential and public EVSE. While 

22 Verified Supplemental Testimony of Joan M. Soller, Filed December 10, 2010, page 12, Question 
22, Lines 1-2. 
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the utility may not believe it is a significant issue, the OUCC is extremely 

2 concerned about the potential of consumer-specific information being 

3 exchanged between IPL and other entities without the consumer's awareness. It 

4 is not for IPL to determine what is personal information it is the purview of 

5 consumers to decide what is and is not information they would allow to be 

6 shared, regardless of IPL's opinion on a specific data point or set. IPL has not 

7 adequately addressed this in testimony or in any other documentation provided 

8 to the OUCC. 

9 IPL's lack of a plan to deal with cybersecurity issues is of sufficient 

10 concern for the JURC to not allow deployment of this equipment until such time 

11 as IPL can present a proposal the Commission regards as comprehensive and 

12 effective. While the OUCC is highly supportive of the development of the 

13 electric vehicle and EVSE industries in our state, IPL should have taken time to 

14 comprehensively address this issue, which is becoming more important to 

15 consumers as identification theft continues to grow in this digital age. 

X. THE IURC SHOULD CONDUCT A GENERIC INVESTIGATION 
REGARDING DEPLOYMENT OF EVSE 

16 Q: The OUCC recommends the IURC open a generic investigation regarding 
17 the deployment of EVSE to support PEV and PHEV technology. Why? 

18 A: The OUCC is aware PEV technology will eventually become more prevalent in 

19 society. Given the lessons learned regarding the challenges to establish generic 

20 guidelines after the utilities filed individual cases in the DSM investigation, the 

21 OVCC posits that the time is ripe for the IURC to initiate an investigation into 

22 the emerging PEV/HEV/PHEV technologies and the short and long-term impact 
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these technologies may have on utilities in Indiana, including the potential 

2 incorporation of this impact into future Integrated Resource Planning ("IRP"). 

3 Such an investigation would likely lead to the establishment of a consistent and 

4 uniform regulatory environment governing how EVSE technology can be 

5 adequately supported by the activities of utilities and consumers alike in areas 

6 that would include, but may not be limited to, cost recovery, establishment of 

7 various rate structures to encourage consumer charging during off-peak hours, 

8 and data acquisition of usage information. 

9 Q: Is the OUCC recommending an expedited schedule in such a generic 
10 investigation? 

11 A: No. Because the prevalence of PEV technology specifically may not have a 

12 significant impact for a number of years, the aucc recommends the IURC 

13 proceed using a deliberate process and measured pace to gather detailed 

14 information and analysis from a variety of sectors to obtain a comprehensive 

15 picture of each of the issues. A number of technical conferences and 

16 information gathering forums should be conducted, each centered on a specific 

17 subject, before testimony is sought from participating parties to offer potential 

18 policy positions. 

19 Q: What sectors should be included and consulted in this generic 
20 investigation? 

21 A: The aucc recommends a full discussion of this issue occur m a genenc 

22 proceeding. In order for the IURC to obtain the most robust information it may 

23 need, many industries could be consulted such as the automotive, industrial, 

24 utility, the small/medium/large business community (including entities such as 
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1 mall owners, parking facility developers, manufacturing, etc.), consumer 

2 advocates, and the environmental sectors. Each sector would be able to provide 

3 the Commission perspective on the economic development potential, societal 

4 impact, and other factors - allowing the IURC to establish a fair, reasonable, 

5 and considered regulatory environment to manage the short- and 10ng-tenn 

6 effects ofPEV/HEV/PHEV technology on Indiana. 

7 Q: What type of information would be pertinent for this generic investigation? 

8 A: The aucc believes there is a vast repository of varied and detailed infonnation 

9 available today. However, one specific data set that must be explored would be 

10 existing PEV/PHEV owner habits and experiences with these vehicles, given 

11 that the vehicles have been available in parts of the United States for some time 

12 now. In conjunction with this data set of existing PEV owner infonnation 

13 would be current infonnation obtained from IPL and/or other participating 

14 utility residential EVSE programs. The data obtained in this program will allow 

15 all participating parties to conduct comparative analyses using the data sets 

16 from the rest of the United States, where infonnation is available, and Indiana

17 specific data, 

XI. OUCC ANALYSIS OF THE IPL CUSTOMER ENERGY 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (CEMS) PROGRAM 

18 Q: Has the OUCC examined the IPL proposal for the Consumer Energy 
19 Management System ("'CEMS") Program? 

20 A: Yes. Members of the aucc staff have examined the Customer Energy 

21 Management System ("CEMS"), including the Home Energy Management 
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System ("HEMS") and Business Energy Management System ("BEMS") as 

2 outlined in IPL testimony. 

3 
4 

Q: Should the CEMS 
considered DSM? 

Program (including the HEMS and BEMS) be 

5 A: No. While the OUCC sees incredible value in the program for both the utility 

6 and the consumer, the agency cannot support a request by the company to 

7 consider the program DSM. Ms. Soller, in her direct testimony, offers an 

8 explanation of how the CEMS system will work when she states, "The CEMS 

9 and Online Energy Feedback programs encourage customers to reduce energy 

10 consumption and/or participate in demand response activities.,,23 (emphasis 

11 added) She goes on to say, "As a clarification, while sending price signals is 

12 part of the IPL strategy, providing specific customer energy feedback is the 

13 cornerstone of these programs." Nowhere does IPL demonstrate a direct 

14 intervention by the utility to affect load. Again, if we look at the aIr 

15 conditioning and other direct intervention programs, we can witness an 

16 immediate and measurable effect on load through the intervention of the utility. 

17 Nowhere in the CEMS programs can that same direct intervention by IPL with 

18 an immediate effect on the load be witnessed or characterized. The CEMs 

13 Verified Petition ofIndianapolis Power & Light Company Requesting the Indiana Utility Regulatory 
Commission to Approve (1) New and Enhanced Demand Side Management and Energy Efliciency 
Programs; (2) Ratemaking Recognition of such Costs. Including Timely RecovelY of Associated 
Costs; Including Peiformance Incentives Pursuant to Standard Contract Rider No. 22 in 
Accordance with Indiana Code 8-12-42(a) and 170 lAC 4-8-1 et seq.; (3) Associated Accounting 
Authority Including Authority to Defer Costs. Including Carrying Charges Incurred to Implement 
Core DSM Programs and Other wise Comply with the Phase 11 Order in Cause 43693; (4) Revisions 
to Rate REP. and (5) Ratemaking Recognition of Costs Incurred to Deploy Electric Vehicle Supply 
Equipment Pursuant to Standard Contract Rider No. 22 in Accordance with Indiana Code 8-1-2
42(a).; Verified Direct Testimony ofJoan M. Soller, Filed December 10,2010, p. 15, lines 19-20. 
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program relies on the voluntary intervention by the consumer, not the utility, to 

2 affect load and energy usage. 

XII. OUCC ANALYSIS OF THE IPL ONLINE ENERGY FEEDBACK 
PROGRAM 

3 Q: Has the OUCC examined the IPL proposal for the Online Energy 
4 Feedback ("OEF") Program? 

5 A: Yes. OVCC staff has examined the Online Energy Feedback program as 


6 outlined in IPL testimony. 


7 Q: Should the OEF be considered DSM? 


8 A: No. Like the CEMS program, the OEF is a forward-looking approach by this 


9 utility to provide consumers feedback which could be both useful and timely. 


10 Again, however, when the program is closely examined, the OVCC cannot 

11 concur with IPL that the OEF should be considered DSM. Ms. Soller, in her 

12 direct testimony, offers an explanation of how the OEF system will work when 

13 she states, "IPL will offer energy feedback through customer specific data to all 

14 customers through web portal access on a one-day delay basis.,,24 She goes on 

15 to describe customer access to the portal, "If customers do not have Internet 

16 access in their homes, they may use public library or Wifi hotspots at retail 

17 establishments to acquire more detailed and timely energy information." 25 Just 

18 as with the proposed CEMS program, IPL cannot demonstrate any type of direct 

19 intervention by the utility to affect load using the OEF. Like the CEMS 

20 program, the OEF relies on the voluntary access to the portal and subsequent 

24 Verified Direct Testimony ofloan M. Soller, Filed December 10,2010, p. 10, lines 10-11. 
25 !d. at p. 10, lines 17-19. 
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voluntary intervention by the consumer, not the utility, to consider any type of 

2 effect on load and energy usage. 

XIII. OUCC ANALYSIS OF THE IPL SMART APPLIANCE PILOT 
PROGRAM 

3 Q: Has the OUCC staff examined the IPL proposal for the Smart Appliance 
4 Pilot Program? 

5 A: Yes. 

6 Q: Does the IPL Smart Appliance Pilot Program plan appear to be developed 
7 sufficiently to be presented to the IURC for review and potential approval? 

8 A: No. The OUCC believes the information offered by IPL is rudimentary and 

9 speCUlative. The utility has offered to meet with interested parties and the 

10 OUCC to develop the program specifics. At this time consideration of the 

11 program is premature. 

12 Q: Why concerns do you have about the program plan if it is not developed? 

13 A: The OUCC is concerned about this program because IPL has detailed it as 

14 Program No. 3 of the Consumer Outreach and Education section of the 

15 Indianapolis Power & Light Company 3-Year Demand Side Management Plan, 

16 dated October 15, 2010. In that program, IPL is asking for a $250,000 budget 

17 ($125,000 in year 2 of the program, followed by $125,000 in year 3) for a pilot 

18 program to provide an estimated 25% rebate of the purchase premium to 

19 participating customers. 

20 Q: What specific concerns do you have regarding the program's inclusion in 
21 the 3-Year Demand Side Management Plan? 

22 A: First, the pricing information IPL has used may not be representative of what is 

23 currently available in the Smart Appliance sector. IPL used only one source, 
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General Electric, for Smart Appliance pricing and includes a caveat that specific 

2 prices may vary. Therefore, the data may not reflect the true cost of Smart 

3 Appliances on a going-forward basis and may potentially be misleading, 

4 especially if the appliances are significantly higher in cost than IPL's 

5 projections. Since IPL has not detailed specific appliance manufacturers or 

6 models included in the program, customers could select a Smart Appliance that 

7 exceeds IPL's planned rebate cost. In other words, the program is not well

8 defined, or capable of adapting to changing market conditions. 

XIV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

9 Q: What does the OUCC recommend regarding Petitioner's request? 

10 A: The OUCC recommends the following: 

11 1. Deny the IPL request to designate the EVSE deployment program as a DSM 

12 Core Plus program; 

13 2. Deny the IPL request to designate the CEMS Program (including the HEMS 

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

15 program ineligible for shareholder incentives; 

16 3. Deny the IPL request to designate the Online Energy Feedback program as a 

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

18 shareholder incentives; 

19 4. Require that IPL provide, in a separate docketed proceeding or as a sub

20 docket, a comprehensive project plan detailing the proposed Smart 

21 Appliance Pilot Program subject to review by the IURC and interested 

22 parties prior to IURC approval or implementation; and 
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1 5. The IURC initiate a genenc investigative proceeding to examine what 

2 would be the necessary and the proper regulatory framework to establish 

3 consistent rules and regulations governing the deployment of EVSE for the 

4 State of Indiana. 

5 Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 

6 A: Yes. 



AFFIRMATION 


I affirm, under the penalties for petjur that the foregoing representations are 
true. 

Utility Consumer Counselor 
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