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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF OUCC WITNESS RAY L. SNYDER 
CAUSE NO. 43960 

INDIANAPOLIS POWER AND LIGHT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1 Q: Please state your name and business address. 

2 A: My name is Ray L. Snyder, and my business address is 115 W. Washington St., 

3 Suite 1500 South, Indianapolis, IN, 46204. 

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

5 A: I am employed as a Utility Analyst in the Resource Planning and 

6 Communications Division of the Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 

7 (OUCC). 

8 Q: Please describe your educational background and experience. 

9 A: Beginning in June 1971, I was employed as a Project Engineer with National Starch 

10 and Chemical in Indianapolis Indiana. In June 1973, I accepted a position as 

11 Department Head of the powerhouse facilities for that same company. In October 

12 1986, I was promoted to Utilities Supervisor, with increased responsibilities for the 

13 overall plant utility systems. In June 1999, I was promoted to the position of Utility 

14 Manager for National Starch in Indianapolis, with full responsibilities for the 

15 tracking and accounting of utility rates and costs for the local plant. My duties 

16 included acting as liaison with Account Representatives for the utilities serving the 

17 Indianapolis plant. I also represented National Starch as a member of the Indiana 

18 Industrial Energy Consumers (INDIEC) organization, which represented the 

19 interests oflarge industrial customers throughout the State of Indiana. From January 
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1 2002 through October 2006, I served as the Chainnan ofINDIEC. On November 20, 

2 2006, I began employment with the OUCC as a Utility Analyst. Since joining the 

3 OUCC in 2006, I have been involved in natural gas rates, energy efficiency, and 

4 Alternative Regulatory Plan (ARP) cases. During all of2007 and 2008, I served as 

5 the Case Team Leader for all GCA cases. In my present duties, I review and 

6 analyze utilities' petitions and file recommendations on behalf of consumers in 

7 utility proceedings. 

8 Q: What is the purpose of your testimony? 

9 A: I will provide testimony regarding the Indianapolis Power & Light ("IPL") 

1 0 request for approval of revisions to Rate Renewable Energy Production ("REP") 

11 filed on October 13,2010; and IPL's Motion to Withdraw Proposed Revisions to 

12 Rate REP, and Temporarily Suspend Rate REP filed on February 7,2011. 

13 Q: Have you previously testified before the Indiana Utility Regulatory 
14 Commission? 

15 A: Yes. Most recently, I testified in Cause 43922 regarding NIPSCO's proposal for 

16 net metering and feed-in tariffs ("FIT"). 

17 Q: Please describe the review and analysis you conducted in order to prepare 
18 your testimony. 

19 A: I read IPL's petition and testimony in this Cause, as well as the filings in IPL's 

20 prior DSM proceeding, Cause No. 43623, and in Cause No. 42693, the "Generic" 

21 DSM proceeding. In addition, I participated in settlement meetings with IPL and 

22 other intervenors. 
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II. IPL'S REQUEST FOR REVISIONS TO RATE REP 

1 Q: Please list the revisions to Rate REP being requested by IPL in this Cause. 

2 A: As listed in the testimony of Mr. Haselden (Exhibit JEH-l at Pages 16-21), the 

3 following revisions are being requested: 

4 1. Change the maximum term of a long-term Rate REP contract from 10 to 15 

5 years; 

6 2. Change the regulator oversight process of the wholesale power purchases IPL 

7 voluntarily makes pursuant to Rate REP; and 

8 3. Include additional wording that clarifies authority for Rate REP (relative to a 

9 recent FERC order, as described later). 

10 Q: Have you made a detailed review of each of these requested revisions? 

11 A: Yes. The OUCC is in agreement with the following revisions: 

12 1. Change the maximum term of a long-term Rate REP contract from 10 to 15 

13 years (Exhibit JEH-l at 18). According to the testimony of Mr. Haselden 

14 (Exhibit JEH-l at 19), a longer contract term would "make the projects 

15 financeable and viable" in light ofpossible termination of Rate REP at the end 

16 of the 3-year pilot program. The 2009 report by the National Renewable 

17 Energy Laboratory ("NREL")! contains an analysis reviewing FIT Best 

18 Practices in various states, as well as in Europe.2 In this report, it was stated 

19 that the use of longer-term (i.e., 15-20 years) contracts lowers the levelized 

NREL's centers for scientific and technological excellence support the research and development 
efforts of the U.S. Department of Energy, which is also NREL's primary source of funding (approx. 

2 
87%). For additional background, see NREL web site: www.nre1.gov. 
State Clean Energy Policies Analysis (SCEPA) Project: An Analysis of Renewable Energy Feed-in 
Tariffs in the United States, page 17, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Technical Report 
Revised June 2009. 



Public's Exhibit No.6 
Cause No. 43960 

Page 4 of13 

1 cose of the project, which can help reduce the overall rate impact of 

2 renewable energy ("RE") on other customers. The longer the contract tenn, 

3 the longer the period during which investment costs can be recovered, 

4 resulting in a lower levelized cost. In addition, the longer contract tenn 

5 provides more assurance that the project will pay for itself, making it easier 

6 for the customer to get suitable financing for the project. Therefore, the 

7 OUCC supports this revision to the IPL Rate REP. 

8 2. The OUCC also supports the inclusion of language to clarify the voluntary 

9 nature of the contract offer, and the responsibility of the REP participants for 

10 complying with federal law and regulation (Exhibit JEH-l at 20), as a matter 

11 of tariff clarification. 

12 

13 

Q: 
A: 

Do you have any concerns regarding the requested revisions? 

Yes. While the revisions are described in the testimony of Mr. Haselden, there are 

14 a number ofdetails in the red-line version of Rate REP (Exhibit JEH-3) which are 

15 not supported in testimony submitted by IPL. 

16 1. Add the requirement that the Facility shall be a QF4, or otherwise authorized 

17 by FERC to make wholesale power sales, to the definition of a Qualifying 

4 

The Energy Infonnation Administration (EIA) defines "levelized costs" as "the present value of the 
total cost of building and operating a generating plant over its financial life, converted to equal annual 
payments and amortized over expected annual generation from an assumed duty cycle" 
Levelized Cost of New Generation Resources from the Annual Energy Outlook 2010, Energy 
Infonnation Administration, January 12, 2010. The U.S. Energy Infonnation Administration (EIA) 
acts with federal govermnent authority as it "collects, analyzes, and disseminates independent and 
impartial energy infonnation to promote sound policymaking, efficient markets, and public 
understanding of energy and its interaction with the economy and the environment." For further 
background, see www.eia.gov. 
QF means a Facility classified as a qualifying small power production facility pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 
paragraph 796(17)(C). Subpoint (ii) states, "which is owned by a person not primarily engaged in the 
generation or sale of electric power (other than electric power solely from cogeneration facilities or 
small power production facilities) 
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1 Renewable Energy Power Production Facility (the "Facility"). The avcc is 

2 concerned that this would place an unnecessary restriction on the facilities that 

3 may otherwise qualify for Rate REP. In addition, this change was not 

4 mentioned in Haselden's testimony, but appears only in the red-line version of 

5 Rate REP. Since no explanation or justification for this was provided by IPL, 

6 the avcc does not support this revision. 

7 2. Regarding Rate REP Purchase Rates: 

8 a. Delete the 30-day filing process provision for adjusting Purchase Rates 

9 as circumstances warrant5• The avcc believes that any such 

10 adjustments will be infrequent and, therefore, would not place an 

11 undue burden on IURC or avcc resources. In addition, this point was 

12 not spelled out in Mr. Haselden's testimony, but was changed only in 

13 the proposed red-line version of Rate REP. Since no explanation or 

14 justification for this was provided by IPL, the avcc does not support 

15 this revision. 

16 b. Add a 2% per year escalator for customers entering into long-term 

17 contracts. IPL did not provide any evidence that this is justifiable, or 

18 that 2% is a reasonable escalator. A provision for purchase rate 

19 adjustment already exists in the current Rate REP, as a 30-day filing 

20 process. Again, this was not mentioned in Mr. Haselden's testimony; 

21 neither was it described in any other testimony filed in this Cause. 

5 Cause 43623, Phase I Final Order, Page 62, Point 7. "Changes to the standard rates contained in Rate REP 

shall be submitted to the Commission for approval utilizing the 30-day filing process." 
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1 Since no explanation or justification for this was provided by IPL, the 

2 OUCC does not support this revision. 

3 
4 

5 

Q: 

A: 

Were any other changes in renewable energy rates requested in the 
testimony of Mr. Haselden? 

Yes. On Page 21 of Exhibit JEH-l, IPL proposed to count energy obtained 

6 through Net Metering as savings for purposes of satisfying the energy savings 

7 targets in the Generic DSM Order. However, 170 lAC 4-8-1.1(e) defines 

8 "Demand-side Management" as "the planning, implementation, and monitoring of 

9 a utility activity designed to influence customer use ofelectricity that produces a 

10 desired change in a utility's load shape, for example, a change in the time pattern 

11 and magnitude of a utility's load. DSM includes only an activity that involves 

12 deliberate intervention by a utility to alter load shape." (italics added for 

13 emphasis). By this definition, energy obtained through Net Metering does not 

14 qualify as DSM. Therefore, the OUCC does not support IPL's proposal to include 

15 energy savings from net metering in meeting DSM goals. 

III. IPL'S MOTION TO WITHDRAW REVISIONS, SUSPEND RATE REP 

16 
17 

18 

Q: 

A: 

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

Yes. On February 7, 2011, IPL filed a motion to withdraw the revisions to Rate 

19 REP proposed by the utility in this proceeding and to temporarily suspend Rate 

20 REP's availability to customers. 

21 
22 

Q: When was Rate REP originated, and what were the conditions placed upon 
its approval by the Commission? 
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1 A: Rate REP was approved as a 3-year pilot in the Commission's Final Order dated 

2 February 10, 2010 in Cause Number 43623, Phase I. Rate REP went into effect 

3 on March 30, 2010, and is to continue as a pilot through March 30, 2013 (3 

4 years). In this Order at Page 117, "We also note that IPL agreed with the OVCC that 

5 Rate REP tariff shall be a three year pilot, and we find that IPL shall report results 

6 achieved under Rate REP in its annual DSM report. In addition, IPL shall seek 

7 Commission approval at least nine months prior to the end of the three year pilot to 

8 continue or change its Rate REP options." 

9 Q: According to IPL, what benefits were to be derived from approval of Rate 
10 REP? 

11 A: As stated in the testimony of Mr. Allen (Exhibit LHA-1 at 28, Cause 43623), 

12 "This program [the Renewable Energy Incentive Program], in conjunction with 

13 the proposed modification to Rider No.9 for Net Metering and the proposed 

14 Renewable Energy Production ("REP") rate described by Witness Haselden, will 

15 provide increased opportunities for the development of economic renewable 

16 generation resources." (italics added for emphasis). In the testimony of Mr. 

17 Haselden (Cause 43623, Exhibit JEH-l at Page 25), he states benefits as follows: 

18 "Rate REP provides pricing unique to the type of renewable energy produced and 

19 allows for long-term contracting. This allows the customer a basis for financing a 

20 project and helps to close the economic gap that has historically been a roadblock 

21 to renewable generation resource development, but does so in a transparent 

22 manner that is subject to the approval of the Commission." 

23 Q: What has IPL given as reasons for the motion to withdraw the Rate REP 
24 revisions? 
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1 A: In the motion at pages 2 and 3, IPL lists as reasons three "events" which led IPL 

2 to filing this motion: 

3 1. It is stated in the motion at Page 3 that applications from developers (not 

4 existing IPL customers) for interconnection of renewable energy projects 

5 could exceed, in aggregate, the quantity of energy IPL might make under Rate 

6 REP, which is 1% of IPL's annual retail sales. As further claimed in the 

7 motion, "Rate REP was not intended to attract stand alone wholesale power 

8 production facilities that become customers solely to sell power back to IPL." 

9 The motion goes on to state, "IPL originally intended for Rate REP to serve 

10 traditional customers." 

11 

12 

2. As stated in the motion at Page 3, changes in federal tax and stimulus 

spending law. These changes, passed by the Congress in 20106 
, included 

13 financial incentives and bonus depreciation allowances for qualifying 

14 renewable energy projects. As stated in the motion, "IPL believes it is not a 

15 coincidence that much of the interest from large developers occurred after 

16 enactment of the Act." 

17 3. As stated in the motion at Page 4, projections of falling prices for solar panels 

18 

19 
20 

21 

Q: 

A: 

reduces the price that needs to be paid to support renewable energy projects. 

Has the OUCC prepared recommendations regarding the suspension of Rate 
REP? 

I would first note that the filing to withdraw the proposed revisions and suspend 

22 Rate REP was filed on February 7, 2011, which was just over one (1) week prior 

6 The Tax Relief, Unemployment Insurance Reauthorization, and Job Creation Act of 2010, details at 
the website of The United States Senate Committee on Finance 
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1 to the filing ofthis testimony. With that being said, I do have some concerns with 

2 IPL's proposal. 

3 Q: In reference to Reason 1 stated above, is there any evidence supporting IPL's 
4 claim of no intent to "attract wholesale power production facilities"? 

5 A: After a review of the existing Rate REP tariff and a thorough search ofdocuments 

6 filed in Cause 43623, I could find no mention or indication of any intent to 

7 exclude wholesale power production facilities from Rate REP. On the contrary, 

8 IPL maintained that "Rate REP provides pricing unique to the type of renewable 

9 energy produced and allows for long-term contracting. This allows the customer a 

10 basis for financing a project and helps to close the economic gap that has 

11 historically been a roadblock to renewable generation resource development." 

12 IPL's statement places no limits or exclusions for large-scale investment in and 

13 development of renewable energy projects. IPL neither defines what constitutes a 

14 "traditional customer," nor places any condition that Rate REP is limited to this 

15 undefined class ofcustomer. 

16 Q: In reference to Reason 2, is there evidence that IPL is typically aware of the 
17 potential impacts of incentives from federal tax and economic stimulus 
18 programs? 

19 A: Yes. In fact, Mr. Ken Flora testified in Cause 43623 (Exhibit KF-S1 at Page 2), in 

20 relation to justifying changes in the AMI (Advanced Metering Infrastructure), that 

21 IPL: 

22 1. Was aware of federal funding to stimulate smart grid investment 

23 2. Was aware that there was a deadline for taking advantage of such funding 

24 through the DOE, and 
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1 3. Was seeking ways to "potentially leverage stimulus funding to reduce net 

2 project costs to IPL's customers." 

3 This provides an example of utilizing the existence of federal funding 

4 resources in a timely manner to achieve goals stated in IPL programs, rather than 

5 citing them as an excuse for suspending an apparently successful program such as 

6 Rate REP. 

7 Q: In reference to Reason 3, are the Purchase Rates contained in Rate REP 
8 fixed, with no recourse for adjustment to accommodate changing economic 
9 circumstances? 

10 A: No. Referring to Cause 43623, Exhibit JEH-I at page 26, lines 15-17, Mr. 

11 Haselden stated, "The proposed rates for the various renewable technologies are 

12 not yet available and will be provided later through the 30-day filing process. 

13 There are many proposals for various types of economic incentives for renewable 

14 resources pending in Congress as part of economic stimulus packages that, if 

15 enacted, will significantly impact the rates. IPL will take local and federal 

16 legislation into account to calculate the appropriate rates." 

17 Furthermore, under "Rate REP Purchase Rates" in Rate REP, it is also 

18 stated "The Rate REP Purchase Rates may be adjusted by the Company as 

19 circumstances warrant through the IURC's 30-day administrative filing process." 

20 With this 30-day filing option available to them, there is no justification for IPL to 

21 request a suspension ofRate REP due to any projected changes in the cost of solar 

22 panels. It is also puzzling as to why the cost of solar panels should impact the 

23 economics of the Rate REP purchase rate solely from IPL's point of view. If 

24 indeed any such change in panel prices might happen, the impact would be felt by 
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1 the owner/investor of the solar project, changing their return on investment in the 

2 project. 

IV. OUCC RECOMMENDATIONS 

3 Q: In regard to the Petition in this Cause, please summarize your 
4 recommendations to the Commission. 

5 A: I have the following recommendations to the Commission: 

6 1. The OUCC supports changing the maximum term of a long-term Rate REP 

7 contract from 10 to 15 years. The use of longer-term (i.e., 15-20 years) 

8 contracts lowers the levelized cost of the project, which can help reduce the 

9 overall rate impact of renewable energy projects on other customers. The 

10 longer the contract term, the longer the period during which investment costs 

11 can be recovered, resulting in a lower levelized cost. In addition, the longer 

12 contract term provides more assurance that the project will pay for itself, 

13 making it easier for the customer to get suitable financing for the project. 

14 2. The OUCC does not support requiring that a Qualifying Renewable Power 

15 Production Facility meet FERC's definition of a Qualifying Facility. This 

16 change was not addressed nor was any justification given in any testimony 

17 submitted by IPL, but was only made in the red-line version ofRate REP. 

18 3. The OUCC does not support removing regulatory oversight from the approval 

19 of contracts and specific energy purchase rates. Specifically, the deletion of 

20 the 30-day filing process provision for adjusting Purchase Rates as 

21 circumstances warrant 7 was not spelled out in Mr. Haselden's testimony, but 

7 Cause 43623, Phase I Final Order, Page 62, Point 7. 
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1 was changed in the proposed red-line version of Rate REP. The OUCC 

2 believes that any such adjustments will be infrequent and, therefore, would 

3 not place an undue burden on IURC or OUCC resources. Additionally, no 

4 explanation or justification for this change was provided in testimony by IPL. 

5 4. Add a 2% per year escalator for customers entering into long-term contracts. 

6 Again, this was not mentioned in any testimony. Since no explanation or 

7 justification for this was provided by IPL, the OUCC does not support this 

8 revision 

9 5. The OUCC does not support treating energy obtained through Rate REP (and 

10 also Net Metering) as energy savings for purposes of the Generic DSM Order 

11 targets. By definition of "DSM" as "only an activity that involves deliberate 

12 intervention by a utility to alter load shape", energy obtained through Rate 

13 REP does not qualify as DSM. 

14 Q: In regard to IPL's motion to withdraw revisions requested in the Petition, 
15 and to suspend the Rate REP as approved in Cause 43623, please summarize 
16 your recommendations to the Commission. 

17 A: I recommend denial of IPL's motion for the following reasons: 

18 1. The three reasons listed by IPL do not justify either the withdrawal of its 

19 request for revisions, or the suspension ofRate REP; 

20 2. IPL has not provided any reasonable justification to refute the stated benefits 

21 of Rate REP and support early termination. Rate REP was approved in 

22 February of2010 as a three-year pilot program which ''will provide increased 

23 opportunities for the development of economic renewable generation 
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resources", and "as part of its [IPL's] comprehensive effort to introduce more 

renewable energy resources into its portfolio ofgenerating assets."g 

3. 	 There is no documented evidence that Rate REP was to exclude wholesale 

power production facilities; 

4. 	 Rather than citing the existence of federal funding resources as a reason for 

suspending an apparently successful program such as Rate REP, IPL should 

utilize those resources in order to accelerate and achieve its ultimate goals; 

5. 	 As provided in the Cause 43623 Phase I Final Order, the Rate REP Purchase 

Rates may be adjusted by the Company as circumstances warrant through the 

lURe's 30-day administrative filing process. Changes in the economics of 

solar projects do not justify suspension of Rate REP. 

For all of the above reasons, the OUCC does not support IPL's motion and 

recommends the Commission deny it. 

Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 

A: Yes. 

Cause 43623, Exhibit JEH-1 at Page 24, Lines 18-20 



AFFIRMATION 

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

By: R y L. Snyder 7 
Indiana Office of 
Utility Consumer Counselor 




