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February 27,2003 

Mr. Me1 Eckhoff, Engineering Specialist 
Electric Division, Commission Staff 
Public Utility Commission of Texas 
1701 N. Congress 
Austin, TX 787 1 1 

Dear Mr. Eckhoff, 

Attached please find the Reliability and Continuity of Service Report for the reporting 
year 2002 for AEP Texas North Company (formerly West Texas Utilities Company). 
This report is filed in accordance with Substantive Rule Section 25.8 1, Project 27270. 

As anticipated in Substantive Rule Section 25.52(f)(l), AEP Texas North Company 
would also like to again inform you of the changes in outage reporting which were 
implemented beginning in May 2000. These changes were implemented to benefit both 
AEP Texas North Company and the customer by providing more accurate information on 
each outage, allowing for better prediction of the location of outages and the number of 
customers affected, and helping to shorten the duration of outages. AEP Texas North 
Company will also have better information to supporting planning, design, construction, 
and maintenance of the distribution facilities. More accurate information will be used in 
targeting maintenance programs based on the key interruption types by geographic area. 
AEP Texas North Company is continuing to achieve the benefits of the outage reporting 
changes. 

The benefit of improved accuracy of reporting outages has continued to impact the 
number of reported outages. System SAIFI increased from 0.716 in 2001 to 0.834 in 
2001, while system SAID1 increased from 46.79 in 2001 to 57.3 in 2002. To fully 
determine the impact of the outage reporting process improvements, AEP Texas North 
Company will continue to evaluate the new automation changes versus weather 
influences over the next few years to determine if any change in indices are a result of the 
“process change” or weather patterns. Currently AEP Texas North Company is 
continuing to accumulate historical benchmark data on the new automation system to 
provide definitive answers in the future. AEP Texas North Company is fairly confident 
that the primary impact to the reliability indices provided in this report is due to the 
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significant changes that continue to be made to its outage reporting process, and not a real 
degradation in service. 

AEP, along with its merged partner Central and South West (CSW), have been 
implementing outage reporting process improvements in stages over the last six years. A 
report titled “Outage Reporting Process Improvements” has been provided before and is 
being provided again as Attachment A to describe the changes made and the benefits and 
impacts of these changes. Also, provided as Attachment B, is a brief description of a 
Distribution Geospatial Information System that is being implemented which will also 
improve the outage reporting process. 

As AEP Texas North Company establishes the 3-year standard for its SAIFI and SAIDI 
performance, it is important to take into account the impact from the outage reporting 
process improvements and the abnormal weather impact. Pursuant to Substantive Rule 
Section 25.52 (f)( l), AEP Texas North Company would like to continue working with the 
Commission in establishing the system SAIFI and SAIDI standards for AEP Texas North 
Company to account for the discussed impacts. 

Sincerely, 

/ Randal E. Roper 
Regulatory Case Manager, AEPSC 

Attachments 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Outage Reporting Process Improvements 

Introduction 

Within the United States, the demand for electricity continues to increase, along 
with the expectations of consumers for more reliable, cost-effective distribution of 
electricity, In large part, this increasing expectation is driven by the growing dependence 
on technology within all customer groups. Utilities have responded to this need by 
improving the reliability of their transmission and distribution systems through 
developing and implementing cost-effective asset management programs. Asset 
management programs, in large part, are dependent upon adequate information 
concerning the performance of installed equipment. This information is now more 
accessible with recent advances in technology that enable recording, managing, and 
reporting service interruptions. 

American Electric Power (AEP) takes its obligation to serve seriously and 
continually strives to control the number and duration of service interruptions 
experienced by its customers. Over the last five years, AEP, and its merged partner 
Central and South West Corporation (CSW), have been implementing improved 
processes, new technology and new computer systems to electronically record, manage, 
and report service interruptions. More accurate outage information is essential in 
developing cost-effective asset management programs to improve reliability. Other 
benefits from more accurate outage information include improvements in outage analysis, 
outage duration and restoration, crew/resource management, and easier archiving and 
reporting. 

In AEP’s experience, the implementation of new processes and systems for 
outage reporting causes a significant increase in the number and accuracy of the outages 
reported, with a corresponding increase in reliability indices. In looking at other 
indicators such as customer satisfaction, AEP has determined that the increase in 
reliability indices does not imply degradation in service reliability. 

This report discusses the industry trends in this area, AEP’s change in outage 
reporting, and the associated impacts and benefits to AEP and its customers. 

Industry Trends 

Improvement in outage data accuracy is increasingly important because of many 
utilities, such as AEP, continuing desire to optimize design, construction, and 
maintenance programs. Without outage data, decision-making associated with 
maintenance programs is dependent mainly upon the judgment of operations personnel. 
Historically, maintenance programs were focused upon a time or cycle based approach, 
which has provided a reasonable level of reliable service, but technological 
improvements in outage reporting allow utilities to improve upon that level of reliable 
service. With better outage data, the maintenance programs are shifting to an outage 
mitigation approach based upon outage causes and frequency, thus better targeted to 
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ATTACHMENT A 

geographic areas. Design and construction programs utilize outage data to identify areas 
where standard construction techniques are not providing expected reliability. 

As utilities continue their quest for more accurate outage information, newer 
technologies are being introduced to integrate with system monitoring devices to provide 
better information on equipment performance and failures. These systems allow for 
better recording, managing and reporting of outage information, and replace the 
traditional method of outage reporting that relied on field personnel to manually record 
outage data. Many utilities have been implementing these technologies over the last 
several years. AEP has researched some of the transition experiences of other companies 
through telephone surveys, discussion with Navigant Consulting, a firm having 
experience in outage mitigation strategies, and review of national surveys done by 
industry organizations. There is a wide rage of reported movement in reliability index 
values from just a few percentage points to tripling or quadrupling of values. A broad 
survey of 13 large U.S. electric utilities by Hagler Bailly showed average increases in 
system SAIFI of 22%, SAID1 of 65%, and CAIDI of 42% attributed to these new 
computer tools. (Hagler Bailly, Outage Management System Survey, July 1999) 

Many utilities have seen their outage indices appear to increase upon installation 
of the newer systems. It is difficult to predict how much these reliability indices will 
change in any given circumstance, or even to determine the actual impact once 
implemented. The migration to electronic reporting and the rate of deployment varies 
among utilities. Some utilities have moved from manual recording to full electronic 
reporting in one step, while others have moved toward electronic reporting in small, 
deliberate steps across their wide service territories, thus phasing in the transition over 
several years. Yet others have incorporated changes in tracking from the feeder or lateral 
level to tracking at the customer level in their new programs. In all of these scenarios, 
utilities have seen increased outage indices although there has been no perception of 
actual decreased reliability. 

AEP’s Outage Reporting Process - Before and After 

With electronic reporting, all restoration activities and dispatcher activities are 
captured in an Outage Management System (OMS). The OMS provides more accurate 
counting of affected customers beyond isolating devices and identification of outage 
times. In contrast, field reporting is dependent on manual data entry, and frequently, the 
field did not get the data captured due to time pressures, inadequate information, or 
stressful working conditions during outages. 

As mentioned earlier, AEP has been replacing field reporting with electronic 
reporting. Field reporting relies on line personnel who work outages to record the outage 
information in an outage reporting system. This process begins when dispatch notifies 
field personnel about an outage, and provides the personnel with pertinent outage 
information such as the customers’ time off and job location. The field personnel restore 
the customers’ power, and upon completion, notify dispatch that the power is restored. In 
some areas, the field personnel enter the outage specifics into an outage reporting system 
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ATTACHMENT A 

at the end of the day. In cases where the crews worked overtime or around the clock, this 
information was often not recorded in full. In other areas, crews carried paper outage 
reporting forms. These forms outlined outage details such as date, start time, end time, 
number of affected customers, station, circuit, affected equipment, and cause. The forms 
were completed upon outage restoration and returned to data entry personnel for input 
into the outage recording system. Various outage reporting programs were then used to 
develop reliability statistics for different geographical and organizational levels. 

Electronic reporting relies on the distribution dispatch center to record all outage 
and restoration information; thus, it eliminates the need for field reporting of outages. 
This process begins when customers notify the call center of a service interruption. The 
customer trouble calls are automatically routed to the OMS at the Distribution dispatch 
center. The trouble calls are evaluated by the OMS’S outage engine to predict the 
location of the outage on the system. The dispatchers work with field personnel to 
restore service and capture outage restoration activities in the OMS. This outage 
information is pulled automatically into the Outage Reporting System (ORs), and is then 
used to report outage information and statistics. Data is also downloaded to perform 
analysis and provide information to the planning and maintenance groups. 

AEP began implementing electronic outage reporting in its first area in 1996, and 
completed its last area in January 200 1. 

AEP’s Impacts of Improved Outage Reporting 

AEP has experienced increases in its reliability statistics, like most other utilities 
converting to newer systems.. AEP-PSO experienced increases in both outage duration 
and frequency indices shortly after converting to the new systems. AEP-SWEPCO 
changed to electronic reporting during 1996 and by 1998, the total number of reported 
annual outages increased by 300%. AEP-CPL moved to an automated system in late 
1999. In analyzing the change in outages reported by device type, AEP-CPL concludes 
that the new tools allow for better reporting of outages that occur outside the substation 
along the feeders. AEP-WTU implemented the system beginning mid-2000, and early 
predictions are up to a 30% increase in outage frequency, although it is difficult to judge 
over such a limited time frame. AEP’s regions in Ohio and West Virginia developed 
automated ties between their outage management and outage recording systems in 2000. 
Very preliminary data indicates they are experiencing increases in their reliability indices 
as well. 

As stated earlier, the increased number of outages reported does not imply 
degradation of service. AEP accomplished the majority of changes to the new process 
and technology in 1999 and 2000. Customer satisfaction survey results in 1999, 2000, 
and again in 2001 show that customers’ perceptions of AEP’s reliability, outage response, 
and power quality have remained steady. Information supporting this was provided last 
year in this same filing for years 1999 and 2000 and is provided in the 2001 Quality of 
Service filing made in Docket No. 25 157, this year. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

PROCESS REQUIRED FOR CUSTOMER IDENTIFICATION TO 
DISTRIBUTION CIRCUITS IN TEXAS 

As part of the management of AEPs Distribution Wires Assets, AEP is implementing a DGlS 
(Distribution Geospatial Information System) using the GE Smallworld platform that provides, on 
a landbase background, an electrically connected model of distribution wires assets needed to 
deliver energy from the substation breaker to each energy delivery point (customer service 
address) off the distribution system. 

Conductor 
linked to 
Circuit 6 
Station 

linked to 

[ Subatation 
Breaker 

Customer 
Linked to 

The diagram above provides a simple visual picture of the data that has to be linked together in 
order to identify an individual customer to a particular circuit. Where key linkage information is 
not readily available, an expensive field inventory has to be made to collect the necessary data to 
provide the customer connectivity links. 

This model, when interfaced with AEP's Outage Management System, will provide significant 
future benefit through the availability of more accurate Reliability Statistics due to the automation 
of collection of outage data. Unfortunately, at the end of 2001only about 37% of AEP's Texas 
customers could be identified with a specific circuit: 10% for AEP Texas North Company; (51 %) 
for AEP Texas Central Company; and (37%) for Southwest Electric Power Company - Texas 
(SWEPCO-TX). 

During 2001 , AEP signed map and data conversion contracts with vendors, that, when 
completed, will dramatically raise the percentages of customer connectivity as well as significantly 
increase the accuracy of outage data. It is hopeful that by July 1, 2002, approximately 57% of 
AEP Texas North Company customer delivery points (cities of Abilene and San Angelo) will be 
associated with circuits. It is also hopeful that by April 1 , 2003 approximately 95+% of AEP 
Texas Central Company customer delivery points and 95+% of SWEPCO-TX customer delivery 
points will be associated to circuits. However, as stated above an extensive field inventory will be 
required and the timing can be considerably affected by the actual effort required to meet these 
targets. This data would then have to be mapped such that you could link the feeder circuit to a 
physical address and the physical address to in the case of the Texas companies an ESI ID. 
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525.52. -- Reliability and Continuity of Service. 
http://www. puc.state. tx. us/rules/subrules/electric/25.52/25.52.doc 

Application. This section applies to all electric utilities as defined by the Public 
Utility Regulatory Act (PURA) §31.002(6) and all transmission and distribution 
utilities as defined by PURA §31.002(19). The term "utility" as used in this 
section shall mean an electric utility and a transmission and distribution utility. 

Public Utility Regulatory Act 531.002 
http://www. puc. state. tx. us/rules/statutes/index.cfm 

DEFINITIONS. 
The term "Electric utility" does not include a municipally owned utility or an 
electric cooperative. 

Information tvped in highlighted cells will appear on followina sheets. 

Utility: 

Feeders: 

Due: February 14,2003 

File: Five Printed Copies and 
One Electronic Copy of This Excel File 

Project: 27270 

Address: Attn: Filing Clerk 
Public Utility Commission of Texas 
P.O. Box 13326 
Austin, Texas 7871 1-3326 

If you have any questions, please contact: 
Me1 Eckhoff, Engineering Specialist 

Electric Division 
Commission Staff 

Voice: 5129367348 
Fax: 512 936 7361 
E-ma i I : mailto:rnel.eckhoff@puc.state,tx.us 
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Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

Distribution Feeder Indices for Forced Interruptions 
List all Distribution Feeders on Texas System 

With More Than 10 Customers 
Total Number of Feeders 

r-aq 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlFlFdr 11 



Service Quality Report to the  Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SA1 FI Fdr 
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Service Qualitv Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlFlFdr 13 



Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SA1 FI Fdr 
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Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlFlFdr 15 



Service Qualitv Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlFlFdr 16 



Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlFlFdr 17 



Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SA1 FlFdr 18 



Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
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Service Quality Report to the Public Utilitv Commission of Texas 

Distribution Feeder Indices for Forced Interruptions 
List all Distribution Feeders on Texas System 

With More Than 10 Customers 

Total Number of Feeders 
I 402 I 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAID1 Fdr 20 



Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
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Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

115 
116 
117 

AEP Texas North C 
I 2002 SAID1 I *nnr 

399 SA SOUTH 4255 173 70.60 
48 AB MAPLE ST 5750 103 69.50 

226 AB HARTFORD ST 3685 244 68.70 

1 Rankinn I 

I 92 I 69(SA G 
93 

138 I 2701AB OVER STREET 12KV 11645 I 5021 55.40 
139 1281AB OIL MILL 13900 I 6481 54.70 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlDlFdr 22 



Service Qualitv Report to the Public Utilitv Commission of Texas 

I 187 I 3081 HEDLEY 15845 I 321 I 31.901 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlDlFdr 23 



Service Qualitv Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAID1 Fdr 24 



Service Qualitv Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlDlFdr 25 



Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlDlFdr 26 



Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

I 379 I 3571HIGHLAND 16380 I 2,1371 0.50 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
SAlDlFdr 27 



Service Quality Report to the Public Utility Commission of Texas 

AEP Texas North Company Feb2003.xls 
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Service Quality Report to the Public Utilitv Commission of Texas 

Causes of Forced Interruptions 
Animals and Birds 
Other 
People 
Unknown 
Utility-owned Equipment 
Vegetation 
Weather (Including Lightning) 

AEP Texas North Company 

Percentage 
15.23% 
3.43% 
2.66% 
9.12% 
18.25% 
10.39% 
40.92% 

INTERRUPTION CAUSES 
Provide the percentage of interruptions 
attributable to each cause. 

2002 Reporting Year 
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