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VERIFIED DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

THOMAS L. BAILEY 

DIRECTOR, SALES 

 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Thomas L. Bailey, and my business address is One Vectren Square, 211 2 

N.W. Riverside Drive, Evansville, Indiana  47708. 3 

Q. What position do you hold with Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company d/b/a 4 

Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana, Inc. (“Vectren South” or the “Company”)? 5 

A. I am Director, Sales for Vectren Utility Holdings, Inc.  (“VUHI”). 6 

Q. Please describe your educational background. 7 

A. In May of 2000, I graduated from Wabash College, located in Crawfordsville, Indiana, 8 

with a Bachelor of Arts Degree in History and English.  In 2012, I earned a Master of 9 

Business Administration degree from Murray State University.  10 

Q. Please describe your professional background. 11 

A. I was hired by Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana, Inc. in December of 2000 and began 12 

working within the Corporate Communications department.  In July of 2001, I moved to 13 

the Marketing Department and held the position of Business Service Center 14 

Representative.  In April of 2003 I was promoted to Marketing Contract Sales 15 

Administrator with responsibilities for residential, commercial and industrial contracts.  In 16 

April of 2004 I moved to the Industrial Development and Sales Department and held the 17 

position of Industrial Sales Administrator with job duties including internal sales and 18 

marketing functions for Vectren South’s large industrial customer base.  On December 19 
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15, 2005 I was promoted to Manager of Industrial Sales.  On April 5, 2010 I was 1 

promoted to Director, Industrial Sales.  2 

Q. What are your responsibilities as Director, Sales for Vectren Energy Delivery?  3 

A. I oversee the marketing and sales activities for Vectren’s electric and natural gas 4 

residential, commercial and industrial customers. Overall, I am responsible for all sales 5 

growth initiatives for the regulated utility business.  This includes interfacing with 6 

customers to respond to their energy service needs and potential economic 7 

development opportunities in the state of Indiana related to Vectren’s service territories.  8 

Also, I participate in negotiations on behalf of Vectren with industrial and large volume 9 

customers regarding their energy service requirements.  10 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 11 

(“Commission”)? 12 

A. Yes.  I have testified in previous rate cases including Indiana Gas Company d/b/a 13 

Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana Inc.’s (“Vectren North”) general gas rate case (Cause 14 

No. 43298), in Vectren South’s general gas rate case (Cause No. 43111) and in Vectren 15 

South’s general electric rate case (Cause No. 43839).  Additionally, I have provided 16 

testimony for multiple special contracts requiring Commission approval as well as 17 

docketed necessity certificate cases. 18 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your testimony? 19 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 20 

Exhibit Description
Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-1 Vectren South Net Metering Information
Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-2 Vectren South Notices To Net Metering Customers 
Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-3 Morton Solar’s Response to Vectren South’s Data 

Request 2-3
Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-4 Morton Solar’s Response to Vectren South’s Data 

Request 2-1
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Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-5 Morton Solar’s Response to Vectren South’s Data 
Request 2-12

Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-6 May 17, 2011 Vectren South Email Providing Mr. 
Morton Mr. Kohut’s Interconnection Agreement 

Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-7 January 10, 2013 Vectren South Email Providing Mr. 
Morton Mr. Kohut’s Interconnection Agreement 

Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-8 Morton Solar’s Response to Vectren South’s Data 
Request 3-16 and 3-17

Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-9 Vectren South’s Supplemental Responses to Morton 
Solar’s First Set of Data Requests

Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-10 Email exchange regarding interconnection agreements 
for Messrs. Davidson, Davidson and Kohut 

Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-11 Morton Solar’s Response to Vectren South’s Data 
Request 2-5

Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-12 Ohio Public Utilities Commission SREC Change 
Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-13 Sample Morton Solar Project Agreement 
Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-14 Morton Solar Email Urging Customers To Participate in 

SREC Sales 
 1 
Q. Were the exhibits identified above prepared or assembled by you or under your 2 

direction or supervision? 3 

A. Yes. 4 

Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. First, I will provide an overview of net metering, including summarizing the necessity of 6 

interconnection review, Company specific procedures for processing an application and 7 

Vectren South support for net metering.  Second, I explain that Vectren South’s practice 8 

for returning fully executed interconnection agreements to customers did not violate the 9 

Commission’s rules governing customer owned generation facility interconnection.  10 

Third, I explain that incidents Mr. Morton complains constituted Company roadblocks to 11 

net metering involve either a misunderstanding by Mr. Morton or Vectren South applying 12 

rules in a non-discriminatory fashion.  Third, I will explain challenges with net metering 13 

the Company has faced.  Fourth, I dispute Mr. Morton’s allegations that the Company is 14 

responsible for customers not selling solar renewable energy credits by noting that 15 

Vectren South provided agreements as a matter of course to customers and always 16 
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provided copies upon request.  Fifth, I demonstrate that Vectren South has not interfered 1 

with Morton Solar’s business relationships.  Finally, I explain why a broad based 2 

investigation into net metering is not necessary at this time.      3 

Q. Please identify the other witnesses testifying on behalf of Vectren South and the 4 

subject matter of their respective testimony. 5 

A. Vectren South’s evidence includes testimony and evidence from the following witnesses: 6 

Witness Subject Matter 
Anne-Marie Schapker Ms. Schapker’s testimony (1) provides an overview 

of Vectren South’s net metering process; (2) 
details Vectren South’s interactions with several 
customers identified by Morton Solar and who 
have intervened in this proceeding to refute the 
allegations that these customers have been treated 
unfairly by Vectren South.  

James Cox Mr. Cox’s testimony explains (1) why a utility 
accessible external disconnect switch is required 
for net metering facilities; (2) why Vectren South 
acted reasonably in further evaluating the impacts 
of Dr. Stranskey’s net metering facility on the 
transformer; and (3) the impact on Vectren South’s 
standard meters of a net metering facility sending 
power back to Vectren South’s distribution system. 

 7 
I. Net Metering  8 

Q. What is net metering?  9 

A. Net-metering is a billing construct for customers that install eligible net metering energy 10 

resources such as wind, solar, photovoltaic, organic waste biomass, hydropower, fuel 11 

cells and other renewable generation resources.  170 IAC 4-4.2-1(d).  The customer 12 

generator facility produces electricity which serves the customers’ energy (kilowatt hour 13 

(“kWh”)) needs and, during times when the electricity produced exceeds the customer’s 14 

energy (kWh) premise requirements , returns electricity to the utility’s distribution system.  15 

Under net metering, the customer pays only the difference between the electricity that is 16 
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supplied and used from the electric utility and the electricity that the customer self 1 

generates or is supplied back to the investor-owned electric utility.  170 IAC 4-4.2-1(i).  2 

The customer is responsible for the meter charge associated with the premise. 3 

Q. Why must Vectren South approve the interconnection of a customer owned 4 

generation facility? 5 

A. It is common practice throughout the utility industry to review proposed generation 6 

facilities that will be interconnected with distribution and transmission systems to ensure 7 

operation of the generation facilities will not overload distribution equipment, present a 8 

safety hazard, or adversely impact service to other customers.  As Respondent’s witness 9 

Cox explains, injury to repairman and equipment can result from a generation facility that 10 

is delivering electricity to the Company’s distribution system.  Customer generation 11 

facilities also have the potential to impact other customers’ electrical equipment.  In 12 

some cases, safe interconnection of the generation facility will require upgrades to the 13 

distribution and transmission system.  The Interconnection Rules (170 IAC 4-4.3-1 et 14 

seq.) require customers to pay for these upgrades.  170 IAC 4-4.3-8(h).  If the operator 15 

of the distribution or transmission system is not familiar with the generation facility, it 16 

may be difficult to properly evaluate service issues or equipment failures. 17 

Q. Has Vectren South adopted a procedure for reviewing customer owned generation 18 

facilities? 19 

A. Yes.  Vectren South has worked to create a process to facilitate a consistent and 20 

coordinated response to customer applications to interconnect net metering facilities.  21 

We have developed a specific page on our website to address questions about 22 

Customer-Owned Generation that includes a customer checklist, guidelines for customer 23 

owned generation facilities, application forms, interconnection agreement forms and 24 

contact information.  See 25 
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https://www.vectren.com/Business_Customers/Rates_&_Regulatory/Customer-1 

Owned_Generation.jsp.  Attached to my testimony as Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-1 is a 2 

screen shot of the webpage and the customer checklist for customer-owned generation.  3 

The web page is consistently reviewed and updated as guidelines or policies are 4 

developed related to new services provided by Vectren.  The information related to net 5 

metering has been published and available for customer education since 2013.  I 6 

supervise employees at Vectren South, including Respondent’s witness Schapker.  7 

Witness Schapker manages two (2) Account Managers who are charged with receiving 8 

the applications and processing the applications.  These employees interface with the 9 

customer or customer’s agent and communicate with our engineering department who 10 

conducts the review of the application from a technical aspect.  The engineers will often 11 

reach out to the customer to discuss the project.  The Regional Manager (Ann-Marie 12 

Schapker) and Account Managers are responsible for all sales activities in Vectren 13 

South’s territory for natural gas and electric service to residential, commercial and 14 

industrial customers.  This includes but is not limited to economic development, sales 15 

growth objectives, contract management and providing customer service.  16 

Q. Explain Vectren South’s procedures for processing an application. 17 

A. Customers can mail, fax or submit applications through Vectren South’s website.  The 18 

application is received by the Sales Department.  Vectren South also receives 19 

interconnection agreements signed by the customer.  The Regional Manager or an 20 

Account Manager reviews the applications, usually within 48 hours, to determine 21 

whether they are a Level I, II or III applications under the Commission’s Interconnection 22 

Rules.  Level I applications cannot exceed ten (10) kilowatts and must satisfy other 23 

criteria intended to ensure the facilities have minimal impact on the distribution system.  24 

Level II and III applications are typically larger and involve additional complexity and 25 
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review.  The majority of the applications Vectren South has received are Level I 1 

applications.  For Level I applications, Vectren South typically determines whether they 2 

are complete within four (4) days. An order is created in Vectren South’s work 3 

management program, Maximo, and engineering is tasked with reviewing the application 4 

to ensure it complies with applicable rules.  Once the process is complete, a copy of the 5 

interconnection agreement is returned to customers.  6 

Q. Has Vectren South been supportive of net metering? 7 

A. Yes.  I have already described the process developed by Vectren South to process 8 

applications and the documents developed for its website to help customers through the 9 

process.  The Company has also taken other steps that are supportive of net metering.  10 

Prior to the Commission’s 2011 amendments to its Net Metering Rules (170 IAC 4-4.2-1 11 

et seq.), the Interconnection Rules only mandated that utilities authorize net metering for 12 

facilities that were less than 10 kW.  Vectren South voluntarily agreed to allow net 13 

metering facilities that were larger than 10 kW prior to the net metering rules changing.   14 

Q. What is the adoption rate of net metering in Vectren South’s service territory 15 

compare to other Indiana investor-owned electric utilities? 16 

A. Vectren South’s electric service territory maintains the second highest ratio of net 17 

metering customers to total customers of all the Indiana investor owned electric utilities.  18 

Based on the net metering reports filed with the Commission, the only utility with a 19 

higher ratio of net metered customers is Duke Energy Indiana, Inc. (“Duke”): 20 
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Utility 
Total 

Customers 
Served1 

Net Metering 
Customers2 

Ratio of Total 
Customers to Net 

Metering 
Customers

Duke Energy of Indiana, Inc. 783,000 207 0.0264%
Indiana Michigan Power Co. 458,000 68 0.0148%
Indianapolis Power & Light Co. 468,000 23 0.00491%
Northern Indiana Public Service 
Co. 457,000 55 0.0120% 

Vectren South 146,000 35 0.0240%
 

 1 
This demonstrates that Vectren South has supported its customers that choose to net 2 

meter.  This data is compiled as of March 2013.  As of January 1, 2014, Vectren South 3 

has a total of 60 net metering customers with an additional 11 customer applications 4 

pending approval and implementation.  This is an approximate 100% increase in less than 5 

one year for new net metering customers in Vectren South’s territory. 6 

II. Compliance With 7 
The Interconnection Rules 8 

Q. Do Vectren South’s procedures for reviewing net metering applications comply 9 

with the Interconnection Rules? 10 

A. The procedures that Vectren South adopted to process net metering applications comply 11 

with the Interconnection Rules.  The Company familiarized itself with these regulations 12 

and set-up personnel and a review process consistent with the Interconnection Rules.  13 

However, Morton Solar and Vectren South developed a practice of working together that 14 

did not perfectly comply with the Interconnection Rules.  Specifically, Morton Solar would 15 

generally provide an Interconnection Agreement that had already been executed by 16 

                                                 
1  INDIANA UTIL. REGULATORY COMM’N, Annual Report to the Regulatory Flexibility Committee of the 
Indiana General Assembly, pp. 18-19 (2013); available at 
http://www.in.gov/iurc/files/2013_IURC_Annual_Report_to_the_Regulatory_Flexibility_Committee.pdf.    
2   INDIANA UTIL. REGULATORY COMM’N, 2012 Net Metering Required Reporting Summary (March 2013); 
available at  

http://www.in.gov/iurc/files/2012_Net_Metering_Required_Reporting_Summary.pdf. 
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customers when applying for interconnection.  This deviation was intended to make 1 

things simpler for the customers who could execute the interconnection agreement when 2 

working with Mr. Morton.    3 

Q. Please explain how this practice deviates from the Interconnection Rules. 4 

A. Vectren South and Morton Solar developed a practice of having the customer submit a 5 

signed interconnection agreement at the same time the application was submitted.  The 6 

Interconnection Rules specify a different process for the interconnection agreement.  7 

They require Vectren South to send an interconnection agreement executed by the 8 

Company (but not the customer) after approval of the application.  170 IAC 4-4.3-6(k)(2) 9 

and -7(r)(2).  The customer is then obligated to execute the interconnection agreement 10 

and return to Vectren South the fully executed agreement 10 business days before 11 

commencing operation of the customer-owned generation facility.  170 IAC 4-4.3-6 (l)(1) 12 

and (2) and -7(l)(1) and (2).  Under the terms of the interconnection agreement, the 13 

customer would also be obligated to provide proof of insurance before operating the 14 

customer owned generation.  Because the customers had already provided Vectren 15 

South an executed copy of the interconnection agreement, Vectren South simply added 16 

its signature to the agreement and notified Morton Solar the project had been approved.  17 

The fully executed interconnection agreements were then mailed to the customer once 18 

all of the insurance documentation had been collected and the project became 19 

operational.   20 

Q. Mr. Morton contends that the Interconnection Rules obligated Vectren South to 21 

return a fully executed agreement to customers within 10 days of approval.  Do 22 

you agree with his contention? 23 

A. No.  Mr. Morton is misconstruing the Interconnection Rules.  He contends that Vectren 24 

South was “required to ‘Execute and send to the applicant [an] . . . interconnection 25 
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agreement” within 10 days of approval.”  Petitioner’s Exhibit A, p. 13, lines 4-6.  First, the 1 

triggering period is not approval of the agreement, but ten business days after 2 

notification that the application is approved.  170 IAC 4-4.3-7(k).  While this is not critical 3 

to Mr. Morton’s contention, it is indicative of his lack of familiarity with the Interconnection 4 

Rule.  More importantly, however, the executed agreement the Interconnection Rule 5 

requires the Company to send to the customer is not a fully executed agreement.  The 6 

Interconnection Rules are explicit that the customer is to execute this agreement and 7 

then return the agreement to the Company ten business days before operation of the 8 

facility.  The practice that developed between Morton Solar and Vectren South rendered 9 

compliance with these steps impossible.  Once the customer returns the fully executed 10 

agreement to Vectren South, the Company is not required to take any further action.  In 11 

other words, there is no provision in the Interconnection Rule requiring the Company to 12 

copy and return a fully executed version of the interconnection agreement to customers.  13 

While the Company had procedures in place to mail agreements and always provided 14 

copies upon request, there is no deadline for returning fully executed agreements to 15 

customers in the Interconnection Rule for Vectren South to have violated. 16 

Q. Is Vectren South continuing to accept customer-signed interconnection 17 

agreements with the initial application? 18 

A. No.  As the Company evaluated the Complaint, it concluded that there were benefits in 19 

the procedures outlined in the Interconnection Rule for supplying interconnection 20 

agreements.  Consequently, Vectren South is no longer accepting signed 21 

interconnection agreements supplied with the application.  The Company now sends 22 

customers a copy of an agreement executed by Vectren South once the application has 23 

been approved.  This process (1) ensures that customers are executing the agreement 24 

and have an opportunity to review its terms; (2) signals that the application process has 25 
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been approved; (3) affords the customer an opportunity to make a copy of the fully 1 

executed agreement before returning it to Vectren South; and (4) provides a mechanism 2 

for Vectren South to be made aware of the intended date that the net generation facility 3 

will be operational.  While Mr. Morton has complained about this process and alleged 4 

that it was intended as retaliation for his Complaint, the Company did not adopt this 5 

process as retaliation for this Complaint.  The purpose is to more closely align with the 6 

Interconnection Rule and Vectren South will follow this procedure for all customers and 7 

contractors. 8 

Q. Please comment on Mr. Morton’s contention that Vectren South rarely complied 9 

with the deadlines to process Level 1 and Level 2 interconnection applications. 10 

A. Mr. Morton has not applied the Interconnection Rule correctly.  The Interconnection Rule 11 

provides Vectren South: (a) 10 business days to determine the application is complete, 12 

(b) 15 business days form the date the application is deemed complete to approve the 13 

application; and (c) 10 business days from the date the application is complete to send 14 

an interconnection agreement executed by the Company for Level 1 and 2 applications.  15 

See e.g. 170 IAC 4-4.3-6 (i), (j) and (k) and -7(p) and (q).  Mr. Morton erroneously 16 

calculated the deadline for a Level 1 application as 25 days.  In actuality, the Rule 17 

affords utilities 35 total business days to process both Level 1 and 2 applications.  Mr. 18 

Morton also has failed to acknowledge that the deadline is calculated in business days, 19 

not calendar days.  I am concerned that some of the frustration expressed by Vectren 20 

South’s customers results from Mr. Morton’s unrealistic expectations resulting from his 21 

misreading of these deadlines.  For a hypothetical Level 1 application filed on January 6, 22 

2014, the last day Vectren South could send an interconnection agreement executed by 23 

it would be February 24, 2014 (35 business days).  If Mr. Morton is telling his customers 24 

that Vectren South will process the paperwork in 25 calendar days, they would have 25 
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expected the process to be complete on January 31, 2014, even though the Company 1 

would have an additional 17 business days under the rules to process the application.   2 

Q. Has Vectren South taken any action to help clear-up any confusion by its 3 

customers? 4 

A. Yes.  The Company has developed standard forms that are provided to net metering 5 

applicants at each stage in the process to identify the next steps.  Copies of those 6 

notices are attached as Respondent’s Exhibits TLB-2.   7 

Q. Does Vectren North agree with Mr. Morton’s chart identifying the number of days 8 

past the deadline for providing customers a signed interconnection agreement? 9 

A. No.  The chart on pages 8-9 of Mr. Morton’s testimony is not accurate.  As Ms. Schapker 10 

testifies, Vectren South regularly returned interconnection agreements to customers.  11 

Petitioner’s Exhibit BM-19 includes the chart Vectren South created demonstrating the 12 

date executed agreements were returned.  Moreover, the Commissioning Date identified 13 

by Mr. Morton has no relationship to the Interconnection Rule.  Vectren South pointed-14 

out these shortcomings in its Answer to Morton Solar’s complaint, but Mr. Morton 15 

decided to include the same erroneous information in his testimony.     16 

Q. Have there been instances when Vectren South did not perfectly follow the 17 

Interconnection Rule? 18 

A. Yes.  The Company misplaced Mr. Martin’s application and failed to process the 19 

application.  Mr. Morton proceeded to install the facility and interconnect it with Vectren 20 

South’s distribution system without the Company’s inspection in violation of Vectren 21 

South’s tariffs to interconnect the system without informing the Company.  The Company 22 

regrets that it failed to process Mr. Martin’s application, but there has been minimal 23 

harm.  As Mr. Cox explains, the standard meter runs backwards and while the meters 24 
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are not calibrated to read backwards, Ms. Schapker has reviewed Mr. Martin’s billing 1 

records and established that he is receiving benefits from his net metering facility.  2 

Based on this information, his bill from Vectren South would not have been materially 3 

different.  Mr. Martin has not signed an interconnection agreement with Vectren South 4 

and therefore has been unable to sell his solar renewable energy credits (“SRECs”).  5 

Vectren South did tender an interconnection agreement to him on September 13, 2013.  6 

Mr. Martin has not yet executed the interconnection agreement.  To the extent Vectren 7 

South is responsible for Mr. Martin’s inability to sell SRECs, it would be willing to pay Mr. 8 

Martin the $60.48 Mr. Morton has determined Mr. Martin could have received selling his 9 

SRECs. 10 

III. Vectren South Has Not Imposed Unnecessary 11 
Roadblocks To Net-Metering Facilities 12 

Q. Mr. Morton contends (p. 2) that Vectren South has “thrown-up unnecessary 13 

roadblocks” to net metering facilities.  Do you agree with this contention? 14 

A. No.  Vectren South has not established roadblocks to net-metering.  As I noted above, 15 

the Company has taken steps to make it easier for its customers to net meter including 16 

designating staff to manage the interconnection process, posting a page on its website 17 

to answer customer questions and exceeding applicable net metering rules.  The six 18 

specific examples Mr. Morton alleges constitute “unnecessary roadblocks” to net 19 

metering facilities either (1) misconstrue the Company’s actions; (2) involve the 20 

Company’s application of regulations to avoid discriminating against customers or (3) 21 

complain of prior incidents that have been resolved.  While I will respond to each of the 22 

alleged incidents, I feel the need to unequivocally state that Vectren South has never 23 

intended to create a net metering process designed to slow down or prevent customers 24 

from moving ahead with qualifying installations.  Specifically, let me state: 1. As the 25 

Director charged with responsibility for customer relationships and for the net metering 26 
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process, management has never instructed me to be anything other than fully 1 

cooperative with our customers; 2.  My employees including Ms. Schapker have been 2 

encouraged to provide quality service to our customers with respect to net metering 3 

issues; 3. Ms. Schapker is our point of contact with customers and their agents with 4 

respect to net metering and I believe she has acted throughout her tenure in good faith 5 

and has never intentionally acted to harm customers or their agents.   6 

Q. Please address Mr. Morton’s allegations involving Tom Coomes. 7 

A. Mr. Morton contends that Vectren South reduced the estimated cost to extend service to 8 

Mr. Coomes in response to Mr. Coomes’ threat to go entirely off grid.  Petitioner’s Exhibit 9 

A, p. 5, lines 6-11.  Mr. Morton’s contention is absolutely false.  As Ms. Schapker notes 10 

in her testimony, Vectren South was not even aware that Mr. Coomes contemplated 11 

installing a net metering facility.  Mr. Coomes requested that Vectren South provided him 12 

two estimates to extend facilities.  Mr. Morton’s $8,000 price difference (which he 13 

suggests was intended to keep Mr. Coomes from net metering) is actually the price 14 

difference between the two estimates.   15 

Q. Did the Company “demand” that Dr. Stransky purchase a new transformer?  16 

Petitioner’s Exhibit A, p. 5, lines 12-20. 17 

A. No.  The Company never demanded Dr. Stransky purchase a new transformer.  While 18 

this may have been Mr. Morton’s “interpretation” the correspondence, which is attached 19 

to Mr. Morton’s testimony as Petitioner’s Exhibits BM-2 and -3, does not support this 20 

interpretation. Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-3.  Mr. Snyder, a Vectren South engineer, sent 21 

an email to Mr. Morton on April 2, 2013 alerting Mr. Morton that the proposed net 22 

metering facility could result in a violation of 170 IAC 4-4.3-6(e).  Mr. Morton responded 23 

shortly thereafter, accusing Vectren South of unnecessarily increasing the costs of 24 

renewable projects.  Mr. Snyder responded to Mr. Morton on April 5, 2013 that Vectren 25 
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South was engaged in additional discussions and reviews to evaluate the effect of the 1 

installation.  Ultimately, Vectren South concluded that the net metering facility would not 2 

adversely impact the transformer and permitted the interconnection without upgrades to 3 

the transformer. Vectren South witness Cox explains such a review is critical to assure 4 

that the interconnection of a net metering facility does not adversely affect other 5 

customers served by the distribution system.  Additionally, the review and approval 6 

process assists in maintaining and securing a safe and reliable system for Vectren 7 

South’s employees as well as customers. 8 

Q. Did Vectren South refuse to install a bidirectional meter for Mr. Polk until a staff 9 

member from Senator Lugar’s office intervened? 10 

A. No.  Mr. Morton contends that the intervention of Senator Lugar’s office was required to 11 

get a bi-directional meter installed for Mr. Polk because the Company “refused to install 12 

a bidirectional meter.”  Petitioner’s Exhibit A, p. 3, lines 27-33.  Mr. Morton’s contention 13 

that Vectren South “refused to install a bidirectional meter” is not accurate.  Morton Solar 14 

acknowledged in discovery that Vectren South never refused to install a bidirectional 15 

meter.  Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-4.  As Morton Solar acknowledges, the Company was 16 

seeking necessary insurance documentation for the interconnection.  The Commission’s 17 

Net Metering Rule and Vectren South’s interconnection agreement require customers to 18 

provide proof of insurance before commencing operation of the facility.  See 170 IAC 4-19 

4.2-8.  Morton Solar notified Vectren South that the net metering facility was installed on 20 

September 12, 2008.  Morton Solar was informed that same day that Mr. Polk needed to 21 

provide proof of insurance before the net metering facility could operate.  Vectren South 22 

was forced to follow-up with an email on September 15, 2008 with Mr. Polk.  Mr. Polk 23 

responded on September 25, 2008 that he would arrange for a hard copy of the 24 

insurance documentation to be delivered.  Vectren South installed the net meter on 25 
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October 3, 2008, after receipt of the proof of insurance.  Vectren South was not aware 1 

Mr. Morton had contacted Senator Lugar’s office until Morton Solar made that 2 

declaration to the Commission.    3 

Q. Did requiring the Chrisney Public Library (“Chrisney Library”) to execute a 4 

minimum use contract constitute a road block to net metering?   5 

A. No.  The Chrisney Library was a new building that required the Company to extend new 6 

distribution and service lines.  Vectren South incurs costs for such extensions and the 7 

Commission has adopted regulations governing the allocation of responsibility for these 8 

costs.  See 170 IAC 4-1-27.  The Chrisney Library also engaged Morton Solar to install a 9 

net metering facility.  Vectren South considered the impacts of the net-metering facility in 10 

determining the thirty six month revenue estimate and complied with 170 IAC 4-1-27.  11 

This rule requires Vectren South to estimate thirty-six months of margin from the 12 

customer and obligates customers to incur the cost of extending distribution and service 13 

lines that exceed the estimated thirty-six months of margin.  The difference between total 14 

non-fuel cost revenue and the total cost of the project is borne by the customer.  The 15 

purpose for this rule is to avoid having customers subsidize the cost of extending service 16 

should additional margin not exceed the total cost of providing electric service to a 17 

customer.  : 18 

In this case, Chrisney’s installation of a net metering facility reduces the opportunity for 19 

margin to exceed cost.  At the beginning of this project Chrisney could have decided to 20 

remain totally off the grid which would not have required new electric service.  However, 21 

due to the need for energy throughout the year, Chrisney determined the need to utilize 22 

Vectren South’s infrastructure which requires investment and recovery of costs. 23 

Furthermore, ignoring the net metering impact on anticipated margin would provide a 24 

discriminatory preference to those customers compared to non-net metering customers 25 
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seeking an extension.  The Company is supposed to do an accurate calculation of 1 

estimated margin and there is no basis to ignore the effects of net metering on such an 2 

estimate.  The Company was not establishing roadblocks to net metering facilities.  It 3 

simply followed applicable rules.    4 

Q. Why did the Company decline to allow the Ohio Township Public Library (“OTPL”) 5 

to increase the size of its photovoltaic (“PV”) system to 11 Kw? 6 

A. Vectren South’s then effective net metering tariff only permitted net metering facilities of 7 

10 kW or smaller.  Vectren South cannot pick and choose how it serves its customers.  8 

At the time OTPL made its application for the larger net metering facility, Vectren South’s 9 

tariff did not permit such a facility.  It must adhere to the terms of its tariff.  In 2011, 10 

Vectren South modified its tariff to permit net metering of facilities up to 1 megawatt 11 

(“MW”), but prior to 2011 the maximum permissible size was 10 kW.   12 

Q. Was the Company trying to deter Haubstadt Elementary School’s net metering 13 

project? 14 

A. No.  Vectren South’s Commission-approved tariff in effect when this incident took place 15 

(five years ago) required net metering customers to interconnect with single phase 16 

service.  The school had three phase service and did not qualify for interconnection 17 

under the tariff without extending single phase service.  An inquiry was made with the 18 

Commission and it determined that changes were necessary to Vectren South’s tariff.  19 

Vectren South promptly modified its tariff and interconnected the School’s net metering 20 

facility.  The Company now permits customers served by three phase service to 21 

participate in net metering.   22 
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IV. Net Metering Challenges 1 

Q. Has Vectren South experienced any challenges in interconnecting customer 2 

generation facilities? 3 

A. Yes.  The Company has experienced complexities with customers and the process of 4 

interconnection, incomplete applications and difficulties getting required insurance 5 

documentation.  The Company has also faced challenges communicating with 6 

developers such as Morton Solar that the customer generator facilities cannot be made 7 

operational until approved by the Company.  Vectren South will continue to provide end 8 

use customers with instructive information on the requirements for safe and reliable 9 

installation of net metering products.  The collaborative efforts and communication 10 

between Vectren South and potential installers such as Morton Solar is vital to 11 

successful and timely installation. 12 

Q. Discuss the concerns with Morton Solar installing facilities before the application 13 

process is complete? 14 

A. Vectren South’s main concern is the safety of its employees and customers.  Improper 15 

installation or lack of knowledge regarding a net metering installation could place 16 

employees who work with infrastructure at risk of injury.  Additionally, proper approval 17 

process including confirmation of transformation, impact on distribution service and 18 

disconnect infrastructure ensure customers are receiving safe and reliable service.  19 

Confirmation of consumer insurance sign off is equally important for all parties working 20 

with Company and customer properties. 21 

V. Interconnection Agreements 22 

Q. Is Mr. Morton correct that Vectren South did not return fully executed 23 

interconnection agreements to customers? 24 
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A. No.  Vectren South has long had procedures in place to return executed copies of 1 

interconnection agreements to customers as a matter of course.  Once the Company 2 

sets the bidirectional meter, a copy of the fully executed interconnection agreement is 3 

returned to the customer.   4 

Q. If it was Vectren South’s policy to return executed agreements to customers, why 5 

have several customer signed sworn affidavits in this proceeding contending they 6 

never received a signed interconnection agreement? 7 

A. Morton Solar itself acknowledges that the net metering/interconnection terminology has 8 

generally been confusing to the customers who may not be able to distinguish between 9 

an interconnection application and an agreement.  Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-5.  10 

Perhaps the customers did not understand what the agreements were or misplaced 11 

them.  Mr. Morton occasionally misplaced agreements himself.  For example, Vectren 12 

South provided Mr. Morton a copy of Tony Kohut’s agreement on May 17, 2011.  13 

Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-6.  Mr. Morton requested a second copy of Mr. Kohut’s 14 

interconnection agreement on January 10, 2013.  Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-7.  Vectren 15 

South has also sent Mr. Morton multiple copies of the interconnection agreement for 16 

Chandra Banner.  Vectren South witness Schapker testifies that she originally sent Mr. 17 

Morton a copy of Ms. Banner’s interconnection agreement on July 8, 2011, but was 18 

requested to send a second copy on May 2, 2013.   19 

Q. Is there any evidence that other customers received copies of their 20 

interconnection agreements? 21 

A. Yes.  Morton Solar obtained copies of the fully executed interconnection agreements for 22 

Jeff Osborne, Gary Schultheis, Donald Scott, Pamela Shelter, Ted Stransky, Stephen 23 

Zehr and Rolland Zelerino from the customers.  See Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-8.  The 24 
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fact that these customers had copies of their interconnection agreements substantiates 1 

Vectren South’s practice of forwarding signed agreements to customers. 2 

Q. Did Vectren South initially state in discovery that it did not have a practice of 3 

returning fully executed agreements to customers? 4 

A. Yes.  The initial discovery response resulted from a misinterpretation.  In preparing this 5 

testimony the Company became aware of the erroneous response and updated its 6 

discovery responses.  A copy of the updated discovery response is attached to my 7 

testimony as Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-9.   8 

Q. Is it possible that either Vectren South failed to send interconnection agreements 9 

to particular customers or that the agreements got lost in the mail? 10 

A. Vectren South did not send the signed interconnection agreements by certified mail 11 

return receipt requested or by another delivery mechanism with tracking, so I have no 12 

way of confirming every interconnection agreement was received by the customer.  Even 13 

if the customer did not receive the fully executed interconnection agreement from 14 

Vectren South, the Company is not the cause for the inability of these customers to 15 

register to sell SRECs.  Had Morton Solar or the customers contacted Vectren South 16 

requesting copies of the executed interconnection agreements, the Company would 17 

have provided such copies.  Every time Morton Solar or a customer requested a copy of 18 

an agreement, the Company provided it to them. 19 

Q. Mr. Morton contends that he had to make numerous phone calls and involve the 20 

media to get copies of fully executed interconnection agreements.  Were 21 

numerous phone calls and media involvement required for the Company to 22 

provide fully executed interconnection agreements? 23 
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A. No.  The Company consistently worked to get copies of interconnection agreements to 1 

customers promptly upon request.  Prior to 2013, Mr. Morton’s requests for 2 

interconnection agreements were handled quickly.  For example, one was sent the same 3 

day as the request (Nick Davidson), another was sent once the interconnection was 4 

finalized (Tony Kohut) and the final agreement was sent the same day Mr. Morton sent 5 

his first reminder (Andy Davidson).   Respondent’s Exhibits TLB-6, -7 and -10.  Mr. 6 

Morton requested seventeen agreements in the first five months of 2013.  The majority 7 

of these (11) were requested for the first time on May 2, 2013 and Mr. Morton was 8 

provided copies on May 6, 2013—four days after his request.  There were five requests 9 

for executed interconnection agreements in 2013 where Mr. Morton had to make follow-10 

up inquiries before receiving the agreements and in the majority of those cases the 11 

Company provided the agreements in four days or less after the second request.  In 12 

general, Vectren South was very prompt in providing requested copies of 13 

interconnection agreements. 14 

Several of Mr. Morton’s contentions about his efforts to obtain agreements are 15 

inaccurate.  Mr. Morton falsely claims that he got no response to a March 6, 2013 email 16 

to Mr. Schapker asking for agreements.  Petitioner’s Exhibit A, p. 11.  Petitioner’s Exhibit 17 

BM-14 contradicts his assertion and demonstrates that Ms. Schapker provided the 18 

agreements 7 days later and resent those three agreements a second time on April 5, 19 

2013.  Mr. Morton then contends he was “tired of trying to swim upstream with Vectren 20 

South and filed a complaint with the Consumer Affairs Division on April 11, 2013—six 21 

days after Ms. Schapker had resent three of the requested interconnection agreements.  22 

Mr. Morton’s May 2, 2013 request for twelve agreements came after he contacted the 23 

media on May 1, 2013.  Petitioner’s Exhibit A, p. 11.  The majority of the requested 24 
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agreements had not been previously requested.  It was Mr. Morton’s request, not the 1 

media stories, that prompted Vectren South to respond to Mr. Morton.   2 

Q. Did Mr. Morton regularly request interconnection agreements prior to 2013? 3 

A. No.  Vectren South has some records of Mr. Morton making requests for interconnection 4 

agreements prior to 2013, including requests for the agreements of Nick Davidson, Andy 5 

Davidson and Tony Kohut.  Ms. Schapker testifies to other requests that Vectren South 6 

promptly responded to.  Morton Solar contends in discovery that it made other requests 7 

by telephone calls and through an employee named Kevin Hobgood which he implies 8 

the Company did not respond to.  Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-11.  Ms. Schapker, who Mr. 9 

Morton regularly dealt with, has no memory of dealing with Mr. Hobgood and has no 10 

records of any emails from a Kevin Hobgood requesting copies of interconnection 11 

agreements.  Mr. Morton also contends that he requested copies of agreements for the 12 

Chrisney Library and VPS Architecture in December 2010 or January 2011 with Mr. 13 

Schapker that were ignored.  She does not remember these requests.  Any contention 14 

that Vectren South failed to provide interconnection agreements Mr. Morton allegedly 15 

verbally requested in 2010 and 2011 is difficult to square with the email exchange 16 

demonstrating Vectren South’s willingness to provide copies of Messrs. Kohut’s, 17 

Davidson’s and Davidson’s agreements. 18 

Q. Were there any changes in the SREC procedures in 2013 that might have 19 

prompted Mr. Morton’s renewed interest in registering customers? 20 

A. The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO”) stopped allowing SRECs to be 21 

created from power generated prior to the date of application for state certification 22 

beginning on January 1, 2013.  Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-12.  This would mean that 23 

SREC registration applications would need to be submitted as soon as possible for all 24 

systems or some SREC opportunity will be lost.   25 
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Q. Do you believe Vectren South is responsible for Morton Solar’s customers delay 1 

in registering SRECs until 2013? 2 

A. No.  Vectren South consistently provided copies of interconnection agreements 3 

requested by customers or Morton Solar.  .In some instances follow-up requests were 4 

required, but the number of times Vectren South responded promptly to the first request 5 

demonstrates that it was not the Company’s intention to delay customer participation.  In 6 

some instances, customers delayed registering until 2013 notwithstanding Vectren 7 

South’s provision of agreements much earlier.  For example, Mr. Kohut did not begin 8 

selling SRECs in the Ohio market until January 21, 2013.  Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-8.  9 

Vectren South, however, can establish through emails that it provided a copy of Mr. 10 

Kohut’s executed interconnection agreement to Mr. Morton on May 17, 2011.  11 

Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-6.  I would also note that Morton Solar’s agreements with its 12 

customers make no mention of responsibility for registering the customer to sell SRECs.  13 

Confidential Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-13.  Consequently, Morton Solar did not obligate 14 

itself to register customers for SRECs.  Neither Morton Solar nor the intervening 15 

customers have established that they took steps to start the registration process.  16 

Morton Solar contends that it sent emails to customers during December 2010 to 17 

January 2011 to get them qualified for SRECs and provided a sample email, which is 18 

attached here to as Respondent’s Exhibit TLB-14.  The email states “with your approval, 19 

I will start the qualification process.”  This indicates the customer had to affirmatively 20 

contact Morton Solar for the process to begin.  Neither Morton Solar nor the customers 21 

have presented testimony that they granted approval to start this process.  Vectren 22 

South was not responsible for the delays in registering customers.     23 

VI. Vectren South Has Not Interfered with  24 
Morton Solar’s Business Relationships 25 

Q. Has Vectren South interfered with Morton Solar’s business relationships? 26 
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A.  No.  The Company has taken no action to interfere with Morton Solar’s business.  1 

Notwithstanding Mr. Morton’s attempts to portray the Company as unhelpful in his 2 

requests, the exhibits he attaches to his testimony and our testimony demonstrate that 3 

the Company responded to his requests for information, communicated politely and 4 

worked to provide the information required.  Vectren South has no motive to interfere 5 

with Morton Solar’s business.  The Net Metering Rules and the Company’s tariff 6 

expressly permit customers to net meter.  The Company does not care whether Morton 7 

Solar or another installer is working on behalf of customers that want to install net 8 

metering facilities.  Vectren South has no interest to advance by interfering in Morton 9 

Solar’s business.  Customers who are interested in installing net-metering facilities are 10 

free to use whatever installer they choose.  The Company has taken no action to direct 11 

customers to an installer other than Morton Solar.  Mr. Morton’s primary complaint is that 12 

he had to send a few emails and make a few phone calls to Vectren South to obtain 13 

executed interconnection agreements.  It is hard to imagine the time spent making these 14 

calls or drafting these emails materially impaired Mr. Morton’s efforts in advancing his 15 

business.  At best, they can be characterized as necessary components of operating Mr. 16 

Morton’s business. 17 

VII. Net Metering Policy Issues 18 

Q. Does Vectren South believe a broad investigation into the Interconnection Rules 19 

or net-metering is warranted? 20 

A. No.  The existing rules are working well.  Morton Solar has not alleged any specific 21 

problems with the Interconnection Rule that needs to be evaluated.   22 

Q. Does Vectren South agree that Indiana should increase customer participation in 23 

net metering programs?   24 
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A. Vectren South has been supportive of net metering and recommends that the current 1 

rules remain in place without further revisions.  The current structure for net-metering 2 

already provides incentives to net-metering customers to encourage participation.  3 

Vectren South is not advocating for changes to the current structure.  However, the 4 

Commission and utilities within the state of Indiana should work collaboratively to 5 

evaluate net metering and the impact to all customers.  The technology and adoption is 6 

rapidly increasing which could lead to increased costs placed on non-participating 7 

customers in the long run.   8 

Q. Do the customer complaint allegations made in this proceeding reveal a need for 9 

further investigation and action by the Commission on a broader level? 10 

A. No.  Morton Solar raises no issues about the existing Interconnection Rule or Net 11 

Metering Rules.  Morton Solar’s primary contention, that Vectren South delayed 12 

customers’ ability to sell SRECs by failing to provide signed interconnection agreements, 13 

is without merit.  Vectren South does return fully executed interconnection agreements 14 

to customers and in many instances Vectren South can establish that customers were 15 

provided with agreements.  The Company is now following the Interconnection Rule 16 

more closely because it resolves some of the problems that arose with Morton Solar.  17 

Morton Solar’s alleged roadblocks to net metering have already been resolved, never 18 

existed in the first place or are in place to balance net-metering customers’ interests with 19 

the interest of other customers.    20 

VIII. Conclusion 21 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 22 

A. Yes, at this time. 23 
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Standard Responses For Customer-Generator Facility
Interconnection Agreement Applications

Level 1 Interconnection Applications

Receipt of initial application:

Thank you for your application to interconnect an electric generator to Vectren’s electric
distribution system.  Vectren will process this application in accordance with regulations adopted
by the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission.  First, Vectren will evaluate whether the
application is complete and notify you that your application is complete within ten (10) business
days. If an application is incomplete, you or your contractor will need to submit a completed
application.  Vectren will send notification to you regarding the completeness of the application.

Once a complete application is received, Vectren will review the application to confirm it
qualifies for a Level 1 interconnection.  Vectren will notify you and your contractor that the
project qualifies for a Level 1 application within fifteen (15) business days of sending notice that
the application is complete.

Ten (10) business days after Vectren notifies you that your application qualifies for a Level 1
interconnection, Vectren will send you an interconnection agreement executed by Vectren and
provide notice that Vectren intends to inspect the interconnection.  To finalize interconnection of
the generator facility, you must execute the interconnection agreement and return it to Vectren
ten (10) business days before the generating facility will begin operation. You must identify the
anticipated start date of the generating facility when returning the interconnection agreement.
The original, executed interconnection agreement needs to be returned to Vectren. You are
encouraged to make a copy of the fully executed interconnection agreement before returning the
agreement to Vectren.

Vectren encourages you to initiate the interconnection application process as soon as possible.
Initiating the application before installation of the generating facilities begins will make it easier
to identify design issues that do not comply with applicable requirements.

Customer-generator facilities may not begin operation until the interconnection process is
complete and until proof of the insurance of at least one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) for
the liability of the insured against loss arising out of the use of the facility is provided to Vectren.
Initiating operation before completion of the interconnection process jeopardizes the safety of
Vectren line workers and may result in your disconnection.

Application Complete/Incomplete:

Vectren received your application to interconnect a generating facility at [insert address] on
_______________.  The application is incomplete.  Specifically, the application does not include
______________________________. Please resubmit this application with the omitted
information.
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Vectren received your application to interconnect a generating facility at [insert address] on
______________________.  Vectren has determined that application is complete. This is not an
approval for interconnection or operation. Vectren will review the application to confirm it
qualifies and meets the criteria as a Level 1 review.  Vectren will notify you by
____________[15 business days from date of notice]_____- whether the application qualifies for
a Level 1 application.

Level 1 Qualification:

Vectren has reviewed the interconnection application to interconnect a generating facility at
[insert address] to determine if it qualifies for a Level 1 review.  This review has concluded that
the application does not qualify for a Level 1 review because the application does not comply
with 170 IAC 4-4.3-6___.  The application is denied.  The Customer may resubmit this
application under a Level 2 review or redesign the system to address its failure to qualify for a
Level 1 review.

Vectren has reviewed the interconnection application to interconnect a generating facility at
[insert address] and determined it qualifies and meets the criteria for a Level 1 review. This is
not an approval for interconnection or operation. Vectren will forward an executed
interconnection agreement to you within the next ten (10) business days for your execution and
return to Vectren.

Vectren will require inspection of the customer-generator disconnect switch for compliance with
Vectren Net Meter requirements and the facility shall not begin operating until completion of this
inspection, receipt of the fully executed interconnection agreement by Vectren per 170 IAC Rule
4.3, an electrical inspection and approval by the electric code officials, and a Vectren electric
meter capable of net metering (bidirectional) is set by Vectren.

Interconnection Agreement Application:

Enclosed please find an interconnection agreement to interconnect a generating facility at [insert
address].  Vectren has executed this interconnection agreement.  Upon your review, please
execute the agreement, make any copies for your records, and return the executed
interconnection agreement to Vectren.  The agreement must be returned to Vectren ten (10)
business days before starting operation of the generator facilities. Vectren will require
inspection of the interconnection before operation of the facility. Please use the attached
form to indicate the anticipated start date of the generating facility.

Customer-generator facilities may not begin operation until the interconnection process is
complete and until proof of the insurance of at least one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) for
the liability of the insured against loss arising out of the use of the facility is provided to Vectren.
Initiating operation before completion of the interconnection process jeopardizes the safety of
Vectren line workers and may result in your disconnection.
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Level 2 Interconnection Applications

Receipt of initial application:

Thank you for your application to interconnect an electric generator to Vectren’s electric
distribution system.  Vectren will process this application in accordance with regulations adopted
by the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission.  First, Vectren will evaluate whether the
application is complete and notify you that your application is complete within ten (10) business
days.  If an application is incomplete, you or your contractor will need to submit a completed
application. Vectren will send notification to you regarding the completeness of the application

Once a complete application is received, Vectren will review the application to confirm it
qualifies for a Level 2 interconnection.  Vectren will notify you and your contractor whether the
project qualifies and meets the criteria for a Level 2 application within fifteen (15) business days
of sending notice that the application is complete. A Level 2 interconnection may require
addition analysis to confirm the interconnection can proceed consistent with safety, reliability,
and power quality.  The customer will be reasonable for the cost of such additional analysis
which may include engineering analysis and other costs.  You will be provided an estimate of the
cost of any such analysis and must agree to incur such costs before Vectren commences work.

Ten (10) business days after Vectren notifies you that your application qualifies and meets the
criteria for a Level 2 interconnection, Vectren will send you an interconnection agreement
executed by Vectren and provide notice that Vectren intends to inspect the interconnection and
witness certain tests.  To finalize interconnection of the generator facility, you must execute the
interconnection agreement and return it to Vectren ten (10) business days before the generating
facility will begin operation.  You must identify the anticipated start date of the generating
facility when returning the interconnection agreement.  The original, executed interconnection
agreement needs to be returned to Vectren.  You are encouraged to make a copy of the fully
executed interconnection agreement before returning the agreement to Vectren.

Vectren encourages you to initiate the interconnection application process as soon as possible.
Initiating the application before installation of the generating facilities begins will make it easier
to identify design issues that do not comply with applicable requirements. Identifying such
problems early may allow a redesign of the system to address identified issues.

Customer-generator facilities may not begin operation until the interconnection process is
complete and until proof of the insurance of at least one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) for
the liability of the insured against loss arising out of the use of the facility is provided to Vectren.
Initiating operation before completion of the interconnection process jeopardizes the safety of
Vectren line workers and may result in your disconnection.

Application Complete/Incomplete:

Vectren received your application to interconnection a generating facility at [insert address] on
_______________.  The application is incomplete.  Specifically, the application does not include
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______________________________.  Please resubmit this application with the omitted
information.

Vectren received your application to interconnect a generating facility at [insert address] on
______________________.  Vectren has determined that application is complete. This is not an
approval for interconnection or operation. Vectren will review the application to confirm it
qualifies as a Level 2 review.  Vectren will notify you by ____________[15 business days from
date of notice]_____ whether the application qualifies and meets the criteria for a Level 2
application.

Level 2 Qualification:

Option 1—Denial:

Vectren has reviewed the interconnection application to interconnect a generating facility at
[insert address] to determine if it qualifies for a Level 2 review.  This review has concluded that
the application does not qualify for a Level 2 review because the application does not comply
with 170 IAC 4-4.3-7___. Additional review will not allow the generator facility to be
interconnected consistent with safety, reliability, and power quality. The application is denied.
The Customer may resubmit this application under a Level 3 review.

Option 2—Approval:

Vectren has reviewed the interconnection application to interconnect a generating facility at
[insert address] and determined it qualifies and meets the criteria for a Level 2 review. This is
not an approval for interconnection or operation. Vectren will forward an executed
interconnection agreement to you within the next ten (10) business days for your execution and
return to Vectren.

Vectren will require inspection of the customer-generator disconnect switch for compliance with
Vectren Net Meter requirements and the facility shall not begin operating until completion of this
inspection, receipt of the fully executed interconnection agreement by Vectren per 170 IAC Rule
4.3, an electrical inspection and approval by the electric code officials, and a Vectren electric
meter capable of net metering (bidirectional) is set by Vectren.

Option 3—Further Analysis Required:

Vectren has reviewed the interconnection application to interconnect a generating facility at
[insert address] to determine if it qualifies for a Level 2 review.  This review has concluded that
the application does not qualify for a Level 2 review because the application does not comply
with 170 IAC 4-4.3-7___.  Additional review may allow the generator facility to be
interconnected consistent with safety, reliability, and power quality.  Vectren is willing to
undertake additional review to determine if minor modifications to Vectren’s electric distribution
system would enable the interconnection to be made. You will be responsible for paying
Vectren for the analysis it performs (consisting primarily of engineering time billed on an hourly
basis at $100 an hour) plus any costs of upgrades to Vectren’s distribution system. We estimate
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the cost of our analysis and the modifications to the electric grid to be $______.  This is a good
faith estimate. The actual cost may be higher or lower depending on the results of the analysis.
If you wish for Vectren to undertake this analysis, please deliver to Vectren a deposit of $____.
Vectren will apply this credit towards the costs of the analysis.

Interconnection Agreement Application:

Enclosed please find an interconnection agreement to interconnect a generating facility at [insert
address].  Vectren has executed this interconnection agreement.  Upon your review, please
execute the agreement, make any copies for your records, and return the executed
interconnection agreement to Vectren.  The agreement must be returned to Vectren ten (10)
business days before starting operation of the generator facilities. Vectren will require
inspection of the interconnection before operation of the facility and witness of
commissioning tests as set forth in IEEE 1547, Standard for Interconnecting Distributed
Resources with Electric Power Systems. Please use the attached form to indicate the
anticipated start date of the generating facility.
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Customer Notice Of Generator Start Date

_____________________ notifies Vectren that it expects to commence operation of a generator

at ___________________________________ on _________________________.
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CAUSE NO. 44344 

 
RESPONSE TO VECTREN ENERGY’S 

2ND SET OF DATA REQUESTS TO 
MORTON SOLAR & WIND, LLC 

 
 Morton Solar & Wind, LLC (“the Complainant”), by and through its legal counsel, 

responds to the first set of data requests from Vectren Energy as follows: 

NOTES AND GENERAL OBJECTIONS RE ALL DOCUMENT REQUESTS 
 

1. The responses provided to this discovery request have been prepare pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent investigation and search for the requested information.  The Complainant 

is a limited liability company, with limited administrative and support staff who are responsible 

for its administration and day-to-day operations.  The limited number of administrative and 

support staff limits its ability to locate quickly “all” documents relevant to particular issues. 

Accordingly, the Complainant cannot and does not represent that responses to the 

Requests provide every possible piece of information that exists in any form; rather, the 

responses reflect the information obtained up to this date by it and its consultants pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent search of the documents and records available to these representatives.  

In this posture, the Complainant has made a diligent effort to locate and identify all documents 

responsive to the Requests directed to it within the applicable discovery rules.  To the extent that 
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the Requests purport to require more than this reasonable and diligent search and investigation, 

the Complainant objects on the grounds that such a search would represent an undue burden 

and/or unreasonable expense. 

2. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek documents 

or information which, in whole or in part, request, offer, represent, or relate to counsel’s legal 

advice, legal conclusions or mental impressions about the case, including counsel’s legal theories 

and expectations or preparations for litigation, since these are protected by attorney-client and 

attorney work-product privileges, and are not discoverable.  The Complainant objects to the 

Requests to the extent the term “all documents” includes items that contain matter privileged 

under the attorney-client and attorney work-product privileges.  However, subject to mutual 

agreement with counsel for Vectren Energy, counsel for the Complainant will, on a reciprocal 

basis, prepare and provide a privilege log. 

3. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they exceed the scope and 

methods of discovery allowed under Trial Rule 226(B).  The Complainant further reserves its 

right under Trial Rule 26(B) to seek compensation for expert fees and costs associated with 

complying with the Requests. 

4. The Complainant objects to the Requests as unreasonably cumulative or 

duplicative to the extent the information is obtainable from some other source that is more 

convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive including but not limited to testimony previously 

filed or to be filed in this cause. 

5. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they are unduly 

burdensome, oppressive, and calculated to take the Complainant, and its staff, away from normal 

work activities, require them to spend hours reviewing organizational records in order to answer 
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said Requests, and require them to expend significant resources to provide complete and accurate 

answers to Vectren Energy’s discovery requests to generate material that, even if relevant, is of 

marginal value and can be obtained more easily through other means. 

6. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they seek documents and/or 

information which are neither relevant nor material to the subject matter of this litigation, nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence, especially, but 

not exclusively, because they seek information outside the scope of this proceeding. 

7. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek analysis, 

calculations, or compilations which have not already been performed and which the Complainant 

objects to performing. 

8. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they are vague and 

ambiguous and provide no reasonable basis from which the Complainant can determine what 

information is being sought. 

9. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they request or direct 

supplementation except to the extent required by Ind. Tr. R. 26(E). 

10. The Complainant objects to the Requests for the additional, specific individual 

grounds identified immediately before each Response. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ J. David Agnew    
J. David Agnew 
Attorney for Complainant 
LORCH NAVILLE WARD LLC 
506 State Street 
P.O. Box 1343 
New Albany, IN 47151-1343 
Telephone:  812.949.1000 
Fax: 812.949.3773 
Email:  dagnew@lnwlegal.com 
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DATA REQUESTS

Request No. 2-3 Mr. Morton alleges at page 5, lines 19-30 that Vectren orally demanded
Dr. Stransky purchase a new transformer. Please identify the Vectren employee or agent who
Mr. Morton contends made this oral demand and the identity of the person receiving this
communication.

Response:

Conversations took place between Brad Morton and Ryan Snyder, and between Brad Morton and
Fred Frederick Vectren Engineering Manager. It was Mr. Morton's interpretation from these
conversations that Vectren would require installation of an additional transformer and that the
existing 50KVA unit would not be large enough for the 25KVA photovoltaic system pending a
Vectren'study'of the situation. v B

For additional information, see the attached email communications.

 
 
Respondent's Exhibit TLB-3 
Page 4 of 4



STATE OF INDIANA 
INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL 
TO THE INDIANA UTILITY 
REGULATORY COMMISSION 
FROM THE CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
DIVISION OF THE RULING ON 
COMPLAINT BY MORTON SOLAR 
& WIND, LLC AGAINST VECTREN 
UTILITY HOLDINGS, INC. d/b/a 
VECTREN ENERGY DELIVERY OF 
INDIANA -- SOUTH 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

 
 
 
 
 
CAUSE NO. 44344 

 
RESPONSE TO VECTREN ENERGY’S 

2ND SET OF DATA REQUESTS TO 
MORTON SOLAR & WIND, LLC 

 
 Morton Solar & Wind, LLC (“the Complainant”), by and through its legal counsel, 

responds to the first set of data requests from Vectren Energy as follows: 

NOTES AND GENERAL OBJECTIONS RE ALL DOCUMENT REQUESTS 
 

1. The responses provided to this discovery request have been prepare pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent investigation and search for the requested information.  The Complainant 

is a limited liability company, with limited administrative and support staff who are responsible 

for its administration and day-to-day operations.  The limited number of administrative and 

support staff limits its ability to locate quickly “all” documents relevant to particular issues. 

Accordingly, the Complainant cannot and does not represent that responses to the 

Requests provide every possible piece of information that exists in any form; rather, the 

responses reflect the information obtained up to this date by it and its consultants pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent search of the documents and records available to these representatives.  

In this posture, the Complainant has made a diligent effort to locate and identify all documents 

responsive to the Requests directed to it within the applicable discovery rules.  To the extent that 
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the Requests purport to require more than this reasonable and diligent search and investigation, 

the Complainant objects on the grounds that such a search would represent an undue burden 

and/or unreasonable expense. 

2. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek documents 

or information which, in whole or in part, request, offer, represent, or relate to counsel’s legal 

advice, legal conclusions or mental impressions about the case, including counsel’s legal theories 

and expectations or preparations for litigation, since these are protected by attorney-client and 

attorney work-product privileges, and are not discoverable.  The Complainant objects to the 

Requests to the extent the term “all documents” includes items that contain matter privileged 

under the attorney-client and attorney work-product privileges.  However, subject to mutual 

agreement with counsel for Vectren Energy, counsel for the Complainant will, on a reciprocal 

basis, prepare and provide a privilege log. 

3. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they exceed the scope and 

methods of discovery allowed under Trial Rule 226(B).  The Complainant further reserves its 

right under Trial Rule 26(B) to seek compensation for expert fees and costs associated with 

complying with the Requests. 

4. The Complainant objects to the Requests as unreasonably cumulative or 

duplicative to the extent the information is obtainable from some other source that is more 

convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive including but not limited to testimony previously 

filed or to be filed in this cause. 

5. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they are unduly 

burdensome, oppressive, and calculated to take the Complainant, and its staff, away from normal 

work activities, require them to spend hours reviewing organizational records in order to answer 
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said Requests, and require them to expend significant resources to provide complete and accurate 

answers to Vectren Energy’s discovery requests to generate material that, even if relevant, is of 

marginal value and can be obtained more easily through other means. 

6. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they seek documents and/or 

information which are neither relevant nor material to the subject matter of this litigation, nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence, especially, but 

not exclusively, because they seek information outside the scope of this proceeding. 

7. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek analysis, 

calculations, or compilations which have not already been performed and which the Complainant 

objects to performing. 

8. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they are vague and 

ambiguous and provide no reasonable basis from which the Complainant can determine what 

information is being sought. 

9. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they request or direct 

supplementation except to the extent required by Ind. Tr. R. 26(E). 

10. The Complainant objects to the Requests for the additional, specific individual 

grounds identified immediately before each Response. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ J. David Agnew    
J. David Agnew 
Attorney for Complainant 
LORCH NAVILLE WARD LLC 
506 State Street 
P.O. Box 1343 
New Albany, IN 47151-1343 
Telephone:  812.949.1000 
Fax: 812.949.3773 
Email:  dagnew@lnwlegal.com 
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DATA REQUESTS 

Request No. 2-1 Mr. Morton alleges at page 3, line 30, that “Vectren refused to install a 
bidirectional meter.”  With regard to this statement, please respond to the following requests: 
 

(a) Produce all documents that form the basis for Mr. Morton’s allegation that 
Vectren refused to install a bidirectional meter; 

 
(b) Describe any communications from Vectren in which Vectren refused to 

install a bidirectional meter, identifying (1) the Vectren employee or agent 
who made the statement, (2)  the person who received the communication 
from Vectren, (3) the date of the communication, and (4) a summary of 
the conversation; 

 
(c) Identify the date on which Mr. Polk or a representative of Morton Solar 

informed Vectren that the wind turbine installation was complete; and 
 

(d) Describe any communication and produce any documents exchanged with 
Vectren regarding Mr. Polk’s proof of insurance. 

 
Response: 
 
(a) Morton Solar submitted interconnection agreement on 7/22/08 via facsimile addressed to 
Ann-Marie Dougan.  That fax, including the interconnection agreement, should already be in 
Vectren’s possession.  Morton Solar was not informed by Vectren this application was 
incomplete or that any additional information was needed.  If Morton Solar would have been 
aware of this, the company would have acquired and expedited the delivery of any required 
documentation.  Morton’s understanding at that time was all interconnection documentation was 
submitted and complete.   
 
(b-c) The following is a timeline of relevant events: 
 
7/22/08 – Interconnection Application Submitted. 
 
9/12/08 – Wind Turbine Installation completed.  Vectren notified via phone call to Ann-Marie 
Dougan that wind turbine was ready for bi-directional meter. 
 
9/24/08 – Vectren required customer Bill Polk to fill out identical “interconnection application’ 
that was already submitted to Vectren on 7/22/08.  Morton Solar was not aware of this, at the 
time.  Customer was required to ‘hand sketch’ the diagram that Morton had already created and 
submitted electronically.  Customers generally do not have the technical knowledge to fill these 
forms out and thus can be intimidating.  (See Vectren Exhibit MS 1-2(a), Page 152 through 163.) 
 
10/1/08 – Morton Solar was not aware of any additional documentation requirements and was 
still waiting for meter installation.  Brad Morton called Larry Ordner, SW Indiana Director for 
Senator Lugar’s Office, and explained the situation. 
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10/3/08 - Vectren installed bi-directional meter.

10/8/08- Morton Solar and the Polk family hosted media event at Polk residence to demonstrate
the wind turbine. As a gesture of good faith and intention, Vectren personnel was invited and
attended by Doug Petitt and Ron Keeping. Local Fox 7 News attended along with the Courier&
Press. (See attached news documents.)

(d) Vectren did not inform Morton that they were waiting for a proof of insurance. If
informed, Morton would have expedited the acquisition of required documents.
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CAUSE NO. 44344 

 
RESPONSE TO VECTREN ENERGY’S 

2ND SET OF DATA REQUESTS TO 
MORTON SOLAR & WIND, LLC 

 
 Morton Solar & Wind, LLC (“the Complainant”), by and through its legal counsel, 

responds to the first set of data requests from Vectren Energy as follows: 

NOTES AND GENERAL OBJECTIONS RE ALL DOCUMENT REQUESTS 
 

1. The responses provided to this discovery request have been prepare pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent investigation and search for the requested information.  The Complainant 

is a limited liability company, with limited administrative and support staff who are responsible 

for its administration and day-to-day operations.  The limited number of administrative and 

support staff limits its ability to locate quickly “all” documents relevant to particular issues. 

Accordingly, the Complainant cannot and does not represent that responses to the 

Requests provide every possible piece of information that exists in any form; rather, the 

responses reflect the information obtained up to this date by it and its consultants pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent search of the documents and records available to these representatives.  

In this posture, the Complainant has made a diligent effort to locate and identify all documents 

responsive to the Requests directed to it within the applicable discovery rules.  To the extent that 
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the Requests purport to require more than this reasonable and diligent search and investigation, 

the Complainant objects on the grounds that such a search would represent an undue burden 

and/or unreasonable expense. 

2. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek documents 

or information which, in whole or in part, request, offer, represent, or relate to counsel’s legal 

advice, legal conclusions or mental impressions about the case, including counsel’s legal theories 

and expectations or preparations for litigation, since these are protected by attorney-client and 

attorney work-product privileges, and are not discoverable.  The Complainant objects to the 

Requests to the extent the term “all documents” includes items that contain matter privileged 

under the attorney-client and attorney work-product privileges.  However, subject to mutual 

agreement with counsel for Vectren Energy, counsel for the Complainant will, on a reciprocal 

basis, prepare and provide a privilege log. 

3. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they exceed the scope and 

methods of discovery allowed under Trial Rule 226(B).  The Complainant further reserves its 

right under Trial Rule 26(B) to seek compensation for expert fees and costs associated with 

complying with the Requests. 

4. The Complainant objects to the Requests as unreasonably cumulative or 

duplicative to the extent the information is obtainable from some other source that is more 

convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive including but not limited to testimony previously 

filed or to be filed in this cause. 

5. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they are unduly 

burdensome, oppressive, and calculated to take the Complainant, and its staff, away from normal 

work activities, require them to spend hours reviewing organizational records in order to answer 
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said Requests, and require them to expend significant resources to provide complete and accurate 

answers to Vectren Energy’s discovery requests to generate material that, even if relevant, is of 

marginal value and can be obtained more easily through other means. 

6. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they seek documents and/or 

information which are neither relevant nor material to the subject matter of this litigation, nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence, especially, but 

not exclusively, because they seek information outside the scope of this proceeding. 

7. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek analysis, 

calculations, or compilations which have not already been performed and which the Complainant 

objects to performing. 

8. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they are vague and 

ambiguous and provide no reasonable basis from which the Complainant can determine what 

information is being sought. 

9. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they request or direct 

supplementation except to the extent required by Ind. Tr. R. 26(E). 

10. The Complainant objects to the Requests for the additional, specific individual 

grounds identified immediately before each Response. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ J. David Agnew    
J. David Agnew 
Attorney for Complainant 
LORCH NAVILLE WARD LLC 
506 State Street 
P.O. Box 1343 
New Albany, IN 47151-1343 
Telephone:  812.949.1000 
Fax: 812.949.3773 
Email:  dagnew@lnwlegal.com 

Respondent's Exhibit TLB-5 
Page 3 of 4 



DATA REQUESTS

Request No. 2-12 Reference page 10, lines 27-28 ofMr. Morton's testimony. Please provide
copies of all email from Morton Solar to Vectren requesting copies of interconnection
agreements. Identify any emails Mr. Morton believes were sent but for which copies are no
longer available and describe the reason why copies are not available.

Response:

In December 2010-January 2011 a verbal request was made to Ann-Marie for VPS Architecture
and Chrisney Public Library. From memory, it is not known ifa voice message was left in voice
mail or direct communication.

A former employee of Morton Solar, Kevin Hobgood was at one point trying to obtain these
documents and we no longer have records ofhis email account. Other emails have already been
provided in discovery.

Morton Solar also had conversations with customers about the acquisition of the Interconnection
Agreements. However, the terminology has generally been confusing to the customers and
therefore they may not have known what to ask for or who to contact to obtain the correct
document. For example, customers contacting Vectren about an executed "Interconnection
Agreement" may not understand this is different from an "Interconnection Application." This is
why it is important that Vectren comply with the rules requiring a utility to automatically return
the executed interconnection agreement to the customer. Having to request these documents,
whether by customer or by Morton Solar, is an unnecessary impediment and delay to the overall
process.
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J. David Agnew

From: Brad Morton [bmorton@mortonsolar.com]
Sent Tuesday, May 17,201112:46 PM
To: 'Dougan, Ann-Marie E.'
Subject: RE:net meter 901 New Harmony Rd

Thanks!

Brad Morton

Morton Solar & Mind, LLC
Evansville, Indiana
(812)402-0969
Fax (812)402-9695

NABCEP Certified

Original Message
From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E. rmailto:ADouean0Vectren♦ coml
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2011 10:48 AM
To: Brad Morton

Subject: FW: net meter 901 New Harmony Rd

Brad,

Please find attached the signed net meter agreement for Tony Kohut.

Thanks,
Ann-Marie

Original Message
From: GlobalScan 2.0

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2011 10:46 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: net meter 901 New Harmony Rd

GlobalScan document sent from .

DISCLAIMER:

+++The information transmitted is intended only for designated recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other
use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities
other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please
contact the sender and do not retain but destroy any copies of this document.+++.
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J. David Agnew

From: Van Bibber, Brad [bjvanbibber@Vectren.com]
Sent: Friday, January 18, 2013 10:47 AM
To: Brad Morton (bmorton@mortonsolar.com)
Subject: FW: Kohut
Attachments: 20130118100515.pdf

Brad, 
 
Here is the signed copy for Tony Kohut. 
 
I am still working on Stute, and Miller. 
 
 
Thanks, 
 
Brad 
 
From: GlobalScan@vectren.com [mailto:GlobalScan@vectren.com]  
Sent: Friday, January 18, 2013 9:13 AM 
To: Van Bibber, Brad 
Subject:  
 
 

This message (including any attachments) is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is 
addressed and may contain information that is non-public, proprietary, privileged, confidential, and exempt 
from disclosure under applicable law or may constitute as attorney work product. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, notify us immediately by telephone and (i) 
destroy this message if a facsimile or (ii) delete this message immediately if this is an electronic 
communication. Thank you. 
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CAUSE NO. 44344 

 
RESPONSE TO VECTREN ENERGY’S 

3rd SET OF DATA REQUESTS TO 
MORTON SOLAR & WIND, LLC 

 
 Morton Solar & Wind, LLC (“the Complainant”), by and through its legal counsel, 

responds to the third set of data requests from Vectren Energy as follows: 

NOTES AND GENERAL OBJECTIONS RE ALL DOCUMENT REQUESTS 
 

1. The responses provided to this discovery request have been prepare pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent investigation and search for the requested information.  The Complainant 

is a limited liability company, with limited administrative and support staff who are responsible 

for its administration and day-to-day operations.  The limited number of administrative and 

support staff limits its ability to locate quickly “all” documents relevant to particular issues. 

Accordingly, the Complainant cannot and does not represent that responses to the 

Requests provide every possible piece of information that exists in any form; rather, the 

responses reflect the information obtained up to this date by it and its consultants pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent search of the documents and records available to these representatives.  

In this posture, the Complainant has made a diligent effort to locate and identify all documents 

responsive to the Requests directed to it within the applicable discovery rules.  To the extent that 

Respondent's Exhibit TLB-8 
Page 1 of 5



the Requests purport to require more than this reasonable and diligent search and investigation, 

the Complainant objects on the grounds that such a search would represent an undue burden 

and/or unreasonable expense. 

2. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek documents 

or information which, in whole or in part, request, offer, represent, or relate to counsel’s legal 

advice, legal conclusions or mental impressions about the case, including counsel’s legal theories 

and expectations or preparations for litigation, since these are protected by attorney-client and 

attorney work-product privileges, and are not discoverable.  The Complainant objects to the 

Requests to the extent the term “all documents” includes items that contain matter privileged 

under the attorney-client and attorney work-product privileges.  However, subject to mutual 

agreement with counsel for Vectren Energy, counsel for the Complainant will, on a reciprocal 

basis, prepare and provide a privilege log. 

3. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they exceed the scope and 

methods of discovery allowed under Trial Rule 226(B).  The Complainant further reserves its 

right under Trial Rule 26(B) to seek compensation for expert fees and costs associated with 

complying with the Requests. 

4. The Complainant objects to the Requests as unreasonably cumulative or 

duplicative to the extent the information is obtainable from some other source that is more 

convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive including but not limited to testimony previously 

filed or to be filed in this cause. 

5. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they are unduly 

burdensome, oppressive, and calculated to take the Complainant, and its staff, away from normal 

work activities, require them to spend hours reviewing organizational records in order to answer 
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said Requests, and require them to expend significant resources to provide complete and accurate 

answers to Vectren Energy’s discovery requests to generate material that, even if relevant, is of 

marginal value and can be obtained more easily through other means. 

6. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they seek documents and/or 

information which are neither relevant nor material to the subject matter of this litigation, nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence, especially, but 

not exclusively, because they seek information outside the scope of this proceeding. 

7. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek analysis, 

calculations, or compilations which have not already been performed and which the Complainant 

objects to performing. 

8. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they are vague and 

ambiguous and provide no reasonable basis from which the Complainant can determine what 

information is being sought. 

9. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they request or direct 

supplementation except to the extent required by Ind. Tr. R. 26(E). 

10. The Complainant objects to the Requests for the additional, specific individual 

grounds identified immediately before each Response. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ J. David Agnew    
J. David Agnew 
Attorney for Complainant 
LORCH NAVILLE WARD LLC 
506 State Street 
P.O. Box 1343 
New Albany, IN 47151-1343 
Telephone:  812.949.1000 
Fax: 812.949.3773 
Email:  dagnew@lnwlegal.com 
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DATA REQUESTS

Request No. 3-16 Please identify the dates Morton Solar submitted applications for the
following individuals to sell SRECs:

Morris Bitzer

Martha Crosley

Andy Davidson

Nick Davidson

Randy Ellis

Jeff Osborne

James Purviance

Gary Schultheis

Donald Scott

Pamela Shelter

Ted Stransky

Allen Stute

Stephen Zehr

Rolland Zelerino

7/2/13

Not selling SRECs at this time.

3/3/11

2/22/11

5/22/13

Carl Fehrenbacher Not selling SRECs at this time.

TonyKohut 1/21/13

David Krietemeyer 5/21/13

Norman Miller 7/30/13

6/27/13

5/6/13

9/16/13

9/9/13

Pending

4/15/13

2/5/13

7/5/13

8/8/13

Response See above.

Request No. 3-17 Please indicate whether the following customers provided Morton Solar
interconnection agreements for purposes of registering their SRECs. If the customers did not
provide the interconnection agreement, please indicate the source of the interconnection
agreements:

Jeff Osborne Yes
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Gary Schultheis Yes

Donald Scott Yes

Pamela Shelter Yes

Ted Stransky Yes

Stephen Zehr Yes

Rolland Zelerino Yes

Response See above.
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STATE OF INDIANA

INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL TO THE INDIANA

UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION FROM THE

CONSUMER AFFAIRS DIVISION OF THE RULING ON

COMPLAINT BY MORTON SOLAR & WIND, LLC AGAINST
VECTREN UTILITY HOLDINGS, INC. d/b/a VECTREN
ENERGY DELIVERY OF INDIANA - SOUTH

CAUSE NO. 44344

RESPONDENT'S SUPPLEMENTAL OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES

TO MORTON SOLAR & WIND LLC'S DATA REQUEST SET NO. 1

Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company oVb/a Vectren Energy Delivery ofIndiana, Inc.

("Company"), pursuant to the Prehearing Conference Order in this Cause, hereby submits the

following Supplemental Objections and Responses to Morton Solar & Wind LLC's Request Set No.

1 served August 9, 2013 ("Requests").

General Objections

All ofthe following General Objections are incorporated by reference in the response to each
of the Requests:

1. The responses provided to the Requests have been prepared pursuant to a reasonable
investigation and search conducted in connection with the Requests in those areas where information
is expected to be found. To the extent the Requests purport to require more than a reasonable
investigation and search, the Companyobjects on groundsthat they seek to impose an undueburden
and unreasonable expense and exceed the scope ofpermissible discovery.

2. To the extent that the Requests seek production ofelectronically stored information,
The Companyobjects to producingsuch information fromsourcesthat arenot reasonably accessible
because ofundue burden or cost.

3. The responses provided to the Requests set forth the information in reasonably
complete detail. To the extent that the requestingpartycontends that a Request calls for moredetail,
the Companyobjects to the Requeston the groundsthat it is overlybroad, seeks to imposean undue
burden and unreasonable expense, and exceeds the scope ofpermissible discovery.

4. The Company objects to the Requests to the extent they seek documents or
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information which arenot relevant to the subject matter ofthis proceeding and to the extent they are
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery ofadmissible evidence.

5. The Company objects to the Requests to the extent they seek an analysis,calculation,
compilation or study which has not already been performed and which the Company objects to
performing.

6. The Company objects to the Requests to the extent they arevague and ambiguous and
do not provide a reasonable basis from which the Company can determine what information is
sought.

7. The Company objects to the Requests to the extent they seek information that is
subject to the attorney-client, work product, settlement negotiation or other applicable privileges.

8. The Company objects to the Requests to the extent they purport to require the
Company to supply information in a format otherthan that in which the Company normallykeeps
such information.

9. The Company objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek production of
documents created during an unreasonably long or unlimited period, on the grounds that the
Requests areoverly broad, seek to impose an undue burden and unreasonableexpense, and exceed
the scope of permissible discovery.

10. The Company objects to the Requests to the extent they request the production of
information and documents not presently in the Company's possession, custody or control.

11. The Company objects to the Requests (including Paragraph 1(b) ofthe "Definitions
and Instructions") to the extent they request the production of (a) multiple copies of the same
document; (b) additional copies of the same document merely because of immaterial or irrelevant
differences; and (c) copies of the same information in multiple formats on the grounds that such
Requests are irrelevant, overbroad, unreasonably burdensome, unreasonably cumulative and
duplicative, not required by the Commission rules, and inconsistent with practice in Commission
proceedings.

12. The responses constitute the corporate responses of the Company and contain
information gathered from a variety of sources. The Company objects to the Requests (including
Paragraph 2(g) ofthe "Definitions and Instructions") to the extent they request identification ofand
personal information about all persons who participated in responding to each data request on the
grounds that (a) they areoverbroad and unreasonablyburdensome given the nature and scope ofthe
requests and the many people who may be consulted aboutthem and(b) they seek informationthat is
subject to the attorneyclient andwork productprivileges. The Companyalsoobjectsto the Requests
to the extent they request identification ofwitnesses to be called in the Company's case-in-chiefor
rebuttal who can answer questions regarding the information supplied in the responses on the
grounds that (a) the Company is underno obligation to callwitnessesto respondto questionsabout
information provided in discovery and(b)theRequests seekinformation subject to theworkproduct
privilege.
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13. The Company objects to Paragraph 2(b) ofthe "Definitions and Instructions" on the
grounds that it is unreasonably burdensome in light of the scope of the proceeding and the short
discovery deadlines, inconsistent with Commission practice, and inconsistent with the informal
discovery procedures provided for in the Prehearing Conference Order.

14. The Company assumes no obligation to supplement these responses except to the
extent required by Ind. Tr. R. 26(E) (1) and (2) and objects to the extent the "Definitions and
Instructions" and/or Requests purport to impose any greater obligation.

Without waiving these objections, the Company responds to the Requests in the manner set
forth below.
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Request No. 1-1: Attached as "Exhibit A" is a list ofVectren customers who contracted with
Morton Solar and who have applied to Vectren for interconnection agreements. For each customer
on this list, please provide the following information:

a. On what date did you first received an application (whether complete or not) from the
customer (or on behalf of the customer) to connect customer-generator facilities from the
customer?

b. Does/did you consider the application to fall within "Level 1" interconnection review (170
IAC-4-4.3-6), "Level 2" interconnection review (170 IAC-4-4.3-7), "Level 3"
interconnection review (170 IAC-4-4.3-8),or some other review procedure? Please explain
why you classify/classified the application this way?

c. How and on what date (if at all) did you notify the customer (or its representative) that the
initial application was either complete or incomplete?

d. On what dates did you receive a complete application from the customer (or its
representative)?

e. How and on what date (ifat all) did you notify the customer that the customer's application
was complete?

f. For any customer that submitted a "Level 2" application, on what date(s) did you performthe
"initial review" required under 170IAC 4-4.3-7(q)? Please explain the results ofthis "initial
review" and specify whether that result fell under 170 IAC 4-4.3-7(q)(l), (2), (3), or (4).

g. For any customer that submitted a "Level 3" application, on what date(s) did you perform the
"initial review" and "offer the applicant the opportunity to meet with utility staff' as required
under 170 IAC 4-4.3-8(b)?

h. For any customer that submitted a "Level 3" application, on what date(s) did you "provide an
impact study agreement to the applicant" as required under 170 IAC 4-4.3-8(c)? What was
the "good faith estimate" the applicant was asked to pay?

i. For any customer that submitted a "Level 3" application, on what dates did you perform and
complete the impact study? Please explain the results ofthe study, including any estimates
for the costs of modifications to the distribution system, whether if required a "facilities
study," any estimate for the costs of any facilities study, etc.

j. On what date did you provide the customer with an executable interconnection agreement?

k. On what date did you provide the customer with an executed interconnection agreement?

Response:

a. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1.

 
Respondent's Exhibit TLB-9 
Page 4 of  8 



b. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1. Only three of the projects identified in Exhibit A
qualified for a Level 2 application review. All three projects qualified for a Level 2
application review due to the size of their output, which fell between 10 kilowatts and 2
megawatts. All other projects identified in Exhibit A had an output ofless than 10kilowatts
and satisfied the criteria of 170 IAC 4-4.3-6(c) through (h) and were therefore processes
under a Level 1 application review.

c. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1 for the date Vectren informed the customer that its

applicationwas incomplete. In some instances, Vectren does not have records indicatingthe
specific date or form of communication with the customer. Vectren informed other
customers by electronic mail and telephone that their applicationwas incomplete.

d. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1.

e. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1. Vectren does not have records of all communications

with customers regardingthe completeness oftheir applications. In some instances,Vectren
sent emails and in other instances communication was by telephone.

f. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1. The Level 2 reviews for Messrs. Krietemeyer and Miller
satisfied 170 IAC 4-4.3-7(q)(l). Mr. Stransky's application violated 170 IAC 4-4.3-7(e).
Upon furtherreviews ofstudies in Vectren's possession,Vectren concluded pursuantto 170
IAC 4-4.3-7(o) that the facility could be interconnected.

g. None ofthe customers identified in Exhibit A submitted applicationsqualifying for a Level 3
review.

h. None ofthe customers identified in Exhibit A submitted applicationsqualifying fora Level 3
review.

i. None ofthe customers identified in Exhibit A submitted applications qualifying for a Level 3
review.

j. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1. Vectren has made an executable interconnection
agreement available on its website at:

https://www.vectrenenergv.com/Business Customers/Rates & Regulatory/Customer-
Owned Generation.isp

In many cases, customer applications included interconnection agreements executed by the
customer.

1. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1 for the dates Vectren provided fully executed
interconnection agreements (i.e. agreementsexecuted by both Vectren and the customer) to
the customers or their agent. This does not represent the date that the interconnection
agreements were fully executed by both the customer and Vectren. Because Vectren makes
its interconnection agreement available on its website, many customers submit agreements
they have alreadyexecuted. These agreements become binding upon Vectren's execution.
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As a result of this practice, Vectren personnel developed a practice of requesting executed
contracts from customers. Vectren executed the agreements upon completion ofall required
steps to initiate the interconnection. In some instances, specifically Nick Davidson and
Engelbrecht Orchard, execution was delayeduntil receipt ofproofofinsurance. Vectrendid
not, as a general rule, return copies of the fully executed interconnection agreements to
customers unless copies were requested. The dates identified on Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1
reflect the dates the executed interconnectionagreementswere provided to customers or their
agents.

Supplemental Response:

c.-e. Vectren has updated Vectren Exhibit MS 1-1. Correctedinformation is markedwith a strike
through and supplemental answers immediatelyfollow in the same cell. The changes impact
information provided for Bill Polk, Denise Vaal and Randy Ellis. Vectren's original
response assumed that a complete application included both a complete application and
provision of required insurance requirements. However, 170 IAC 4-4.3-l-6(i) does not
include insurance. In these specific instances, the application received by Vectren was
complete but the customer either did not initially provide the insurance documentation
required under the interconnection agreement or there were delays associated with the
installation. In the case of Ms. Vaal, Vectren met with Mr. Morton on August 12,2012 to
verify that the disconnects were installed. Vectren noted that the disconnect, if utilized,
would also stop the flow ofpower to Ms. Vaal's barn and pointed-out that the system did not
comply with applicable electrical standards. Mr. Morton informed Vectren the system had
been connected on November 2, 2012. Mr. Morton notified Vectren that the correction
needed for the meter location were completed and inspection was complete on November 6,
2012. In the case of Mr. Ellis, Mr. Morton was informed that more documentation on
insurance was needed on December 7, 2012. Mr. Morton provided the additional
documentation on December 28, 2012. Vectren followed-up again on January 16,2013 to
explain that the insurance documentation was still incomplete. Mr. Morton provided all
required insurance on January 18, 2013. Mr. Polk submitted his application on July 24,
2008, but proper insurance documentation was not provided. Vectren requested additional
insurance documentation on September 12,2008. During this period, Vectren contacted Mr.
Polk on August 25,2008 to discuss the project.

1. Vectren indicated in its initial response that its practice was not to return fully executed
interconnection agreements to customers unless copies were requested. Further investigation
has revealed that this statement was incorrect. Vectren did have procedures in place to mail
fully executed interconnection agreements to customers upon satisfaction of all criteria.
Vectren's Contract Administrator for New Business mailed the agreements.
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Request No. 1-2: Attached as "Exhibit A" is a list ofVectren customers who contracted with
Morton Solar and who have applied to Vectren for interconnection agreements. For each customer
on this list, please provide the following documents:

a. Copies of the customer's initial interconnectionapplication;

b. Copies of any supplements or revised applications the customer provided;

c. Copies of any executable interconnection agreement that you provided to the
customer;

d. Copies ofany executed interconnection agreementthat you providedto the customer;

e. Copies of any communications from or to the customer (or the customer's
representative) regarding the application, including any notices regarding the
completeness of the application;

f. For any customer that submitted a "Level 2" or "Level 3" application, all documents
produced as part ofthe "initial review" required under 170 IAC 4-4.3-7(q) or 170 IAC 4-
4.3-8(b);

g. For any customer that submitted a "Level 3" application, a copy ofthe impact study
agreement provided to the applicant; and

h. For any customer that submitted a "Level 3" application, all documents produced as
part of any "impact study" or "facilities study."

Response:

a. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS l-2(a).

b. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS l-2(b).

c. Vectren provides an executable interconnection agreement on its website. In many cases,
Vectren received interconnection agreements executed by customers early in the process.
Copies of agreements executed by customers are provided as Vectren Exhibit MS l-2(c).

d. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS l-2(dV

e. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS l-2(eV

f. Please see Vectren Exhibit MS l-2(f).

g. No customers identified on Exhibit A submitted a Level 3 application,

h. No customers identified on Exhibit A submitted a Level 3 application.
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Dated this 23rd day ofDecember, 2013.

As to objections,

INDSOI PJS 1432635vl

Robert E. Heidorn (Atty No. 14264-49)
Joshua A. Claybourn (Atty No. 26305-49)
VECTREN CORPORATION

One Vectren Square
211 N.W. Riverside Drive

Evansville, Indiana 47708
Telephone: (812) 491-4203
Facsimile: (812) 491-4238
E-Mail: rheidorn@vectren.com
E-Mail: iclaybourn@vectren.com

P. Jason Stephenson (# 21839-49)
Barnes & Thomburg LLP
11 South Meridian Street

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204
Tel: (317)231-7749
Fax: (317)231-7433
Email: iason.stephenson@btlaw.com

Attorneys for Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company
d/b/a Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana, Inc.
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J. David Agnew

From: Van Bibber, Brad [bjvanbibber@Vectren.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 3:54 PM
To: Brad Morton
Subject: RE: Davidson's

OK, Iwill have to get that one tomorrow, I will not be back in the office until then.

Brad

From: Brad Morton rmailto: bmorton@mortonenerqy.coml

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 12:15 PM
To: Van Bibber, Brad; Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: RE: Davidson's

Thanks Brad.

We will also need Andy Davidson's as well.
Best Regards,
Brad Morton

From: Van Bibber, Brad rmailto:bivanbibper@Vectren.com1
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 9:24 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.; bmortongimortonenerav.com
Subject: RE: Davidson's

Brad,

Here is a copy of the interconnection agreement for the Davidsons. Let me know ifyou need anything else.

Thanks,

Brad

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 8:03 AM
To: ,bmorton@mortonenergy.com'; Van Bibber, Brad
Subject: Re: Davidson's

Brad,

Can you provide this to Brad Morton?

Thanks

Ann-Marie

From: Brad Morton <bmorton@mortonenerqv.com>
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Thu Mar 17 07:57:48 2011

Subject: Davidson's
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Hi Ann-Marie,

Could you send me the signed net-metering contract's for Nick &Andy Davidson?
They need this to sell their Solar Renewable Energy Credits.
Thanks,

Brad Morton

Morton Solar & Wind, LLC

Evansville, Indiana
(812)402-0900
Fax (812)402-9695

M@RT©N
solar d Wind

NABCEP Certified

DISCLAIMER: +++The information transmitted is intended only for designated recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination orother use of, ortaking of
any action in reliance upon, this information by persons orentities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited. If youreceived this in error, please contact the sender and donot retain but destroy anycopies of
this document.

DISCLAIMER: +++The information transmitted is intended only for designated recipient(s)and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or otheruse of, or taking of
any action in reliance upon, this informationby persons or entitiesotherthan the intendedrecipientis
prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and do not retain but destroy any copies of
this document.+++.
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ichapker, Ann-Marie E.

Irom: Brad Morton <bmorton@mortonsolar.com>
*>errt: Monday, April 04, 2011 3:22 PM
To: Schapker, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: Net-Metering Application - TonyKohut
/.Uachments: App Net Metering.JPG; P256 Elec Diagram.pdf

Ann-Marie,

Attached is a net-metering application for Tony Kohut.
.•'he system is installed and ready for commissioning.
!-et me know vyhen Vectren would like to schedule inspection.
ihanks and best regards,

Brad Morton

r/lorton Solar & Wind, LLC

f.vansville, Indiana
;Ji.2)402-0900
to< (812)402-9695

solar & Wind
WABCEP Certified
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Application For Interconnection
Level r* - Certified* Inverter-Based Generation Equipment

10kW or Smaller

Customer Name: VlOA/y KOHUT

Customer Address: 9 7fl / ^/&^ tfsMrtdA// #0 . gMlj/n/tU* . ///
Home/Business Phone No.:

Email Address (Optional): AA) */*/w <? MjS/vm S0/1K Cs/?;
Typoof Facility:

IE) Solar Photovoltaic D Wind Turbine O Other (specify)

.Daytime Phone No.: (fog-./ y^?-* <?£# 7

Inverter Power Rating: 3 Kir Quantity. / Total Ratod "AC" Output: 2O0O W
Inverter Manufacturer and Model Number: SWA %3 So<&) g C

Name of Contractor/Installer: W&&72W SdL/hZ- J k/(A//> ,U.C-

Address: P& fe> • 9/€t$* y/Zi/At/SiZ/UCje f //>/ ^77//
Phone No.: ($MJ fyZ-~O?0P Email Address (Optional): bnaS^n C<>MlJ/~/i>rt-£o/«s. c<*Mt
Attach documentation confirming that a nationally recognized testing and certification laboratory
has listed tho aquipmenl.

Attach a single line diagram or skotch one below that includes all eleclrical equipment from the
point where service is taken from Vectren Energy Deliver/ of Indiana, Inc. to the inverter which
includes the main panel, sub-panels, breaker sizes, fuse sizes, transformers, and disconnect
switches (which may needtobe located outside andaccessible byutility personnel).

* Certified as defined In 170 Indiana Administrative Code 4-4.3-5.
4* Level 1 as defined in 170 Indiana Administrative Code 4-4.3-4(a).
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ochapker, Ann-Marie E.
"i,rrn,v-i^rr"-"-T~-"*TiiT *-p«^-**"**"- r • -* J"*" «****•• .|—^«**» -»-«^—-- v.v^vw>«-3rirr>»r;ym.-u*r»r»l

I'rom: Brad Morton <bmorton@mortonsolar.com>
i-ont: Monday, April 25, 2011 12:31 PM
To: Rickard, Zachariah D.
Subject: RE: 9901 New Harmony Rd - Net Meter
Attachments: P256 Elec Diagram.pdf; SUNNYBOY3384-DUS103927W.pdf; SB30_40US_NOAUL-

ReportDC-DISCON.pdf

Zach,

Let me know if you need anything else.

Brad Morton

Morton Solar & Wind, LLC
Evansville, Indiana

(812)402-0900
Fax (812)402-9695

solar & Wind
NABCEP Certified

IVom: Rickard, Zachariah D. [mailto:zrickard(3>Vectren.com]
:.:snt: Monday, April 25, 2011 11:03 AM
To: bmorton@mortonsolar.com

Subject: 9901 New Harmony Rd - Net Meter

Brad,

I have attached a checklist v/e have developed to help customers/installers better understand our requirements.

Also, please e-mail me the IEEE and ULspecs for the inverter of the system you are installing.

Thanks,

Zac Rickard
Electric Distribution Engineer
VECTREN Energy Delivery
1 N. Main St.
P.O. Box 209

Evansville, IN. 47702
Office: 812-491-4960

Mobile: 812-449-7879

fax: 812-491-4777
email: 2rickard@vectren.corn

DISCLAIMER: +++The information transmitted is intended only for designated recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination orother useof, ortaking of
anyaction in reliance upon, this information by persons orentities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and do not retain but destroy any copies of
this document.+++.
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^chapker, Ann-Marie E.

; rom: ffrederick@vectren.com
Uont: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 6:26 PM
Vo: Rickard, Zachariah D.
Co.* Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
•Subject: 6061858 - 9901 New HarmonyRd - NET METER

Installation is approved on a technical basis by FJF.

Respondent's Exhibit TLB-10 
Page 6 of  8 



Ichapker, Ann-Marie E.

From: Brad Morton <bmorton@mortonsolar.com>
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2011 7:07 PM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: RE: Net-Metering Application - Tony Kohut
Attachments: SCAN0343.JPG

Ann-Marie,

Here is the insurance for Tony Kohut.

Brad Morton

Morton Solar & Wind, LLC
Evansville, Indiana

(812)402-0900
Fax (812)402-9695

M<§RT©M
solar & Wind

NABCEP Certified

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E. [mailto:ADouqan@Vectren.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 7:31 PM
To: Brad Morton

Subject: RE: Net-Metering Application - Tony Kohut

Brad,
Would you please have the customer send me their insurance documentation and agreement.
Thanks,
Ann-Marie

From: Brad Morton rmailto:bmorton@mortonsolar.com]
Sent: Monday, April 04, 2011 3:22 PM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: Net-Metering Application - Tony Kohut

Ann-Marie,

Attached is a net-metering application for Tony Kohut.
The system is installed and ready for commissioning.
Let me know when Vectren would like to schedule inspection.
Thanks and best regards,

Brad Morton

Morton Solar & Wind, LLC

Evansville, Indiana

(812)402-0900
Fax (812)402-9695

M»RT©N
solar & Wind

NABCEP Certified
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>'!chapker, Ann-Marie E

from: Brad Morton <bmorton@mortonsolar.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May17, 2011 11:46 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: RE: net meter 901 New Harmony Rd

Thanks!

Orad Morton

•Morton Solar & Wind, LLC
Evansville, Indiana
(312)402-0900
Fax(812)402-9695

NABCEP Certified

—Original Message—

FVom: Dougan, Ann-Marie E. fmailto:ADougan(5)Vectren.coml
Sont: Tuesday, May 17, 201110:48 AM
To: Brad Morton

Subject: FW: net meter 901 New Harmony Rd

Brad,

Please find attached the signed net meter agreement for Tony Kohut.

Thanks,
Ann-Marie

—Original Message—
From: GlobalScan 2.0

Sent: Tuesday, May 17,201110:46 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.

Subject: net meter 901 New Harmony Rd

GlobalScan document sent from .

DISCLAIMER:

v++The information transmitted is intended only for designated
+++recipient(s)

and maycontain confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or
taking of anyaction in reliance upon, this information bypersons or entitiesother than the intended recipient is
prohibited. If you received this inerror, please contact the senderand do not retain but destroy anycopies of this
document.+++.
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STATE OF INDIANA 
INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL 
TO THE INDIANA UTILITY 
REGULATORY COMMISSION 
FROM THE CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
DIVISION OF THE RULING ON 
COMPLAINT BY MORTON SOLAR 
& WIND, LLC AGAINST VECTREN 
UTILITY HOLDINGS, INC. d/b/a 
VECTREN ENERGY DELIVERY OF 
INDIANA -- SOUTH 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

 
 
 
 
 
CAUSE NO. 44344 

 
RESPONSE TO VECTREN ENERGY’S 

2ND SET OF DATA REQUESTS TO 
MORTON SOLAR & WIND, LLC 

 
 Morton Solar & Wind, LLC (“the Complainant”), by and through its legal counsel, 

responds to the first set of data requests from Vectren Energy as follows: 

NOTES AND GENERAL OBJECTIONS RE ALL DOCUMENT REQUESTS 
 

1. The responses provided to this discovery request have been prepare pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent investigation and search for the requested information.  The Complainant 

is a limited liability company, with limited administrative and support staff who are responsible 

for its administration and day-to-day operations.  The limited number of administrative and 

support staff limits its ability to locate quickly “all” documents relevant to particular issues. 

Accordingly, the Complainant cannot and does not represent that responses to the 

Requests provide every possible piece of information that exists in any form; rather, the 

responses reflect the information obtained up to this date by it and its consultants pursuant to a 

reasonable and diligent search of the documents and records available to these representatives.  

In this posture, the Complainant has made a diligent effort to locate and identify all documents 

responsive to the Requests directed to it within the applicable discovery rules.  To the extent that 
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the Requests purport to require more than this reasonable and diligent search and investigation, 

the Complainant objects on the grounds that such a search would represent an undue burden 

and/or unreasonable expense. 

2. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek documents 

or information which, in whole or in part, request, offer, represent, or relate to counsel’s legal 

advice, legal conclusions or mental impressions about the case, including counsel’s legal theories 

and expectations or preparations for litigation, since these are protected by attorney-client and 

attorney work-product privileges, and are not discoverable.  The Complainant objects to the 

Requests to the extent the term “all documents” includes items that contain matter privileged 

under the attorney-client and attorney work-product privileges.  However, subject to mutual 

agreement with counsel for Vectren Energy, counsel for the Complainant will, on a reciprocal 

basis, prepare and provide a privilege log. 

3. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they exceed the scope and 

methods of discovery allowed under Trial Rule 226(B).  The Complainant further reserves its 

right under Trial Rule 26(B) to seek compensation for expert fees and costs associated with 

complying with the Requests. 

4. The Complainant objects to the Requests as unreasonably cumulative or 

duplicative to the extent the information is obtainable from some other source that is more 

convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive including but not limited to testimony previously 

filed or to be filed in this cause. 

5. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they are unduly 

burdensome, oppressive, and calculated to take the Complainant, and its staff, away from normal 

work activities, require them to spend hours reviewing organizational records in order to answer 
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said Requests, and require them to expend significant resources to provide complete and accurate 

answers to Vectren Energy’s discovery requests to generate material that, even if relevant, is of 

marginal value and can be obtained more easily through other means. 

6. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they seek documents and/or 

information which are neither relevant nor material to the subject matter of this litigation, nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence, especially, but 

not exclusively, because they seek information outside the scope of this proceeding. 

7. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek analysis, 

calculations, or compilations which have not already been performed and which the Complainant 

objects to performing. 

8. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they are vague and 

ambiguous and provide no reasonable basis from which the Complainant can determine what 

information is being sought. 

9. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they request or direct 

supplementation except to the extent required by Ind. Tr. R. 26(E). 

10. The Complainant objects to the Requests for the additional, specific individual 

grounds identified immediately before each Response. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ J. David Agnew    
J. David Agnew 
Attorney for Complainant 
LORCH NAVILLE WARD LLC 
506 State Street 
P.O. Box 1343 
New Albany, IN 47151-1343 
Telephone:  812.949.1000 
Fax: 812.949.3773 
Email:  dagnew@lnwlegal.com 
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DATA REQUESTS

Request No. 2-5 For each customer identified below, identify the first date that Morton
Solar or the customer requested Vectren provide a copy of the interconnection agreement
between Vectren and the customer:

(a) Ohio Township Public Library- Bell Road

(b) Lincoln Heritage Public Library - Chrisney, IN

(c) VPS Architecture

(d) Erick & Laura Arneberg

(e) Evansville-Vanderburgh CentralLibrary

(f) Don Jost

(g) Chanda Banner

(h) Gary Weiss

(i) Sharis Goines-Pitt

0) Bob Marin

(k) Roy Perry

(1) Denise Vaal

(m) RandyEllis

(n) Norm Miller

(o) James Purviance

Response:

™!!l ^0n°nu d??u n0t rCCaI1 thC CXaCt date °n Which he rec*uested interconnectionagreements for each of these customers and notes that 170 IAC 4-4.3-6(k)(2) states that autility
shall • . . [execute and send to the applicant a Level 1 interconnection agreement" The

customer does not have to ask for it.

However Mr. Morton does know that he made atelephone call to Ann-Marie Dougan in the time
trame of December 2010 requesting executed documents for Chrisney Library and VPS
Architecture. Mr. Morton made this call at about the same time he sent the attached email to

Litkenhus regarding the opportunity for the School to get a$10,235 down payment on a10-
Architecttjr C°ntraCt Mr M°rt°n WaS hoping t0 get simi,ar comets for the Library and VPS

In addition to telephone calls, Mr. Morton requested copies of executed interconnection
agreements for these customers in emails sent to Ms. Dougan on April 5, 2013, and again on
May 2,2013.
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Home My Account Markets Our Service About Us Blog Support Go Solar

« NJ Market Update Webinar: Friday, 2/15/2013 at 3 pm ET
PV America East Solar Panel Video on RenewableEnergyWorld.com »

OH SREC Rule Change: SRECs only created from date of application to PUCO

February 11th, 2013

On January 1, 2013 the Ohio Public Utilities Commission (PUCO) stopped allowing SRECs to be created from power generated prior to
the date of application for state certification.  The official reference to this rule change can be found  on the OH PUCO website.

What this means:

Starting in January 2013 SRECs are created from the date of application (this is in line with the rules for the PA SREC market).
SRECTrade applications should be submitted as soon as possible for all systems or some SREC opportunity will be lost.
Online monitoring software cannot be used to create SRECs retroactive to the date of interconnection.

Tweet 2

Tags: OH, OH PUCO, OH SREC start, OH SRECs, PUCO, rule change, SREC eligibility, SRECs

This entry was posted on Monday, February 11th, 2013 at 12:46 pm and is filed under Ohio. You can follow any responses to this entry through the RSS 2.0 feed.
Both comments and pings are currently closed.

Comments are closed.

SRECTrade

724 people like SRECTrade.

Facebook social plugin

LikeLike

Subscribe

Subscribe by Email

Categories

⌐ Capacity Summary (37)
⌐ Cross-Listing (15)
⌐ Federal SRECs (5)
⌐ Getting Started (5)
⌐ Grants and Rebates (5)
⌐ Installers (5)
⌐ International Markets (2)
⌐ Solar Equipment (3)
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⌐ Solar Financing (7)
⌐ Solar Thermal (6)
⌐ SREC Markets (312)

Arizona (2)
California (11)
Connecticut (5)
Delaware (24)
Florida (1)
I llinois (7)
Indiana (7)
Kentucky (7)
Maryland (26)
Massachusetts (67)
Michigan (7)
New Jersey (53)
New Mexico (2)
New York (15)
North Carolina (14)
Ohio (16)
Pennsylvania (40)
Rhode Island (2)
Tennessee (5)
Texas (2)
Virginia (12)
Washington, DC (26)
West Virginia (12)
Wisconsin (6)

⌐ SREC Pricing (36)
⌐ SRECTrade News (9)
⌐ State RPS (28)
⌐ Taxes (4)
⌐ Twitter (6)
⌐ Uncategorized (1)
⌐ Webinars (14)

Search

Search for: Search

Archives

⌐ January 2014
⌐ December 2013
⌐ November 2013
⌐ October 2013
⌐ September 2013
⌐ August 2013
⌐ July 2013
⌐ June 2013
⌐ May 2013
⌐ April 2013
⌐ March 2013
⌐ February 2013
⌐ January 2013
⌐ December 2012
⌐ November 2012
⌐ October 2012
⌐ September 2012
⌐ August 2012
⌐ July 2012
⌐ June 2012
⌐ May 2012
⌐ April 2012
⌐ March 2012
⌐ February 2012
⌐ January 2012
⌐ December 2011
⌐ November 2011
⌐ October 2011
⌐ September 2011
⌐ August 2011
⌐ July 2011
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⌐ June 2011
⌐ May 2011
⌐ April 2011
⌐ March 2011
⌐ February 2011
⌐ January 2011
⌐ December 2010
⌐ November 2010
⌐ October 2010
⌐ September 2010
⌐ August 2010
⌐ July 2010
⌐ June 2010
⌐ May 2010
⌐ April 2010
⌐ March 2010
⌐ February 2010
⌐ January 2010
⌐ December 2009
⌐ November 2009
⌐ October 2009
⌐ September 2009
⌐ August 2009
⌐ July 2009
⌐ June 2009
⌐ March 2009

Related Links

⌐ Going Solar (NJ)
⌐ NREL OpenPV Solar
⌐ Power In My Backyard (WV)
⌐ Raleigh Solar Blog (NC)
⌐ Solar Power Rocks
⌐ Solar PV Home (MD)
⌐ Solar Training

Tags

Auction Capacity DC SRECs DE SRECs DOER GATS HB 1580 legislation MA MA DOER Maryland MA SREC MA SRECs Massachusetts Massachusetts
Solar Carve-out Massachusetts Solar RPS Massachusetts SREC Massachusetts SRECs MD SRECs NEPOOL GIS New Jersey NJ SRECs OH SRECs PA SRECs

Pennsylvania PJM GATS REC RECs Renewable Energy Certificates renewable portfolio standard RPSSACP selling SRECs Solar
Solar Capacity Solar Carve-Out Solar Renewable Energy Certificates SRECSREC Aggregator SREC Auction SREC Prices SREC Programs
SRECs Twitter webinar

Home Long-Term Contracts How it Works About Us Solar Installers Solar Markets Get Solar About Us Privacy Policy Terms and Conditions Support

Copyright ©  2014. SRECTrade, Inc. All Rights Reserved.
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Respondent will provide Exhibit TLB-13 once the Commission has entered an 
appropriate finding protecting it from disclosure. 
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J. David Agnew

From: Brad Morton [bmorton@mortonenergy.com]
Sent: Monday, December 13, 2010 12:24 AM
To: klitkenhus@ms1.nspencer.k12.in.us
Subject: Solar Renewable Energy Credits
Attachments: Sol Annuity_1 sheet.pdf; Sol Upfront_1 sheet.pdf; Sol Pricing November 2010.pdf

Kim, 
I have some good news for you. 
Solar energy system owners in Indiana are now eligible to sell their Solar Renewable Energy Credits (SREC’s) to other 
states. 
What this means is that the Chrisney Library can take an upfront payment for the next 10 years of credits, or can take 
quarterly payments depending on the amount of energy produced by your system. 
For your system, the upfront payment would be $10,235 and this would be for 10 years worth of credits.   
If the quarterly payments are chosen, the amount would be $200 per MWh produced and a 5 year contract is required. 
Last year your system produced approx. 14,000 Kwh or 14 Mwh.  So, your payments would have been $2800 for the 
year. 
How to get started? 
With your approval, I will start the qualification process.   
We are now a Platinum Provider with Sol Systems out of Washington DC who is a broker for SREC’s. 
I believe that you will get paid for the energy you have already produced as well. 
Let me know… 
Best Regards, 
Brad Morton 
Morton Solar & Wind, LLC 
Evansville, Indiana 
(812)402‐0900 
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VECTREN SOUTH – Ann-Marie Schapker - 1 
 

VERIFIED DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

ANN-MARIE SCHAPKER 

REGIONAL SALES MANAGER 

 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Ann-Marie Schapker, and my business address is One Vectren Square, 211 2 

N.W. Riverside Drive, Evansville, Indiana  47708. 3 

Q. What position do you hold with Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company d/b/a 4 

Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana, Inc. (“Vectren South” or the “Company”)? 5 

A. I hold the position of Regional Sales Manager for Vectren South. 6 

Q. Please describe your educational background. 7 

A. I received an Associate Degree in Industrial Electronics from Ivy Tech College in 1991 8 

and a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Southern 9 

Indiana in 2010. 10 

Q. Please describe your professional background. 11 

A. I was hired by Vectren South in July 1993 and began working in the Gas Department as 12 

a Gas Control Technician where I monitored the gas system, took emergency calls, 13 

dispatched crews, and assisted with forecasting. In December 1996, I moved to the 14 

Layout and Design department as a Layout and Design Coordinator acting as the single 15 

point of contact for Subdivisions. In April 2003, I began working in the Marketing 16 

Department as a Field Sales Representative responsible for a geographical area in 17 

Vectren South to secure contracts, assurances and load information for new service 18 
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requests. In March 2011, I was promoted to Regional Sales Manager with additional 1 

responsibilities managing two Vectren South Account Managers.  2 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities as Vectren South’s Regional Sales 3 

Manager? 4 

A. I oversee the marketing and sales activities for Vectren South for Residential, 5 

Commercial and Industrial customers.  This includes designation of Key Accounts and 6 

on-going projects or energy needs, compiling Load Sheets for projections on anticipated 7 

revenue, securing contracts and assurances, and acting as the liaison for internal and 8 

external customers. Within the Sales group, I manage all electric net metering requests 9 

for Vectren South and serve as the main liaison between customers and Vectren South. 10 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 11 

(“Commission”)? 12 

A. No. 13 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your testimony? 14 

A. Yes, I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 15 

Exhibit Description 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-1 Vectren South’s Net Metering Process Flow 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-2 Vectren South’s letter to Morton Solar on September 
11, 2013 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-3 Vectren South’s summary of interconnection 
agreement requests 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-4 Complainant’s Responses to Vectren South Data 
Request 3-16 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-5 Interconnection Agreement of the Ohio Township 
Public Library 
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Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-6 Bill Polk’s Application for Interconnection 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-7 Documents relating to correspondence between 
Vectren South, Morton Solar, and Mr. Bill Polk 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-8 Interconnection Agreement of Mr. Bill Polk 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-9 Correspondence between Vectren South and Morton 
Solar relating to Bill Polk 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-10 Vectren South’s I.U.R.C. No. E-133 Tariff, Sheet No. 
80, page 9-11 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-11 Minimum Use Contract of the Town of Chrisney 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-12 Commission letter dated December 15, 2009 relating 
to the Haubstadt Elementary School 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-13 Vectren South’s 30 day filing for Rider NM, Net 
Metering Rider, dated January 25, 2010 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-14 Vectren South correspondence relating to Haubstadt 
Elementary School 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-15 Vectren South correspondence relating to Ms. 
Martha Crosley 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-16 Correspondence between Vectren South and Morton 
Solar relating to the Arneburgs’s project 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-17 Interconnection Agreement of Ms. Chandra Banner 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-18 Vectren South documentation relating to the meter 
installation of Ms. Chandra Banner 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-19 Vectren South email concerning Ms. Chandra 
Banner Interconnection Agreement 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-20 Vectren South documentation relating to Mr. Gary 
Weiss 

Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-21 Correspondence between Vectren South and Morton 
Solar relating to Ms. Catherine Patton 

 1 

Q. Were the exhibits identified above prepared or assembled by you or under your 2 

direction or supervision? 3 

A. Yes. 4 
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Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony in this proceeding? 1 

A. My testimony will (1) explain Vectren South’s net metering process; and (2) address the 2 

particular facts of the customers identified by Morton Solar in its case-in-chief. 3 

I. Vectren South’s Net Metering Process 4 

Q. How does Vectren South handle a typical net metering request? 5 

A. Customers can mail, fax, or email net metering applications (through Vectren South’s 6 

website). After Vectren South receives the application, typically in electronic form, the 7 

Customer Planning and Sales (“CPAS”) group, together with Sales and the Electrical 8 

Asset Engineering Group, will then review the application.  If the application is 9 

incomplete, a description of what is missing is provided to the customer and the 10 

contractor, if one is involved.  After all required portions of the application are complete, 11 

the customer is notified and the application is reviewed for approval to meet the criteria 12 

for the level applied.  The customer and contractor are notified if they meet the criteria 13 

and Vectren South informs them the Sales department will forward an executed 14 

interconnection agreement within the next 10 business days.  The order is sent to Sales 15 

to obtain an executable interconnection agreement.  16 

Q. Has this always been the process followed for net metering approvals? 17 

A. No. In the past, in order to provide ample information to customers, Vectren South 18 

provided blank copies of the interconnection agreement on its website and contractors 19 

printed their own copies. As a result, for some time prior to 2013 certain contractors, 20 

including Morton Solar, would download the application and template agreements and 21 

then submit executed interconnection applications on behalf of customers. These 22 

interconnection agreements were already executed by the customer even though the 23 

review process had not been completed. This out of sequence submission of the 24 
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executed interconnection agreement has contributed to the issues raised by Morton 1 

Solar in this proceeding. 2 

Q. What is your role in net metering and how are requests coordinated with CPAS 3 

and the Electrical Asset Engineering Group? 4 

A. I serve as the central point of contact and liaison between all net metering customer 5 

requests (and contractors, if any) and pertinent Vectren South departments, including 6 

CPAS and the Electrical Asset Engineering Group. After Vectren South has received an 7 

executed interconnection agreement and insurance documentation, the contractor (in 8 

this case Morton Solar) is notified the existing meter will be exchanged for a bi-9 

directional meter. Sales works with CPAS, the Electrical Asset Engineering Group, and 10 

the Meter Shop to coordinate the timing of bi-directional meter installation. I also work to 11 

ensure any questions or complaints received by Vectren South customer service 12 

representatives are handled promptly and adequately. Attached as Respondent’s Exhibit 13 

AMS-1 is a copy of the net metering process flow used in handling customer generation 14 

interconnection applications. 15 

Q. What steps are necessary before a net metering facility is approved to be 16 

interconnected with Vectren South’s distribution system? 17 

A. Before a net metering facility is approved and a customer is interconnected, a customer 18 

is required to apply for a net meter, include a one-line diagram and UL certification, and 19 

then complete and execute an interconnection agreement. A customer must also provide 20 

proof of adequate insurance as part of the application process. Finally, as explained 21 

further by Vectren South witness Jim Cox, a visual inspection of the disconnect and 22 

inspections from governing officials are required prior to the system being 23 

interconnected with Vectren South’s distribution system. 24 
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Q. Why does Vectren South require certain insurance prior to approving a net 1 

metering project? 2 

A. Certain minimum insurance coverage is required by Vectren South’s interconnection 3 

agreements and the Commission’s net metering rules.  Insurance is essential to help 4 

protect customers from any harm or damage caused by a malfunction. Insurance is 5 

particularly important in the case of a small customer who may not have the “deep 6 

pockets” necessary to pay for damages to other parties. Through insurance, customers 7 

participating in the net metering tariff bear some of the risk of injury or damage to third 8 

parties associated with the interconnection of the net metering facility. 9 

Q. After a project has been approved by Vectren South, how is that approval 10 

coordinated with Morton Solar? 11 

A. Customers and their contractors, such as Morton Solar, receive either a telephone call or 12 

an email stating that the project qualifies and has been approved by our engineering 13 

department. The Sales department then forwards an executable interconnection 14 

agreement to the customer, and working with Engineering, Sales, and the Meter Shop, 15 

we schedule a meter change with the customer and contractor, if applicable. 16 

Q. Has Morton Solar ever interconnected a net-metering facility before obtaining 17 

approval? 18 

A. Frequently, Morton Solar continues to engage his systems prior to approvals and fails to 19 

provide Vectren South a 10 day notice of operation. As explained in the direct testimony 20 

of Vectren South witness Jim Cox, this presents several operational and safety 21 

concerns.  In those cases we must call Morton Solar and the customer to coordinate the 22 

system being disengaged for the bi-directional meter to be set.  If the system is not 23 

engaged, the customer is notified that the next step is for the meter to be exchanged and 24 

we work to coordinate a date. 25 
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Q. How many contractors has Vectren South worked with when installing net 1 

metering? 2 

A. Of the 60 active and 7 pending net metering customers (excluding 11 inquiries that did 3 

not proceed) in Vectren South’s service territory as of January 15, 2014, Morton Solar 4 

has been involved with 58% of the projects.  Vectren South has worked with others and 5 

has never received a complaint from any other contractor or vendor it has worked with 6 

for net metering, and numerous Morton Solar customers have not intervened or been 7 

raised as an issue in this proceeding. 8 

Q. You mentioned that in the past customers would frequently download an 9 

interconnection agreement and send it in signed prior to approval. How has 10 

Vectren South’s process changed to address this? 11 

A. Vectren South now follows the approach set forth in the Commission’s rules governing 12 

customer-generator facilities at 170 IAC 4-4.3-1 et seq. (the “Interconnection Rule”).  13 

After an interconnection is approved by Vectren South’s engineers and the sales 14 

department, a copy of an approved interconnection agreement is sent to the customer, 15 

even if one had already been sent to Vectren South. Prior to being sent to the customer, 16 

the agreement is signed by Vectren South. The customer is required to return the 17 

executed interconnection agreement ten (10) business days before starting operation of 18 

the customer-generator facility. 19 

Q. What are the advantages to Vectren South’s current procedure for handling 20 

interconnection agreements? 21 

A. There are two primary benefits to Vectren South first executing the interconnection 22 

agreement and then sending it to the customer. First, it is in keeping with the approach 23 

set forth in the Commission’s rules at 170 IAC 4-4.3-1 et seq. For example, a Level 1 24 

interconnection review requires Vectren South to execute and send to the customer a 25 
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Level 1 interconnection agreement within ten (10) business days of sending notice that 1 

the application is complete. The customer is required to return the executed 2 

interconnection agreement ten (10) business days before starting operation of the 3 

customer-generator facility. 4 

A second advantage to following the process contemplated by Commission rules is that 5 

it helps resolve concerns raised by Morton Solar about Vectren South’s return of 6 

executed interconnection agreements to customers. Once customers execute the 7 

interconnection agreement that Vectren South has already executed, they are able to 8 

make a copy of the fully executed agreement before returning it to Vectren South. This 9 

arrangement also ensures that Vectren South receives an executed interconnection 10 

agreement because the customers must return it as a pre-requisite for operating its 11 

system.  12 

Q. Did anything else prompt Vectren South’s current procedure? 13 

A. Yes. Adherence to this process helps address Morton Solar’s misunderstandings about 14 

interconnecting generation facilities to Vectren South’s system. Vectren South outlined 15 

these concerns and its procedures in a letter to Morton Solar on September 11, 2013, 16 

attached hereto as Petitioner’s Exhibit AMS-2. 17 

Q. Is Vectren South’s procedure specific to Morton Solar? 18 

A. No, nor does Vectren South refuse to accept documents from Morton Solar as Morton 19 

Solar has alleged. Morton Solar is free to continue to submit interconnection applications 20 

on behalf of Vectren South customers and to otherwise assist customers in navigating 21 

the interconnection process. However, it remains important that the interconnection of 22 

customer-generator facilities will work in the same fashion as other generator 23 

interconnections – the interconnection is vetted early in the process, before the 24 



 

CAUSE NO. 44344  
VECTREN SOUTH – Ann-Marie Schapker - 9  

generator facility is constructed, so potential problems can be potentially addressed in 1 

the facility design. 2 

Q. Beginning on page 8 of its direct testimony, Morton Solar alleges that Vectren 3 

South either delayed returning interconnection agreements to customers or failed 4 

to return them at all. How do you respond? 5 

A. As part of Vectren South’s net metering process, which I help oversee, executed 6 

interconnection agreements are returned to customers on the same day that net meters 7 

are set. Typically these interconnection agreements are delivered via the U.S. Postal 8 

Service, but occasionally they were delivered electronically if requested via email. 9 

Whenever interconnection agreements were requested by a customer or Morton Solar, 10 

Vectren South was promptly responsive; in only a few instances were there delays of 30-11 

60 days before sending an interconnection agreement. Attached as Respondent’s 12 

Exhibit AMS-3 is a spreadsheet documenting the date that Morton Solar requested 13 

certain interconnection agreements and the time it took Vectren South to provide the 14 

agreement to Morton Solar. As noted previously, these interconnection agreements had 15 

already been provided to customers as part of Vectren South’s process, but often 16 

Morton Solar would then subsequently request them again. Even after Vectren South 17 

would provide the interconnection agreement electronically at Morton Solar’s request, 18 

Morton Solar would on occasion re-request the interconnection agreement. To the extent 19 

any delay occurred, it was unintentional. 20 

Q. Do you have any memory of dealing with a Morton Solar employee named Kevin 21 

Hobgood to obtain copies of interconnection agreements prior to 2013? 22 

A. No.  I do not remember ever interacting with an employee named Kevin Hobgood.  I 23 

have searched my emails and been unable to identify any emails from such an 24 

individual. 25 
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Q. Is there any evidence that other customers received copies of their 1 

interconnection agreements? 2 

A. Yes.  While Vectren South’s email retention policy does not save sent emails dating 3 

back this far, certain emails were saved in archive folders which can be retrieved. Prior 4 

to sending an interconnection agreement electronically, I would scan the document, 5 

which is then sent to my inbox as an email attachment. These emails were saved in an 6 

archived folder and serve as evidence that I took steps to provide the agreements to 7 

Morton Solar on a particular date.  8 

Additionally, Morton Solar provided a list of customers selling their SRECs into the Ohio 9 

market. Vectren South has no record of Morton Solar making specific requests for 10 

interconnection agreements from Jeff Osborne, Gary Schultheis, Donald Scott, Pamela 11 

Shelter, Ted Stransky, Stephen Zehr, or Rolland Zelerino. Please see Morton Solar’s 12 

response to Vectren South’s Request No. 3-16 included in the attached Respondent’s 13 

Exhibit AMS-4. Morton Solar acknowledges that it obtained copies of the fully executed 14 

interconnection agreements from these seven customers.   Please see Morton Solar’s 15 

response to Vectren South’s Request No. 3-17 included in the attached Respondent’s 16 

Exhibit AMS-4.  The fact that these customers had copies of their interconnection 17 

agreements substantiates Vectren South’s practice of forwarding signed agreements to 18 

customers. 19 

Q. On pages 17-18 of its testimony, Morton Solar alleges that Vectren South delayed 20 

installation of net meters for qualifying customers. How do you respond? 21 

A. As discussed previously, Morton Solar occasionally installs systems prior to Vectren 22 

South receiving an application, prior to Vectren South receiving appropriate proof of 23 

insurance, or prior to final approval by Vectren South. In addition to posing numerous 24 

safety concerns, this premature installation of a system also creates the illusion that 25 
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Vectren South unnecessarily delayed installation of a net meter. The applicable date is 1 

not when Morton Solar installed a system for a customer; instead, the applicable date is 2 

when the interconnection system was approved after Vectren South had received all of 3 

the appropriate documentation from the customer.  Some examples of this are described 4 

in greater detail below. 5 

Q. Are you familiar with the particular facts of the customers identified by Morton 6 

Solar in his case-in-chief?  7 

A. Yes. I have addressed each of the customers separately below. 8 

II. Ohio Township Public Library 9 

Q. Is the Ohio Township Public Library (“OTPL”) a net metering customer of Vectren 10 

South? 11 

A. Yes. In 2005 OTPL installed a 5.5 kW photovoltaic system and the meter was set on 12 

February 22, 2006. Throughout the installation Vectren South and OTPL worked 13 

collaboratively to install the system in a safe and reliable manner. 14 

Q. Did OTPL inquire about increasing its net metering capacity? 15 

A. Yes. In 2007 OTPL sought to double its capacity from 5.5 kW to 11 kW. However, at that 16 

time this exceeded Vectren South’s Commission-approved net metering limit of 10 kW 17 

limit for Level 1 interconnection facilities. Morton Solar did not formally apply to exceed 18 

the approved net metering limit. 19 

Q. Was OTPL provided a copy of its interconnection agreement? 20 

A. Yes. Although Morton Solar alleges in its case-in-chief that a net-metering agreement 21 

was signed in 2005, this is not possible since Vectren South did not have 22 

interconnection agreement forms until January 29, 2007, which were designed to 23 

conform with those approved by the Commission in 2006. Vectren South’s 24 
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interconnection agreement with OTPL was actually executed and sent to OTPL on 1 

March 30, 2007. A copy of the interconnection is attached to this testimony as 2 

Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-5. 3 

Q. Has Morton Solar requested a copy of the OTPL interconnection agreement?  4 

A. Yes. Morton Solar first requested a copy of the interconnection agreement on May 2, 5 

2013. Vectren South immediately made it available to Morton Solar at the time and I 6 

notified Mr. Brad Morton via phone that they were available. Morton Solar picked up 7 

physical copies on May 6, 2013. There was no prior request for the interconnection 8 

agreement from Morton Solar.   9 

III. Bill Polk 10 

Q. Is Bill Polk a net metering customer of Vectren South? 11 

A. Yes. A bi-directional meter was installed and activated on October 3, 2008.  12 

Q. Morton Solar alleges that Vectren South refused to install a bi-directional meter 13 

for Bill Polk, and that a meter was installed on October 4, 2008 only after Morton 14 

Solar contacted Senator Lugar’s office. How do you respond? 15 

A. Morton Solar’s allegations are false, and the timing of Mr. Polk’s meter installation was 16 

not unnecessarily delayed, nor was installation of the net meter prompted by contact 17 

with Senator Lugar’s office.  18 

Mr. Polk’s initial application, as submitted by Morton Solar, was received by Vectren 19 

South on July 24, 2008, but the application lacked proper insurance documentation.1 A 20 

copy of the application is attached hereto as Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-6. On August 21 

                                                 
1 Vectren South received Mr. Polk’s application via fax on July 24, 2008, although in Morton Solar’s 
testimony and complaint Morton Solar alleges the date is July 22, 2008. While Morton Solar’s fax cover 
letter reads July 22, 2008, it was actually submitted on July 24, 2008 according to the transaction date on 
the fax. 
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25, 2008 Vectren South contacted Mr. Polk to arrange for a meeting to discuss the 1 

project. On September 12, 2008, Vectren South contacted Morton Solar requesting 2 

additional insurance documentation. Mr. Polk also followed up on that request with an 3 

email to Vectren South that same day. Mr. Polk’s email is included on page 6 of 4 

Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-7. 5 

Two days later on September 14, 2008, Vectren South’s service territory was hit with the 6 

remnants of Hurricane Ike. Due to extensive damage, storm response required the use 7 

of Vectren South’s resources through September 24, 2008. Nevertheless, I 8 

communicated with Mr. Polk via email on September 15, 2008 clarifying the need for 9 

additional insurance documentation. That email, and Mr. Polk’s response – which begins 10 

with “I fully understand. . . There is a lot of damage over a wide area” – begins on page 4 11 

of the attached Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-7. Mr. Polk provided some of the required 12 

documentation via email on September 24, 2008, attaching the UL certification and a 13 

line drawing for the system, and stating that he would arrange for a hard copy of the 14 

insurance documentation to be delivered to Vectren South. A copy of that email is 15 

attached hereto in Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-7.  16 

A copy of the final interconnection agreement is attached hereto as Respondent’s 17 

Exhibit AMS-8. On October 3, 2008 (not October 4th as alleged by Morton Solar), the net 18 

meter was set. 19 

Q: Why did Vectren South wait from July 24, 2008 to August 25, 2008 in order to 20 

address Mr. Polk’s application? 21 

A: I cannot recall the precise reasons why since so much time has passed since then. I can 22 

find no internal communication relating to it either. However, this delay was unusual for 23 

our process, and once the process did commence in August of 2008, Vectren South was 24 
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expedient and the process seemed acceptable to all parties involved as evidenced in the 1 

communications attached in Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-7. 2 

Q. Did Mr. Polk and Morton Solar arrange a public event for the wind turbine? 3 

A. Yes, a “Commissioning event” for the wind turbine was scheduled for October 10, 2008 4 

and Vectren South was invited to attend. A copy of the invitation and internal Vectren 5 

South communication relating to the event is attached hereto as Respondent’s Exhibit 6 

AMS-9. To the extent any dignitaries attended, I was unaware of it until receiving the 7 

invitation on October 6, 2008. Vectren South worked promptly to set Mr. Polk’s net meter 8 

and no attendance by elected officials impacted the project. 9 

Q. Has Mr. Polk intervened in this Cause? 10 

A. No. 11 

IV. Lincoln Heritage Public Library (Chrisney, Ind.) 12 

Q. Is Lincoln Heritage Public Library (“LHPL”) in Chrisney, Indiana, an electric 13 

customer of Vectren South? 14 

A. Yes. In 2008, LHPL approached Vectren South about infrastructure for new electric 15 

service for a new facility. Vectren South’s I.U.R.C. No. E-133 Tariff, Sheet No. 80, pp. 9-16 

11, requires customers to pay the cost of new facilities that exceed the estimated fixed 17 

cost revenues for a three year period. The service was expected to generate revenue of 18 

$10,988.61, with projected costs for installation of $7,509. Therefore, Vectren South 19 

proceeded and secured easements for the primary extension. 20 

Q. Did Vectren South charge LHPL for this new electric service? 21 

A. No, not initially. Because the expected revenue from the new electric service was 22 

expected to exceed the estimated fixed cost for a 2.5 year period, there was no 23 

additional charge to the customer.  24 
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Q. Morton Solar alleges that Vectren South later requested LHPL pay $7,900 in 1 

exchange for electric service due to inclusion of a net metering solar generation. 2 

How do you respond? 3 

A. After deciding to proceed with infrastructure for new electric service, LHPL also decided 4 

to pursue solar generation with Morton Solar. Biagi, Chance, Cummins, London, Titzer, 5 

Inc. (“BCCLT”) supplied the electric load for the facility on August 14, 2008.  On August 6 

24, 2008, a representative for LHPL called to make application for the facility.  On 7 

August 27, 2008, Vectren South’s engineering department received paperwork for the 8 

system and BCCLT was notified that a disconnect switch would be needed between the 9 

meter and main panel. Once this solar generation was taken into account, revenue from 10 

the new electrical service was no longer expected to exceed estimated fixed costs. 11 

I.U.R.C. No. E-133 Tariff, Sheet No. 80, pp. 9-11, requires customers to pay the cost of 12 

new facilities that exceed the estimated fixed cost revenues for a three year period. This 13 

portion of Vectren South’s tariff is attached as Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-10. As a result 14 

of solar generation, and the fact that revenue was not projected to exceed expected 15 

costs of the project, LHPL was required to enter into a minimum use contract with 16 

Vectren South. The minimum use contract states that the revenue generated will be 17 

applied to infrastructure costs, and if it’s not met, the offset would be paid at the end of 18 

the term. A copy of this minimum use contract is attached as Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-19 

11. 20 

Q. Did LHPL meet its minimum use requirements as outlined in Vectren South’s 21 

tariff? 22 

A. No. Revenue from the new infrastructure at the end of the term was $1,250.94. As a 23 

result LHPL was required to pay the remaining balance of costs of $6,249.96. 24 
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Q. Did Vectren South provide a copy of the executed interconnection agreement to 1 

LHPL? 2 

A. Yes. On January 7, 2008 I coordinated via phone with Morton Solar for delivery of a 3 

physical copy of the interconnection agreement. Vectren South provided a copy of the 4 

interconnection agreement to LHPL on January 9, 2009. 5 

Q. Has Vectren South provided a copy of LHPL’s interconnection agreement to 6 

Morton Solar? 7 

A. Yes. On May 2, 2013, Morton Solar requested copies of interconnection agreements for 8 

fifteen different customers, including LHPL. Vectren South immediately made it available 9 

to Morton Solar at the time, and Morton Solar picked up physical copies on May 6, 2013. 10 

Q. Did Mr. Morton request copies of interconnection agreements for LHPL and VPS 11 

Architecture in December 2010 or January 2011? 12 

A. No.  Mr. Morton indicated in discovery that he communicated with me by phone or email 13 

to request copies of these agreements during this time period, but I have no memory of 14 

such a request.  15 

V. Haubstadt Elementary School 16 

Q. Morton Solar alleges that Vectren South violated Indiana’s net metering rules 17 

while working with Haubstadt Elementary School (“HES”) to install net metering. 18 

How do you respond? 19 

A. Morton Solar is basing its complaints relating to HES on matters from 2009, which have 20 

since been addressed and resolved by the Commission.  21 

Q. How were the HES concerns previously addressed and resolved by the 22 

Commission? 23 
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A. In 2008, HES proposed a wind turbine with the school’s three phase power service. 1 

Because the school received service at three phase, the project did not fit into the 2 

applicable section in Vectren South’s existing Net Metering Rider, Rider NM (“Net 3 

Metering Tariff”). Therefore Vectren South advised Morton Solar that single phase 4 

service was necessary to supply the wind turbine, which would require an underground 5 

bore at a cost of $12,000. 6 

After the matter was referred to the Commission’s Electric Division, the Commission 7 

reviewed Vectren South’s Net Metering Tariff and the Commission’s net metering rule 8 

and determined that Vectren South’s Net Metering Tariff needed to be updated in order 9 

to mirror changes that had been made to the net metering rules. As a result, Vectren 10 

South made a thirty day filing with the Electricity Division to amend its Net Metering tariff 11 

to remove any conflicting terminology and requirements. See attached Respondent’s 12 

Exhibit AMS-12 and Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-13. 13 

Q. After the Net Metering Tariff had been updated, was a net meter installed at HES? 14 

A. Yes. Vectren South’s new Net Metering Tariff was approved in May 2010 and Vectren 15 

South worked expeditiously to resolve issues relating to HES’s insurance requirements. 16 

Copies of email exchanges relating to those requirements and an interconnection 17 

agreement are attached as Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-14. A new net meter was 18 

installed at HES on June 10, 2011, six business days after HES insurance requirements 19 

had been met and the interconnection agreement was approved. 20 

Q. Was a copy of the interconnection agreement provided to HES at the time of its 21 

installation? 22 

A. Yes, Vectren South provided a copy of the HES interconnection agreement after it had 23 

been fully executed. Morton Solar also requested a copy of the interconnection 24 
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agreement on May 2, 2013. Vectren South immediately made it available to Morton 1 

Solar at the time, and Morton Solar picked up physical copies on May 6, 2013. 2 

VI. Tom Coomes  3 

Q. Is Mr. Tom Coomes a Vectren South customer? 4 

A. Yes. Mr. Coomes requested estimates to extend electric infrastructure facilities to a new 5 

home. Because Mr. Coomes was unsure of his neighbor’s willingness to allow work on 6 

an easement, Mr. Coomes requested two estimates. One estimate was $16,000 for 660 7 

feet of underground infrastructure. The other was for $12,000 for approximately 485 feet 8 

of underground infrastructure using a different route. Mr. Coomes chose the second 9 

option, which came to $11,746.14, and with estimated revenue applied, it left his out of 10 

pocket cost at $5,164.60. 11 

Q. Morton Solar alleges that Vectren South altered its installation estimates with Mr. 12 

Coomes to avoid installation of a solar energy system. How do you respond? 13 

A. Vectren South’s estimates for electric infrastructure were not at all impacted or affected 14 

by alleged installation of solar energy systems. Vectren South has no documentation 15 

that Mr. Coomes inquired or requested solar or net metering. The electrical engineer 16 

designs lack any references to a solar project. The only reference to renewable systems 17 

on the order is for his geothermal system and ensuring Vectren South’s route did not 18 

impede Mr. Coomes’s system. The estimates did not take the revenue into 19 

consideration. 20 

Q. Has Mr. Tom Coomes intervened in this Cause? 21 

A. No. 22 

VII. Dr. Ted Stranksy  23 

Q. Is Dr. Ted Stransky a net metering customer of Vectren South? 24 
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A. Yes. On May 2, 2013 a bi-directional meter was installed for Dr. Stransky. 1 

Q. Morton Solar alleges that Vectren South unnecessarily demanded that Dr. 2 

Stransky buy a new transformer before his net metering project could proceed. 3 

How do you respond? 4 

A. Dr. Stransky first applied for net metering on March 26, 2013, but submitted his 5 

application without the required insurance information. In addition to the missing 6 

insurance information, Vectren South raised concerns with Dr. Stransky regarding the 7 

existing 50 kVA transformer which serviced both his site and another customer because 8 

the proposed inverter size did not comply with 170 IAC 4-4.3-7(e), which states: “If a 9 

customer-generator facility is to be connected to a single-phase shared secondary, the 10 

aggregate generation capacity connected to the shared secondary, including the 11 

proposed capacity, shall not exceed the lesser of twenty (20) kVA or the nameplate 12 

rating of the service transformer.” 13 

Q. Did these concerns with the transformer and Indiana Administrative Code 14 

compliance delay the net metering project with Dr. Stransky? 15 

A. Yes. Because the proposed project violated the Indiana Administrative Code, Vectren 16 

South delayed approval to allow for additional internal review of the interconnection to 17 

system. From this additional review Vectren South determined that, although the site 18 

was served by a transformer that was shared with another customer, the transformer 19 

size (50 kVA) was sufficient enough to prevent voltage disturbances to the other 20 

customer. The results of this review were discussed with Brad Morton via telephone on 21 

April 17, 2013 with Vectren South engineers and again on April 30, 2013 with me. On 22 

this same call Brad Morton indicated that he would try to limit future inverter installations 23 

to 20 kVA in compliance with the Indiana Administrative Code. Very soon after this 24 

conversation, on May 2, 2013, a bi-directional meter was installed for Dr. Stransky. 25 
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Q. Has Dr. Stransky intervened in this Cause? 1 

A. No. 2 

VIII. Martha Crosley 3 

Q. Is Martha Crosley a net metering customer of Vectren South? 4 

A. Yes. Ms. Crosley first submitted her net metering application on July 30, 2013. However, 5 

the initial application lacked some of the required insurance documentation. Moreover, 6 

contact with Morton Solar and Ms. Crosley from August 8, 2013 through August 20, 7 

2013 was complicated since emails were unknowingly being routed through Vectren 8 

South’s spam filter because of the scanned attachments. We discussed the issues with 9 

Morton Solar and worked on a technical solution going forward. On August 20, 2013 Ms. 10 

Crosley delivered the documents directly to Vectren South.  A bi-directional meter was 11 

eventually set on August 26, 2013, two business days after the building commission 12 

inspection. 13 

Q. On page 16 of Mr. Brad Morton’s direct testimony, Morton Solar alleges that the 14 

net metering application for Martha Crosley was rejected solely because Morton 15 

Solar had submitted the application on behalf of the customer. How do you 16 

respond? 17 

A. Vectren South did not reject the interconnection agreement tendered by Ms. Crosley, 18 

and Morton Solar’s submission of the interconnection agreement was not Vectren 19 

South’s basis for executing an interconnection agreement and sending it to the customer 20 

for review. Vectren South was adhering to the Commission’s interconnection rules in 170 21 

IAC 4-4.3-1 et seq. For example, a Level 1 interconnection review requires Vectren 22 

South to execute and send to the customer a Level 1 interconnection agreement within 23 

ten (10) business days of sending notice that the application is complete. 170 IAC 4-4.3-24 

6(k)(2). The customer is required to return the executed interconnection agreement ten 25 
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(10) business days before starting operation of the customer-generator facility. 170 (AC 1 

4-4.3-6(l)(2). Vectren South was adhering to the requirements of 170 IAC 4-4.3-6(k)(2) 2 

by forwarding a copy of an interconnection agreement executed by Vectren South for the 3 

customer to return 10 calendar days before operation of the customer-owned generator. 4 

Q. Did Vectren South provide a copy of the executed interconnection agreement to 5 

Ms. Crosley? 6 

A. Yes. Vectren South provided a copy of the interconnection agreement to Ms. Crosley on 7 

August 22, 2013 via email.   A copy of this email is attached hereto as Respondent’s 8 

Exhibit AMS-15. Morton Solar was notified on August 23, 2013 via email that Ms. 9 

Crosley had been supplied the executed interconnection agreement on August 22, 2013. 10 

IX. Erik & Laura Arneburg 11 

Q. Are Erik & Laura Arneburg net metering customers of Vectren South? 12 

A. Yes. On July 1, 2010 a bi-directional meter was installed at the Arneburg’s site and the 13 

account was activated. 14 

Q. Did Vectren South encounter any delays with installing the Arneburg’s net meter? 15 

A. Yes. Vectren South received the customer’s net metering application on March 17, 2010. 16 

However, the application lacked an acceptable one line diagram or UL certification as 17 

required by 170 IAC 4-4.2-5 5(a)(b). Vectren South received the required documents on 18 

June 7, 2010, fifty-eight business days after the application. Twelve business days later, 19 

on June 24, 2010, Morton Solar notified Vectren South it had an updated diagram and 20 

indicated that the disconnect was installed and ready for a meter. Four business days 21 

later, on June 30, 2010, the interconnection was approved. 22 

Q. Did Vectren South provide a copy of the executed interconnection agreement to 23 

the Arneburgs? 24 
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A. Yes. Vectren South provided a copy of the interconnection agreement to the Arneburgs 1 

on June 30, 2010. Attached as Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-16 are copies of emails 2 

between Vectren South and Morton Solar relating to the Arneburgs’s project. 3 

Q. Has Morton Solar requested a copy of the interconnection agreement? 4 

A. Yes. Morton Solar first requested a copy of the interconnection agreement on May 2, 5 

2013, and a copy was provided to Morton Solar immediately thereafter. Vectren South 6 

immediately made it available to Morton Solar at the time, and Morton Solar picked up 7 

physical copies on May 6, 2013. 8 

X. Don Jost 9 

Q. Is Don Jost a net metering customer of Vectren South? 10 

A. Yes. On May 26, 2010 Vectren South installed a bi-directional meter for Mr. Jost. 11 

Q. Did Vectren South provide a copy of the executed interconnection agreement to 12 

Mr. Jost? 13 

A. Yes. Vectren South provided a copy of the interconnection agreement to Mr. Jost on 14 

May 13, 2010.  15 

Q. Has Morton Solar requested a copy of the interconnection agreement? 16 

A. Yes. Morton Solar first requested a copy of the interconnection agreement on May 2, 17 

2013, and a copy was provided to Morton Solar immediately thereafter. Vectren South 18 

immediately made it available to Morton Solar at the time, and Morton Solar picked up 19 

physical copies on May 6, 2013. 20 

XI. Chandra Banner 21 

Q. Is Chandra Banner a customer of Vectren South? 22 
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A. Yes. A bi-directional meter for Ms. Banner was installed and activated by Vectren South 1 

on July 13, 2011.2 2 

Q. Ms. Banner alleges in her affidavit that she encountered delays and that her net 3 

meter was installed on June 26, 2011. Is this correct? 4 

A. No. Ms. Banner submitted her interconnection agreement as an application for net 5 

metering on June 26, 2011, and Vectren South received it on June 27, 2011. Vectren 6 

South’s engineers visually verified the disconnect was in place on June 30, 2011. On 7 

July 1, 2011 system planning approved the UL certification and one-line drawings. On 8 

July 7, 2011 Vectren South executed the interconnection agreement and on July 8, 2011 9 

sent it to Ms. Banner for her signature. A copy of the interconnection agreement is 10 

attached hereto as Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-17. The bi-directional meter for Ms. 11 

Banner was set on July 13, 2011. A copy of internal engineering records relating to the 12 

date this meter was set is attached hereto as Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-18. There were 13 

a total of twelve business days from the date of the application to the date that the meter 14 

was set. 15 

Q. Ms. Banner alleges in her affidavit that when she finally got a bi-directional meter, 16 

her monthly bills dropped about $50-70 per month. How do you respond? 17 

A. Many changes to Ms. Banner’s bills had nothing to do with net metering. Ms. Banner had 18 

previously been on budget billing with her energy bills. However, when her new net 19 

meter was set, she opted for regular billing, making due an offset of her bill in the 20 

amount of $1,317.06.  She made multiple calls to customer service and complaints to 21 

the Commission throughout August and September 2011 relating to this offset from 22 

budget billing. 23 

                                                 
2 Morton Solar erroneously claims that the “commissioning” date is June 26, 2011. 
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Q. Did Vectren South provide a copy of the executed interconnection agreement to 1 

Ms. Banner? 2 

A. Yes. Vectren South provided a copy of the interconnection agreement to Ms. Banner on 3 

July 8, 2011. A copy of the internal email documenting this delivery is attached as 4 

Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-19. 5 

Q. Has Morton Solar requested a copy of the interconnection agreement? 6 

A. Yes. As previously discussed, Morton Solar first requested an update on the 7 

interconnection agreement via email on July 7, 2011. Morton Solar attached a copy of 8 

their request to their case-in-chief as Petitioner’s Exhibit BM-7. I then provided the 9 

interconnection agreement to Morton Solar on July 8, 2011.  10 

On May 2, 2013 Morton Solar sent an email re-requesting the interconnection 11 

agreement again. A copy of Morton Solar’s email is attached to their case-in-chief as 12 

Petitioner’s Exhibit BM-15. Vectren South immediately made physical copies available to 13 

Morton Solar at the time, and Morton Solar picked up physical copies on May 6, 2013. 14 

XII. Gary Weiss 15 

Q. Is Gary Weiss a net metering customer of Vectren South? 16 

A. Yes. On July 20, 2011 Vectren South installed a bi-directional meter for Mr. Weiss. 17 

Q. Did Vectren South provide a copy of the executed interconnection agreement to 18 

Mr. Weiss? 19 

A. Yes. Vectren South provided a copy of the interconnection agreement to Mr. Weiss on 20 

July 18, 2011. 21 

Q. Has Morton Solar requested a copy of the interconnection agreement? 22 
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A. Yes. Morton Solar first requested an update on the interconnection agreement via email 1 

on July 7, 2011, and Vectren South responded via email providing it on July 18, 2011. A 2 

copy of the scanned internal documentation for this delivery is attached as Respondent’s 3 

Exhibit AMS-20. On May 2, 2013 Morton Solar sent an email re-requesting the 4 

interconnection agreement again. A copy of Morton Solar’s email is attached to its case-5 

in-chief as Petitioner’s Exhibit BM-15. Vectren South immediately made physical copies 6 

available to Morton Solar at the time, and Morton Solar picked up physical copies on 7 

May 6, 2013. 8 

XIII. Randy Ellis 9 

Q. Is Randy Ellis a net metering customer of Vectren South? 10 

A. Yes. On May 10, 2013 Vectren South installed a bi-directional meter for Mr. Ellis. 11 

Q. Did Vectren South provide a copy of the executed interconnection agreement to 12 

Mr. Ellis? 13 

A. Yes. Vectren South provided a copy of the interconnection agreement to Mr. Ellis on 14 

May 8, 2013. 15 

Q. Has Morton Solar requested a copy of the interconnection agreement? 16 

A. Yes. On March 5, 2013, Morton Solar requested a copy of the interconnection 17 

agreement. A copy of the request is attached to Morton Solar’s case-in-chief as 18 

Petitioner’s Exhibit BM-12. However, this request was sent using an erroneous email 19 

address. On the following day, March 6, 2013, Morton Solar sent the request directly to 20 

me. Morton Solar has attached a copy of this request as Petitioner’s Exhibit BM-13. 21 

Vectren South’s engineering group requested additional information about the solar 22 

project that it did not receive from Morton Solar until May 7, 2013. On May 2, 2013 23 

Morton Solar sent an email re-requesting the interconnection agreement. A copy of 24 
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Morton Solar’s email is attached to their case-in-chief as Petitioner’s Exhibit BM-15. 1 

Vectren South immediately made physical copies available to Morton Solar at the time, 2 

and Morton Solar picked up physical copies on May 6, 2013. 3 

Q. In his testimony and affidavit Randy Ellis supports Morton Solar’s allegations that 4 

Vectren South delayed installation of his net meter. How do you respond? 5 

A. Mr. Ellis alleges in his affidavit that the solar project at this house was installed in August 6 

2012 and was activated on November 27, 2012. However, Vectren South did not receive 7 

his net meter application until November 28, 2012, a day after Morton Solar had already 8 

activated it. As explained further by Vectren South witness Jim Cox, this poses safety 9 

concerns to Vectren South personnel and to Mr. Ellis.  10 

Mr. Ellis’s full documentation, including proof of insurance, was not received by Vectren 11 

South until January 18, 2013. Additionally, as noted previously, Vectren South’s 12 

engineering group did not receive all of its requested information until May 7, 2013. Mr. 13 

Ellis’s net meter was installed three days later on May 10, 2013. 14 

 15 

XIV. Catherine Patton 16 

Q. Morton Solar alleges that the net metering application for Catherine Patton was 17 

rejected solely because Morton Solar had submitted the applications on behalf of 18 

the customers. How do you respond? 19 

A. Catherine Patton applied for net metering with Vectren South on August 19, 2013. Ms. 20 

Patton was a renter in the home that was the proposed site of the net meter. However, 21 

the insurance documentation included with the application was in the name of the 22 

homeowner, Jeanene Hedlt, and not in Ms. Patton’s name. The insurance information 23 

also lacked the required liability coverage amount. Ms. Patton’s application was not 24 
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denied because it was submitted by Morton Solar on behalf of Ms. Patton. Rather, it was 1 

denied because it lacked proper insurance documentation. Vectren South contacted Ms. 2 

Patton to obtain a complete insurance form which contained liability coverage amounts. 3 

Attached as Respondent’s Exhibit AMS-21 is an email exchange with Morton Solar 4 

regarding these interactions. 5 

Q. Did Ms. Patton ultimately provide proper insurance documentation? 6 

A. Yes. On September 24, 2013, Vectren South received a properly executed agreement 7 

with correct insurance documentation and two days later, on September 26, 2013, the 8 

net meter was set. 9 

Q. Has Ms. Patton intervened in this Cause? 10 

A. No. 11 

XV. Bob Martin 12 

Q. Did Bob Martin apply with Vectren South to interconnect his net metering facility? 13 

A. Yes.  Mr. Martin submitted his application on January 11, 2012, and then again on June 14 

14, 2012.  Unfortunately, Vectren South misplaced his application and never processed 15 

it. 16 

Q. When did Vectren South realize Mr. Martin’s application had been lost? 17 

A. The first time Vectren South learned that Mr. Martin’s application had been lost was 18 

when we reviewed the Complaint in this proceeding.  19 

Q. Did Vectren South contact Mr. Martin upon discovering his application had been 20 

lost? 21 

A. I went to Mr. Martin’s house, identified myself and stated I was with Vectren South. I 22 

then stated I was there to look at his solar installation and meter, and received 23 
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permission to take a picture of the meter. He indicated that he liked watching the meter 1 

turn backward. After I informed him the meter would need to be changed to a bi-2 

directional meter, Mr. Martin reiterated his desire to keep it so that he could continue 3 

watching it move in reverse. As a result he requested that Vectren South take its time 4 

changing the meter. I submitted the picture to Vectren South’s engineering group and 5 

verified that I saw the meter moving in reverse. I also provided Mr. Martin an executable 6 

interconnection agreement, which has not been signed. I will be contacting Mr. Martin 7 

again about installing a bi-directional meter, confirming whether Vectren South is 8 

permitted to install one, and reiterating the need for Mr. Martin to execute the 9 

interconnection agreement 10 

Q. Has the Company reviewed Mr. Martin’s billing information to determine whether 11 

he has been receiving benefits from his net metering facility? 12 

A. Yes. We’ve compared usage for Mr. Martin between 2012 and 2013 on an adjusted 13 

basis accounting for heating degree days and cooling degree days and his usage 14 

declined. 15 

XVI. Other Customers 16 

Q. On pages 17-18 of its testimony, Morton Solar alleges that Vectren South delayed 17 

installation of James Purviance’s net meter. How do you respond? 18 

A. As discussed previously, Morton Solar occasionally installed systems prior to Vectren 19 

South receiving an application. Therefore, the applicable date is not when Morton Solar 20 

installed a system for a customer; instead, the applicable date is when the 21 

interconnection system was approved and Vectren South had received all of the 22 

appropriate documentation from the customer. Morton Solar installed James Purviance’s 23 

solar system on March 13, 2013.  Mr. Purviance’s full documentation, including a signed 24 

interconnection agreement, was not received until April 30, 2013. Mr. Purviance’s net 25 
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meter was installed on May 14, 2013, just ten business days after Vectren South had 1 

received all of the required documentation. 2 

Q. On pages 17-18 of its testimony, Morton Solar alleges that Vectren South delayed 3 

installation of Sharis Goines-Pitt’s net meter. How do you respond? 4 

A. Sharis Goines-Pitt’s net meter was installed on January 6, 2012, forty business days 5 

after Vectren South had received all of the required documentation from Ms. Goines-Pitt 6 

and approval from Vectren South. 7 

XVII. Conclusion 8 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 9 

A. Yes, at this time.10 
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   Vectren Corporation 
           One Vectren Square 

     P.O. Box 209 

     Evansville, IN 47702 

     

 
September 11, 2013 

 

Via U.S. Mail and electronic mail 

 

J. David Agnew, Esq. 

Lorch Naville Ward, LLC 

506 State Street 

P.O. Box 1343 

New Albany, IN 47151-1343 

DAgnew@lnwlegal.com 

 

Re: Morton Solar, LLC 

 

Mr. Agnew: 

 

I appreciate the time you spent discussing our concerns about the tone and nature of recent 

communications involving Mr. Morton and certain employees of Vectren Energy Delivery, Inc. 

(“Vectren”).  Regardless of the pending complaint filed by Mr. Morton with the Indiana Utility 

Regulatory Commission (“Commission”), Vectren’s employees and Morton Solar’s representatives will 

need to continue working collaboratively to ensure a smooth interconnection process for customers that 

want to install customer-generator facilities. 

I want to reiterate that Vectren is not refusing to accept documents from Morton Solar.  Morton 

Solar is free to continue to submit interconnection applications on behalf of Vectren customers and to 

otherwise assist customers in navigating the interconnection process.  While Vectren has always worked 

cooperatively with its customers, in recognition that in the past interconnection applications have been 

submitted along with a copy of the interconnection agreement already executed by the customer even 

though the review process has not been completed, Vectren’s process will be as follows: Vectren will 

forward the customer a copy of the interconnection agreement executed by Vectren after the 

interconnection is approved.  This approach will be followed in all instances going forward for three 

reasons.  First, this is the procedure set forth in the Commission’s rules governing customer-generator 

facilities.  170 IAC 4-4.3-1 et seq.  For example, a Level 1 interconnection review requires Vectren to 

execute and send to the customer a Level 1 interconnection agreement within ten (10) business days of 

sending notice that the application is complete.  170 IAC 4-4.3-6(k)(2).  The customer is required to 

return the executed interconnection agreement ten (10) business days before starting operation of the 

customer-generator facility.  170 (AC 4-4.3-6(l)(2). 

Second, this change will resolve concerns raised by Morton Solar about Vectren’s return of 

executed interconnection agreements to customers.  Once customers execute the interconnection 

agreement that Vectren has already executed, they will be able to make a copy of the fully executed 

agreement before returning the agreement to Vectren.  This arrangement will also ensure that Vectren 

receives an executed interconnection agreement because the customers must return it as a pre-requisite for 

operating its system. 
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Mr. David Agnew 

September 11, 2013 

Page 2 

 

 
Third, adherence to this process will help address misunderstandings about interconnecting 

generation facilities to Vectren’s system.  On numerous occasions, Vectren has discovered customer-

generator facilities already interconnected to its system before the interconnection process is complete.  

This endangers the lives of Vectren’s employees that may be working on infrastructure without 

knowledge of an interconnected generation facility and can lead to difficulties identifying power quality 

and other potential issues that can result from customers-generator facilities.  The Commission’s 

interconnection rules are written with the assumption that the interconnection of customer-generator 

facilities will work in the same fashion as other generator interconnections—the interconnection is vetted 

early in the process, before the generator facility is constructed, so potential problems can potentially be 

addressed in the generator facility design. 

I wanted to reiterate that Vectren is not singling-out Morton Solar.  This procedure will be 

applied uniformly to all customers and their contractors.     

Apart from explaining this approach to the processing of interconnection applications, as noted 

during our conversation, we do not want a hostile relationship with Mr. Morton and would request that 

civility be adhered to in all communications with our employees. Vectren again extends the offer made 

during the call to further discuss any perception of unfairness. Jason or I are available for further 

discussions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

      /s/ Joshua A. Claybourn 
 

Joshua Claybourn 

 

 

Cc: Robert Heidorn, Esq. 

 Jason Stephenson, Esq. 
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Respondent's Exhibit AMS-3
Cause No. 44344

Customer Name Date of Request Follow-ups
Date forwarded to

Morton

Delay
Between
Requests
in Days

Norm Miller 6 1/17/2013 3/6/2013 & 5/2/2013 5/2/2013 105
Allen Stute 2, 6 1/17/2013 3/6/2013 3/11/2013 53
Tony Kohut 3 5/10/2011 5/17/2011 7
Nick Davidson 3/17/2011 3/17/2011 0
Andy Davidson 1 3/17/2011 6/8/2011 6/8/2011 83
Bitzer 2 3/6/2013 3/11/2013 5
Dave Krietemeyer 2 3/6/2013 3/11/2013 5
Randy Ellis 5 3/6/2013 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 61
Denise Vaal 6 3/6/2013 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 61
Ohio Township Public Library - Bell Road5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
VPS Architecture 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
Erik & Laura Arneberg 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
Evansville-Vand. Central Library 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
Don Jost 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
Chanda Banner 4 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
Gary Weiss 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
Sharis Goines-Pitt 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
Roy Perry 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
James Purviance 5/2/2013 5/6/2013 4
Average Days 22.10526
Median Days 4

2  Ann-Marie forwarded these three on 3/11/2013

6 Route of work order bypassed Sales creating delay in securing interconnection agreement.

Request for Interconnection Agreements

1  Brad Van Bibber originally construed Morton Solar's email, which asked for just the Davidson's agreements, as asking for
Nick Davidson.  Brad re-requested Andy's on 3/17/2011.  Brad Van Bibber indicated he would send it the next day, but he
forgot and did not send it until prompted by Brad on 6/8/2011  (medical issues with Van Bibber March through May).

3  Morton Solar requested this agreement twice. Morton Solar's first request was to Ann-Marie 5/10/11, which was fulfilled
on 5/17/11 (7 days) Morton Solar's second request was on 1/10/13, which was fulfilled on 1/18/13 (8 days.)
4  Morton Solar asked for Ms. Banner's agreement twice as well.  Ann-Marie originally provided it on July 8, 2011 in
response to Mr. Morton's request.

5 The interconnection agreement was not executed at the time of the original request.  Mr. Ellis had additional insurance
requirements and engineering approval.   Morton Solar acknowledged inspection and lugs were complete 5/7/13.



Request No. 3-16 Please identify the dates Morton Solar submitted applications for the 
following individuals to sell SRECs: 
 

Morris Bitzer  7/2/13 

Martha Crosley Not selling SREC’s at this time. 

Andy Davidson 3/3/11 

Nick Davidson 2/22/11 

Randy Ellis  5/22/13 

Carl Fehrenbacher Not selling SREC’s at this time. 

Tony Kohut  1/21/13 

David Krietemeyer 5/21/13 

Norman Miller 7/30/13 

Jeff Osborne  6/27/13 

James Purviance 5/6/13 

Gary Schultheis 9/16/13 

Donald Scott  9/9/13 

Pamela Shelter Pending 

Ted Stransky  4/15/13 

Allen Stute  2/5/13 

Stephen Zehr  7/5/13 

Rolland Zelerino 8/8/13 

Response See above. 

 
Request No. 3-17 Please indicate whether the following customers provided Morton Solar 
interconnection agreements for purposes of registering their SRECs.  If the customers did not 
provide the interconnection agreement, please indicate the source of the interconnection 
agreements: 
 

Jeff Osborne  Yes 

 
Respondent's Exhibit AMS-4 
Page 1 of  2



Gary Schultheis Yes 

Donald Scott  Yes 

Pamela Shelter Yes 

Ted Stransky  Yes 

Stephen Zehr  Yes 

Rolland Zelerino Yes 

Response See above. 

 
 
 
Request No. 3-18 Morton Solar produced a December 13, 2010 email in response to Request 
2-5 informing Ms. Litkenhus about the possibility for selling SRECs from her system.  Did Ms. 
Litkenhus contact Morton Solar to start the qualification process?  If yes, on what date did Ms. 
Litkenhus contact Morton Solar to start the qualification process?  On what date did Morton 
Solar initiate the qualification process?   
 
Response Ms. Litkenhus gave Morton Solar verbal approval via telephone call.  Morton 
Solar asked Ms. Litkenhus to provide the Executed Interconnection Agreement but she could 
not.  Morton Solar then attempted to get the document from Vectren by Morton Solar’s but was 
not successful.  It is not possible to start the qualification process without the executed 
interconnection agreement. 
  
 
  
Request No. 3-19 Referring to Mr. Morton’s December 13, 2010 email to Ms. Litkenhus 
provided in response to Request 2-5, Mr. Morton states that “I believe you will get paid for the 
energy you have already produced as well.”  Please explain the basis for Mr. Morton’s 
conclusion. 
 
Response At that time, Morton Solar incorrectly thought that it was possible for customers 
to be paid for previously produced SREC’s before the customer’s system was ‘qualified’ to sell 
SREC’s.  Morton Solar later learned that this was not the case and that SREC’s could only be 
sold, going forward, after the system was qualified by the Sol Systems Company.  One of the 
initial steps to being qualified was to provide an ‘Executed Interconnection Agreement’ with a 
utility company located in Indiana, which requires a utility company personnel signature on the 
document.  System qualification is not possible with this signed document. 
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Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company D/B/A  Sheet No. 80 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana, Inc. (Vectren South)  Original Page 9 of 11 
Tariff for Electric Service 
I.U.R.C. No. E-13 

 
GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO ELECTRIC SERVICE 

(Continued) 
 

(c) Curtailment Notification 
If advance notification is possible, Company shall provide notification of Curtailment in 
the most effective manner possible and with as much advance notice as reasonably 
possible, considering the circumstances and the number of Customers to be notified. 
 

(d)  Lifting of Curtailment 
Service shall be restored to Customers pursuant to Company’s Capacity and Energy 
Emergency Plans. 

 
(e) A Customer who is mandated to curtail energy use, either by order of an appropriate 

governmental agency or under application of these General Terms and Conditions, 
and who solely because of the mandate becomes subject to the ratchet provisions of 
an applicable Rate Schedule, will for the period during which the mandate is in effect 
be exempt from meeting the provisions of the ratchet requirements of the Rate 
Schedule. 

 
19. FACILITIES EXTENSIONS/MODIFICATIONS 

 
(a) Determination of Customer deposits hereunder, and conditions of refund of same, shall 

be separate and distinct from determination of required deposits under Rule 8. 
 
(b) As used in this Rule 19, “extensions” shall refer to extension or modification of 

Company facilities required in order to provide electric service as requested by 
Customer(s) or prospective Customer(s). 

 
(c) Upon request for Electric Service by initial applicants (a Customer, prospective 

Customer or a group of prospective Customers located in the same area), Company 
will extend or modify, without charge, its facilities including wires, poles, transformers 
and other equipment necessary to provide the service, provided: 

 
(1) that Company's estimate of its Fixed Cost Revenue from such Electric 
Service(s) provided to initial applicant(s) for a period of three (3) years is 
equivalent to or in excess of Company's estimate of the cost of providing such 
facilities; and 

 
(2)  the prospective patronage or demand is of such permanency as to warrant 
the capital expenditure involved. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                         
 
 

Effective:  May 3, 2011 
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GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO ELECTRIC SERVICE 

(Continued) 
 
(d)  If the cost of the facilities necessary to provide the Electric Service requested  by initial 

applicant(s) exceeds the total estimated Fixed Cost Revenue from such extension as 
provided in (c) above, Company shall make such extension under the following 
conditions: 

 
(1) Upon adequate provision for payment to Company by initial applicant(s) of 
that part of the estimated cost in excess of the without-charge limit as provided in 
(c) above (a facilities extension deposit); or 

 
(2)  If in the opinion of Company (a) the estimated cost of such extension and 
the prospective revenue to be received from it is so meager or speculative as to 
make it doubtful whether the Fixed Cost Revenue from the extension would ever 
pay a fair return on the investment involved in such extension, or (b) in a case of 
real estate development, with slight or no immediate demand for service, or (c) in 
the case of an installation requiring extensive equipment with slight or irregular 
service, or (d) the estimated cost of the extension otherwise places Company 
and/or other customers at risk of recovering the costs associated with the 
investment; then in any of the above cases Company may require, in advance of 
materials procurement or construction, a deposit or adequate provision of 
payment from the initial applicant(s) in the amount of the total estimated cost of 
construction and other improvements.   
 
(3) Deposits held may be returned to initial non-residential applicant(s) based 
on the amount of Fixed Cost Revenue received by Company, for a period of 
three (3) years and up to the amount of the original deposit, in at least annual 
installments. 
 
(4) Initial applicant(s) may, at its (their) option, submit, or require Company to 
submit, to the Commission the terms of service and deposit determined by 
Company under (d)(1) or (d)(2) for review and determination as to the 
reasonableness of said terms. 
 
(5) For each new Customer, exclusive of the initial applicant(s) considered in 
the making of an extension, connected to such an extension within the period of 
six (6) years from the completion of such extension, Company shall refund to 
such initial applicant(s), in proportion to their respective contribution(s) toward 
the cost of such extension, an amount equal to three (3) times the estimated 
annual Fixed Cost Revenue from such new Customer(s), less the cost to serve 
such new Customer(s), but the total of all refunds to any such initial applicant(s) 
shall in no event exceed the individual contribution of such applicant, and the 
total of all refunds to all initial applicant(s) in aggregate shall in no event exceed 
the total aggregate deposit of all initial applicant(s).  Such estimated Fixed Cost 
Revenue from new Customer(s) shall also be subject to the provisions of (d)(2) 
above. 
 
 
 
 
 

Effective:  May 3, 2011 
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GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO ELECTRIC SERVICE 

(Continued) 
 

 
(6)   In the event that the initial applicant(s) is (are) required by (d) above to 
make any deposit, Company shall upon request make available to the initial 
applicant(s): 
  (a) the information used to establish the basis for the applicable 

deposit amount; and 
  (b) the information used to establish the basis for the estimated 

total Fixed Cost Revenue for a period of three (3) years to be 
realized by Company from permanent and continuing Customers on 
such extension. 

 
(e) Company shall not be required to make extension as provided in this Rule 19 unless 

Customer(s) to be initially served by such extension upon its installation has (have) 
entered into an agreement with Company setting forth the obligations and 
commitments of the parties, which may require Customer to provide a satisfactory 
deposit or adequate provision of payment to Company of the performance of 
Customer's (or Customers’) obligations thereunder. 

 
(f) Company reserves the right, with respect to Customers whose establishments are 

remote from Company’s existing suitable facilities, whose potential load qualifies for 
Rider ED or Rider AD, or other economic development rider as may be applicable and 
in Company’s tariff, or whose load characteristics or load dispersal require unusual 
investments by Company in service facilities, to make special agreements as to 
duration of contract, reasonable guarantee of revenues, or other service conditions. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Effective:  May 3, 2011  
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Stephenson, Jason

From: Schapker, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 3:09 PM
To: 'stacey.humbaugh@sgibson.k12.in.us'
Subject: FW: Message from KMBT_C450
Attachments: SKMBT_C45010051113430.pdf

Great, thank you. If there are any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

From: Stacey Humbaugh [mailto:stacey.humbaugh@sgibson.k12.in.us]
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 1:37 PM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: FW: Message from KMBT_C450

Ann,

Here is the signed agreement. I will get the insurance certificate to you as soon as I receive it.

Dr. Stacey Humbaugh
South Gibson School Corporation
Superintendent
1029W 650 S
Fort Branch, IN 47648
812-753-4230
812-753-4081-Fax

From: Pat Scott
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 1:31 PM
To: Stacey Humbaugh
Subject: FW: Message from KMBT_C450

Pat Scott , Administrative Assistant
South Gibson School Corporation
1029 W 650 S
Fort Branch IN 47648
812-753-4230 fax - 812-753-4081

From: c450@sgibson.k12.in.us [mailto:c450@sgibson.k12.in.us]
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 2:43 PM
To: Pat Scott
Subject: Message from KMBT_C450
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Stephenson, Jason

From: Schapker, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Tuesday, June 01, 2010 9:04 AM
To: 'Stacey Humbaugh'
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

I have not.

From: Stacey Humbaugh [mailto:stacey.humbaugh@sgibson.k12.in.us]
Sent: Friday, May 28, 2010 1:13 PM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

Did you receive this yet?

Dr. Stacey Humbaugh
South Gibson School Corporation
Superintendent
1029W 650 S
Fort Branch, IN 47648
812-753-4230
812-753-4081-Fax

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E. [mailto:ADougan@Vectren.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 9:53 AM
To: Larry Johnson
Cc: Stacey Humbaugh; Brad Morton
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

Mr. Johnson,

I still do not have a copy of the insurance showing the liability coverage for the unit. Will you please let mw
know ASAP about this document?

Thank you,
Ann-Marie

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Friday, May 21, 2010 9:18 AM
To: 'Larry Johnson'
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

Larry,

I have not seen the insurance paperwork and wanted to see if you had mailed it yet. If you have, can you send a
scanned copy of it to me as will have to track it down internally.

Thanks,
Ann-Marie
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From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 4:00 PM
To: 'Larry Johnson'
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

Please use the address below. If there is anything else you need, please let me know.

Thanks,
Ann-Marie

Ann-Marie E. Dougan
Senior Field Sales Representative
VECTREN
1 N. Main Street
PO Box 209
Evansville, IN 47702-0209
Phone: 812.491.4604
Fax: 812.491.4504

From: Larry Johnson [mailto:Larry@rosemeyeragency.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 8:55 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: South Gibson net metering agreement

Anne,

I am the insurance agent for South Gibson School Corp. We are in the process of adding Vectren as additional insured
onto the policy. Could you furnish me with the mailing address that we should use on the policy for Vectren. Thanks in
advance for your assistance.

Larry R Johnson

DISCLAIMER: +++The information transmitted is intended only for designated recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of
any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and do not retain but destroy any copies of
this document.+++.
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Stephenson, Jason

From: Schapker, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 5:00 PM
To: 'Larry Johnson'
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

Please use the address below. If there is anything else you need, please let me know.

Thanks,
Ann-Marie

Ann-Marie E. Dougan
Senior Field Sales Representative
VECTREN
1 N. Main Street
PO Box 209
Evansville, IN 47702-0209
Phone: 812.491.4604
Fax: 812.491.4504

From: Larry Johnson [mailto:Larry@rosemeyeragency.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 8:55 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: South Gibson net metering agreement

Anne,

I am the insurance agent for South Gibson School Corp. We are in the process of adding Vectren as additional insured
onto the policy. Could you furnish me with the mailing address that we should use on the policy for Vectren. Thanks in
advance for your assistance.

Larry R Johnson
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Stephenson, Jason

From: Schapker, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 9:31 AM
To: Parker, Jeremiah Q.; Athippozhy, Thomas A.; Maurer, Gregg M.; Frederick, Fred J.
Cc: Thomas, Sidney M.; Moore, Tom; Albertson, Scott E.
Subject: FW: South Gibson net metering agreement

FYI….South Gibson will come on quick but, as you can read below, I still don’t have the insurance
paperwork. (I was under the impression this had to be set by the end of May, which would be tomorrow since
Monday is a holiday).

This and the placard information requested by engineering (required due to the customer did not locate the
disconnect next to the Vectren meter) are the items we need to change this meter to a bi-directional meter.

From: Larry Johnson [mailto:Larry@rosemeyeragency.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 2:03 PM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

Checking with the insurance company today to see what the status of this change is. Let you know as soon as I know.

Larry

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E. [mailto:ADougan@Vectren.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2010 9:53 AM
To: Larry Johnson
Cc: stacey.humbaugh@sgibson.k12.in.us; Brad Morton
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

Mr. Johnson,

I still do not have a copy of the insurance showing the liability coverage for the unit. Will you please let mw
know ASAP about this document?

Thank you,
Ann-Marie

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Friday, May 21, 2010 9:18 AM
To: 'Larry Johnson'
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

Larry,

I have not seen the insurance paperwork and wanted to see if you had mailed it yet. If you have, can you send a
scanned copy of it to me as will have to track it down internally.

Thanks,
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Ann-Marie

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 4:00 PM
To: 'Larry Johnson'
Subject: RE: South Gibson net metering agreement

Please use the address below. If there is anything else you need, please let me know.

Thanks,
Ann-Marie

Ann-Marie E. Dougan
Senior Field Sales Representative
VECTREN
1 N. Main Street
PO Box 209
Evansville, IN 47702-0209
Phone: 812.491.4604
Fax: 812.491.4504

From: Larry Johnson [mailto:Larry@rosemeyeragency.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 8:55 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: South Gibson net metering agreement

Anne,

I am the insurance agent for South Gibson School Corp. We are in the process of adding Vectren as additional insured
onto the policy. Could you furnish me with the mailing address that we should use on the policy for Vectren. Thanks in
advance for your assistance.

Larry R Johnson

DISCLAIMER: +++The information transmitted is intended only for designated recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of
any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and do not retain but destroy any copies of
this document.+++.
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Stephenson, Jason

From: Schapker, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 5:36 PM
To: Parker, Jeremiah Q.
Cc: Frederick, Fred J.; Claybrooks, Chris; Maurer, Gregg M.
Subject: FW: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement
Attachments: P196 Skystream Diagram.pdf

Jeremiah,
I have requested the signed agreement and insurance. I need you to field verify the installation and metering
information.

Chris & Gregg,
Do we have a meter for a three phase application? A lot of these grants must have active service by the end of
May for them to receive their grant money………hopefully, you have these requests.

Thanks,
Ann-Marie

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 4:23 PM
To: Frederick, Fred J.
Cc: Parker, Jeremiah Q.
Subject: FW: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

Thanks Fred…..I still need the insurance.

From: Frederick, Fred J.
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 4:19 PM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.; Parker, Jeremiah Q.
Subject: RE: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

Actually the drawing you sent is an older version.
Attached is a newer version indicating that the panel feeding the windmill is fed from a 480/208 transformer.
The one line and UL1741 certification is approved.

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 4:06 PM
To: Frederick, Fred J.; Parker, Jeremiah Q.
Subject: FW: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

Hey guys, I can’t find where this was ever approved, where do we stand on this?

From: Brad Morton [mailto:bmorton@mortonenergy.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 03, 2010 8:43 PM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
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Cc: Frederick, Fred J.
Subject: RE: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

Ann-Marie,
Please see the updated drawing.
Thanks,
Brad Morton

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E. [mailto:ADougan@Vectren.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2010 2:38 PM
To: Brad Morton
Cc: Frederick, Fred J.
Subject: FW: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

Brad,
Engineering is still concerned with the inverter is rated at 208V and our records show it to be a 480V
service. Also, the disconnect must be next to our service meter.
Thanks,
Ann-Marie

From: Frederick, Fred J.
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2010 9:27 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: RE: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

The drawing still states that the windmill inverter is rated at 208V.
Our records show that the service is 480V.

The disconnect needs to be adjacent to the service meter.

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2010 10:41 AM
To: Frederick, Fred J.
Subject: FW: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

Fred,
Please see Brad’s comments and the new attachment.
Thanks,
Ann-Marie

From: Brad Morton [mailto:bmorton@mortonenergy.com]
Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 6:15 PM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: RE: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

Ann-Marie,
I may have sent you the wrong drawing from earlier in the project.
Attached is the correct one.
I’m not sure where the meter is located but should be able to make a trip up there next week to find out.
Could you ask Fred if it is acceptable to mount the lockable disconnect at the base of the wind turbine?
Thanks,
Brad Morton
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From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E. [mailto:ADougan@Vectren.com]
Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 4:23 PM
To: Brad Morton
Subject: FW: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

Brad,

Engineering needs the disconnect switch adjacent to our meter. Also, your voltage referenced is 120/240 V and
our system shows our service to be 277/480V (I am waiting for someone to field verify that for me). These will
need to be resolved with engineer and I will need to obtain the insurance from the school.

Thanks,
Ann-Marie

From: Frederick, Fred J.
Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2010 10:34 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Subject: RE: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

One thing I noticed at first glance was that they show the disconnect switch inside the school mechanical room.
It needs to be adjacent to the Vectren service meter.

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2010 8:15 AM
To: Frederick, Fred J.
Subject: FW: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement
Importance: High

Fred,
Here you go.....the only thing I don't have is the insurance which, you probably don't care about.
Thanks,

Ann-Marie Dougan
Field Sales Representative
VECTREN
1 N. Main Street
P.O. Box 209
Evansville, IN 47702-0209
812-491-4604 phone
adougan@vectren.com

From: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2010 8:18 AM
To: Frederick, Fred J.
Cc: Athippozhy, Thomas A.; Albertson, Scott E.; Moore, Tom
Subject: FW: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement
Importance: High

All~
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Here are all the forms that they had submitted. Please note, the ‘one-line’ is also here for engineering.
Thanks,
Ann-Marie

From: Brad Morton [mailto:bmorton@mortonsolar.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2010 12:02 AM
To: Dougan, Ann-Marie E.
Cc: 'Stacey Humbaugh'; 'Donya Bengert'
Subject: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement

Ann-Marie,
Attached is the Net-Metering application and supporting documentation for Haubstadt Community School.
Let me know if you need further information.
Thanks and best regards,
Brad Morton
Morton Solar & Wind, LLC
Evansville, Indiana
Ph: 812-402-0900
Cell: 812-453-1924
Fax: 812-402-9695

DISCLAIMER:
+++The information transmitted is intended only for designated recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of,
or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the
intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and do
not retain but destroy any copies of this document.+++.

DISCLAIMER: +++The information transmitted is intended only for designated recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of
any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and do not retain but destroy any copies of
this document.+++.

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 9.0.733 / Virus Database: 271.1.1/2697 - Release Date: 02/19/10 01:34:00

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 9.0.733 / Virus Database: 271.1.1/2707 - Release Date: 02/24/10 01:34:00

 
Respondent's Exhibit AMS-14 
Page 12 of  13



1

Stephenson, Jason

From: Schapker, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 5:32 PM
To: 'stacey.humbaugh@sgibson.k12.in.us'
Subject: FW: Haubstadt Net-Metering Agreement
Attachments: Interconnection Agreement P1.JPG; Interconnection Agreement P2.JPG

Importance: High

Dr. Humbaugh,

I am checking on the Net metering for the wind turbine at the school. We received the application, UL
certification and one-line from Brad Morton but, I do not show we have a signed agreement (attached) or the
proof of insurance. Would you please check on this or if they are complete, scan them to me?

I appreciate your help,

Ann-Marie E. Dougan
Senior Field Sales Representative
VECTREN
1 N. Main Street
PO Box 209
Evansville, IN 47702-0209
Phone: 812.491.4604
Fax: 812.491.4504
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Stephenson, Jason

From: Schapker, Ann-Marie E.
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 3:12 PM
To: 'Brad Morton'
Cc: Lynch, Marilyn E.
Subject: RE: 3700 Conlin

Brad,

You’re welcome. No action is required from Morton Solar, we’ve reached out to Ms. Heldt for her signature. Once we
have that we will let you know to coordinate the meter change.

Thanks,
Ann-Marie

From: Brad Morton [mailto:bmorton@mortonsolar.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 2:15 PM
To: Schapker, Ann-Marie E.
Cc: Lynch, Marilyn E.
Subject: RE: 3700 Conlin

Ann-Marie,
Thank you for the update. Do you need any further information or action from Morton Solar?

Brad Morton
Morton Solar, LLC
(812)402-0900
(270)799-8978
Fax (812)402-9695

NABCEP Certified

From: Schapker, Ann-Marie E. [mailto:ASchapker@Vectren.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 1:59 PM
To: Brad Morton (bmorton@mortonsolar.com)
Cc: Lynch, Marilyn E.
Subject: 3700 Conlin

Brad,

The documents you submitted for the application for Ms. Catherine Patton at 3700 Conlin required some additional
information. The insurance page submitted for Ms. Patton, the customer, had page 1 of the declaration that did not
designate the amount of liability coverage and was in the name of Jeanene Heldt, the homeowner.

In order to cover the terms for the interconnection agreement, the 170 IAC 4-4.2-8 and Vectren’s tariff (Sheet 52, page
2 of 4), the homeowner and the customer will be required to sign the Interconnection Agreement per our Insurance
Departmental review. We contacted Ms. Heldt and she indicated she was would not have a problem signing the
document as well.
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Thank you and let me know if you have any questions,

Ann-Marie E. Schapker

Regional Sales Manager
Phone: 812-491-4604

This message (including any attachments) is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain information that is non-public, proprietary, privileged, confidential, and exempt
from disclosure under applicable law or may constitute as attorney work product. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, notify us immediately by telephone and (i)
destroy this message if a facsimile or (ii) delete this message immediately if this is an electronic
communication. Thank you.
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CAUSE NO. 44344  

VECTREN SOUTH – JAMES H. COX - 1 
 

VERIFIED DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

JAMES H. COX 

CHIEF ELECTRICAL ENGINEER – ENERGY DELIVERY 

 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is James H. (Jim) Cox, and my business address is One Vectren Square, 211 2 

N.W. Riverside Drive, Evansville, Indiana  47708. 3 

Q. What position do you hold with Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company d/b/a 4 

Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana, Inc. (“Vectren South” or the “Company”)? 5 

A. I presently hold the position of Chief Electrical Engineer for Vectren’s Energy Delivery 6 

organization.  7 

Q. Please describe your educational background. 8 

A. I have a Bachelor’s of Science in Electrical Engineering (BSEE) from the University of 9 

Tennessee at Knoxville.   10 

Q. Please describe your professional background. 11 

A. I have over 30 years of experience in electrical engineering design, and management 12 

including over 25 years of domestic and international utility experience including 13 

distribution, substation, transmission, planning, emergency response, and customer 14 

relations for engineering and operations organizations.  I am also registered as a 15 

professional engineer in the state of Texas.     16 

Q. What are your duties and responsibilities as Vectren’s Chief Electrical Engineer? 17 
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A. As Chief Engineer, I am primarily responsible for the three departments reporting to me. 1 

The Electrical Asset Management (“EAM”) group is responsible for materials and 2 

standards, system reliability, distribution planning, public works project coordination, and 3 

joint use of Company facilities including third party attachments to poles.  The Substation 4 

and Transmission Engineering (“STE”) organization is responsible for the planning and 5 

design for both substation and transmission facilities.  System protection (relaying and 6 

control) as well as project and construction management is also performed by STE.  The 7 

Distribution Engineering (“DE”) team is charged with designing the projects needed to 8 

connect the end using customers to new and existing distribution equipment.     9 

I am also heavily involved with our electrical reliability compliance activities with the 10 

North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) and represent Vectren South 11 

on several committees at Midcontinent Independent System Operator (“MISO”) and 12 

Reliability First Corporation (“RFC”).   13 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits in support of your testimony? 14 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 15 

Exhibit Description 

Petitioner’s Exhibit JHC-1 Pertinent sections of the Indiana Administrative Code 
(“IAC”) 

Petitioner’s Exhibit JHC-2 Complainant’s Responses to Vectren South Data 
Request 1-18 

Petitioner’s Exhibit JHC-3 Complainant’s Responses to Vectren South Data 
Request 2-19 

 16 

Q. Were the exhibits identified above prepared or assembled by you or under your 17 

direction or supervision? 18 

A. Yes. 19 
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Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony in this proceeding? 1 

A. My testimony will (1) explain why a utility accessible external disconnect switch is 2 

required for net metering facilities; (2) explain why Vectren South acted reasonably in 3 

further evaluating the impacts of Dr. Stranskey’s net metering facility on the transformer; 4 

and (3) explain the impact on Vectren South’s standard meters of a net metering facility 5 

sending power back to Vectren South’s distribution system.   6 

Q. Do the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) rules require a 7 

net metering customer to install an accessible, external disconnect switch? 8 

A. The use of a visible utility accessible isolating switch anytime a power source is 9 

connected to the electrical system has long been part of system design and installation 10 

throughout the industry.  The Commission’s rules governing interconnections reflect this 11 

practice by allowing each utility to individually determine for themselves whether or not 12 

to require this switch.   13 

Section 4-4.3-4(d) of the IAC provides that a utility may require a customer generation 14 

facility to provide a disconnect switch as a supplement to the equipment package.  15 

Vectren South has required customer owned generation facilities to install this 16 

disconnect switch to ensure the safety of its line men.  Section 4-4.1-7 (2) of the IAC 17 

requires cogeneration and small power production facilities to “bear full responsibility for 18 

the installation and safe operation of this equipment.”  It further states that Breakers 19 

and/or switches capable of isolating the qualifying facility from the electric utility shall at 20 

all times be immediately accessible to the electric utility.  I have attached copies of these 21 

rules to my testimony as Respondent’s Exhibit JHC-1. 22 

Q. Why is an external disconnect switch required? 23 
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A. Safety is always a primary consideration for anything designed for or connected to 1 

Vectren South’s power system.  A lockable utility accessible disconnect provides a 2 

method for Vectren South employees to definitively and quickly ensure that the solar 3 

panels are not providing power to its distribution system while they are working on 4 

equipment in the area (i.e. no live lines due to the solar generation).  Although design 5 

standards require and installations include provisions for isolating the generator from the 6 

grid in the event of a power outage or generator failure, certain equipment failures could 7 

still result in power flowing into the Company’s grid.  Solar technology is constantly 8 

changing and improving.  Due to these changes, the operating history for solar power 9 

and the associated equipment such as inverters and switches is too short to 10 

demonstrate with certainty that when the inverters or associated equipment fails or 11 

malfunctions, it will always fail in a safe manner and prevent flow onto the grid.   12 

Although some American utilities with significant amounts of inverter based solar 13 

generation have dropped the requirement for this visible utility accessible switch, 14 

Vectren South is continuing to evaluate the impact of this equipment on its system and 15 

other customers.  One concern is that as solar power continues to move forward and 16 

becomes more prevalent, there may be occasions where it is allowable, and even 17 

desirable for a customer to separate from the grid and operate their system providing 18 

power to their own load in the event of a Vectren South power system failure.  The most 19 

common term for this is islanding.  Should that become a normal practice, the need for a 20 

visible utility controlled disconnect switch becomes even more important for employee 21 

safety.   22 

A second reason that Vectren has consistently required an external switch is to be able 23 

to disconnect and lock out the generator without shutting down the customer’s entire 24 

electric service if the equipment was not operating correctly.  This could be caused by an 25 
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equipment malfunction that could adversely impact other customers or be necessary to 1 

prevent a customer from connecting to the Vectren South system before the project is 2 

completely ready to go on line.     3 

Q. Mr. Morton contends that federal guidelines from the Interstate Renewable Energy 4 

Council (“IREC”) recommend that disconnects not be required for systems under 5 

10 kilowatts (“kW”).  Are you familiar with any such federal guidelines? 6 

A. No.  Vectren South asked Mr. Morton which federal guidelines he was referring to.  7 

Initially, Morton Solar contended there were Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 8 

(“FERC”) guidelines that held the disconnect switch was not required.  See 9 

Respondent’s Exhibit JHC-2.  Vectren South requested Morton Solar to provide copies 10 

of the FERC guidelines, and Mr. Morton provided a copy of a paper prepared by the U.S. 11 

Department of Energy Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (“DOE”).  12 

Respondent’s Exhibit JHC-3.  Vectren South takes this to mean that Morton Solar 13 

concedes there are no applicable FERC guidelines. 14 

Q. Have you reviewed the paper prepared by the DOE? 15 

A. Yes.   This paper was prepared by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory for the 16 

Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy section of the DOE.  The purpose of 17 

this paper is to advocate for eliminating the disconnect switch.  As such, this paper is not 18 

an independent and neutral evaluation of the issue leading to a conclusion to eliminate 19 

the switch.  It is seeking to promote solar energy as an effective alternate energy source 20 

and support the spread of this technology as economically as possible.   21 

There are portions of the paper where I would challenge their information.  For example, 22 

on page 10, they list nine disconnect devices that would provide the necessary 23 

separation of the solar generator from the grid.  While they acknowledge that not all 24 
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apply to every customer, the fact that none of those provides a means of disconnect that 1 

is immediately visible and easily available to company employees on site is ignored.   2 

I would point out too from their paper (starting on page 15) they show all fifty states and 3 

the District of Columbia listing their regulated interconnect requirements.  Of the 36 4 

states with rules, 18 specifically require the disconnect switch.  Thus, the Company’s 5 

requirement to install the switch is consistent with half of the states with rules governing 6 

interconnections.   7 

Q. What danger do net metering facilities present to Vectren South’s employees and 8 

contractors? 9 

A. Should a line crew unexpectedly contact or ground a live line, there is a reasonable risk 10 

of injury or property damage, including damage to the solar generating system.   11 

Q. Mr. Morton contends that Vectren South’s review of the impact of Dr. Ted 12 

Stransky’s net metering facility on the transformer serving his neighbor and him 13 

was unreasonable (p. 5).  Why was Vectren South concerned about the 14 

transformer?   15 

A. While there was no concern over the transformer capacity to serve the two customers, 16 

Dr. Stransky’s installation was the first of this size where one transformer served multiple 17 

secondary customers on the Vectren system.  Because the nameplate capacity of the 18 

customer’s inverter installation was over 20 kilovolt-amperes (kVA), it was appropriate 19 

for the Company to do a more thorough investigation of the impact on the installation 20 

(per 170 IAC 4-4.3.7e, Level 2 Interconnection Review), particularly in light of the fact 21 

that another customer was served from the same distribution transformer as Dr. 22 

Stransky. 23 
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Anytime more than one customer is connected to a single transformer, there is a 1 

potential for one to impact the others.  With a solar PV installation of this size, Vectren 2 

wanted to evaluate the voltage swings at the transformer caused by load changes at the 3 

customer with the PV installation.  These voltage changes should not cause a condition 4 

that could negatively impact the other customer.  This is a reasonable process that was 5 

necessary to protect the other customer and Vectren South as well as Dr. Stransky   6 

With any current flow through a conductor, there is a voltage change.  In the scenario 7 

where a solar generator goes from very sunny to a shaded condition and back in a short 8 

period of time (such as is common on some sunny days as clouds pass over), the 9 

impact on the secondary voltage at the transformer goes from being driven higher by 10 

power flowing in, to being pulled lower as the cloud reduces the amount of generation 11 

and the generating customer becomes a load again.  upon further review of the 12 

proposed customer equipment and the interconnecting transformer, it was determined 13 

that Dr. Stransky’s solar system could be operated without causing an unacceptable 14 

secondary voltage at the transformer meaning the customers would receive power at an 15 

acceptable voltage level.   16 

Q. Are you familiar with the meters Vectren South installs for a typical residential 17 

customer? 18 

A.   Yes. 19 

Q. What is the impact on those meters of a net-metering facility sending electricity 20 

from the customer’s house to Vectren South’s distribution system? 21 

A. The Company has a variety of single phase residential meters presently in service.  We 22 

have historically used electromechanical meters which come in three types.   23 
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 The first and most common type, which comprises approximately 90% of the 1 

installed single phase residential meters installed, will measure power flowing in 2 

either direction (the dial spins in both directions).  These meters are only 3 

calibrated in the expected direction of power flow, and may not accurately 4 

capture the power coming from the solar generator into the Vectren system as 5 

installed.   6 

 The second type comprises less than 1% of the total installed meters and it is 7 

detented, meaning it will not register any power flow in the reverse direction.  8 

With this meter, the consumer would not receive the credit due for the power 9 

provided to Vectren by the solar unit.   10 

 The third type represents much less than 1% of total meters, and it records 11 

power flow in either direction through the meter as consumption by the customer.  12 

In this case, the energy the solar system provides would actually be charged to 13 

the consumer as usage.   14 

At this time, new single phase residential meter installations use an electronic type, and 15 

they represent the remaining meters in use on the Vectren South system.  All of the 16 

electronic meters operate in a detented mode as described in the second bullet above, 17 

with customers not receiving credit for the power supplied to the power system.    18 

In the event a net meter is needed due to solar panels or for other reasons, a specific 19 

meter system designed for capturing flows in both directions that uses two separate 20 

meter registers in a single housing to measure power to the consumer and power from 21 

the consumer’s PV system.  The Vectren South customer information system 22 

determines the difference in the two values (the net) and calculates the correct effective 23 

usage, or credit, for correct customer billing.   24 
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Q. Why does Vectren South install a specific bi-directional meter if the standard 1 

meter runs backwards? 2 

A. Unless an appropriate net meter is installed, there is no assurance that the existing 3 

meter will accurately capture the power flows in both directions and result in correct 4 

billing for the customer and Vectren.  The multiple-register meter, used as a net meter, 5 

also provides more information for resolving any billing issues that may occur as a result 6 

of the operation of the facility. 7 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 8 

A. Yes, at this time. 9 





ELECTRIC UTILITIES

Common Use means simultaneous use by two or more utilities of the same kind.
Joint Use means simultaneous use by two or more kinds of utilities.
Voltage or volts means the highest effective voltage between any two conductors of the circuit concerned, except that in

grounded multiwire circuits, not exceeding 750 volts between outer conductors, it means the highest effective voltage between any
wire of the circuit and the ground.

In ungrounded circuits not exceeding 750 volts, voltage to ground means the voltage of the circuit.
When one circuit is directly connected to another circuit of higher voltage (as in the case of an auto-transformer), both are

considered as of the higher voltage, unless the circuit of lower voltage is permanentlygrounded. Direct connection implies electrical
connection as distinguished from connection merely through electromagnetic or electrostatic induction. (Indiana Utility Regulatory
Commission; No. 17689: Safety And Inductive Co-ordination Rule 12; filed Jan 2, 1946, 10:00 am: Rules and Regs. 1947, p. 1638;
readopted filed Jul 11, 2001, 4:30 p.m.: 24 IR 4233; readopted filed Apr 24, 2007, 8:21 a.m.: 20070509-IR-170070147RFA; errata
filed Jul 21, 2009, 1:33 p.m.: 20090819-IR-170090571ACA; readopted filed Aug 2, 2013, 2:16  p.m.: 20130828-IR-
170130227RFA)

Rule 4. Cogeneration and Small Power Production Facilities (Repealed)
(Repealed by Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; filed Mar 7, 1985, 10:04 am: 8 IR 766)

Rule 4.1. Cogeneration and Alternate Energy Production Facilities

170 IAC 4-4.1-1 Definitions
Authority: IC 8-1-1; IC 8-1-2; IC 8-1-2.4
Affected: IC 8-1-2.4

Sec. 1. (a) As used in this rule, "alternate energy production facility" means an arrangement of equipment for the production
of electricity from the movement of water or wind, by photoelectric transformation, or through the combustion of refuse, a
renewable source, or a recovered resource.

(b) As used in this rule, "avoided cost" means the incremental cost to an electric utility of electric energy or capacity, or both,
which, but for the purchase from a qualifying facility or facilities, the utility would generate or maintain itself or purchase from
another source.

(c) As used in this rule, "back-up power" means electric energy or capacity supplied by an electric utility to replace energy
ordinarily generated by a qualifying facility's own generation equipment during an unscheduled outage of the facility.

(d) As used in this rule, "capacity" means the ability to provide electric energy in a period of time.
(e) As used in this rule, "cogeneration facility" means an arrangement of equipment which uses thermal energy to

sequentially or simultaneously render electricity and useful thermal energy used for industrial, commercial, heating, or cooling
purposes. The facility must meet energy efficiency standards for a cogeneration facility established by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission under 16 U.S.C. 824a-3, in effect November 9, 1978.

(f) As used in this rule, "commission" means the Indiana utility regulatory commission.
(g) As used in this rule, "electric utility" means a public utility or municipally-owned utility that owns, operates, or manages

an electric plant.
(h) As used in this rule, "existing qualifying facility" means a qualifying facility which was in operation before July 1, 1983.
(i) As used in this rule, "generating electric utility" means an electric utility with an annual sale of five hundred (500) million

kilowatt-hours or more, which owns or leases, in whole or part, an electric generating facility providing a portion of the kilowatt-
hours sold to its customers.

(j) As used in this rule, "interconnection" means the physical, parallel connection of a qualifying facility with a transmission
or distribution facility of an electric utility for the purchase or sale, or both, of electricity.

(k) As used in this rule, "interconnection cost" means the reasonable cost of connection, switching, metering, transmission,
distribution, safety provisions, and administrative costs incurred by the electric utility directly related to the installation and
maintenance of a physical facility necessary to permit interconnected operations with a qualifying facility, to the extent the costs
are:
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ELECTRIC UTILITIES

(1) in excess of the corresponding costs which the electric utility would have incurred if it had not engaged in interconnected
operations but instead generated an equivalent amount of electricity itself or purchased an equivalent amount of electricity
from other sources; and
(2) not otherwise recognized in rates for purchase of energy, or capacity and energy, by the electric utility.
(l) As used in this rule, "interruptible power" means electric energy or capacity supplied by an electric utility subject to

interruption by the electric utility under specified conditions.
(m) As used in this rule, "line losses" means the percentage loss of energy experienced in a period between the generation

facilities of an electric utility and the customers of that electric utility.
(n) As used in this rule, "maintenance power" means electric energy or capacity supplied by an electric utility during

scheduled outages of the qualifying facility.
(o) As used in this rule, "parallel" means the designed operation of the qualifying facility, interconnection equipment, and

electric utility's system where the instantaneous flow of electrical energy may automatically occur in either direction across the
interconnection point between the qualifying facility and the electrical utility's transmission and distribution system.

(p) As used in this rule, "purchase" means the purchase of electric energy or capacity, or both, from a qualifying facility by
an electric utility.

(q) As used in this rule, "qualifying facility" means a cogeneration or alternate energy production facility of eighty (80)
megawatts capacity or less which is owned not more than fifty percent (50%) in equity interest by a person primarily engaged in
the generation or retail sale of electricity, gas, or thermal energy, other than as described in this rule.

(r) As used in this rule, "supplementary power" means electric energy or capacity supplied by an electric utility, regularly
used by a qualifying facility in addition to that which the facility generates itself.

(s) As used in this rule, "system emergency" means a condition on a utility's system liable to result in any of the following:
(1) A significant disruption of service to a customer.
(2) A substantial deviation from a normal service standard.
(3) An endangerment to life or property.
(t) As used in this rule, "wheeling" means the transfer of energy and capacity by direct transmission or displacement from

a qualifying facility to a purchasing electric utility over a transmission or distribution facility, or both, of the utility with which the
qualifying facility is interconnected. (Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; 170 IAC 4-4.1-1; filed Mar 7, 1985, 10:04 a.m.:
8 IR 759; filed Jun 8, 1989, 2:00 p.m.: 12 IR 1834; filed Apr 4, 1995, 11:45 a.m.: 18 IR 1994; readopted filed Jul 11, 2001, 4:30
p.m.: 24 IR 4233; readopted filed Apr 24, 2007, 8:21 a.m.: 20070509-IR-170070147RFA; readopted filed Aug 2, 2013, 2:16  p.m.:
20130828-IR-170130227RFA)

170 IAC 4-4.1-2 Applicability
Authority: IC 8-1-2.4-1
Affected: IC 8-1-2.4-1

Sec. 2. All electric utilities, which have customers within the state of Indiana, and all qualifying facilities will be subject to
170 IAC 4-4.1. (Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; 170 IAC 4-4.1-2; filed Mar 7, 1985, 10:04 am: 8 IR 760; readopted filed
Jul 11, 2001, 4:30 p.m.: 24 IR 4233; readopted filed Apr 24, 2007, 8:21 a.m.: 20070509-IR-170070147RFA; readopted filed Aug
2, 2013, 2:16  p.m.: 20130828-IR-170130227RFA)

170 IAC 4-4.1-3 Exemption
Authority: IC 8-1-1; IC 8-1-2; IC 8-1-2.4
Affected: IC 8-1-2; IC 8-1-2.4

Sec. 3. Qualifying facilities shall be exempt from revenue requirement and associated regulation under IC 8-1-2 as
administered by the Indiana utility regulatory commission, but the commission shall be final authority over rates for purchase and
sale of electric energy and capacity in transactions between qualifying facilities and electric utilities. However, nothing in this rule
limits the authority of a utility and a qualifying facility to mutually agree to rates for purchase, and sale transactions, which may
differ from conditions which are specified in this rule, provided such agreements, specifying rates and terms, are filed with the
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ELECTRIC UTILITIES

Sec. 6. (a) The terms and conditions for the wheeling of nonfirm energy or capacity and energy for an Indiana qualifying
facility and the rate for such service shall be specified in a contract between the Indiana qualifying facility and the electric utility
and shall not conflict with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's implementation of the Federal Power Act or with the
authority of any other relevant federal authority. The electric utility shall offer to wheel pursuant to, at a minimum:

(1) a contract of five (5) years' duration or longer to wheel capacity and energy;
(2) a contract of five (5) years' duration or longer to wheel capacity and energy, subject to cancellation by the electric utility
with two (2) years' written notice to the Indiana qualifying facility; or
(3) a contract to wheel capacity and energy when, as, and if such service is available from the electric utility.
(b) When requested by the qualifying facility, the electric utility shall provide an estimate of the capacity and energy which

the electric utility will be able to wheel on its existing and planned transmission-distribution system during the next five (5) years.
(c) Rates for wheeling as follows:
(1) The wheeling rate will be based on the estimated average cost of the existing transmission and distribution facilities used
to provide the wheeling service for the Indiana qualifying facility.
(2) The rate for wheeling capacity and energy pursuant to a long-term contract subject to cancellation by the electric utility
shall be based on the electric utility's estimated average cost of the existing transmission and distribution facilities used to
provide the wheeling service for the Indiana qualifying facility.
(3) The rate for wheeling capacity and energy pursuant to a contract providing for such service when, as, and if available
from the electric utility shall be based on the electric utility's actual expenses associated with the transaction plus no more
than two (2.0) mills per kilowatt-hour of electricity wheeled.
(d) If an electric utility estimates that its existing and planned transmission and distribution facilities are inadequate to

guarantee the wheeling service requested by the qualifying facility, or an electric utility providing wheeling service for the
qualifying facility pursuant to a long-term contract subject to cancellation determines such service can no longer be guaranteed
without significant service disruptions to the electric utility's own customers or physical additions to electric utility's transmission
and distribution facilities, the electric utility will provide the Indiana qualifying facility with an estimate of the additional
investment and expenses that it would necessarily incur in order to provide or continue to provide wheeling service for the
qualifying facility. This estimate should be based upon sound engineering design and economics. If the qualifying facility agrees
to pay the estimated costs, the electric utility shall endeavor to make the additional investment and operational changes necessary
to ensure that it will be able to provide or continue to provide the wheeling service requested by the qualifying facility from the
electric utility for the required transmission and distribution facility additions or operational changes. Such agreement shall
recognize the current and future benefits, if any, provided to the electric utility and its ratepayers by such facility additions or
operational changes.

(e) If the electric utility gives notice of its intention to cancel a long-term contract subject to cancellation and the qualifying
facility pays for the facility additions and operational changes necessary for the electric utility to be able to continue to guarantee
the wheeling service for the qualifying facility, the electric utility shall provide the wheeling service for the remainder of the
original contract term plus such additional period as may be requested by the qualifying facility and for which the facility additions
and operational changes paid for by the qualifying facility will permit the electric utility to guarantee such service.

(f) In determining the wheeling rate pursuant to subsection (c), recognition shall be given to the costs paid by the qualifying
facility for the facility additions or operational changes in electric utility's transmission-distribution system. (Indiana Utility
Regulatory Commission; 170 IAC 4-4.1-6; filed Mar 7, 1985, 10:04 a.m.: 8 IR 761; filed Jun 8, 1989, 2:00 p.m.: 12 IR 1835;
readopted filed Jul 11, 2001, 4:30 p.m.: 24 IR 4233; readopted filed Apr 24, 2007, 8:21 a.m.: 20070509-IR-170070147RFA;
readopted filed Aug 2, 2013, 2:16  p.m.: 20130828-IR-170130227RFA)

170 IAC 4-4.1-7 Interconnections; metering; costs
Authority: IC 8-1-1; IC 8-1-2; IC 8-1-2.4
Affected: IC 8-1-2; IC 8-1-2.4

Sec. 7. (a) The qualifying facility shall:
(1) install, operate, and maintain in good order such:

(A) relays;
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ELECTRIC UTILITIES

(B) locks and seals;
(C) breakers;
(D) automatic synchronizers; and
(E) other control and protective apparatus;

as shall be designated by the electric utility for safe, efficient, and reliable operation in parallel to the electric utility's system;
and
(2) bear full responsibility for the installation and safe operation of this equipment.

Breakers and/or switches capable of isolating the qualifying facility from the electric utility shall at all times be immediately
accessible to the electric utility. The electric utility may isolate any qualifying facility at its own discretion if the electric utility
believes continued parallel operation with the qualifying facilitycreates or contributes to a system emergency. System emergencies
causing discontinuance of parallel operation are subject to verification by the commission. The facilities installed by the qualifying
facility shall comply with 170 IAC 4-1-26(a) and the electric utility's rules and regulations for electric service in effect from time
to time. The qualifying facility shall comply with the applicable requirements of 170 IAC 4-4.3.

(b) To properly record the number of kilowatt hours being purchased or sold by the electric utility or qualifying facility, the
following configurations shall be the basis for metering:

(1) When purchases by the electric utility from the qualifying facility are intended to be less than one thousand (1,000)
kilowatt hours per month and the qualifying facility agrees, a single, bidirectional meter may be placed between the electric
utility's system and the qualifying facility.
(2) When the qualifying facility will not be simultaneously selling to and purchasing from the electric utility, two (2)
monodirectional meters shall be placed in a series arrangement between the electric utility's electric system and the qualifying
facility, as shown as follows:

(3) When the qualifying facility will simultaneously sell to and purchase from the electric utility, two (2) monodirectional
meters shall be placed in a series arrangement between the electric utility's system and the qualifying facility, and a single,
monodirectional meter shall be placed between the electric utility's system and the on-site load of the qualifying facility that
will be served by the electric utility, as shown as follows:

(4) The metering equipment installed by the electric utility may be designed to recognize the different rate periods.
(5) The electric utility and the qualifying facility may agree to other metering arrangements.
(6) The electric utility may, solely at its option, install additional metering equipment at its own expense.

(Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; 170 IAC 4-4.1-7; filed Mar 7, 1985, 10:04 a.m.: 8 IR 762; filed Jun 8, 1989, 2:00 p.m.:
12 IR 1836; filed Oct 15, 1990, 3:28 p.m.: 14 IR 419; readopted filed Jul 11, 2001, 4:30 p.m.: 24 IR 4233; filed Mar 6, 2006, 9:45
a.m.: 29 IR 2169; readopted filed Jul 12, 2012, 2:12  p.m.: 20120808-IR-170120114RFA; readopted filed Aug 2, 2013, 2:16  p.m.:
20130828-IR-170130227RFA)

170 IAC 4-4.1-8 Rates for energy purchase
Authority: IC 8-1-2.4-1
Affected: IC 8-1-2.4-1

Sec. 8. (a) The rate to be paid by a generating electric utility for purchase of energy from a qualifying facility shall be an
average of marginal running costs of the generating electric utility adjusted for line losses in accordance with:

Indiana Administrative Code Page 32

 
Respondent's Exhibit JHC-1 
Page 4 of  5



ELECTRIC UTILITIES

170 IAC 4-4.3-4 General interconnection provisions
Authority: IC 8-1-1-3; IC 8-1-2.4
Affected: IC 8-1-2

Sec. 4. (a) Each investor-owned electric utility shall provide each of the following three (3) procedures for applications for
interconnection of customer-generator facilities and use:

(1) The Level 1 review procedure described in section 6 of this rule for applications to connect inverter-based customer-
generator facilities that:

(A) have a nameplate capacity of ten (10) kilowatts or less; and
(B) meet the certification requirements of section 5 of this rule.

(2) The Level 2 review procedure described in section 7 of this rule for applications to connect customer-generator facilities:
(A) with a nameplate capacity of two (2) megawatts or less; and
(B) that meet the certification requirements of section 5 of this rule.

(3) The Level 3 review procedure described in section 8 of this rule for applications to connect customer-generator facilities
to its distribution system that do not qualify for either Level 1 or Level 2 interconnection review procedures.
(b) Each utility shall designate a contact person or office from which an eligible customer can obtain basic application forms

and information through an informal process.
(c) Each utility shall use commission-approved interconnection application and interconnection agreement forms.
(d) The utility may require the applicant to include a disconnect switch as a supplement to the equipment package.
(e) Application and interconnection review fees shall be set as follows:
(1) A utility shall not charge an application or other fee to an applicant that requests Level 1 interconnection review.
However, if an application for Level 1 interconnection review is denied because the:

(A) application does not meet the requirements for Level 1 interconnection review; and
(B) applicant resubmits the application under another review procedure;

the utility may impose a fee for the resubmitted application, consistent with this section.
(2) For a Level 2 interconnection review, the utility may charge fees up to fifty dollars ($50) plus one dollar ($1) per kilowatt
of the customer-generator facility's nameplate capacity, plus the cost of any minor modifications to the electric distribution
system or additional review, if required under section 7(q)(3) of this rule. Costs for minor modifications or additional review
shall be:

(A) based on utility estimates; and
(B) subject to review by the commission or its designee.

Costs for engineering work done as part of any additional review shall not exceed one hundred dollars ($100) per hour.
(3) For a Level 3 interconnection review, the utility may charge fees up to one hundred dollars ($100) plus two dollars ($2)
per kilowatt of the customer-generator facility's nameplate capacity, as well as charges for actual time spent on any impact
or facilities studies required under section 8 of this rule. Costs for engineering work done as part of any impact or facilities
study shall not exceed one hundred dollars ($100) per hour. If the utility must install facilities in order to accommodate the
interconnection of the customer-generator facility, the cost of such facilities shall be the responsibility of the applicant.
(f) The interconnection and operation of anycustomer-generator facility is secondarytoand shall not interfere with the ability

of the utility to meet its primary responsibility of furnishing reasonably adequate service to all customers.
(g) All the customer-generator facility electrical installations shall conform to the following:
(1) The requirements of local ordinances and inspection authorities.
(2) The applicable requirements of this rule.

(Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission; 170 IAC 4-4.3-4; filed Mar 6, 2006, 9:45 a.m.: 29 IR 2171; readopted filed Jul 12, 2012,
2:12  p.m.: 20120808-IR-170120114RFA; readopted filed Aug 2, 2013, 2:16  p.m.: 20130828-IR-170130227 RFA)

170 IAC 4-4.3-5 Certification of customer-generator facilities
Authority: IC 8-1-1-3; IC 8-1-2.4
Affected: IC 8-1-2
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STATE OF INDIANA
INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL
TO THE INDIANA UTILITY
REGULATORY COMMISSION
FROM THE CONSUMER AFFAIRS
DIVISION OF THE RULING ON
COMPLAINT BY MORTON SOLAR
& WIND, LLC AGAINST VECTREN
UTILITY HOLDINGS, INC. d/b/a
VECTREN ENERGY DELIVERY OF
INDIANA – SOUTH

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CAUSE NO. 44344

RESPONSE TO VECTREN ENERGY’S
 1ST SET OF DATA REQUESTS TO
MORTON SOLAR & WIND, LLC

 Morton Solar & Wind, LLC (“the Complainant”), by and through its legal counsel,

responds to the first set of data requests from Vectren Energy as follows:

NOTES AND GENERAL OBJECTIONS RE ALL DOCUMENT REQUESTS

1. The responses provided to this discovery request have been prepared pursuant to a

reasonable and diligent investigation and search for the requested information.  The Complainant is a

limited liability company, with limited administrative and support staff who are responsible for its

administration and day-to-day operations. The limited number of administrative and support staff

limits its ability to locate quickly “all” documents relevant to particular issues.

Accordingly, the Complainant cannot and does not represent that responses to the Requests

provide every possible piece of information that exists in any form; rather, the responses reflect the

information obtained up to this date by it and its consultants pursuant to a reasonable and diligent

search of the documents and records available to these representatives.  In this posture, the

Complainant has made a diligent effort to locate and identify all documents responsive to the

Requests directed to it within the applicable discovery rules.  To the extent that the Requests purport

 
Respondent's Exhibit JHC-2 
Page 1 of  8



to require more than this reasonable and diligent search and investigation, the Complainant objects

on the grounds that such a search would represent an undue burden and/or unreasonable expense.

2.   The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek documents or

information which, in whole or in part, request, offer, represent, or relate to counsel’s legal advice,

legal conclusions or mental impressions about the case, including counsel’s legal theories and

expectations or preparations for litigation, since these are protected by attorney-client and attorney

work-product privileges, and are not discoverable.  The Complainant objects to the Requests to the

extent the term “all documents” includes items that contain matter privileged under the attorney-

client and attorney work-product privileges.  However, subject to mutual agreement with counsel for

Vectren Energy, counsel for the Complainant will, on a reciprocal basis, prepare and provide a

privilege log.

3.   The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they exceed the scope and

methods of discovery allowed under Trial Rule 26(B). The Complainant further reserves its right

under Trial Rule 26(B) to seek compensation for expert fees and costs associated with complying

with the Requests.

4.   The Complainant objects to the Requests as unreasonably cumulative or duplicative

to the extent the information is obtainable from some other source that is more convenient, less

burdensome, or less expensive including but not limited to testimony previously filed or to be filed in

this cause.

5.  The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they are unduly burdensome,

oppressive, and calculated to take the Complainant, and its staff, away from normal work activities,

require them to spend hours reviewing organizational records in order to answer said Requests, and

require them to expend significant resources to provide complete and accurate answers to Ventren

Energy’s discovery requests to generate material that, even if relevant, is of marginal value and can

be obtained more easily through other means.
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6.  The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they seek documents and/or

information which are neither relevant nor material to the subject matter of this litigation, nor

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence, especially, but not

exclusively, because they seek information outside the scope of this proceeding.

7.  The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek analysis,

calculations, or compilations which have not already been performed and which the Complainant

objects to performing.

8.  The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they are vague and

ambiguous and provide no reasonable basis from which the Complainant can determine what

information is being sought.

9.  The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they request or direct

supplementation except to the extent required by Ind. Tr. R. 26(E).

10.  The Complainant objects to the Requests for the additional, specific individual

grounds identified immediately before each Response.

       Respectfully submitted,

/s/ J. David Agnew
       J. David Agnew

Attorney for Complainant
       LORCH NAVILLE WARD LLC
       502 State Street
       New Albany, IN 47150
       Phone: (812) 949-1000
       Fax:     (812) 949-3773
       dagnew@lnwlegal.com
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Pursuant to 170 IAC 1-1.1-16 and the agreements regarding discovery at the Prehearing

Conference in this Cause, Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company, Inc. d/b/a Vectren

Energy Delivery of Indiana, Inc. (“Vectren Energy” or “Respondent”) hereby requests Morton

Solar & Wind LLC (“Morton Solar”) respond to each of the following discovery requests.

Vectren Energy requests that responses be transmitted via email, when possible.

Production shall be made to the following Vectren Energy counsel, as soon as practicable and, in

no event later than the discovery deadline agreed to at the Prehearing Conference in this

proceeding:

Robert E. Heidorn, Atty. No. 14264-49
VECTREN CORPORATION

One Vectren Square
211 N.W. Riverside Drive
Evansville, IN 47708
E-Mail: rheidorn@vectren.com

and

Joshua A. Claybourn, # 26305-49
Vectren Corporation
One Vectren Square
211 N.W. Riverside Drive
Evansville, Indiana 47708
E-Mail: jclaybourn@vectren.com

and

P. Jason Stephenson, Atty. No. 21839-49
BARNES & THORNBURG LLP

11 South Meridian Street
Indianapolis, IN 46204
E-Mail: Jason.stephenson@btlaw.com
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DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

1. “Communication” means the transmittal in any manner or by any method of

information (in the form of facts, ideas, inquiries, or otherwise).

2. “Complaint” shall mean the Verified Complaint and Appeal From Consumer

Affairs Decision filed by Morton Solar to initiate this proceeding.

3. “Documents” means and includes any and all materials within the scope of Ind.

Trial Rule 34(A)(1) and shall be construed broadly to encompass, without limitation, all

handwritten, typed, printed or otherwise visually or orally reproduced materials, whether copies

or originals, and includes drafts and translations of any document, data sheets, discs, diskettes,

data contained in any computer, emails, spreadsheets, faxes, printed material, information that

can be retrieved from any computer, and any information produced or reproduced mechanically,

magnetically, electrically, electronically, photographically, or by any other means.

4. “Identify” means:

a.  As to an individual, state the individual's name, business address, present

occupation, present organizational title, and, where relevant, past

occupation and organizational title;

b.  As to an entity other than an individual, state its full name, the address of

its principal place of business, and its state of incorporation or

organization;

c.  As to a document, state its author or maker, date, general subject matter,

addressees, and recipients, if any;

 
Respondent's Exhibit JHC-2 
Page 5 of  8



d. As to a meeting or oral communication, state the date and place of such

meeting or oral communication, the purpose and subjects of such meeting

or oral communication, every person participating in or present at such

meeting or oral communication, and every document referring or relating

to such meeting or oral communication;

e. As to a fact, state the subject and substance of the fact, each meeting,

communication or other event, which constitutes the fact, and each

document referring or relating to the fact.

5. "Morton Solar" means Morton Solar & Wind, LLC and all of its agents,

representatives, consultants, and employees.

6. These requests shall be deemed to be continuing. Any information or document

responsive to these requests which Morton Solar acquires subsequent to the initial response shall

be provided within a reasonable time after such information or document is acquired.

7. This set of data request is subject to supplementation and amendment as required

by Ind. Trail Rule 26(E).

DATA REQUESTS
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Request No. 1-18

Response:

Referencing numerical paragraph 17 in the Complaint, please identify all
"projects" as that term is used in the Complaint that Morton Solar has
been involved in that were to be interconnected with Vectren Energy's
electric distribution system and which Morton Solar alleges Vectren
Energy unnecessarily delayed implementation.

See the specific allegations contained in Count I of the Complaint and
in paragraph 17 in Count II of the Complaint. These allegations will
be presented in greater detail in Morton Solar's prefiled testimony.

In addition to the projects identified in the Complaint, Morton Solar
Project P173 EVPL was unnecessarily delayed by Vectren.
Specifically, a Vectren engineer insisted that a disconnect be installed
next to a meter in the customer's basement. However, there was
already a circuit breaker that could be used which was located only 15
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feet away from meter. Disconnects are not needed because UL1741
inverters are certified to shut down automatically, and FERC
guidelines indicate that these disconnects are not needed for small
systems. In this case, this delayed the project 1 month and added
$3,500 to cost of project. According to Mike Ruder, Facilities
Manager of library, he discussed this with a Vectren Engineer who
stated, "We [Vectren] will get our money one way or another."
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STATE OF INDIANA
INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL
TO THE INDIANA UTILITY
REGULATORY COMMISSION
FROM THE CONSUMER AFFAIRS
DIVISION OF THE RULING ON
COMPLAINT BY MORTON SOLAR
& WIND, LLC AGAINST VECTREN
UTILITY HOLDINGS, INC. d/b/a
VECTREN ENERGY DELIVERY OF
INDIANA -- SOUTH

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CAUSE NO. 44344

RESPONSE TO VECTREN ENERGY’S
2ND SET OF DATA REQUESTS TO
MORTON SOLAR & WIND, LLC

 Morton Solar & Wind, LLC (“the Complainant”), by and through its legal counsel,

responds to the first set of data requests from Vectren Energy as follows:

NOTES AND GENERAL OBJECTIONS RE ALL DOCUMENT REQUESTS

1. The responses provided to this discovery request have been prepare pursuant to a

reasonable and diligent investigation and search for the requested information.  The Complainant

is a limited liability company, with limited administrative and support staff who are responsible

for its administration and day-to-day operations.  The limited number of administrative and

support staff limits its ability to locate quickly “all” documents relevant to particular issues.

Accordingly, the Complainant cannot and does not represent that responses to the

Requests provide every possible piece of information that exists in any form; rather, the

responses reflect the information obtained up to this date by it and its consultants pursuant to a

reasonable and diligent search of the documents and records available to these representatives.

In this posture, the Complainant has made a diligent effort to locate and identify all documents

responsive to the Requests directed to it within the applicable discovery rules.  To the extent that
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the Requests purport to require more than this reasonable and diligent search and investigation,

the Complainant objects on the grounds that such a search would represent an undue burden

and/or unreasonable expense.

2. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek documents

or information which, in whole or in part, request, offer, represent, or relate to counsel’s legal

advice, legal conclusions or mental impressions about the case, including counsel’s legal theories

and expectations or preparations for litigation, since these are protected by attorney-client and

attorney work-product privileges, and are not discoverable.  The Complainant objects to the

Requests to the extent the term “all documents” includes items that contain matter privileged

under the attorney-client and attorney work-product privileges. However, subject to mutual

agreement with counsel for Vectren Energy, counsel for the Complainant will, on a reciprocal

basis, prepare and provide a privilege log.

3. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they exceed the scope and

methods of discovery allowed under Trial Rule 226(B).  The Complainant further reserves its

right under Trial Rule 26(B) to seek compensation for expert fees and costs associated with

complying with the Requests.

4. The Complainant objects to the Requests as unreasonably cumulative or

duplicative to the extent the information is obtainable from some other source that is more

convenient, less burdensome, or less expensive including but not limited to testimony previously

filed or to be filed in this cause.

5. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they are unduly

burdensome, oppressive, and calculated to take the Complainant, and its staff, away from normal

work activities, require them to spend hours reviewing organizational records in order to answer
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said Requests, and require them to expend significant resources to provide complete and accurate

answers to Vectren Energy’s discovery requests to generate material that, even if relevant, is of

marginal value and can be obtained more easily through other means.

6. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they seek documents and/or

information which are neither relevant nor material to the subject matter of this litigation, nor

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence, especially, but

not exclusively, because they seek information outside the scope of this proceeding.

7. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they seek analysis,

calculations, or compilations which have not already been performed and which the Complainant

objects to performing.

8. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent that they are vague and

ambiguous and provide no reasonable basis from which the Complainant can determine what

information is being sought.

9. The Complainant objects to the Requests to the extent they request or direct

supplementation except to the extent required by Ind. Tr. R. 26(E).

10. The Complainant objects to the Requests for the additional, specific individual

grounds identified immediately before each Response.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ J. David Agnew
J. David Agnew
Attorney for Complainant
LORCH NAVILLE WARD LLC
506 State Street
P.O. Box 1343
New Albany, IN 47151-1343
Telephone:  812.949.1000
Fax: 812.949.3773
Email: dagnew@lnwlegal.com
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Request No. 2-19 Please reference Morton Solar's response to Vectren's Request No. 1-18.
Please provide copies of the FERC guidelines that indicate disconnects are not needed for small
systems.

See, Coddington, M.H., R.M. Margolis, and J. Aabakken. (2008) Utility-Interconnected
Photovoltaic Systems: Evaluating the Rationale for the Utility-Accessible External Device
Switch. U.S. Dept. of Energy Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy. National
Renewable Energy Laboratory. Technical Report NREL/TP-581-42675. Midwest Research
Institute: January 2008. http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fv08osti/42675.pdf.
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