
Schedule RDC-1

Comparison of Present and Proposed Rates (R-3 Winter)

Rate wI Rate wIBase Rate— Base Rate— Difference— Difference— Difference— Difference—Bill Percentile Thernis CGC— COC—Present Proposed Revenue Percent Present Proposed Revenue Percent

25% 60 $28.83 $37.24 $8.40 29.15% $87.47 $96.54 $9.07 10.37%

50% 100 $38.70 $48.06 $9.36 24.19% $136.43 $146.90 $10.47 7.67%

75% 175 $52.64 $63.35 $10.71 20.34% $223.67 $236.32 $12.65 5.66%

SOURCE:PMN-RD-4-5, page 3 of 24.
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Schedule RDC-2

Average Monthly Natural Gas Bills and Average Number of Rooms by Income
(New Hampshire) (2008)

Income Range Monthly Gas Bills Number of Rooms

$0 - $9,999 $61.50 4.9

$10-$14,999 $45.90 4.1

$15-$19,999 $56.20 4.4

$20 - $29,999 $75.00 4.7

$30 - $49,999 $97.00 4.8

$50 - $74,999 $122.50 5.3

$75-$149,999 $133.90 6.2

$150,000 ormore $158.90 7.8

SOURCE: 2008 American Community Survey
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Schedule RDC-3

Gas Bills and Income by Number of Rooms in Housing Unit (NH 2008)

Number of Rooms Natural Gas Bill Average Income

1 $49.30 $26,112

2 $29.90 $38,109

3 $37.30 $36,773

4 $72.60 $55,914

5 $112.10 $62,757

6 $134.20 $73,420

7 $144.90 $95,442

8 $157.90 $130,160

9 $188.90 $111,745

10 $223.50 $191,139

11 $304.30 $128,769

12 $237.60 $195,323

SOURCE: American Community Survey
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Schedule RDC-4

Natural Gas Expenditures by Income (Northeast Region)

Total Less than $5,000 to $10,000 to $15,000 to $20,000 to $30,000 to $40,000 to $50,000 to $70,000
Northeast $5,000 $9,999 $14,999 $19,999 $29,999 $39,999 $49,999 $69,999 and more

2005-2006 $640 $278 $319 $370 $576 $533 $596 $645 $723 $823

2006-2007 $656 $217 $291 $386 $554 $510 $535 $647 $732 $888

2007-2008 $690 $281 $318 $420 $520 $515 $548 $625 $691 $965

2008-2009 $723 $334 $399 $408 $470 $565 $625 $663 $683 $996

SOURCE: US Department of Labor, Consumer Expenditures Tables (2-Year Tables, Annual).
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Schedule RDC-5

Customer Difference Difference
R-3 Percentile Usage Charge Block 1 Block 2 Proposed Existing ($) (%)
Colton 25 60 15.43 0.3298 0.3298 $35.22 $28.83 $6.39 22.16%

50 100 15.43 0.3298 0.3298 $48.41 $38.70 $9.71 25.09%
75 175 15.43 0.3298 0.3298 $73.15 $52.64 $20.51 38.95%

Company 25 60 21.00 0.2706 0.2039 $37.24 $28.83 $8.41 29.16%
50 100 21.00 0.2706 0.2039 $48.06 $38.70 $9.36 24.19%
75 175 21.00 0.2706 0.2039 $68.36 $52.64 $15.72 29.85%

~ ~≥i~L~L~~

Customer Difference Difference
R-4 Percentile Usage Charge Block 1 Block 2 Proposed Existing ($) (%)

Colton 25 70 6.17 0.1319 0.1319 $15.41 $12.52 $2.89 23.04%
50 100 6.17 0.1319 0.1319 $19.36 $15.48 $3.88 25.08%
75 150 6.17 0.1319 0.1319 $25.96 $19.20 $6.76 35.19%

Company 25 70 8.40 0.1082 0.0816 $15.97 $12.52 $3.45 27.59%
50 100 8.40 0.1082 0.0816 $19.22 $15.48 $3.74 24.16%
75 150 8.40 0.1082 0.0816 $24.63 $19.20 $5.43 28.28%
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Schedule RDC-6

Natural Gas Consumption by Income (1997 vs. 2005) (MCF)

$10,000- $15,000- $20,000- $30,000- $40,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000 or2005 <$10,000 Total$14,999 $19,999 $29,999 $39,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 more

Usage (MCF) 51 49 48 52 45 48 45 54 51 49

1997 <$10,000 $10,000- $24,999 $25,000- $49,999 $50,000 or more Total

Usage (MCF) 55 60 65

Usage
Reduction 4 11 12 8 21 18 21 12 15 16
(MCF)

Percent 7% 18% 20% 13% 32% 27% 32% 18% 23% 25%Reduction
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Schedule RDC-7

Natural Gas Usage Intensity by Income (1997 vs. 2005) (MCF per [HDD x HSF / 1,000])

$10,000- $15,000- $20,000- $30,000- $40,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000 or2005 <$10,000 Total
$14,999 $19,999 $29,999 $39,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 more

Intensity 9.959 10.036 8.566 8.332 6.514 6.387 5.701 4.574 4.803 6.283

1997 <$10,000 $10,000 - $24,999 $25,000 - $49,999 $50,000 or more Total

Intensity 11.242 9.758 7.610 6.406 7.676

Intensity 1.283 -0.278 1.192 1.426 1.096 1.223 0.705 1.832 1.603 1.39Reduction

Percent 11% -3% 12% 15% 14% 16% 11% 29% 25% 18%
Reduction
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Schedule RDC-8

Square Feet of Living Space by Income

$10,000- $15,000- $20,000- $30,000- $40,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000 or2005 <$10,000 Total$14,999 $19,999 $29,999 $39,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 more

Intensity 1,393 1,430 1,518 1,709 1,937 2,314 2,361 2,939 3,311 2,171

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Energy, Residential Energy Consumption Survey (2005).
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Schedule RDC-9

Low-income Average Residential
Heating intensity (1997) 11.242 7.676
Housing size (000 SF) 1.5 2.5
HDDs (NH) 6,588 6,588
Use 1,111 1,264
Average price 0.98 0.98
Total revenue $1,089 $1239
Total number of customers 1,000 1000
Total customers by income 180 820
Aggregate gas space heatng revenue $196,020 $1,015,980

Low-income Non-low-income
Heating intensity (2005) 9.959 6.283
Housing size (000 SF) 1.5 2.5
HDDs (NH) 6,588 6,588
Use 984 1,035
Average price $0.980 $0.980
Total revenue $964 $1,014
Total number of customers 1,000 1,000
Total customers by income 180 820
Aggregate space heating revenue $173,520 $831,480
Lost space heating revenue $22,500 $184,500
Total lost revenue $207,000 $207,000
Average usage 984 1,035
Aggregate usage 177,147 848,544
Total aggregate usage 1,025,691 1,025,691
Lost revenue per kWh $02018 $02018
Lost revenue paid by income $35,751 $171,249
Excess/(loss) paid by income $13,251 ($13,251)
Total lost revenue paid $207,000 $207,000

$13.25 ($13.25)
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Schedule RDC-1O

Basic Family Budget by Household Size and Structure
(Selected cities—New Hampshire)

I -parent/I -child I -parent/2-children 2-parent!2-children

Manchester $41,231 $50,239 $55,609

Nashua $43,407 $52,503 $57,784

Rural $37,866 $46,128 $51,698

100% of Federal Poverty Level $14,000 $17,600 $21,200

200% of Federal Poverty Level $28,000 $35,200 $42,400

SOURCE: Economic Policy Institute: Basic Family Budget Calculator (October 2008).
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Schedule RDC-1 1

Collection Data: National Grid NH: January 2006 through May 2008

Disconnect Nonpayment Reconnections Percent Reconnected

Jan-06 14 9 643%

Feb-06 15 6 40.0%

Mar-06 9 4 44.4%

Apr-06 246 81 32.9%

May-06 291 78 26.8%

Jun-06 220 32 14.5%

Jul-06 186 31 16.7%

Aug-06 239 50 20.9%

Sep-06 243 79 32.5%

Oct-06 168 88 52.4%

Nov-06 12 3 25.0%

Dec-06 26 15 57.7%

Jan-07 16 6 37.5%

Feb-07 16 9 56.3%

Mar-07 24 12 50.0%

Apr-07 232 81 34.9%

May-07 290 93 32.1%

Jun-07 224 58 25.9%

Jul-07 202 36 17.8%

Aug-07 200 52 26.0%

Sep-07 231 58 25.1%

Oct-07 237 87 36.7%

Nov-07 80 41 51.3%

Dec-07 0 0

Jan-08 12 5 41.7%

Feb-08 14 5 35.7%

Mar-08 16 8 50.0%

Apr-08 265 87 32.8%

May-08 285 95 33.3%

Totals 4,013 1,209 30.1%
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Schedule RDC-12
Page 1 of2

ENERGYNORTH NATURAL GAS, INC.
d/b/a NATIONAL GRID NI-I

DG 10-017

National Grid NH’s Responses to
Staff’s Data Requests — Set #1

Date Received: May 11,2010 Date ot’Response: May 26, 2010
Request No.: Staff I-I I Witness: AnnE. Leary

REQUEST: For 2002-2009, please provide the average monthly bill (and commodity-related
percentage portion of the bill) for each calendar month for the following customer
classes:
a. Residential non-heat (R-l)
b. Residential heating (R-3)
c. Non-Residential

RESPONSE: Please see the Company’s previous objection to this request. Notwithstanding
that objection, and without waiving it, the Company responds as follows:

Please see Attachment Staff I - II for the years 2003-2009,

- Colton Page 82 -



Schedule RDC-12
Page 2 of 2

National Grid NH
Docket DG 10-017

Average Monthly 211404 Cnrnreod,ty Related Percentage ~Staff 1-11

2002 Jan Feb Mar 444 Man $95 J~ 495~ $0~5 5301 Non Q05
8.1 532.87 535.49 532,80 $2000 $27.00 $24.21 $22.34 $21.22 $18.93 $23.78 $20.13 $34.98

CRA % 5480% 0600% 54.51% 51,98% 54,26% 64.76% 5349% 51.69% 48,20% 52,19% 54.94% 59,01%

8.3 5140.59 $18969 $147.80 5101 68 570.41 549.93 S38.21 532,63 532.68 548.90 $8403 $142.06
CGA ‘I. 6468% 65.50% 64 97% 61.23% 60.50% 6214% 55,99% 53.22% 5254% 60 62% 6845% 6930%

Non Reb $86064 5934.86 587754 560099 $396.95 $280.80 $224.78 521312 5186.94 5260.94 $46765 5775.12
CGA 4 65.03% 65.82% 65.79% 62.81% 62 17% 65.42% 6242% 62.47% 5780% 62.77% 67.81% 70.27%

2004 ,i4fl foG $944 420 56% ~5c ,$st Aoo §02 P80 582 P82
Ri 93955 544.56 537,53 $3410 $26.03 $21.94 520.06 $1904 220.06 522,24 528 15 $34.78

CGA 5’, 61 99% 6424% 62.35% 6027% 5430% 4935% 48.97% 4069% 4898% 51 27% 57.17% 62.23%

0-3 9153,67 522565 $16071 5125.81 862,48 54063 53215 $3050 $31.16 54269 $8910 $13586
CGA 5’. 71.53% 73,73% 71.17% 6063% 61.35% 55.30% 50,79% 503316 0053% 57.73% 68.03% 70.85%

Non Ron 51,022.91 $1,203.88 $976.22 $680.98 5351 56 $22087 5185.82 $151.56 $196.42 $237.12 5476.31 $747.30
5354 % 71.97% 72,44% 7350% 69.02% 61 91% 57.84% 55.33% 56.22% 59.01% 60.32% 69.33% 71.70%

2005 Jan Feb Mar 444 544 Joe J% 44~ ~ Dot Non Don
0.1 540,39 542,76 543.01 534.45 $31.76 $26.00 $21 71 $20.27 521.40 $2525 $34.23 $45.95

COA ‘4 6414% 6075% 64,92% 52.72% 62.08% 56.10% 51 .65% 6691% 52.99% 58.10% 64.69% 69.89%

8.3 5102.35 $20735 $183.03 $129.76 $7941 95258 $3401 $31.88 $33.41 $44.68 $101.48 $193.55
CGA % 73.18% 74,06% 73.17% 7099% 6052% 63.50% 53.47% 52 79% 04.72% 62.48% 73.76% 77.57%

Non Ret 51,00948 $1,234 06 51,04551 $766.91 5463.63 5303,55 5194.57 0171.92 5190.33 $273.37 $574.93 $1,056.07
COd % 742% 7475% 7402% 72.11% 69.87% 65.72% 5850% 56 84% 60 55% 67.05% 74.84% 78 00%

2006 J10 Feb Mar 480 1440 180 19! 486 $82 PS! 1190 PuS
0.1 550 10 $4572 $4447 $3739 530,90 $2590 $22.03 520.34 521.97 $24.45 530.87 $3821

CGA % 70.04% 69.02% 67.33% 6.1.80% 6124% 5794% 6319% 508956 5294% 5550% 60.78% 65.71%

6.3 522449 $20002 $218 15 $12805 572.85 548.74 53428 531 45 534,45 545,57 091 24 $138.06
CGA .1. 78.48% 77.08% 76.54% 72.60% 67.81% 62.74% 54.67% 52.23% 54.74% 61.62% 70,51% 73,36%

NOn 8,6 $1,342.12 51.167,13 51.240 25 $778.63 547093 530568 5213.34 $197.56 5222.90 $302.03 5534.73 $780.54
CGA 54 7040% 7724% 7623% 7342% 6963% 65,49% 60.34% 59.25% 5951% 6520% 70,93% 74,36%

2007 Jan Fob Mar 44$ SOc 1955 oN! 486 Son Ps! 1180 P05
N-I 54233 549,60 54759 $41.98 $33 32 $28.36 $2671 $20.55 $10.81 $21 51 $28.65 $4225

COd % 6721%, 6867% 6574% 670855 6325% 57.75% 57,75% 5100% 40.72% 50.06% 59.21% 6827%

0-3 $176.18 $252.72 $22605 $108.71 08379 545.29 546.67 531.69 $31.48 035.96 583.73 $188.28
CGA 5’. 7525% 7754% 7714% 75.02% 69.85% 61,40% 61,40% 5236% 50.81% 54.55% 69 67% 7682%

Non 006 51.031,90 $1,446.42 51,329,26 556835 5614.38 $27637 5291 50 $193.11 9194.44 5234.60 5473.43 9993,83
CGA 5’. 76 18% 76 96% 77.18% 7533% 71 05% 64 12% 64,12% 57.34% 55.80% 5006% 70.30% 76.95%

2000 Jan Fob Mar 45$ $440 160 18! 490 $82 Ps! 1190 Pus
0.1 54488 $4524 544.73 $41 79 534.08 $2968 524.99 526.03 $22.43 $28.31 53658 54667

5304% 68.84% 6682% 6853% 65.39% 65.49% 6300% 61.65% 61.61% 53.72% 56.81% 62.00% 66.76%

0.2 020309 0205.98 5197.71 5153.43 $80.38 648,95 537.50 539.16 $40.51 $53.06 $10256 $177.85
CGA /. 77.26% 772665 77.14% 7685% 71.47% 65.65% 61.52% 61.82% 58.94% 62.55% 7090% 73.48%

Non Re, 51.171,24 51,158.01 51,007.91 $852.66 547671 $304.24 622994 $230.30 $243.04 $354.04 $546.20 $940.05
CGA 5’. 7733% 7668% 7598% 74 79% 71.15% 6545% 66,75% 66.75% 64.44% 64.36% 69.53% 70.88%

2009 196 $811 SOc 40$ 560 100 18! 4911 582 068 7496 065
0-I 55206 551,90 246.55 538.75 $2868 522,00 $2018 $1875 $5841 $20.34 $25.61 534.85

5305% 6597% 66.60% 6475% 61 34% 6300% 4306% 40.30% 37.46% 36.22% 3959% 4880% 5995%

0.3 522895 $24194 $19173 $72794 560.89 53451 $31.03 52922 52940 $4011 $7280 $11835
5355 % 7526% 7551% 7337% 6903%, 5905% 4580% 4047% 3667% 3655% 45.12% 59.60% 6535%

Non Re, 51.18247 51,290.66 51.02324 5711.05 535576 5195,01 515977 5150.64 5152,62 5200.26 5356.83 5569.86
COO ‘4 71.41% 7177% 6972% 65.90% 55 29% 45 25% 39.76% 37.74% 30.90% 42.14% 64.47% 64.57%
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Schedule RDC-13

PLAiN ENGLISH NOTICE

Low Income Discount Rate

If you feel that you are low income, and you need help paying your gas bill, we
have a low income gas discount rate that might help you. This discount could
reduce your total bill by up to 20%. If you are interested, please call us at 1-800-
LOWBILL.

You are eligible to receive the discount rate if you show us that you are enrolled in any one of
the following programs:

1. Fuel Assistance
2. Electric Assistance
3. Food Stamps (SNAP)
4. Public Housing or subsidized (Section 8) housing
5. TANF
6. Aid to the Permanently and Totally Disabled
7. Aid to the Needy Blind
8. Old Age Assistance
9. School LunchlSchool Breakfast
10. Head Start
11. Supplemental Security Income
12. Women, Infants and Children (WIC)
13. Commodity Surplus Food

BILL DISCOUNT EXAMPLE:

$100 Your current bill
20% Low income discount
$80 Your bill after receiving discount. You pay this amount.
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Roger D. Colton

BUSINESS ADDRESS: Fisher Sheehan & Colton
Public Finance and General Economics
34 Warwick Road, Belmont, MA 02478
617-484-0597 (voice) *** 617-484-0594 (fax)
roger@fsconline.com (e-mail)
http://www.fsconline.com (www address)

EDUCATION:

J.D. (Order of the Coil), University of Florida (1981)

MA. (Economics), McGregor School, Antioch University (1993)

B.A. Iowa State University (1975) (journalism, political science, speech)

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:

Fisher, Sheehan and Colton, Public Finance and General Economics: 1985 - present.

As a co-founder of this economics consulting partnership, Colton provides services in a
variety of areas, including: regulatory economics, poverty law and economics, public
benefits, fair housing, community development, energy efficiency, utility law and
economics (energy, telecommunications, water/sewer), government budgeting, and pkmning
and zoning.

Colton has testified in state and federal courts in the United States and Canada, as well as
before regulatory and legislative bodies in more than three dozen states. He is particularly
noted for creative program design and implementation within tight budget constraints.

National Consumer Law Center (NCLC): 1986 - 1994

As a staff attorney with NCLC, Colton worked on low-income energy and utility issues. He
pioneered cost-justifications for low-income affordable energy rates, as well as developing
models to quantify the non-energy benefits (e.g., reduced credit and collection costs,
reduced working capital) of low-income energy efficiency. He designed and implemented
low-income affordable rate and fuel assistance programs across the country. Colton was
charged with developing new practical and theoretical underpinnings for solutions to low
income energy problems.
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Community Action Research Group (CARG): 1981 - 1985

As staff attorney for this non-profit research and consulting organization, Colton worked
primarily on energy and utility issues. He provided legal representation to low-income
persons on public utility issues; provided legal and technical assistance to consumer and
labor organizations; and provided legal and technical assistance to a variety of state and
local governments nationwide on natural gas, electric, and telecommunications issues. He
routinely appeared as an expert witness before regulatory agencies and legislative
committees regarding energy and telecommunications issues.

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS:

Coordinator: BelmontBudget.org (Belmont’s Community Budget Forum)
Coordinator: Belmont Affordable Shelter Fund (BASF)
Member: Board of Directors, Belmont Housing Trust, Inc.
Chair: Housing Work Group, Belmont (MA) Comprehensive Planning Process
Past Chair: Waverley Square Fire Station Re-use Study Committee (Belmont MA)
Past Member: Belmont (MA) Energy and Facilities Work Group
Past Member: Belmont (MA) Uplands Advisory Committee
Past Member: Advisory Board: Fair Housing Center of Greater Boston.
Past Member: Fair Housing Committee, Town ofBelmont (MA)
Past Member: Aggregation Advisory Committee, New York State Energy Research and

Development Authority.
Past Member: Board of Directors, Vermont Energy Investment Corporation.
Past Member: Board of Directors, National Fuel Funds Network
Past Member: National Advisory Committee, U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services, Administration for Children and Families, Performance Goals for
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance.

Past Member: Editorial Advisory Board, International Library, Public Utility Law
Anthology.

Past Member: ASHRAE Guidelines Committee, GPC-8, Energy Cost Allocation of
Comfort HJ~AC Systemsfor Multiple Occupancy Buildings

Past Member: National Advisory Committee, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Calculation of Utility Allowances for Public Housing.

Past Member: National Advisory Board: Energy Financing Alternatives for Subsidized
Housing, New York State Energy Research and Development Authority.

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS:

National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO)
Association for Enterprise Opportunity (AEO)
Iowa State Bar Association
Energy Bar Association
Association for Institutional Thought (AFIT)
Association for Evolutionary Economics (AEE)
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Society for the Study of Social Problems (SSSO)
International Society for Policy Studies
Association for Social Economics
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I/Mb Petition of Direct Energy for Low-Income Aggregation Witness Office of l’eoples Counsel Low-income electricity aggregation Maryland 07

lIMbO Office of Consumer Advocate et al. v. Verizon and Verizon North Witiiess Office of Consumer Advocate Lifeline telecommunications rates Pennsylvania 07

lIMbO Pennsylvania Power Company Consultant Office of Consumer Advocate Low-income program Pennsylvania 07

I/MJO National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation Consultant Office of Consuisser Advocate Low-incoisse prograima Pennsylvaisia 07

l/MbO Public Service ofNew Mexico--Electric Witness Community Action New Mexico Low-income programs New Mexico 07

. Citizens Gas & Coke Utility/NorthernliMbO Citizens GasINlPSCOIVectren for Universal Service Program Witness Indiana Public ServicefVectrcn Energy Low-income program design Indiana 07

I/?vlbO PPL Electric Witness Office of Consanser Advocate Low-iiscome program Penissylvania 07

l/MIO Section 15 Challenge to NSPI Rates Witness Energy Affordability Coalition Discrimination in utility regulation Nova Scotia 07

I/Mb Philadelphia Gas Works Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Low-inconse and residential collections Pennsylvania 07

lIMbO Equitable Gas Company Witisess Office of Consumer Advocate Low-income program Pennsylvania 07

lflvlbO Section 11 Proceeding, Energy Restructuiing Witness Office of Peoples Counsel Low-income needs and responses Maryland 06
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. . . . . Citizens Gas & Coke Utility/NorthernhJM/O Citizens Gas/NIPSCO/Vectren for Universal Service Program Witness . . . Low-income program design Indiana 06
Indiana Public Service/Vectren Energy

. . . North Carolina Attorney General/Dept. ofl/?sl/O Public Service Co. of North Carolina Witness . Low-inconse energy usage North Carolina 06
Justice

t/tsl/O Electric Assistance Program Witness Nesv Hampshire Legal Assistance Electric low-income program design New Hampshire 06

l/fsI/O Verizon Petition for Alternative Regulation Witisess Nesv Hampshire Legal Assistance Basic local telephone service New Hampslure 06

t/tst/O Pennsylvania Electric Co/Metropohitams Edison Co. Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service cost recoveiy Pennsylvania 06

l/M/O Duquesne Light Company Witness Office of Consumer Advocates Universal service cost recovemy Pennsylvania 06

l/M/O Natural Gas DSM Planning Witness Low-Income Energy Network Losv-incoine DSM program. Ontario 06

I/M/O Union Gas Co. Witness Action Centre for Tenants Ontario (ACTO) Low-income program desigis Ontario 06

I/M/O Public Service of New Mexico merchant plant Witness Community Action New Mexico Low-income energy usage New Mexico 06

h/M/O Customer Assistance Program design and cost recovery Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Low-income program design Pennsylvania 06

I/M/O NIPSCO Proposal to Extend Winter Warmth Program Witisess Northern Indiana Public Service Company Low-income energy program evaluation Indiana 05

. . North Carolina Attorney General/Dept. of
l/M/O Piedmont Natural Gas Witness . Low-income energy usage North Carolina 05

Justice

h/M/O PSEG merger with Exelon Corp. Witness Division of Ratepayer Advocate Low-inconse isssmcs New Jersey 05

Re. Philadelphia Water Department Witness Public Advocate Water collection factors Philadelphia 05

I/M/O statewide natural gas universal service program Witness New Hampshire Legal Assistance Universal service New Hampshire 05

I/M/O Sub-metenng requirements for residential rental properties Witness Tenants Advocacy Centre of Ontario Sub-metering consumer protections Ontario 05

l/MJO National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp. Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 05

I/M/O Nova Scotia Power, Inc. Witusesu Dalhousie Legal Aid Service Universal service Nova Scotia 04

I/Mb Lifeline Telephone Service Witness National Ass’n State Consumer Advocates Lifeline rate eligibility FCC 04

Mackay v. Verizon North Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Lifeline rates—vertical services Penimsylvamsia 04

I/M/O PECO Energy Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Low-income rates Pennsylvania 04

IIM/O Philadelphia Gas Works Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Credit and collections Peunsyhvania 04

I/?vI/O Citizens Gas & Coke/Vectreu Witness Citizens Action Coahitioiu of Iudiaisa Universal service Indiana 04

lIMbO PPL Electric Corporation Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service pennsylvania 04
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IIMIO Consumers New Jersey Water Company Witness Division of Ratepayer Advocate Low-income water rate New Jersey 04

IIM/O Washington Gas Light Company Witness Office of Peoples Counsel Low-income gas rate Maryland 04

I/MIO Washington Gas Light Company Witness Office of Peoples Counsel Low-income gas rate Maryland 03

Golden v. City of Columbus Witness Helen Golden ECOA disparate impacts Ohio 02

Huegel v. City of Easton Witness Phyllis Huegel Credit and collection Pennsylvania 02

IIMJO Universal Service Fend Witness Public Utility Commission staff Universal service funding New Hampshire 02

I/M/D Philadelphia Gas Works Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 02

l/M/O Washington Gas Light Company Witness Office of Peoples C’nsinsel Rate design Maryland 02

I/Mb Consumers Illinois Vi’ater Company Witness Illinois Citizens Utility Board Credit and collection Illinois 02

lIMbO Public Service Electric & Gas Rates Witness Division of Ratepayer Advocate Universal service New Jersey 01

l/lvh/O Pennsylvania-American Water Company Witness Office of Cousnmer Advocate Low-income rates and water conservstion Pennsylvania 01

I/MID Louisville Gas & Electric Prepayment Meters Witness Kentucky Commsuiity Action Association Low-income energy Kentucky 01

I/MID NICOR Budget Billing Plan Interest Charge Witness Cook County Slate’s Attorney Rate Design llliisois 01

I/MID Rules Re. Payment Plans for High Natural Gas Prices Witness Cook County State’s Attorney Budget Billing Plans Illinois 01

I/MID Philadelphia Waler Departmenl Witness Office of Public Advocate Credit and collections Philadelphia 01

I/MID Missouri Gas Energy , Witness Office of Peoples Counsel Low-income rate relief Missouri 01

I/MID Bell Atlantic--New Jersey Altemahive Regulation Witness Division of Ratepayer Advocate Telecommunications universal service New Jersey 01

I/MID T.W. Phillips Gas and Oil Co. Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Ratesnsking of universal service costs. Pennsylvania 00

I/MID Peoples Natural Gas Company Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Ratemnaking of universal service costs. Pennsylvania 00

I/MID UGh Gas Company Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Ratemnakiisg of universal service costs. Pennsylvania 00

I/M/O PFG Gas Company Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Rulemaking of universal service costs. Pennsylvania 00

Arnsstrong v. Gallia Metropolitan Housing Authority Witness Equal Justice Foundation Public housing utility allowances Ohio 00

h/MID Bell Atlantic—New Jersey Alternative Regulation Witness Division of Ralepayer Advocate Teleconsinsinicatious universal service New Jersey 00

I/MID Universal Service Fund for Gas and Electric Utilities Witness Division of Ratepsyer Advocate Design and finding of low-income programs New Jersey 00

I/MID Consolidated Edison Merger with Northeast Utilities Witness Save Our Homes Orgamsization Merger impacts ois low-inconse New Hampslsire 00
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IIMJO UtiliCorp Merger with St. Joseph Light & Power Witness Missouri Dept. of Natural Resources Merger impacts on low-income Missouri 00

l/MJO UtiliCorp Merger witls Empire District Electric Witness Missouri Dept. of Natural Resources Merger impacts on low-income Missouri 00

l/MJO PacifiCorp Witness The Opportunity Council Low-income energy affordability Washington 00

1/Mb Public Service Co. of Colorado Witness Colorado Energy Assistance Foundation Natural gas rate design Colorado 00

liMbo Avista Energy Corp. Witness Spokane Neiglsborhood Action Program Low-income energy affordability Washington 00

lIMbO TW Phillips Energy Co. Witness Office of Conssnser Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 00

I/Mb PECO Energy Company Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 00

l/MbO National Fuel Gas Distribsition Corp. Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 00

lbM/O PFG Gas Company Witness Office of Container Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 00

I/Mb UGI Energy Conspany Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service Pennsylvaain 00

Re. PSCO/NSP Merger Witness Colorado Energy Assistance Fosusdation Merger impacts on low-income Colorado 99- 00

l/M/O Peoples Gas Company Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 99

1/1.4/0 Colunsbia Gas Company Witness Office of Consu ncr Advocate Universal service Pennsylvaisia 99

l/M/O PG Energy Company ~ritness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 99

I/Mb Equitable Gas Company Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 99

Allemrzzo v. Klarchek Witness Barlosv Allerruzzo Mobile home fees and sales Illinois 99

l/Mbo Restructuring New Jerseys Natural Gas Industry Witness Division of Ratepaycr Advocate Universal service Pennsylvania 99

lIMbO Dell Atlantic Local Competition Witness Public Utility Law Project Lifeline telecoissrnunications rates New Jersey 99

1/1.410 Merger Application for SBC and Ameritech Oluo Witness Edgemont Neighborlsood Association Merger impacts on low-income conssrmers Ohio 98- 99

Davis v. American General Finnce Witness Thomas Davis Damages us ‘loan flipping” case Ohio 98 - 99

Griffin v. Associates Financial Service Corp. Witness Earlie Griffin Damssages in “loan flipping” case Olsio 98 - 99

lbtvI/O Baltimore Gas and Electric Restructuring Plait Witssess Maryland Office of Peoples Counsel Conssrmer protectioisbbasic gemseration service Maryland 98 -99

lIMbO Delnsarva Power and Light Restructuring Plan Witness Maryland Office of Peoples Counsel Consumsmer protection/basic generation service Maryland 98 - 99

I/Mb Potonsac Electric Power Co. Restructuring Plan Witness Maryland Office of Peoples Counsel Consumer protectionbbasic gemseration service Maryland 98 - 99

l/MbO Potonsac Edison Restrsicturing Plais Witness Maryland Office of Peoples Counsel Consunser protection/basic generation service Maryland 98- 99
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Vermont Mobile Home OwnersVMHOA v. LaPierre Witness Mobile home tying Vermont 98
Association

Re. Restructuring Plan of Virginia Electric Power Witness VMH Energy Services, Inc. Consumer protection/basic generation service Virginia 98

Mackey v. Spring Lake Mobile Home Estates Witness Timothy Mackey Mobile home fees State ct: Illinois 98

New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Low-income issues Nesv Jersey 97-98Re. Restructuring Plan of Atlantic City Electric Witness Advocate

New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Low-income issues New Jersey 97-98Re. Restructuring Plan of Jersey Central Power & Light Witness Advocate

New Jersey Divisiou of Ratepayer Low-income isssies New Jersey 97-98Re. Restructuring Plan of Public Service Electric & Gas Witness Advocate

New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Low-income issues New Jersey 97-98Re. Restnicturing Plan of Rockland Electric Witness Advocate

Applcby v. Metropolitan Dade County Housing Agency Witness Legal Services of Greater Miami HUD utility allowances Fed, court: So. Florida 97- 98

Energy Coordinating Agency of Universal service Pennsylvania 97
Re. Restructuring Plan of PECO Energy Company Witness Philadelphia

New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Low-income issues New Jersey 97Re. Atlantic City Electric Merger Witness Advocate

Re, IES Industries Merger Witness towa Community Action Association Losv-incorne issues Iowa 97

Re. New Hampshire Electric Restructuring Witness NH Comm. Action Assn Wires charge New Hampsture 97

Re, Natural Gas Competition in Wisconsin Witness Wisconsin Community Action Association Universal service Wisconsin 96

Re. Baltimore Gas and Electric Merger Witness Maryland Office of Peoples Counsel Low-income issues Maryland 96

Re. Northern States Power Merger Witness Energy Cents Coalition Low-income issues Minnesotu 96

Re. Public Service Co. of Colorado Merger Witness Colorado Energy Assistance Foundation Low-income issues Colorado 96

Re. Massachusetts Restructuring Regulations Witness Fisher, Sheehan & Colton Low-income issues/energy efficiency Massachusetts 96

Re. FERC Merger Guidelines Witness National Coalition of Low-Income Groups Low-income interests in mergers Washington D.C. 96

Re. Joseph Kcliikuli Ill Witness Joseph Keliikuhi Ill Damages from lack of homestead Honolulu 96

Re. Theresa Malsaulu Witness Theresa Mahaulu Damages from lack of homestead Honolulu 95

Re. Joseph Ching, Sr. Witness Re. Joseph Clung, Sr. Dumages from lack of homestead Honolulu 95

Joseph Keaulana, Jr. Witness Joseph Keaulauu, Jr. Damages from lack of homestead Honolulu 95
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Re. Utility Allowances for Section 8 Housing Witness National Coalition of Low-Income Groups Fair Market Rent Setting Washington D.C. 95

Re. POW Customer Service Tariff Revistons Witness Philadelphia Public Advocate Credit and collection Philadelphia 95

Re. Customer Responsibility Program Witmmess Philadelphia Public Advocate Low-income rates Philadelphia 95

Re. Houston Lighting and Power Co. Witness Gulf Coast Legal Services Low-Income Rates Texas 95

Re. Request for Modification of Winter Moratorium Witness Philadelphia Public Advocate Credit and collection Philadelphia 95

Re. Dept of Hawaii Homelands Trust Homestead Production Witness Native Hawaiian Legal Corporation Prudence of trust management Honolulu 94

Re. SNET Request for Modified Shutoff Procedures Witness Office of Consumer Counsel Credit and collection Conisecticut 94

Re. Central Light and Power Co. Witisess United Farm Workers Losv-imscome rates/DSM Texas 94

Blackwell v. Philadelphia Electric Co. Witness Gloria Blackwell Role of shutoff regulations Penn. courts 94

U.S. West Request for Waiver of Rules Witness Wash. Util. & Transp. Comm’n Staff Telecommunications regulation Washington 94

Re. U.S. West Request for Full Toll Denial Witness Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel Telecommunications regulation Colorado 94

Washington Gas Light Company Witimess Community Family Life Services Low-income rates & energy efficiency Washington D.C. 94

Clark v. Pelerboroughi Electric Utility Witness Peterborough Community Legal Ceistre Discrimination of tenant deposits Ontario, Canada 94

Dorsey v. Housing Auth. of Baltimore Wttneus Baltimore Legal Aide Public liousiisg utility allosvances Federal district court 93

Penn Bell Telephone Co. Witness Penn. Utility Law Project Low-income phone rates Pennsylvania 93

Plmiladelplna Gas Works Witness Philadelphia Public Advocate Low-income rates Plnladelplmia 93

Central Maine Power Co. Witness Maine Assu hid. Neighborhoods Low-income rules Maine 92

New England Telephone Company Witness Mass Attorney General Low-income phone rates Massachusetts 92

Philadelphia Gas Co. Witness Philadelphia Public Advocate Low-income DSM Philadelphia 92

Philadelphia Water Dept. Witness Pluladelphia Public Advocate Low-income rates Philadelplsia 92

Public Service Co. of Colorado Witness Land and Water Fund Low-income DSM Colorado 92

Sierra Pacific Power Co. Witness Washmoe Legal Services Losv-income DSM Nevada 92

Consumers Power Co. Witness Michigan Legal Services Low-income rates Miclugnn 92

Columbia Gas Witness Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) Energy Assurance Program Pennsylvania 91

Mass. Elec. Co. Witness Mass Else Co. Percentage of Income Plan Massachusetts 91

- Colton Page 106 -



CASE NAME ROLE CLIENT NAME TOPIC JURIS. DATE

AT&T Witness TURN Inter-LATA competition California 91

Generic Investigation into Uncollectibles Witness Office of Consamer Advocate Controlling uncollectibles Pennsylvania 91

Union Heat Light & Power Witness Kentucky Legat Services (KLS) Energy Assurance Program Kentucky 90

Plsilsdelplsia Water Witness Philadelphia Public Advocate (PPA) Controlling accounts receivable Philadelphia 90

Philadelphia Gas Works Witness PPA Controlling accounts receivable Philadelphia 90

Mississippi Power Co. Witness Southeast Mississippi Legal Services Corp. Formula ratemaking Mississippi 90

Kentucky Power & Light Witness KLS Energy Assurance Program Kentucky 90

Philadelphia Electric Co. Witness PPA Low-income rate program Philsdelptus 90

. Montana Ass’n of Human Res. CouncilMontana Power Co. Witness . Low-income rate proposals Montana 90
Directors

Columbia Gas Co. Witness Office of Consumer Advocate Energy Assurance Program Pennsylvania 90

Philadelphia Gas Works Witness PPA Energy Assurance Program Philadelphia 89

Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. Witness SEMLSC Formula ratemaking Mississippi 90

. . . . . Vermont State Department of Public
Generic Investigation into Low-income Programs Witness Low-income rate proposals Vermont 89Service

Generic Investigation into Dmnd Side Management Measures Consultant Vermont DPS Low-income conservation programs Vermont 89

National Fuel Gas Witness Office of Consmmnser Advocate Low-income fuel funds Pennsylvania 89

. Human Resource Develop. Council DistrictMontana Power Co. Vmmtness Xl Low-income conservatmoim Montana 88

Washington Water Power Co. Witness Idaho Legal Service Corp. Rate base, rate design, cost-allocations Idaho 88
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UTILITY CREDIT AND COLLECTIONS
AND THE LOW-INCOME CONSUMER

Presentation to:
Credit and Collections Working Group

National Grid—New Hampshire

July 15, 2009

Critical findings (collections):

> When National Grid states that it is going to pursue more intense collections efforts
directed toward payment-troubled customers, those more intense collections efforts
will be disproportionately directed toward low-income customers. When the
Company reports that it expects to disconnect an additional 2,845 R-3 customers per
year for each of the next three years, it is reasonable to expect that a substantial
proportion of those customers will be low-income customers who are disconnected
because they cannot afford to pay their bills.

> While the R-4 rate discount addresses the concerns for participating customers, the R
4 discount reaches only 35% of the Company’s income-eligible customer base.
Compared to the highest R-4 participation rate experienced by the Company (4,925
customers), based on the number of customers identified by the Company for each
community it serves, and the penetration of low-income persons (below 175% of
Federal Poverty Level) in each community, the Company has at least 13,812
customers with income at or below 175% of the Federal Poverty Level.

> 175% of the Federal Poverty level does not adequately delineate the population that
cannot afford their natural gas bills. The basic family needs budgets in New
Hampshire do not simply exceed 175% of the Federal Poverty Level, they fall into a
range around 250% of the Federal Poverty Level.

> Contrasted to this known adverse impact on low-income customers, the Company
cannot provide data on any positive impact to the utility (and its ratepayers).

+ The Company does not maintain any evaluation or analysis that considers when
it is cost-effective to disconnect service for nonpayment. (NHLA-3- 14). The
Company has not developed specific criteria by which to measure either the
effectiveness of its collection activities (NHLA-3-23) or the cost-effectiveness of
its collection activities (NHLA-3-25).

+ The Company was asked to provide any written study it had within its custody
or control that assesses the extent to which the following activities reduce
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residential bad debt: (1) cash security deposits; (2) deferred payment
agreements; (3) disconnections for nonpayment; (4) field collection; (5) call
center collection calls; or (6) late payment charges. The Company could provide
no such information. (NHLA-3-30).

+ The Company was asked to provide any written study it had within its custody
or control that assesses the extent to which the following activities reduce
residential arrears: (1) cash security deposits; (2) deferred payment agreements;
(3) disconnections for nonpayment; (4) field collection; (5) call center collection
calls; or (6) late payment charges. The Company could provide no such
information. (NHLA-3-3 1).

+ When asked to provide any study within its custody or control regarding the
relationship between the rate at which a utility issues disconnect notices and the
reduction in bad debt, the Company could not provide any such analysis.
(NHLA-3-27).

+ The Company could not provide information that assesses the relationship
between the rate at which a utility issues disconnect notices and the control of
arrears. (NHLA-3-28).

+ The Company could not provide information that assesses the relationship
between the rate at which a utility issues disconnect notices and any increase in
residential payments. (NHLA-3-29).

~ The disconnection of service has a serious long-term impact on the affected customer.

+ The Company is collecting its smaller arrears rather than its larger arrears. As
examples, while 40% of the accounts that were 30 days in arrears in April
2006 were still in arrears in June, 52% of the dollars were. While 32% of the
accounts that were in arrears in August 2007 were still in arrears in October
2007, 50% of the dollars were.

+ Disconnections are not routinely followed by reconnections. During the 30-
month time period January 2006 through May 2008, only 30% of all
disconnected customers were reconnected.

Recommendations:

#1. Increase penetration of Budget Billing.

National Grid should increase the penetration of Budget Billing as an arrearage prevention
technique. Levelized Budget Billing plans help customers avoid the “peak” in utility bills that
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often accompanies winter heating load. Increasing the use of Budget Billing could occur in three
ways:

~ First, National Grid should remove barriers to participation in Budget Billing
programs. A common barrier, for example, is the requirement that a customer not be
in arrears at the time he or she enters the Budget Billing program. Indeed, Budget
Billing may be most beneficial to those customers that are in arrears. It is the fact of
arrearages that evidences the need to address the high winter bills with which to
begin.

> Second, National Grid should use Budget Billing to incentivize payment behavior.
Many utilities, for example, do not allow customers to enter Budget Billing during the
winter months. An alternative decision-rule might be that a customer could enter a
Budget Billing program during cold weather months if the account is current
immediately before the first cold weather month (or if certain minimum payments
have been made) (e.g., if you paid 75% of your winter bills to date, you will be
allowed to levelize the remainder of your winter bills over a longer period of time).

+ Note the Tennessee approach that makes Budget Billing mandatory for natural
gas accounts in arrears during the winter months. Tennessee approach resulted in
substantial reduction in shutoffs and improved collections during time of sharply
increasing gas prices.

~ Third, National Grid should incentivize the use of Budget Billing. For example, the
offer of a 10-month Budget Billing plan, allowing a customer to “skip” making
payments in two months of the customer’s choice, might be attractive to customers
who do not wish to make utility payments in months with high amounts of competing
expenses (e.g., holiday expenses, back-to-school expenses).

#2. Seasonal Budget Billing as an arrearage management technique.

In addition to incentivizing (as well as removing barriers to) participation in Budget Billing,
National Grid should offer an alternative Budget Billing option. Experience counsels that many
low-income natural gas customers do not wish to enter into Budget Billing that significantly
increases their warm weather month bills. Even though the whole purpose of Budget Billing is
to time-shift part of a bill, the realization that the elimination of the high winter bill also means
the corresponding elimination of the low summer bill (assuming a natural gas customer, that is)
creates a barrier to Budget Billing enrollment.

Given this recognition, National Grid should offer something other than an annual Budget
Billing plan. A “seasonal” Budget Billing plan would help guard against the high winter bills
while also preserving the low-cost summer months for the customer. The data clearly shows that
many customers in arrears are simply engaging in short-term time-shifting of high winter bills
without the structure of a Budget Billing plan. To allow customers to move some of that time

- Colton Page 116 -



shifting forward rather than having it merely be backward would be consistent with the desire to
keep bills paid, and the demonstrated inability to make that happen in the high cost winter
months.

To move some of those January through March dollars forward to the lower cost months
immediately preceding winter should help lower arrears without running afoul of the customers’
desires to retain their low-cost summer bills.

#3. Understanding “no reconnect” accounts.

National Grid should develop a better understanding of its disconnected accounts that do not
reconnect to the system. There is a substantial population of accounts that do not appear to
reconnect to the utility system after service has been disconnected for nonpayment.

National Grid should inquire into what happens when an account is not reconnected. Is the
account reconnected in a different name? Does the customer go without utility service? Does the
disconnected customer change residences and be replaced with another customer at the
disconnected service address? Is the home completely abandoned? The utility need not track the
specific customer in order to determine what happens at the service address.

Finally, National Grid should emulate Pennsylvania is requiring utilities to engage in a pre
winter termination survey. This survey involves checking each service address that has had
service disconnected but not reconnected since the beginning of the last winter heating season20
to determine whether someone is living at that service address, whether that resident is taking
service unlawfully, whether the resident remains without utility service entering the winter
heating season, or whether the housing unit has been abandoned. This winter survey occurs
immediately before the start of each winter heating season.

#4. Targeted EITC outreach as an arrears management technique.

National Grid should engage in outreach for the federal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC)
targeted specifically to winter month payment-troubled customers. Little question exists but that
high winter bills pose an affordability problem for low-income National Grid customers.

Targeting EITC outreach to payment-troubled customers meeting a minimum level of arrears
would help address this problem. If a “trigger” amount for such outreach is appropriately set, it
is likely that the account in arrears would be low-income. There is a significant increase in
average past-due balances for the total residential customer base during the winter heating
season. If EITC outreach is targeted to accounts with an average arrears noticeably higher than

20 One need not consider whether service was reconnected to the same customer, for purposes of the winter survey,

but only what happens with the service at a particular address where service had been terminated for nonpayment.
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the total residential average (e.g., $300), it is more likely than not that the account will be low-
income.

Engaging in EITC outreach targeted to customers in arrears is likely to have a positive impact for
both the customers and the company. The average EITC benefit nationwide is $2,000. One-
quarter of all households that receive an EITC benefit use that benefit to pay a past-due utility
bill. The proportion of those households that are in arrears that use the EITC to help pay their
bills is thus likely to be much higher. To the extent that customers are substantially in arrears
during the months of January and/or February, assisting them to claim any EITC benefits to
which they are entitled would be a financial benefit.

#5. Incentivizeldecrease barriers to deferred payment arrangements.

National Grid should focus increased attention on enrolling customers with arrears in deferred
payment arrangements. A fraction of residential customers in arrears enroll in a deferred
payment arrangement as a mechanism to help retire those arrears. Not all arrears should be
subject to payment plans, of course. Accounts that have either small (or short-tenn) arrears do
not necessarily merit deferred payments.

At a minimum, additional inquiry should be made into why low-income customers in substantial
arrears are not entering into deferred payment arrangements. The reason for this phenomenon
might be that barriers exist that affirmatively impede such payment plans. Such barriers might
include downpayment requirements that are too high or payment plan terms that are too short
(making monthly payments impossible to meet). The reason might be that the higher arrearage
amounts for low-income customers are more likely to have resulted in a shutoff and that,
accordingly, payment plan pre-requisites involve the payment of reconnect fees and/or deposits
that serve as barriers to entering into a deferred payment plan for the underlying arrears.

The remedy for the failure to enroll low-income customers in arrears in deferred payment plan
agreements depends, of course, on the underlying cause for the failure. Smaller downpayments
and longer terms may well be merited. One remedy, also, might address those arrears that have
escalated beyond a range that might involve any reasonable opportunity to retire. In those
instances, National Grid should consider entering into payment plans for less than the entire
outstanding arrears. If a low-income customer owes $2,000, in other words, the utility might
reasonably enter into a payment plan for $600.21

National Grid should create incentives for a low-income customer to enter into a deferred
payment plan for some portion of a large and unretirabie arrears. For example, an agreement to
waive late payment fees on the portion of the arrears not subject to the payment plan so long as

21 In this regard, one can be mindful of the baseball team that is down three-games-to-none in a seven game League

Championship Series. The team is well-served by the attitude that they do not need to “win four games” to win the
series. They need only win “tomorrow.” Taking it “one game at a time” may be a cliché, but it is accurate
nonetheless. That first $600 in arrears is the equivalent to Game Four in that seven game series.
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the payment plan is current might be an effective incentive. On an arrears that is large enough to
qualify for such a split payment plan, waiving such fees could deliver real dollars of benefit to
the customer.

#6. Sharpen the criteria for issuing notices of disconnection for
nonpayment.

National Grid should sharpen the criteria it uses for issuing notices of disconnection of service
for nonpayment. The utility appears to send far more notices warning of the disconnection of
service for nonpayment than it is either willing or able to actually implement. When a utility
consistently threatens the disconnection of service if payment of an outstanding bill is not made
by a date certain, with no follow-through on that warning, customers eventually learn that the
notices of disconnection are a false threat that can be safely ignored without consequence.

National Grid issues a high percentage of “false” warnings of an impending disconnection for
nonpayment each month. The problem with issuing disconnect notices that do not lead to the
disconnection of service is that the notices eventually destroy the efficacy of their “message” that
“consequences will flow if you do not make a payment.” Indeed, in many ways, “over-noticing”
customers may well lead to an increase in the number of ultimate service disconnections.
Moreover, a series of shutoff notices that do not lead to such disconnections lead some customers
to ignore notices that they should not. There is no way for a customer to tell the difference
between a notice issued when the utility “really means it, this time” from one that is not issued
under such circumstances.

The problem was addressed by the courts in an Ohio case involving Columbia Gas. In referring
to a “flood of final notices” that was not followed up by an actual service disconnection for
nonpayment, an Ohio federal judge referred to the company’s practice of “a wolf kind of notice
which does not conform to the constitutional requirements that notice be truly informative and
be given at a meaningful time.” Quite aside from the legal implications, the over-issuance of
disconnect notices impedes the collection efficacy of these notices. National Grid should
investigate its ability to better define the circumstances under which a service disconnection is
likely to occur and restrict the issuance of disconnect notices to customers falling within those
circumstances.

#7. Create a dedicated Low-Income Customer Assistance Unit.

An early identification program directed toward payment-troubled natural gas customers has as
its fundamental objective not merely the recognition of a payment troubled customer, but the
recognition of certain attributes of that customer useful for purposes of targeting an appropriate
utility response. An early identification program builds on a customer segmentation analysis,
which in turn, counsels that not all instances of nonpayment could, or should, be treated alike. A
prompt and effective resolution of potential payment troubles depends upon appropriately
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characterizing the nature of the difficulty, the ability of the customer to respond, and thus the
appropriate utility response.

Accordingly, National Grid should create a dedicated staff unit specifically assigned the
responsibility of addressing the customer service and bill payment needs of low-income
customers. The dedicated staff unit should be trained as specialists in understanding and
addressing the unique needs of low-income customers. These specialized staff can generate
additional resources to be applied to low-income bills to the advantage of both the low-income
customer base and the utility.

A dedicated low-income customer assistance unit (LICAU) would accomplish the following
three objectives:

~ Generating additional external resources in response to understanding the needs of,
and opportunities available to, low-income customers;

> Reducing potential collection initiatives among low-income customers through an
understanding of low-income circumstances; and

> Generating increased payment success through an understanding of low-income
circumstances.

An LICAU would consist of the following action steps on the part of National Grid:

~ Implementation of an “early identification program” (EIP). The efficacy of a Low
Income Customer Assistance Unit depends upon the ability of the utility to identif~i
its low-income customers. Utilities frequently note that “we don’t now who our low-
income customers are.” While that may be true, it need not be true. Responding to
payment troubles of residential customers can be enhanced through a process of
specialized training for customer service representatives. The representatives
benefiting from such education include any individual that might have personal
contact with a customer on behalf of the utility. Early identification involves more
than noticing an arrears when it appears on a customer’s bill. It involves “hearing”
indicators of fmancial distress on the part of the customer during normal day-to-day
customer contacts.

> The second component of an Early Identification Program is to archive objective
information in the customer service system indicating whether a customer received
some type of low-income assistance. Receipt of a pledge from a LIHEAP agency or
other energy assistance agency would indicate low-income status. Participation in the
R-4 program would indicate low-income status. The customer service system should
mark certain transactions as “high priority,” and move those high priority items to a
“red flag” basis and to the top of the customer service screen. Through such a
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process, the customer service representative can identify a customer as a low-income
customer.

> Creation of a process of special “skills-based routing” for low-income customers is
the third step. Having identified a low-income customer, the next step in
implementing a LICAU would be the transfer of customers to staff having received
specialized training in responding to low-income payment troubles. The specialized
skills-based training would not only allow these dedicated staff to identify particular
problems, and to respond in a culturally-appropriate way, but would involve knowing
what assistance might be available to respond to the problem.

~‘ Finally, charging LICAU staff with the responsibility of developing the National Grid
presence within the network of low-income service providers, including both energy
and non-energy assistance providers. The “best” way to respond to an inability to pay
by a low-income customer is not necessarily through energy assistance. The LICAU
staff should know when, where, how and through whom to access such assistance.

Roger Colton
Fisher, Sheehan & Colton

Public Finance and General Economics

ON BEHALF OF:
New Hampshire Legal Assistance
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USING EARNED INCOME TAx CREDIT AS “ENERGY ASSISTANCE”
(PREPARED FOR TACOMA PUBLIC UTILITIES: JUNE 2009)

Problem Statement #2

Low-income customers have insufficient resources to pay their utility bill. As a result, they incur arrears,
experience collections, shoulder additional fees, and sometimes face the disconnection of service for
nonpayment. This process of collection is expensive to both the utility and to the customer. The federal
government provides assistance designed to help pull people out of poverty. In an overwhelming
proportion of cases, those dollars of federal benefit are used by households to pay past-due bills. Much
of this federal aid, however, is left on the table, being available but unclaimed.

Strategy

Increase energy assistance to moderately low-income “working poor.”

Objectives

1. Generate additional external financial resources specifically for
payment-troubled customers.

2. Increase arrears retirement within low-income customer base at
times of high arrears.

Tactics

1. Provide EITC outreach targeted specifically to payment-
troubled customers.

2. Fund EITC free tax preparation clinics by local nonprofit
agencies. Convene local business Task Force to generate
matching funding for free tax preparation clinics. Designed
to free EITC recipients from paid tax preparers and Refund

Anticipation Loans (RALs).

3. Convene local business roundtable designed to increase
EITC claims by 5% in Pierce County.

4. Add EITC outreach to existing utility processes. Add an
EITC page to the TPU web site. Add EITC outreach
message to “hold message” on TPU phone system.
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DISCUSSION IN SUPPORT OF USING EARNED INCOME TAX CIu~DIT (EITC)
AS “ENERGY ASSISTANCE”

Little question exists but that low-income households frequently do not have sufficient
household resources to consistently pay their utility bills in a full and timely fashion. Bill
payment assistance resources are available to low-income customers through the federal Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). LIHEAP, however, is constrained to
paying only home energy bills. Moreover, LIHEAP is often budget constrained, thus limiting
the time it is available, the population defined to be eligible for assistance, and the level of grants
that are provided.

Tacoma Public Utilities can redress many of these shortcomings by LIHEAP by targeting
specific programs to assist the working poor in Pierce County. There can be little question today
but that the inability to pay for home utility bills, whether they be water/sewer, energy or trash, is
increasingly reaching into the middle class.

RECOGNIZING THE INABILITY-TO-PAY IN THE MIDDLE CLASS

The Table below shows the basic family needs budget for households living in Tacoma for a
variety of family sizes and types. The data considers the basic needs budget for households
ranging from a two-person household (one parent/one-child: 1 P1 C) to a four-person household
with two parents and two children (2P2C). The table shows how the budget required to meet
basic family needs now reaches 250% of the Federal Poverty Level and more.

Moreover, the Table documents how the gross household income is not necessarily the best
measure of the low-income status of a household. While, for example, a two-parent/two-child
family has a basic family need budget of more than $14,000 higher than a one-parent/one-child
family, the ratio of income to the Federal Poverty Level for the larger household is actually
somewhat less (248% vs. 269%).

Tacoma (WA) Basic Family Needs Budget (2007)
B~~e and Composition of Fa~~(Parents (P) and Children (C))

Food Childcare Transport- Health Other Taxes Monthly
ation care Necessities Total

Family Housing
Type

Annual Federal
Total Poverty

Level
(2007)

IPIC $845 $317 $757 $339 $220 $279 $316 $3,074 $36,883 269%

1P2C $845 $465 $1,211 $339 $322 $315 $319 $3,816 $45,786 267%

2P1C $845 $514 $757 $482 $294 $327 $335 $3,554 $42,642 248%

2P2C $845 $643 $1,211 $482 $396 $358 $331 $4,266 $51,194 248%

Economic Policy Institute (May 2009)
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THE IMPROPRIETY OF RATE DIscouNTs FOR THE MIDDLE CLASS

Despite the inadequacy of income for these high-range poverty households in Tacoma to meet
their basic family needs budget, it is not appropriate for Tacoma Public Utilities to offer rate
discounts in response to their income shortfall. The general standard for energy affordability is
6% of income. If home energy bills are less than or equal to this benchmark, they are considered
“affordable” from the utility’s perspective. Water/sewer bills are considered to be “affordable” if
they fall within a range of 2% of household income.

Given these two benchmarks for affordability, home energy bills in Tacoma would be
unaffordable only if they exceed a range of $2,213 (1-parent/i-child) to nearly $3,100 (2-
parents/2-children). Water/sewer bills would be unaffordable only if they fell within a range of
roughly $750 (1 -parentli -child) to more than $1,000 (2-parent/2-children). Typical TPU bills do
not fall within these bill ranges, particularly for low-income households.

USING THE EARNED INCOME TAx CREDIT (EITC) AS UTILITY BILL PAYMENT ASSISTANCE

Despite the conclusion that TPU should not extend its rate discounts to serve the middle class,
there are specific steps that TPU can and should take to respond to the lack of sufficient
household resources to meet basic home energy needs.22 Even should the “unaffordability”
relate primarily to housing costs, for example, those unaffordable household expenses may
manifest themselves in unpaid utility bills as households make trade-offs on which bills they will
pay in any given month.

Helping income-eligible households claim their entire federal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC)
is one initiative that TPU should pursue for its high range poverty households. The EITC is the
nation’s primary anti-poverty program. In Pierce County (WA) alone:

> In 2006,23 46,704 households claimed a total of $83,939,215 in Federal EITC credits (an
average credit of $1,797);

> In 2005, 45,907 households claimed a total of $80,471,821 in Federal EITC credits (an
average credit of $1,753);

~ In 2004, 45,630 households claimed a total of $77,955,414 in Federal EITC credits (an
average credit of $1,708);

~ In 2003, 43,977 households claimed a total of $73,255,919 in Federal EITC credits (an
average credit of $1,666).

The EITC tends to serve more moderate income populations. According to the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities (CBPP), the Washington D.C.-based organization operating the national
EITC Outreach Campaign, working families with children that have annual incomes below about

22 For ease of reference, this section refers to “energy” needs. By this reference, the term “energy needs” is intended

to include all five utility services offered by TPU.
23 2006 is the last year for which data is available.
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$34,000 to $41,000 (depending on marital status and the number of children in the family)
generally are eligible for the EITC. Also, poor workers without children that have incomes
below about $13,000 ($16,000 for a married couple) can receive a very small EITC.

THE BENEFITS TO TPU FROM THE EITC

EITC claims directly benefit TPU. According to a study of EITC recipients in New York,
performed by faculty at Colgate University, 40% of the households reporting using their EITC to
pay bills used those benefits to pay utility bills, a higher percentage than those using the EITC to
pay for rent (31%), credit cards (28%), car payments (22%), and groceries (21 %)~24 More than
two-thirds of EITC recipients use their credits to pay for basic needs, while half use their credits
to pay off a debt. Another study found that 65% of EITC recipients have a “making ends meet”
use for their credits, with the payment of utility bills and rent the most important uses, followed
by the purchase of food and clothing.25

Moreover, an Edison Electric Institute (EEl) staff~erson reported that a 1994 study of EITC
recipients in New Jersey found that one-third of all EITC recipients used their EITC to pay past-
due bills, and one-quarter of all recipients used their EITC benefits to pay past-due utility bills.26

One benefit of the EITC is that it can reach beyond merely serving the objective of helping low-
income customers pay their home utility bills. One study in San Antonio, for example, found
that every $1 in EITC benefits received in that city generated $1.58 in local economic activity.
The San Antonio study found further that every $37,000 in local economic activity would
generate one additional permanent job. According to the Brooking Institute, the EITC generates
a concentrated infusion into local economies, in many cities, more than $1.0 million per square
mile. One study in Cuyahoga County (OH) found that the EITC benefits claimed in the early
months of 2003 exceeded all the wages and benefits paid in the local hotel industry in that
quarter.

ACTION STEPS BY TACOMA PUBLIC UTILITIES REGARDING EITC CLAIMS

TPU can generate substantial new “energy assistance” benefits for its high-range poverty
households by supporting efforts to promote the Earned Income Tax Credit. The view frequently
articulated is that few jurisdictions exist that cannot, with a reasonable amount of effort, increase
the penetration of income-eligible households claiming their EITC by at least five percent. In
Pierce County, alone, a five percent (5%) increase in the number of EITC claims would result in
more than 2,300 households newly receiving the EITC, generating an additional $4.2 million in
benefits flowing to Pierce County.

Given these benefits, TPU should take the following action steps:

24 Simpson, et al. (October 2006). The Efficacy of the EITC: Evidence from Madison County (New York), Colgate

University Department of Economics.
2~ Timothy Smeeding, et al. (December 2000). The EITC: Expectation, Knowledge, Use and Economic and Social

Mobility,” National Tax Journal, 53(4): 1187, 1198. Smeeding is with the Center for Policy Research, The Maxwell
School, Syracuse University (NY).
26 Since this data is based on generic EITC outreach directed to the population as a whole, should outreach be

focused on payment-troubled customers, it would be expected that these percentages would increase.
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> TPU should direct targeted EITC outreach to customers in arrears. Indeed, combining
the “Early Identification Program” recommended elsewhere in this report, TPU could
direct EITC outreach to payment-troubled customers that the utility has previously
identified as being low-income.

> TPU should fund outreach efforts targeted toward populations that under-utilize the
EITC. Rather than doing generic outreach campaigns, TPU could help fund “gap-filling”
outreach. According to the national EITC Outreach Campaign, women fill a
disproportionate number of part-time and low-wage jobs. Newly employed women, in
particular, are less likely to file for EITC benefits. Moreover, Hispanic parents are much
less likely to file for EITC benefits. An Urban Institute study found that only 32% of
low-income Hispanic parents knew about the EITC, and only 20% of such parents
claimed their EITC. TPU should direct funding to specific community-based
organizations that can document their ability to reach these under-served populations.

> TPU should refer payment-troubled customers to free tax preparation clinics (called
Volunteer Income Tax Assistance, or “VITA,” sites). Customers who contact the utility
during the tax preparation season who have received energy assistance in the past, are
currently receiving the low-income discount, or have otherwise been identified as “low-
income” through the proposed Early Identification Program, can be directed toward
VITA sites in addition to being directed toward energy assistance agencies. Information
on VITA sites can be included with shutoff notices, with written confirmation of payment
plan terms, or in other collection initiatives. According to EITC outreach specialists, the
primary problem with VITA sites is that not enough people use them. Most people do
not know about VITA sites; those that do often find it difficult to fmd them.
Unfortunately, the local IRS telephone assistance lines through which people might
obtain information on the location of VITA sites are often busy.

> TPU should add EITC outreach to its existing contacts with its customers. Adding an
EITC information message during the call-center hold time would be helpful. Adding
EITC outreach materials to the TPU web site would reach a different population.
Including EITC outreach with shutoff notices would provide an opportunity for payment-
troubled customers to seek additional financial resources.

> In addition to EITC outreach efforts, TPU should financially support the provision of free
tax preparation clinics designed to help income-eligible households claim their EITC. In
Pierce County, of the 46,704 low-income households claiming the EITC in 2006, 28,241
(61%) used paid tax preparers, while 13,248 (29%) received “tax anticipation loans.” In
these circumstances, the cost of the tax preparation, according to one Brooking Institution
study, is $150, with an additional cost of $130 for the Refund Anticipation Loan (RAL),
$280 total. The Brookings Institution found that low-income households receiving such
Refund Anticipation Loans pay an annual percentage rate of 171% in interest. These two
processes (i.e., the use of paid tax preparers and the use of RALs) pulled $6.0 million out
of the low-income community in Tacoma in 2006 alone. Efforts providing on-site mobile
free tax preparation in Pierce County have been extraordinarily successful through S SOS.
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Finally, while this report recormnends specific action steps for TPU to take as the local utility,
not all steps need be funded and advanced by TPU. Increasing the number of EITC claims in
Pierce County would benefit the community as a whole, including the business community.
Using the 1 .58x multiplier effect described above, and the previous research documenting that
each $37,000 in benefits supports one fulitime job, a 5% increase in EITC claims in Pierce
County would generate $6.7 million in economic activity in Tacoma and 180 new fulltime jobs.
Accordingly, TPU should convene a business roundtable in Tacoma, along with appropriate
leadership within the nonprofit community, to develop and implement plans specific to Pierce
County for EITC outreach above and beyond that outreach that TPU directs to its own low
income, payment-troubled population.
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