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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

AFTERNOON PROCEEDI NGS

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: W' re back
for the afternoon in DG 11-196. And M.
Fabri zi o, you had conpl eted your questioning
of M. Knepper?

M5. FABRI ZI O  Yes.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: M. Epler,
do you have questions?

MR. EPLER  Yes, | do, Chairman
Ignatius. Let ne also state, and | apol ogi ze
if I"'mrestating sonething | said in the
nor ni ng session, but just for clarification
pur poses, the Conpany is here on the basis
that there's a settlenent for the Conmm ssion's
consideration. And we are here prepared to
support what we believe is in the Conpany's
i nterest, obviously, and we also believe it's
in the public interest and consistent with the
Comm ssion and the Staff's interest. And so
we're prepared to present w tnesses that can
wal k t hrough that settlenent agreenent and
explain why we believe it's in the public
i nterest and why we support it.

' m not prepared, and the
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

Conpany's not prepared to litigate the
underlying issues. That's a different issue.
And so I'mnot going to attenpt to do that,
because we believe we're offering the
settlenent for consideration here. And
certainly, if the Conm ssion deens that the
settlenent is inadequate in any respect and
determ nes it cannot be approved or needs to
be revised to be approved, we would want an
opportunity to cone back and then litigate

t hose underlying i ssues, because, as | said,
we cane prepared to support the Settl enent
Agr eenent .

CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS: M. Epler,
do you nean by that, that your wi tnesses wll
not be able to address anything beyond the
four corners of the Settl enent Agreenent?

MR. EPLER Oh, no. Absolutely
not. They can explain anything that is of
concern to the Comm ssion on this. Just in
terms of litigating this and what | woul d
expect an outcone, certainly the Conm ssion
can accept or reject the Settl enent Agreenent.

If it were to reject the Settl enent Agreenent,
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

we woul d not, based on this record today, then
go on to determne the ultinate issues of
fines or penalties, assumng it rejects the
Settlenent Agreenent. |If it were to reject
the Settl enent Agreenent, we woul d have an
opportunity to cone back and then litigate
those issues. But certainly, if there's any
matter, any question either on the Settl enent
Agreenment or statenents that were nade that
t he Conm ssi on has questions of the Conpany's
W tnesses, we'll be prepared to address that.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: I think
that's fine. Go ahead.

MR. EPLER  Thank you.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR EPLER

M. Knepper, good afternoon.

Good afternoon.

Coul d you please turn to your testinony at
Page 11, and referencing the corrections that
you nade to the testinony this nmorning --
first of all, at the end of Line 2 there's a
reference -- there's a footnote, Footnote 5,

t hat appears on the bottom of the page. G ven
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

the change in the corrections that you nade to
the testinony, would you agree that that
f oot not e shoul d be del et ed?
(Wtness revi ews docunent.)
Yeah, | think that's fair.
CMVMBR. HARRI NGTON: Excuse ne,

Foot note 57

BY MR EPLER:

Now, you provided revised testinony at Line 15
of that page. And you revised the sentence
t hat begins, "Again, Staff enphasized..." and
you added the -- you changed that sentence so
that the full sentence would read, "Again,
Staff enphasi zed that the 60-plus-m nute
expl anati ons were not being provided with the
nonthly reports”; is that correct?

(Wtness revi ews docunent.)
Yes, "with the nonthly reports.™
Is there a requirenent in the rule that the
60- m nut e expl anati ons be provided wth the
mont hly reports?
The rul e, the 504.07?
Yes.

No, because the rul e doesn't even reference
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

"nmonthly reports.™

So the Conpany's filing of its -- of the
60- m nut e expl anati ons were consistent with
the requirenents of the rule; is that correct?
That's correct.

And then you added | anguage saying that the
filings were being nade to Staff via the
electronic filing system And that filing by
the electronic filing system that's pernitted
by the rule; is that correct?

| believe so, yes.

And then you added the clause at the end of

t hat sentence, "But not all statenents seened
to conport with the nonthly data provided."

I's that what you added?

That's what | added.

Is it correct that until recently, you were
not aware of the filing of the nonthly
reports?

Wll, there was -- the nonthly reports --
there was one nonth where they -- |I'mhaving a
tough tine talking -- did put an explanation

wthit. And the majority of themare on the

quarterly reports. And so now we have to
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

conpare the nonthlies to the quarterlies to
get the explanations that cone with it. And
SO it seens sinpler to just put it with the
nont hlies. So, when | conpare it against

whet her it's quarterly or nonthly, when I
conpare it to the data -- that would be the
sane data in question -- there was sone that
we found did not seemto reflect the data that
t he expl anati on was wth.

But is it correct that until recently, you
were not aware that the quarterly reports were
being fil ed?

They were not comng directly to the Safety
Division, no. That's an internal issue here.
Ckay. So you were not aware that they were
being filed; is that correct?

Not at that tine, no.

All right. So in terns of the issue of

whet her the statenents conported wth the
nont hl y data provided, that was not an issue
that was ever raised with the Conpany; is that
correct?

| don't believe so. | think we raised it

initially, that we wanted to have
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

10

expl anati ons, when we net with the Conpany.

It would have been easier to get it when you
have all the data, to have an expl anati on t hat
goes with it.

But in terns of raising the issue of whether
or not the quarterly statenent -- the data
provided in the quarterly statenents that were
requi red by PUC 504. 07C, whet her they
conported with the nonthly data, that was
never raised with the Conpany; is that
correct?

I guess when we asked to get the data, no one
was saying, "Well, we're providing it in the
quarterly reports.™

Ckay. Can you please turn to Page 18 of your
t esti nony.

| have -- I'mthere. Sorry.

Ckay. You added an insert on the sentence
that begins at Line 6, so that it now reads,
"Staff has no record that a formal integration
pl an was ever devel oped or subsequently shared
wth Staff that specifically stated dates of
hires of service technicians”; is that

correct?
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

11

Yes.

WAs this issue ever raised wth the Conmpany
during your review of the integration plans or
the transition plans?

No, | don't recall that being raised during
the hearing that we had when the acquisition
occurred. | was under the interpretation
[sic] that the Conpany woul d incl ude

i nformation regarding the service techs in the
integration plan. At the tinme, we weren't
sure what the integration plan was going to
be. There didn't seemone. It was nore of an
all-inclusive list of all the various things

t hat the Conmpany was goi ng through, and
probably nmost of it was related to systens.

Wl l, once the transition plans -- the
transition reports were filed, did you ever
raise any issue with the Conpany as to n ssing
i nformati on that you expected to see?

No. Wuld you like ne to tal k about the
transition reports?

No, | just wanted -- | just asked you a
question as to whether or not you raised it,

rai sed any concerns regarding the transition
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

12

reports to the Conpany. And ny understandi ng
Is that you said "No"; is that correct?
That's correct.

Ckay. Can you turn to the Settl enent
Agreenent that's been nmarked as Exhibit 10.
Yeah, | have it.

Ckay. And can you please turn to Page 3 of

t hat .

| have it.

Ckay. And just so we nake sure we're on the
sanme page on this, literally, I'mlooking at
the table at the top of that page. Do you
have that in front of you?

The one that's | abel ed "Energency Response

St andar ds" ?

Yes. Now, if we were to conpare this to the
Ener gency Response Standards that are
currently in place -- and | think if you turn
to your -- just for convenience, if you turn
to your testinony at Page 33, and if you were
just to ignore the first column that says
"Cat egory Label" -- otherwi se, what's in that
tabl e on Page 33 are the current standards; is

that correct?
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

Q

Q

13

(Wtness revi ews docunent.)
|*"mbasically just |ooking for a reference, a
conveni ent reference so that we can | ook at
what the current standards are conpared to the
standards in the Settl enent Agreenent.
Yeah, |'m just doubl e-checki ng.
Sur e.

(Wtness revi ews docunent.)
Yup, they | ook correct.
Ckay. So, just conparing those, if you were
to start -- well, we can start at the top.
Nor mal hours, there's an increase of five
percent age points --
That's correct.
-- for response tinme to 30 m nutes?
Yeah. The new one, Section 2.2, says
87 percent.
And then there's a new category, "Al Hours,"
30 mnutes at 80 percent, and that's in
addition. That does not appear in the current
st andar ds?
Yeah, it does not have a correl ating category
or classification on Page 33 of ny testinony.

So that's a new standard; is that correct?
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

14

Yes.

And t hen Wekends and Holidays -- |'msorry.
Then there are two categories that do not
appear in the standards, and that's the "After
Hours," 30 m nutes, and "Wekends and

Hol i days,” 30 mnutes; am| correct?

Can you say that one nore tine, Gry?

Yes. There are two categories that do not
appear in the new proposed Energency Response
St andards: "After Hours," 30 m nutes, and
"Weekends and Holidays," 30 mnutes; is that
correct?

That's correct.

And for all the remaining categories, the
percent to achieve is higher in each rowin

t he new standards conpared to the current
standards; is that correct?

That's -- yeah, they're slightly higher.

Now, section -- referring again to Exhibit 10,
Section 2.3, that's the Effective Date?

Ef fective Date, yeah, 2.3.

And it provides that it will be effective upon
approval of the Conm ssion?

Correct.
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

15
Q And do you know if there was an effective date
in the -- as to when the response standards
were to apply under DG -- under the Settl enent

Agreenment in DG 08-048?

A I'd have to go | ook at that | anguage.

Q Woul d you accept, subject to check, that it's
silent on that?

(Ms. Fabrizio hands docunent to w tness.)
(Wtness revi ews docunent.)

A | don't think it specifically states it.

Q And noving to Paragraph 2.4 under the proposed
Settl ement Agreenent -- | nean, the Settl enent
Agreenent that we're proposing the Comm ssion
approve -- there's a specific neasure that
gives detail as to when the tine of
response -- how the tinme of response is to be
measured; is that correct?

A Yeah, that's correct.

Q And it indicates the total tine, beginning
fromwhen the call is received by Northern and
a work order is created during that call; is
t hat correct?

A That's what it says.

Q And there's no conparabl e provision under the
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

16

current Energency Response Standards, in terns
of defining when a call begins?

(Wtness revi ews docunent.)
Well, | think they have... the "call received
time" would have been what | woul d have used
to say that. The old standards don't --
aren't witten to the degree that these are.
At the tinme -- | believe at the tine, Unitil
didn't even have a systemin pl ace.
So, this Section 2.4 provides nore certainty
wth regard to when the -- how you neasure the
response tine?
| think it elimnates any possible
msinterpretation that a utility or Staff
per son m ght have.
Now turning to Paragraph 2.5, Reporting.
Under this section, the Conpany agrees that
it's going to continue to provide the sane
reporting and detail and format that it
currently provides, in ternms of its energency
response; is that correct?
Yeah, that's correct.
And so the Staff and the Comm ssion, and |

guess any nenber of the public who wanted to
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

17

see these reports, would be able to see how
the Conpany is responding, in terns of the
criteria that are set forward in the Emergency
Response Standards that were agreed to in DG
08-048; is that correct?

Yeah. | think the nmonthly reporting wll
allow us to continue the trending that we went
through earlier in ny discussion. So it wll
all ow that to continue.

Ckay. In this section under 2.5.1, the
Conmpany will satisfy the requirenents of PUC

504. 07(c) as part of its regular reporting.

And that's clarified here as well; is that
correct?

Yeah. Staff is concerned -- we're just

| ooking for a single explanation. |If you
exceed 60 m nutes -- you know, | guess under

the rules you would have to do it tw ce. But
we think that's just kind of -- it doesn't
hel p. So when the data is comi ng, we think
that this 2.5.1 is good enough to be able to
do that.

And this provision also provides that it wll

be -- it will -- the Conpany is conmtting to
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

A
Q

18

go beyond the requirenent of Section
504.07(c), inthat it wll also include any
actions taken to prevent recurrence for any

i ndi vi dual response exceeding 60 m nutes. And
that requirenment is not part of the current
rules; is that correct?

No. That's correct. The rules apply to all
the gas conpanies. This Settl ement Agreenent
just applies to Unitil. The rules apply to
all the gas conpanies in the state.

Right. But there's no requirenent in the
current rules to include a report of actions
taken to prevent the occurrence; is that
correct?

It wouldn't be, because 2.5.2 references this
Ener gency Response Standard in 2. 2.

| guess ny question is -- the Conpany is
agreeing in this provision, 2.5.1, to go
beyond what is required in the rules, in that
it wll -- 1t's agreeing to include actions
taken to prevent reoccurrence in its
reporting. Wuld you agree to that?

In 2.5.2? |Is that what you're referring to?

2.5.17?
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

A

19

2.5.1. "...a detailed explanation including
any actions taken to prevent reoccurrence of
any individual response exceedi ng 60
mnutes..." Yeah, | think that's what the
Staff is looking for. It doesn't do us any
good if soneone says there's a lot of traffic
or sone ot her breakdown along the way. W're
| ooking to see, you know, is there anything
that we can do to try to elimnate these

60-m nute calls.

And then in 2.5.2, the Conpany is agreeing to
provide a detail ed explanation of any failure
to meet any particul ar Emergency Response
Standards in any evaluation -- during any
eval uation period and include a remedi ation
plan to prevent reoccurrence; is that correct?
That's what it says.

And section -- now turning the page, Page 4,
Section 2.6 is titled "Monthly Eval uation.”
And that indicates that the Conpany's
energency response performance will be

eval uat ed agai nst these standards, based on a
rolling 12-nonth period; is that correct?

Doesn't say the word "rolling,"” but the 12
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

BY MR

20

precedi ng consecutive nonths, yes.

The preceding 12 nonths. So that's each
nmonth, then, in terns of evaluation. W would
| ook back on the previous 12 nont hs of dat a;
Is that correct?

That's correct.

Now, the penalty provisionis in Section 2.7.
And is it correct that, currently under the
standards agreed to, there's no express
penal ty provision?

There is no expressed.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: By that you
nmean the Settl ement Agreenent grow ng out of
the prior case?

MR. EPLER  Yes. Thank you,
Chairman. Yes, | was referring to the
standards currently in place under -- as a
result of the Settl enent Agreenent in DG
08- 048.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Thank you.

EPLER:
And just for clarity, so that we understand,
this provides that the penalty is an autonatic

penalty of $8,000 per nonth for failing to
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

21

nmeet any of the Energency Response Standards
in the precedi ng consecutive 12-nonth peri od.
So, first, by "autonmatic," that neans
that there's no requirenent of any proceedi ng,
i nvestigation, conplaint. It's nerely you do
t he eval uati on based on the reporting. |If the
Conpany fails to neet any of that criteria,
the penalty's automatically assessed. Wuld
you agree with that?
Yes. | nean, we'd check to nake sure the data
reported was correct and there wasn't any
problens with it or that kind of thing.
And then there are Iimtations on the
assessnent of the penalty, that basically
provi de that the maxi mum penalty in any nonth
is $8,000, no nmatter how nmany different
categories there may have been of failure to
attain; is that correct?
Yeah, | think there's eight now. So, | guess,
potentially, the Conpany could mss all eight
and be subject to a $8,000 penalty,
potentially.
And then there's a cunul ative penalty, that in

any cal endar year, no nore than $96, 000 in
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

22

penalty coul d be assessed.

That's correct.

So, essentially, that cunmul ati ve penalty woul d
be net if the Conpany failed to respond to

any -- failed to achieve any of the categories
in all nonths during that particul ar cal endar
year.

In a cal endar year, yes. So that's not
necessarily the period in between the

eval uati on peri ods.

And woul d you agree that having the penalty
provide -- having the risk of the penalty
bei ng assessed i nmedi ately as opposed to
waiting at the end of the cal endar year for

t he assessnent, and as opposed to waiting for
the result of the investigation, is sonething
that Staff thinks is inportant to have to gain
the i mMmedi ate attention of the Conpany?

Since we're now doing it over a 12-nonth
period, we don't want to wait. You know, we
don't want nore nonths to go by if they start
gi ving a substandard type of behavi or.

Ckay. And then noving down to the next

par agr aph, Paragraph 2.8, the Effective Date
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[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

A

o > O »

of Evaluation and Penalties -- again, just to
clarify, because | guess there are probably
several effective dates in this agreenent.
So, just to wal k through each one.

The first effective date is in Section

2. 3. And that -- what that neans -- or would

you agree that that neans that once this

Settl ement Agreenent is approved by the

Conmmi ssion, these are the standards that apply

fromthat date forward?
That's correct.

Ckay.

But the evaluations don't inmmediately kick in.

Right. | was just going to get to that. So
that's provided in Paragraph 2. 3.

And then if you go to Paragraph 2.8, it
tal ks about the effective date of the
eval uations and the penalties. So the first
effective date in Paragraph 2.8 is 90 days
after the date of approval of the Settl enent
Agreenment by the Commi ssion. And that's for
the -- when you start the evaluation of the
12-consecuti ve-nmonth period --

Looki ng backwar ds.
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-- for each standard.

For seven out of the eight standards.

Ckay. And you're anticipating ny question.
So it's seven out of the eight standards, with
t he exception of the Al Hours standard; is

t hat correct?

Yes. The eighth is the Al Hours standard.
And that one |looks like it would be January,
the definitive date, whether or not the
effective date of this agreenent and

eval uation kind of coincide to the paragraph
above. So, that one -- we didn't want to go
any further than that.

Ckay. So that -- so, having the effective
date for the evaluation of the Al Hours

peri od neans, effectively, that the Conpany's
response that has already occurred with the
first quarter of this year, in 2012, wll be
I ncluded in that evaluation for the Al Hours
criteri a.

Say that one nore tine.

Ckay. Having the effective date of the
evaluation of the All Hours criteria start in

January 2013 neans that the first quarter of
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2012 that's already passed wll be part of
t hat eval uati on.
Yeah. That woul d be the data that we already

have for January, February and March of this

year, 2012, woul d have al ready occurred and be

I ncluded in that.
Ckay. And to the extent that the Conpany has
not net the Al Hours response, 30 m nutes at
80 percent, in the first quarter, that would

mean that for the remaining three quarters it

has to achi eve better than 80-percent response

In order to neet, on the 12-nonth basis, the
80 percent.

Yeah. You're not evaluated on a quarterly
basis, so you have to wait until we have 12
nmont hs of dat a.

Ckay. And then Section 2.9 clarifies the
ability of the Staff to request that the

Conmm ssi on open an investigation to determ ne

whet her addi tional actions should be taken if,

once the Staff has had an opportunity to

revi ew the Conpany's performance under the new

standards, if it's not satisfied for any

reason with its performance, it could, of
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course, cone to the Conm ssion and say an

I nvesti gati on shoul d be opened; there's

probl ems wi th what ever they happen to be. And
it also clarifies that the penalties -- that
if that were to occur, that the penalties that
are provided for in Section 2.8 are not the
total penalties that could potentially apply

I f the Conm ssion were told about an

i nvesti gati on.

I think the Conm ssion has authority to inpose
penal ti es beyond that.

Then turning to Section 3, this section

provi des that the Conpany agrees to devel op
and file with the Conm ssion a work plan by
which it will neet the Enmergency Response

St andar ds.

Has t he Conpany and Staff had sone
initial discussions with regard to that work
pl an?

Not to a real detailed level. W have no

m | estones and things |ike that established or
anyt hi ng.

But this section does provide that the plan

w Il be subject to review and approval by
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Staff?

Yes, that's what that says. "The plan will be
subject to Staff review and approval ."

And Section 3.2, the Conpany agrees to
designate a vice-president for responsibility
for conpliance with these new Emergency
Response Standards and to -- and who woul d be
reviewng all submttals regarding the

Ener gency Response Standards prior to filing
with the Comm ssion; is that correct?

Yes.

Now - -

Or sonebody in operations.

And fromthe Staff's point of view, this was
an inportant provision that clarify senior
managemnment responsibility within the Conpany
for these standards. Wuld you agree with

t hat ?

| believe that's what |1've already stated
earlier today.

Then Section 3.3 provides for quarterly
neetings. That's sonething that | guess,
unfortunately, has not occurred in the past or

does not occur now. But that just clarifies
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that those will occur. Wuld you agree?

Yeah, | would say in the past the neetings
have been sporadic. They're not planned out.
So this is a benefit here in the settlenent to
clarify this.

Yeah, | think anytinme you establish regul ar
communi cations, that wll be beneficial when
it cones to these things. You know, we're

| ooking at data -- you can get infornmation
behi nd the data that we just won't ever see or
know.

Ckay. And then this section al so provides
that if -- that in a five-year period that
we're going to continue to review the terns
and conditions of this stipulation and
det er m ne whet her changes are appropriate, and
that if we can't agree on that, whether or not
t here shoul d be changes, the Staff could
petition the Comm ssion to i medi ately

rei nstate the response standards that are
currently in effect. So there is an outside
limtation to this, to these standards, at
least in terms of getting together and

revi ew ng and determ ni ng whet her they work,
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whet her they're acconplishing the goals
consistent wth what the Conmm ssion wants to
see achi eved and what the Safety Division
wants to be achi eved.

Yeah, | believe this isn't neant to say that
we have a perpetual agreenent that will go on
f orever.

Now, if we can just briefly, just for
reference -- and this is not going to get into
a lot of detail -- but if you can turn to this

sheet, which is reproduced in large scale in
front of the Bench, which I believe is
Exhi bit 127

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Twel ve. The

three line drafts that's 12.

EPLER:
And then this sheet, which is exhibit -- |I'm
sorry?
CMSR. HARRI NGTON:  Thirteen, |
bel i eve.
CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS: Yes, this is
13.

MR EPLER  Exhibit 13.
CHAl RMAN | GNATI US: And then the
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orange bl ocks bel ow. ..

EPLER:
Ckay. So if you could refer to Exhibits 12
and 13, just to be able to clarify what is and
what's not on here.

This Exhibit 12 shows the percentages
achi eved by the Conpany on a nonthly basis.
It's a graphical depiction.
| think it depicts those that were achi eved
and those that weren't achieved.

Ckay. But it provides the perfornmance
relative to percentage.

That's correct.

And then Exhibit 12 provides the actual nunber
of calls.

Il think it's Exhibit 13 that does that.
l'"msorry. Exhibit 13 provides the actual
nunmber of calls broken down by each category.
Yes.

Ckay. But neither of these show by how nmuch
any call is achieved or mssed, in terms of
reference to the particular tinme standard.

It does, if you're asking -- all this does is

say what bucket or what category it falls
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Ckay.

So it doesn't say that -- you know, |I'm

| ooking -- let's go back to that

January 2004 -- or 2010. I'msorry. It does

not say of the four calls that were gotten to
within 30 mnutes, it doesn't say one was 12

m nutes and one was 29 and one was 15 or sone
ot her nunber. It just says four were gotten

to in |less than 30.

So the standard is basically a binary

st andar d. You achieve it or don't achieve it.

A mss by a mnor anount is as good as a m ss
by a |large anpunt; is that correct?

Yeah, we're not -- we don't -- we're not

| ooking at the response tinmes and trying to
average them out or anything like that, or

| ooki ng at sonething |like that.

All right. And you're not | ooking at any
specific performance to see, well, if the
Conpany didn't neet the 30 m nutes, how much

did it mss any particular standard by. Did

31

it mss it by 30 seconds? Did it mss it by a

mnute? Didit mss it by 20 m nutes?
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Yeah, except that we know that the outer one
that they'll mss is no nore than 15 m nutes.
So you start exceedi ng 60.

So you could cone to a conclusion as to

whet her or not there was a m ss by nore than
15 m nutes --

Yeah, going to the next category. So you
coul d have zeros for the 45-m nute category
and nunbers into the 60-m nute category.

Now, under the current standards currently in
pl ace, if the Conpany was to respond today to
an odor call and it arrived at that call

| ocation within -- in 45 mnutes, is that an
unsaf e response?

I don't think I can answer that question based

upon the information you' ve given ne.

Wll, | asked you --
I would need nore information is what |'m
saying. | need nore details upon what you're

trying to say.

On any given date --

If you got there -- for instance, if you got
there within 45 m nutes and the house that

expl oded, | would say that -- you know, and we
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found that the contributing factor was that we

couldn't get their people in time, then I

woul d say that may be related. It nay not be
rel at ed.
Wll, let's take a situation where we don't

have an explosion. W have a situation where
there is a call and a response and an arri val
of 45 mnutes. No explosion. The situation
checks out. Either there was a | eak or there
wasn't a |l eak. Either way, doesn't matter.
Is that an unsafe response?

| don't think I can answer that question. |
know you're trying to frane ne into that. |
don't think | can do that.

' mjust asking you a questi on.

I'"'mtrying to give you ny answer.

At any particular tinme, for any particul ar
response, assumng there's no catastrophic
event, can you tell, based on these Energency
Response Standards that are currently in

pl ace, whether a particular response was safe
or not safe?

| don't think that's -- | don't think you

neasure safety in the way that you're trying
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to ask the question.

I *'m asking just basically based on the
standards that are in place, can you determ ne
whet her - -

| don't think you can sit there and say if we
get there within 30 m nutes this woul d have
occurred, if we got there within 35 m nutes
this woul d have occurred. | don't think you
can neasure safety that way.

' m not suggesting anything occurred. [|I'm
just saying the question --

| don't think you'll ever know is ny point.

| think you're trying to define sonething that
| can't define.

' mnot asking you to define anything. [|'m
sinply aski ng whether or not you can determ ne
whet her a response on a particul ar date was
safe or not safe based on the standards that
are currently in place.

I'd have to see if it's a contributing factor.
A contributing factor to what?

To the events that occurred.

And if no event occurred?

Well, if no event occurred, then it probably
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wasn't. But | don't know that until we get
t here.

M5. FABRI ZI O Excuse ne. Can |
interrupt and ask? Perhaps this wll help
clarify. Are there enmergency response tinme
st andards devel oped to respond to a federal
requi renent of "safe response,” or are they
devel oped to adhere to a federal m ninum
requi rement of "pronpt response"?

W TNESS KNEPPER: I think
f ederal codes, you know, state the word
"pronpt response,” and that's part of an
overall safety regulation. There's nany other
parts of that safety regulation, but...

MS. FABRI ZI O And do the
energency response tine standards go to the
saf eness of the Conpany's response or to the
timeliness?

W TNESS KNEPPER: VWhat we're
tal king about here in this docket is strictly
time. The safeness could determ ne a bunch of
other factors that are beyond this. And so
when you're evaluating the overall response

| evel , you're tal king about a whol e host of
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other variables that aren't worth tal king

about in this docket. This docket is clearly

a tinme docket. |It's not beyond that. It's
not how qualified sonebody is. [It's not how
famliar they are. |It's just strictly a tinme
docket .

Thank you.

MR. EPLER  Chairnan | gnati us,
if I could just take a nonent, | believe | may
be done.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US:  That's fi ne.

(Pause in proceeding.)

MR. EPLER Okay. Thank you,
M. Knepper. Thank you, Chairman. |'m done
Wi th nmy cross-exam nation of this wtness.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Thank you.
M. Sullivan, questions?

MR, SULLIVAN: The Uni on has no
questions for M. Knepper today.

CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS:  All right.
Questions fromthe Bench? M. Harrington,
questi ons?

CMSR. HARRI NGTON:  Yeah, | have

a few.
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M. Knepper, can you briefly explain how these

standards that are proposed in the Settl enent
Agr eenent are conparabl e or not conparable, |
guess, to the ones inposed on other gas
utilities that are regulated by this

Comm ssi on?

These standards are different. These ones

t hat are proposed are different. W have

not hing for any other utility that tal ks about

the All Hours category. So, sone of the
standards and cl assifications are different.
Looks |i ke the percentages that are
achieved are different. But the overall -- |
guess there are sone commpnalities that are
simlar, where we | ook at 30-, 45- and
60- m nute buckets. W | ook at weekends,
hol i days -- weekends and hol i days and after

busi ness hours and nornmal busi ness hours.

And why would we -- it would seem that we have

a response standard, whether the person
respondi ng was responding to a potential gas
|l eak in the service territory on the seacoast

or service territory in Nashua or in
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Manchester. Wy woul d we have different
standards for tine of response?

I think they're unique to the gas conpany.

For instance: This Comm ssion regul ates New
Hanpshire Gas, and so their territory is a
single town. | would expect even stricter
requi renents than these be i nposed on them
because they don't have a far distance to
travel ; you know, fromone end of the system
to the other is 4 mles. You should be able
to get to all calls within 30 m nutes, under
any condition. So | don't think that you can
necessarily -- | think you have to kind of
tailor themto the custonmers they serve, the
mles of pipe that they have, the pressures in
t he systens, the anpunt of | eaks that they
have. Those ki nd of things.

So, one size does not fit all is what you're
saying in this case then.

Just so I'mclear on the Settl enment
Agreenent, on Page 3 of 6 there's a chart.
And it says "Enmergency Response Standards, "
and then it lists various categories: Response

Tine and Percent to Achi eve. There's no
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period of tinme listed there anywhere. At

| east | haven't been able to find one. |Is
this Percentage to Achieve, is that based on a
yearly -- that's the yearly 12-nonth rolling
average that you were tal king about? | don't
see that |isted here.

No, it's listed in words below it.

Ckay. Wrds belowit.

That's going to be listed in 2.6 for the

eval uation. Wen it says "eval uated agai nst
t he Enmergency Response Standards,” | believe
it's referring to those -- that table in 2.2
with the title of "Enmergency Response

Standards, " using the preceding 12 consecutive

nmont hs.
And this is what I'mtrying to get at. It
says "Monthly Evaluation.” [|I'mtrying to

figure out what determ nes success or failure.
If in any one nonth they fail to achieve the
Percent to Achieve standards in the chart on
Page 3, then that's considered a failure, |ike
all those little boxes you showed us before --
No.

-- that woul d have a m nus one there.
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No. W're going to take the boxes, okay, the
data set for 12 nonths, and then | ook at them
over a 12-nonth period --

And aver age t henf

-- and it's going to take how nany calls cane
in during that 12-nonth period. So you' re not
| ooki ng at an individual nonth anynore.

So that's what |'mtrying to find out. So if
we go back to the chart, then what we're
referring tois -- let's take the first one --
Nor mal Hours response time, 30 m nutes,

87 percent to achieve. And that's over any
given 12-nmonth period evaluated on a nonthly
basi s?

Yes, within that -- yes. The 12-nonth
period's going to keep noving. But you' re not
| ooking at a quarterly basis, you re not

| ooking at a nonthly basis. You' re |ooking

at -- soit's defining that period of tine --
It's always over a year, but it's a

different -- the dates included in the year
nove.

Correct.

Ckay. That helps a little bit.
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So that no one date is going to have a big
effect over a 12-nonth peri od.
And that would seemto be -- was that a change

fromthe | ast Settl enent Agreenment, where you
seemto be show ng i ndividual nonths?
To me, that's a significant change.
So it is a change then.
Well, that was part of the Conpany's and the
Staff --
Let ne nmake this clear, then. Before, you did
it nonth by nonth on that |ast one, and now
you're using a rolling 12-nonth average; is
t hat correct?
That's correct.
Ckay. That's what | was trying to get at. So
t hat part has been changed.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: M. Epler.

MR. EPLER Yes. This is a
poi nt of contention. W would not agree that
that's correct. W do not believe that there
is -- that we agreed to a nonthly eval uati on
standard under the current standards that are
in place. At the time -- there's nothing in

the agreenent in DG 08-048 that indicates it's
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a nonthly evaluation standard. There's only
an indication that there's a reporting that is
to occur nonthly. At the tinme that this
Settl enent Agreenent was entered into, a
simlar standard that was in place was for
EnergyNorth. They had simlar nonthly
reporting standards, and it was to be
eval uated on an annual basis. The Settl enent
Agreenent here is silent on that and --

CVMSR. HARRI NGTON:  When you say

"the Settl enment Agreenent here,"” you're
tal ki ng about the proposed one or the previous
one?

MR. EPLER. The previous one is
silent on that. And it's the Conpany's
position that we never agreed to a nonthly
eval uati on st andard.

CMSR. HARRI NGTON:  Wth the idea
that we're trying to go forward here, would
you agree that the proposed Settl enent
Agreenent is a rolling 12-nonth average?

MR. EPLER Yes, we can agree.

CVMSR. HARRI NGTON: I think

that's nore inportant that we get agreenent on
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that than what's happened in the past. kay.
CVMSR. HARRI NGTON:
All right. Some of these questions are going

to junp around a little bit. There was a | ot
of stuff on the graphs there that you showed
us about there was perfornmance that varied

fromtine to tine. Basically, the 30-m nute

response tine was the biggest problem on off

43

hours, and sonme of the other off-hour response

times, nights, weekends and so forth. Then we

had a | ot of discussion on -- there was a
whol e ness of graphs and data points and
figures and so forth as to where exactly what
occurred, in what nonths and so forth. |
haven't seen -- or | haven't been able to see
any analysis as to why that occurred. In

ot her words, was there sone root cause or
conmobn- cause anal ysis that said, okay, we've

| ooked at the tines when things weren't --

didn't happen -- this would not necessarily be

by Staff, but by either by Staff or the

Conpany. And we recogni ze that here's sone of

t he reasons why we were failing. And | nean,

for exanple: | haven't heard any breakdown on
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travel tinme in the sumer versus travel tine
in, let's say April. This is a tourist area.
Certainly, weekends and -- nights and
weekends, traffic could be, you know, a really
huge factor in nmaking people go around. |
mean, it could have a major influence on that.
Wntertinme, bad road conditions due to snow or
i ce or whatever, people tend to drive sl ower
and so forth. |It's less daylight, so people
generally drive slower in the dark. Was there
any analysis of that to determne if there was
a seasonal effect that could be addressed sone
ot her way?

I think to get to the root causes -- probably
Unitil would be able to best answer that

questi on.

But if you look at -- it doesn't seemto
be a seasonal thing. They're mssing it all
nont hs, whether it be winter or snow [sic].

We | ooked to see if there was ones where there
wer e high nonths or | ow nont hs, nunber of
calls. W did not see that. W were trying
to determ ne whether it was a particul ar, |

don't know, individual. Maybe soneone has a
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problem and that person needs to be, you
know -- or is it a particular location? 1Is it
a single -- is it one spot that they can't get
to within their service territory?

W weren't, | believe -- | don't want to
speak out of hand for the Conpany. But we
don't feel it's any one issue that you can --
But did you | ook at those type of things is
what |' m aski ng.

Yeah. W only | ooked at the data that was
provided to us. So, sone of the data provi ded
to us is the location of the |eak, the tine,
how | ong until|l dispatch, what the received
tinme is, the acceptance tine by the person.
It was all tinme things. But when you get
beyond the tine issues, it's very difficult
for Staff to have an understanding of that.
And part of your testinony -- | nean, maybe |
was msinterpreting -- but it al nbst sounded
i ke you went out and you went through all of
t hese various charts here, and especially in
Exhi bit 13, and you went over the fact that,
i f we had inposed the new standards on at

| east the recent perfornance by the Conpany,
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that, for the nost part, they would have
passed t hose new standards. They woul d have
achi eved the standards. And |I'm sure you
weren't inplying it, but it al nbost canme across
t hat that was how the new standards were

devel oped. And --

All | can say is | |ooked at --

| guess was that after the standards were
devel oped you went back and did that anal ysis?
Yes. This settlenent was relatively recent.
And we were just crunching these nunbers just
even nore recent to see where they were. W
knew that there were increases. But when you
| ook at percentages, you have to kind of go
back and | ook at what does that really nean in
terms of calls, kind of like we did with our
Exhibit 13, and try to determ ne how many
calls over a year or how many m sses woul d
actually have changed. And that's what we

di d.

So you did that once the standards were

devel oped then. So the devel opi ng of the new
standards -- and this is the part |I'm having a

little trouble wth. | haven't been able to
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find anything in the testinony or in the

Settl ement Agreenent that says sonet hi ng was
done to eval uate what was causing the

probl ems, and so -- and then there was
solutions to those and then new standards were
I mposed based upon sonet hi ng ot her than the
Conpany didn't -- couldn't neet the old
standards. So what's the -- what was the
justification for the new standards, other

than that they weren't net in the past?

Wll, | don't think it was | ooked upon in that
way, | guess. W |ooked at themto see --
there was a |l ot of underlying -- as M. Epler
would say -- "a lot of underlying issues" as

to what's the best nethod to achi eve certain
things. And the Conpany would go, if you want
to look at it this way, this could potentially
be what it cost to achieve that. |If you | ook
at it this way, this could potentially be the
cost to achieve that. And so while we didn't
do specific nunbers on that, they kind of gave
us outside parameters or outside nunbers on
that. So I'mnot so sure | can answer your

question the way you asked it.
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Ckay. Well, let netry it a different way
maybe.

W had a set of standards that
apparently, at least in the cases of the
weekends and after hours, there was a | arge
per cent age of nonconpliance with. They may or
may not have -- | can't tell from what we've
been given so far -- done an analysis to
determ ne why those standards weren't conplied
with after hours. There's been sone, | guess,
you know, statenents made that, Well, it took
too long to get there. Maybe there was a
traffic problem maybe there wasn't. It
doesn't seemto be seasonal, but we didn't
really do a strict analysis of that. So the
conclusion I've heard is that they didn't
conply with the standards, especially on
weekends and after hours. So, based on that,
It was decided that the standards nust have
been too strict, wthout really finding the
cause for why the standards weren't conpli ed
with, as best | can tell. So, new standards
wer e devel oped. So there nmust be a rationale

to say that the standards we had in the past,
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sonething was too strict. They were -- they
weren't necessary. They were -- there was
sonething that all owed the Settl enment
Agreenent to cone out and say now we can have
di fferent standards.
Yeah, | think the underlying issues, a |ot of
the things that determ ne how response tines
are done are dependent upon processes that
Unitil has in place. And those are processes
t hat they have with certain resources. How
many resources are doi ng the response? Were
are those resources? How far away are they?
Those are all the -- that kind of root-cause
anal ysis that you're trying to do would
probably be best answered by the Conpany.
Ckay. That's fair enough.

Let's get to sonme specifics of the
Settl ement Agreenent then. On Page 3 in
Section 2.5.1, as part of the nonthly
reporting, the Conpany shall -- well, let ne
back up before | say that.

In | ooking at sone of the testinmony by
vari ous people, and sone of the comrents

especially made by yourself and M. Epler, it
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seens |like the past Settl ement Agreenent was
at | east sonewhat anbi guous, and to the point
where different groups had different
interpretations of what it said. And that
seened to have caused sone of the concerns and
I ssues that we're trying to address today.
Wul d that be correct?

That's sone people's position.

Ckay. And so | ooking at Page 3, Section
2.5.1, it says that as part of the nonthly
reporting, "The Conpany shall provide a
detail ed expl anation, including any actions
taken to prevent recurrence, for individual
responses exceeding 60 mnutes.” So that
would inply that, at | guess the Conpany's

di scretion, that they may or nmay not take
actions to prevent recurrence for individual
responses exceeding 60 mnutes? Am|l
interpreting that wong? O is it sinply for
themto nmake a deci si on on whet her they feel

| i ke doing that when their response tine
exceeds 60 m nutes?

I think when we were referring to those ones

that we have on Exhibit 13, those yell ow
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I nstances where they exceeded the 60
m nutes -- you can see there's not too many of
them-- what we're looking to see is this one

was del ayed because the di spatcher got up and
took a break, so it never even got dispatched;
so that puts the person who was respondi ng way
behi nd. And so our renediation plan woul d be
we' ve addressed that with that enpl oyee. He's
been tal ked to and understands that that's not
al | owabl e. You know, it could be his first
day or second day here or whatever. So those
are the kind of things, dependi ng upon what

t he cause was, we're asking the Conpany tell
us how you're going to address it, because we
really don't want 60-m nute response.

I understand that. And maybe you didn't quite
understand ny question. |'mnot saying that
there won't be cases that nmaybe, you know, as
happened earlier this week, soneone hit a

t el ephone pole on Route 1 and they cl osed
Route 1 for three or four hours, so that could
have delayed it. But ny question is with
regards to the wordi ng where it says

"including any actions taken to prevent
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recurrence.” Now, in the case of the

t el ephone pol e, they would eval uate and say no
actions to take [sic] recurrence were required
because we can't anticipate Route 1 being

closed. But this would inply they may or may

not have to do that. There's no -- it doesn't
say, "including actions to take" -- "prevent
recurrence.” The word "any" is in there,

whi ch assunes -- which I'mreading to say that

t hey may not take any actions to prevent
recurrence. And so that -- is the option of
whet her to performthat evaluation and then to
include that in the nonthly report, is that

t he option of the Conpany?

Wll, | think I"'mrequired to do an

expl anation. And you're correct. They may
not take any -- they may not have any action
that they're going to take to prevent
recurrence. | mean, they may say that section
of town was fl ooded. Every road that we went
to go down was i npassable. It just wasn't
possi ble. So, you know, we tried this
alternative, we tried this alternative, we

tried this alternative, we couldn't get there.
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And maybe that's an explanation. But it

doesn't -- that's really not an action to
t ake.
But it doesn't say they have to -- okay. So

you're saying a detail ed explanation, and only
if they had specific actions as a result of
that explanation. |I'mjust trying to make
sure --
Ri ght .
-- we're clear on what we're saying here then.
Ckay.

Going to the next, top of the next page,
Page 4, on the Monthly Evaluation, it says
each nonth the Conpany's response perfornance
shal | be eval uat ed agai nst Energency Response
St andards using the preceding 12-nonth
consecutive nonths of reported energency
response tines. Now, who's doing this? |Is
this being done by the Comm ssion or is this
bei ng done by the Conpany? 1It's not -- who's
doi ng "the Conpany's response performance
shal |l be eval uated"?
| guess it doesn't say who, does it. So far,

the Staff, Safety Division's been doing that.
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Q I"mjust trying to nake that clear then. This
is part of the nonthly reporting. The Conpany
provides this detail ed explanation. And then
each nonth, | guess, the Conpany's response
per f ormance, which is fromthat nonthly
report, wll be evaluated by the Staff.

A R ght.

Q Ckay. That's what | was trying to --

A We're | ooking to ensure the conpliance of the
standards that we've agreed upon.

Q Ckay. And the -- on page -- | guess |I'mon

Page 4 now, on Section 3, where it tal ks about

a work plan which will neet the Emergency

Response Standards; this work plan will be
subject to Staff review and approval. |'m
trying to determne -- and nmaybe this is a

better question for the Conpany again. And
tell ne if it is.

This gets us back to we have the
standards, and now we're inplenenting a work
plan to neet the standards. But we haven't
really determ ned why we didn't neet the | ast
set of standards. So, is this sort of a

corrective action plan fromthe | ast
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standards, or is this an attenpt to say let's
forget about the past conpletely and let's
only |l ook forward to the future and here's a
new set of standards; what do we have to do to
meet those standards?

A I think the next panel m ght be the best pl ace

to address that.

Q Ckay.
CMSR. HARRI NGTON:  That's all
|'ve got.
CHAI RMAN | GNATI US:  Conmi ssi oner
Scott.

| NTERROGATORI ES BY MR, SCOIT:

Q Good afternoon
A Good afternoon.

Q ' mglad your voice is better for you.

A I'"mdrinking water like it's crazy.

Q This may be sonewhat a repeat question, but
I'"mgoing to take a different tact from
Conmm ssi oner Harrington's question.

You' ve al ready di scussed how per haps
t hese standards in the proposed Settl enent

Agreenment conpared to other utilities, gas

utilities in New Hanpshire. Wuld you be able
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to -- and | understood that the geography,
pi pel i ne di stances, a lot of factors kind
of -- it's not a one-size-fits-all. But with

t hat, and your know edge of all the utilities
that we regulate in New Hanpshire for gas, how
woul d you conpare the tines in this proposed
Settl ement Agreenent with what the other
standards are for the other utilities?

Wel |, depends on how you evaluate it. Again,
if you |l ook at the 30-m nute response tines,
which | like to | ook at the nost, because |
find if you can neet 30 m nutes, you should
get to the 45s, and hopefully we don't have
too many 60s, if that's what you're focused
on. The new -- there's new ones that are

pr oposed on anot her docket that's before you
now. And so those standards on the weekends
and after hours, 30 mnutes, are, in ny

opi nion, tighter because we don't have that
standard here. It's not in here. This is the
Al'l Hours, which is we're now nmxing in the
normal hours, so we can't differentiate those
two. It nekes it harder to conpare. But if |

were just to | ook at the normal business hours
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for 60 m nutes, both standards, this
standard's a little bit stricter. But that's
really not what we're finding a | ot of
conpl i ance i ssues.

I n tal king about the standards -- 1'Il hold ny
quotes up here -- is there -- for wont of a
better word, what's magi ¢ about 30 m nutes and
45 and 60? Were do those cone from those

st andar ds?

| think they were born with this Comm ssion
over a historical period of tinme. They've had
dockets going back 10 or 12 years which kind
of -- you know, we just didn't take them out
of thin air. So they've evolved over tine.
Those are the ones that are in the rules that
we have for 504.07 and those kind of

cl assifications. So |l think it's -- you know,
we didn't go off on a tangent and say 12.2

m nutes and 27.5 or anything like that. W
used things that were previously devel oped and
tried to see if they were applicable.

And ny next couple questions, perhaps | should
ask the next panel, but I'll ask you with your

know edge of the utilities. Actually defined

{DG 11- 196} [ AFTERNOON SESSI ON ONLY] {04-25-12}




© o0 ~N oo o b~ w N

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O ©O OO N OO O »d W DN -~ O

[WITNESS: KNEPPER]

58

in the proposed Settl enent Agreenent, the
response tine being fromwhen you received the
call to sonebody showi ng up on the scene, if |
remenber correctly, does it track -- you used
the word "m ssed calls,” which | understand
you nean m ssed the goal or -- but are m ssed
calls tracked, neaning | tried to call to
conpl ai n and nobody picked up or the phone was
busy, that type of thing?

Yeah. Every call that Unitil gets, or every
notification, they track every single one.

And sonetinmes -- and maybe Unitil can answer
it better. But there are certain things that
they date-stanp parts or internedi ate steps

al ong the way, and they use that recorder
systemto do that. So when |I'm sendi ng you
sonet hing, that's being recorded. Wen you
get it, that's being recorded. When you get
there, that's being recorded. Wen it's being
handed off to another person, that's being
recorded. So we're -- we've asked for the
data in between. But we're really just trying
to use the limts to do the eval uati on,

because we think stuff in between is really
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managenent's responsibility to address those
things if they find that there's an i ssue.
And so if there's an issue, it tends to be an
anomaly. It doesn't seemto be a pattern.

The overall one that has consistently
cropped up is they have sonme difficulty
hitting the drive tines, the "w ndshield
tinmes," as they would say, getting to these
towns on off hours. During normal hours, as
you can | ook at the graph, they're neeting all
of them Over 39 nonths, there's only been
two occasions where they didn't. So there has
to be the way they handl e off hours that's
different than the way they handl e, you know,
t he normal hours, during the regul ar working
hour s.

And you' ve nentioned, obviously, that it's
hard to equate safety with what you're tal king
about as response tines. So | think I
under st and t hat.

| f sonmebody were to call with a gas odor,
there's -- correct ne if I'"mwong, and agai n,
| can ask the panel -- there's nothing saying

that either that person couldn't also call the
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| ocal fire departnent, or the dispatcher could
do that sane thing. Do you have a real strong
odor of gas? | don't know what to do. Cal
the fire departnent so they can ventilate the
house, that type of thing.

Well, lots of tines they will call the fire
departnment, and the fire departnent is the one
that may notify Unitil. So we're |ooking from
the time Unitil gets notified, whether it's
fromthe original source person or the fire
departnent. So that's what |'m saying, if
there's tinme things that can evol ve before
Unitil even knows about it. So sone of those
calls aren't directly made to Unitil. And
sonme of those may not have anything to do with
natural gas. They may just snell the |andfill
down the street or an oil delivery or

sonet hing. They snell an odor. And when

people -- | mean their public awareness
canpaign is, "If you snell an odor, give us a
call." That's what we want to do. W want to

go out and elimnate that as a possible
situati on.

So, did that answer your question?
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Yeah, | think. |[If | can paraphrase, again, so
you're confirmng it's very hard to equate
safety and tine, obviously.

Ch, | think you' re m ssing the point of
safety. There's all Kkinds of other

ram fications to determne if it's a safe
situation. Wat actions are you taking? How
qualified is the individual ? Wat other

t hi ngs are being done? Are you venting
properly? Are you not venting properly? Are
you using the equi pnent? There's a whole
bunch of other things besides just the
response. The response tine is just one
conponent. But it is one that you can
quantify versus the other ones, which are
going to be very nore -- a lot nore difficult

to establish.

So what we've tried to dois to -- well,
one thing that is concrete -- let's nake that
so that's not -- you know, what's "pronpt"?
W got there in a pronpt -- well, what does

that nean? What's "late"? So we've tried to
define that for the conpanies. And | think

there's a whole | ot of benefits for that.
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That fire departnent can now depend on these
people. |If they don't know if they're going
to respond in two hours or four hours, they
have a different response than if they know
that they' re expected to be here in a very
qui ck tine.

CVMBR. SCOTT: Thank you. That's
all.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Thank you.
I have no questi ons.

Ms. Fabrizio, any redirect?

M5. FABRIZIO | just have one,
maybe a nmulti-part question in foll ow up.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON
FABRI ZI O

M. Knepper, Comm ssioner Harrington asked
about tine periods for evaluation, and you've
established that the nonthly data wll not be
assessed as to the Conpany's conpliance. But
W ll you continue to collect nonthly data from
t he Conpany?
Yes.
And Section 2.5 of the Agreenent states that

the performance will be reported on a nonthly
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and shall include the sane format and det ai l
as provided by the Conpany in its report since
January 2010.

Wl the nonthly reporting comng from
t he Conpany continue to include 30-m nute
performance on After Hours and Wekends and
Hol i days?

A Yeah, we still want to look at it this way,
even though we may not evaluate it that way,
to help get to sone of the things that M.
Harrington said, you know, the root causes.
You have to be able to take data and | ook at
it nultiple ways and then | ook at a whol e
bunch of others things to determne if there's
room for areas of inprovenent.

Q So, even though the standards on the table on
Page 3 of the Agreenment elimnate the After
Hour s and Wekends and Hol i days standards for
30 mnutes, that detail -- is it your
under standi ng that that detail wll continue
to be provided?

A Yes, | think that's what this is...

(Wtness revi ews docunent.)

A I*'m | ooking for the paragraph that says it.
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Sorry.
2.5, yes, that's what that does.
MS. FABRI ZI O Thank you. |
have no nore questi ons.
CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Yes, M.
Epl er.
MR. EPLER: | have sone recross.
CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS:  Is it -- as

you know, it isn't sonething we routinely do.
Is it sonmething that couldn't have been
anticipated and --

MR. EPLER It goes to a
response that -- a new issue was raised in a
question by Conmm ssion Scott.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: ["11 all ow
it if it'slimted.

MR. EPLER. | can address it
through ny witness, if you prefer.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Let's do
that. | just hate going around agai n.

MR. EPLER:. Sure. Fine.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Then you're
excused, M. Knepper. Wiy don't we take a

break, and let's go off the record and di scuss
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schedul i ng.
(Brief recess taken at 2:51 p.m and
hearing resuned at 3:08 p.m)
CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: So, M.
Epl er, are you ready to present your
W t nesses?
I'mglad to see you' ve gotten
settl ed.
MR. EPLER  Yes, Chairnman
Ignatius, we're ready to proceed. Can the
W t nesses be sworn, please?
(VWHEREUPON, THOVAS P. MElI SSNER, JR.
CHRI STOPHER LEBLANC and MELCHOR CI ULLA
were duly sworn and cauti oned by the
Court Reporter.)
THOVAS P. MElI SSNER, JR., SWORN
CHRI STOPHER LEBLANC, SWORN
MELCHOR Cl ULLA, SWORN
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
EPLER:
M. Meissner, starting with you, could you
pl ease identify yourself and identify your
position with the Conpany.
(By M. Meissner) My nane is Thonmas P.
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Mei ssner, Jr. |'ma senior vice-president and
chief operating officer of Unitil Corporation,
and |I''m a senior vice-president of Northern
Uilities.

(By M. Leblanc) Christopher J. Leblanc, I'm
director of operations at Unitil Service Corp.
(By M. Gulla) Melchor Culla, Jr., I'm
manager of gas distribution operations in

Por t snout h.

Starting with you, M. Meissner, did you
prepare testinony in this -- or prefiled
direct testinony for submttal in this

pr oceedi ng?

(By M. Meissner) | did, yes.

And your prefiled testinony has been marked as
Exhibit No. 7. Can you turn to that, please?
(By M. Meissner) Yes.

Do you have any changes or corrections to that
t esti nony?

(By M. Meissner) | do not.

And if you were asked the sane questions today
as appear in the prefiled direct, would your
answers be the sane?

(By M. Meissner) Yes, it would.
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And M. Lebl anc, could you please refer to
your prefiled direct testinony which has been
mar ked as Exhi bit No. 5.

(M. Leblanc) Yes.

And do you have any changes or corrections to
that testinony?

(M. Leblanc) Yes, | do.

Ckay. Could you start fromthe begi nni ng.
(M. Leblanc) On Page 22 of 26, Line 7, where
t he statenent says, "From 2009 through QL
2011," that should be "2009 through 3 2011."
Ckay.

(M. Leblanc) And then the table below Table
CJL-2, the last colum where it says "2011

year-to-date,"” to be nore clear, that should
say, "2011 QL through @B."

Anyt hi ng el se?

(M. Leblanc) No.

Ckay. And wth those changes, if you were to
be asked the same questions as appear in your
direct testinony, would your answers be the
same?

(M. Leblanc) Yes, they woul d.

And M. Culla, could you refer to your
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testinony that's been marked as Exhi bit No. 4.
(M. CGulla) Yes.
And do you have any changes or corrections to
t hat ?
(M. Culla) No, | do not.
And if you were asked the sane questions that
appear in that prefiled direct testinony,
woul d your answers be the sane?
(M. Culla) Yes, they woul d.
There's an additional piece of testinony
that's been marked as Exhibit No. 6, and
that's the prefiled direct testinony of Philip
Sher -- last nane is SHE-R -- a consultant
that was hired by the Conpany.

Does the panel adopt this testinobny as

the testinony of the wtness?

(By M. Meissner) Yes.
(M. Lebl anc) Yes.
(M. CGulla) Yes.
Thank you.
MR. EPLER  Chai rman | gnati us,
if there's no objections, |'mgoing to proceed

with the direct exam nati on.

CHAl RMAN | GNATI US:  That's fi ne.
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We'll nmark all of those for identification,
consistent with the nunbering that was

distributed earlier this norning.

(EXHBIT 4 marked for identification.)
(Exhibit 5 marked for identification.)
(Exhibit 6 nmarked for identification.)
(Exhibit 7 marked for identification.)
MR EPLER
| believe each nenber of the panel was present

before the break in the testinony when there
were a couple of questions fromthe
Comm ssion, that | believe the thrust was what
were the problens in attaining the enmergency
response tines under the old standards; what
problens did the Conpany face. And I'd |ike
to see if we can get to a full and conci se
expl anation of that for the Comm ssion. And
to do that, I'd like to start kind of at the
begi nning, just to get sone context and give
sone context to what the Conpany faced.

First of all, as far as the nenbers of
t he panel are aware, was there ever any
i nvestigation or a finding that Northern

Utilities was -- prior to this proceeding,

69
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that Northern Utilities was deficient in its
response to energency calls, as far as you're
awar e?

(By M. Meissner) Not to ny know edge.

And as far as you know, that's the tine period
both prior to Unitil ownership and subsequent
to Unitil ownershi p.

(By M. Meissner) Not to ny know edge.

The Enmergency Response Standards that are
currently in place, those were agreed upon in
t he context of a settlenment agreenent; is that
correct?

(By M. Meissner) That's correct.

As far as you understand, in terns of the
record in DG 08-048, is it correct that there
was only one data request on the issue of

Ener gency Response Standards in that entire

pr oceedi ng?

(By M. Meissner) There was one data request

t hat provi ded energency response data fromthe
prior owner. That's correct.

That was a data request from Staff to Northern
Uilities, which at the tinme was under the

ownership of the prior owner --
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(By M. Meissner) That's correct.
And that data response provi ded response
statistics for 20077
(By M. Meissner) | believe so, yes. |
believe it may not have been cal endar year
data. It may have been a period of 2007 to a

peri od of 2008.

Ckay. And was there any prefiled testinony
fromthe Staff on the issue of Emergency
Response Standards provided in that docket?
(By M. Meissner) There was prefiled testinony
fromStaff that dealt with concerns over

ener gency response to a southern area of
Northern's territory, but | don't believe

t here was anything related specifically to the
Ener gency Response St andards.

So in other words, there was no -- in their
prefiled testinony, there was no proposal to
institute a specific -- the specific Energency
Response Standards that eventually came out of
the Settl enent Agreenent.

(By M. Meissner) There was not.

And there was no indication in that prefiled

testinony that there was any problemw th the
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Conpany's response to energency calls.

(By M. Meissner) | don't recall any.

Sorry.

(By M. Meissner) | don't recall any testinony
expressi ng concerns other than the concern

W th the successor conpany providi ng energency
response to this southern area of Atkinson,

Pl ai stow and Sal em

And so, is it accurate that the issue of

these -- of the particul ar Emergency Response
St andards was raised for the first tine in
this settl enent?

(By M. Meissner) Yes.

And did this issue cone up towards the very
end of the settl enent?

(By M. Meissner) It did, yes.

Now, as far as you understand, the Conm ssion
has never held an investigation or made a
determ nation as to what are appropriate

ener gency response tines generically?

(By M. Meissner) Not that |I'm aware, no.
There's just the reporting requirenent that
exi sts in PUC 504.07, which provides reporting
for the nunber of reports when the Conpany
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responded wthin 30 m nutes, 45 m nutes, 60

m nutes, 75 mnutes and greater than 75

m nut es.

(By M. Meissner) That's correct.

And as far as you're aware, in Docket DG
08-048, was there any determ nation by the
Conmmi ssion that the specific Energency
Response Standards that were provided for were
necessary in order to achieve certain
standards of safety?

(By M. Meissner) | don't recall any specific
finding other than in relation to the southern
area | tal ked about, which was Sal em Atkinson
and Pl ai st ow.

When t he Energency Response Standards were
presented to the Conpany, what was the
Conmpany' s understanding at that tine of what
it would take to achi eve conpliance with the
standards as presented?

(By M. Meissner) | guess | would characterize
it as generally better nanagenent. At the
time, there was no expectation that there was
going to be maj or changes to the operations or

staffing at Northern. | think it was the
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bel i ef anong the parties that the standards
woul d be met through increased managenent

f ocus.

And at the tinme, since Unitil was the

acqui ring conpany, Unitil had no particul ar
experience with Northern Utilities and did not
have the detail ed understandi ng of what
Northern's history was in terns of neeting any
particul ar response tine.

(By M. Meissner) That's correct.

Now, shortly after Unitil acquired Northern
Utilities, did it gain information that led it
to understand that Northern, in fact, was not
attaining the standards that had been agreed
to and was actually m ssing several categories
of standards fairly significantly?

(By M. Meissner) Yes. W received
information fromthe predecessor conpany, from
whom we were receiving transition services,
expressi ng concerns that they would not be
abl e to achi eve the energency response tines
in the Settl enent Agreenent.

And that was the first tine that Unitil

becane -- that Unitil managenent becane aware
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of that?
Yes, we generally becane aware of it a nonth
or so after filing the settlenment.
And you indicated that Unitil had been
receiving transition service fromthe prior
owner. Did Unitil take steps to change that,
With respect to energency response?
Yes. A decision was nade early on to try to
get off of transition services as quickly as
possi bl e and take over responsibility for
energency response using our own people and
operations as fast as we coul d.
Now, again referring back to questions that
wer e asked by the Comm ssion, could you
explain -- and this is for any witness on the
panel -- can you explain how Northern
Uilities currently responds to energency
protocols, kind of what happens -- let's first

take normal hours. [|If you could define what
"normal hours"” are and expl ain how t he Conpany
responds to emergency calls.

(By M. Meissner) Sure. |1'Il probably start

wi th the explanation, because |'l|l probably

provi de the sinplest explanation, and then
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I'll defer to either M. Leblanc or M. Culla
for nore detail.

But in ternms of our ability or inability
to neet certain standards during regul ar
hours, | think it's inportant to understand
how we provi de energency response service
during different tine periods.

So, during regular hours, as you would
i magi ne, we have a work force of enpl oyees who
are di spersed throughout our territory. 1In
assi gni ng those enpl oyees, | ocal nanagenent
makes sure that we have enpl oyees di spersed at
different |locations within our territory at
all tinmes, so that if we get an energency call
during those hours, there's always a responder
sonmewhere close to where the call nost likely
cane in; and in that way, we're able to neet a
30-m nute response objective a high percentage
of the tine.
And if | can interject here. The reason
they're dispersed is because they are invol ved
in particular normal activities, operations
and mai ntenance activities through the service

territory?
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(By M. Meissner) That's correct. These are
service technicians who are primary
responders. They have job responsibilities,
everyday jobs they're doing. But in assigning
that work to them |[|ocal managenent assures
that they're |ocated strategically throughout
the territory to be able to respond quickly if
we get an energency call

Qut si de of regular hours -- and this has
been the case both historically and during
certain tinme periods now -- there are no
enpl oyees working. So, at 2 a.m, for
exanpl e, there are no enpl oyees working. And
during those hours we rely on on-cal
procedures. So we have enpl oyees on call. |If
we have an energency call cone in, that's
i medi ately di spatched to sonebody that's on
call. And that's where, in terns of the
root - cause analysis of the difficulties of
achieving a 30-m nute standard, there is tine
| ost when you're relying on on-cal
procedures. That person nay be asl eep in bed.
They nmay have to get up, get dressed. They

have to get to their vehicle. And they may
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not be located in as close proximty to the
call itself when it cones in.

So, from our standpoint, the real crux of
t he 30-m nute response objectives is the
di fference between having enpl oyees wor ki ng
and di spersed out within the territory versus
relying on on-call enployees to provide that
response. And over the last three years, what
we basically determ ned is we cannot neet a
30-m nute response obj ective 80 percent of the
time with on-call enployees. W've tried.
We' ve nade as nmany adjustnents as we can. W
sinply cannot get there that high a percentage
of the time with on-call enpl oyees.
Ckay. If | could interject here. And why is
it that the Conpany does not -- or it relies
on the on-call enployee either after hours or
on weekends and holidays? 1Is it sonething
related to the Conpany's size and nunber of
personnel it can support? What's the decision
as to why in nornmal hours you have staffing
and ot her than normal hours you have this
on-call procedure? Can you expl ain?

(By M. Meissner) Well, ultimately, we're
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limted by the nunber of enployees. And in
ternms of the actions that have been taken to
neet the standards, we really nade attenpts to
expand the coverage hours of our working

enpl oyees. W now have enpl oyees wor ki ng
during the week until 11 at night, which was
not the case when we acquired Northern. And
we have empl oyees wor king on Saturday. So
we' ve attenpted to neet the standards by
expandi ng shift coverage, but we're still
limted by the nunmber of enployees. So, in
order to expand shift coverage to all hours of
the day and night, it would require a

signi ficant expansion of the nunber of

enpl oyees.

Now, is it sinply a matter of keeping the
on-call arrangenent and addi ng enpl oyees?
Wul d that enable you to attain the 30-m nute
response tine on the nights and weekends?

(By M. Meissner) No, that would not all ow us
to attain it, sinply because we have to have
an on-call enpl oyee for each area that we can
i medi ately issue the call to, to have any

possibility of making the call. So it's not a
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situati on where we can go through a list of

enpl oyees in an effort to make the call

There just isn't tine.

So in other words, if you -- it's the nature

of the on-call arrangenent itself that a cal

cones in and you go to the specific enpl oyees

who are assigned on call, and then those

enpl oyees, as you indicated, you know, have

to -- they're assigned on call. Let ne step

back. It's going to be too | ong a questi on.
Is it correct that there are specific

on-call assignnents after hours and on

weekends?

(By M. Meissner) Yes.

And what does that nmean? |s that broken up by

territory, by nunber of enployees? Can you

explain that?

(By M. Meissner) Do you want to explain the

on-call?

(M. Culla) Yes. How the on-call works is

it's broken up into a north and a south

territory. And the on-call is a one and four

rotation. And that neans that a service tech

woul d be on call one week, and then the next
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tinme he would be on call would be three weeks
| ater he would be on call again. So it's a
one and four rotation. So we have a tech
covering the south area and a tech covering
the north area on call.

And has t he Conpany consi dered going to break
down the service territory further fromjust
the north/south to possibly a three-zone?

(M. Culla) Yes, we did. One of the things
contractually we're obligated to have is the
enpl oyees on one and four rotation. Wth 11
service techs, we cannot get to a one and four
rotation to be an on-call effectively. W can
only get to a one and three rotation. So we
woul d have nine techs on call instead of eight
techs on call.

But ultimately, has the Conpany deternm ned
that, even wth breaking the service territory
into additional areas, going from say
north/south to a three-zone, the on-cal
arrangenent itself limts the ability of the
Conpany to have sone certainty that it can
respond to an emergency response wthin 30

m nut es?
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(M. Culla) Looking at the data and | ooki ng
at the calls being on the on-call segnent, we
cannot nake the 30-m nute response tine with

t he on-call process.

And why is that?

(M. Culla) that is because where the calls
cone in and where the techs live that are on
call, if atech is living up in the Rochester
area and a call conmes in the Portsnouth area
or the Newi ngton area, by the tinme he gets up
and starts to travel, it's -- you've |lost that
tine. You wll not make the 30-m nute
response tine.

Now, has the -- and in your opinion --

assune, M. Culla, that you are sonewhat
intimately involved in this -- has the Conpany
paid attention to this issue since the

acqui sition?

(M. Culla) Yes. One of the things that |
was really concerned about when | becane the
manager up in Portsnouth was that | coul dn't
under st and how they were making a criteria for
a 30-m nute response when they had no shift.

Wiat we did was we first | ooked at the
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after-hours segnent to see what we coul d do
with that and try to nake an assessnent to see
if it's just alittle bit of adjustnent, we
m ght be able to make that and be able to nove
forward

So what we did is we initiated a 1-to-9
shift, a north and a south category. And
after reviewi ng sone of the data, we | ooked at
that for a while and then determ ned that we
still needed a third tech on 1 to 9, because
we were missing a certain percentage of calls

in an area, and that was due to w ndshield

time.

One of the things that we do is | | ook at
the data on a weekly basis. And when | | o0k
at that data, | look to see the 31- to

45-m nute category in each, Normal Hours,
After Hours and Wekends and Hol i days. And
then | have a report that tells me who
responded to that energency and where they
were before that emergency. So, one of the
things that | tried to do -- and | do | ook at
the effectiveness of the tech, to nmake sure

he's being productive and there's not an
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enpl oyee i ssue wth hiding, or dependi ng where
he is, where his job was before, it should
only have taken him 10 m nutes to get to a

| ocation when it's taken him45 m nutes to get
to a | ocation. So, with that i nformati on,
what we've done is we've evaluated the shifts,
and then we went to three 1 to 9. And we
determ ned that the calls that were being

m ssed, we went to a 3 to 11. And we

determ ned that after 9:00 we were m ssing a
group of calls. That depleted --

When you say "3 to 11," you nean 3 p.m to

11 p.m

(By M, Gulla) 3 ppm to 11 p.m, yes.

And we were still | ooking at the weekends
and hol i days, but the data set was so small,
and the calls were so sporadic.

Si xty-sonething percent of the calls are on
Saturday. So, after we ran the 3-to-11 shift
for a period of tinme and reviewed the data, we
determ ned that we needed a
Tuesday-to-Saturday shift to try to pick up
that 60 percent of the calls that were in that

area. That depleted the anmount of resources
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we could allocate to shifts because it was
starting to inpact the normal hours in
response time, because during the day we need
four to five techs to be able to respond to
ener genci es.

Now, you reference the nunber of calls. |Is
one of the issues that the Conpany is facing
in terns of neeting the response tines, the
nunber of calls that it receives on weekends
or after hours?

(M. Culla) Yes. One of the things that I
look at is | look it on a weekly basis. Last
week, we had one call. It was 36 m nutes.
was at O percent for weekends and holi days,
and I was at 100 percent for 45 m nutes. And
in trying to evaluate where the calls are
coming in and the tinme frane, and to try to
capture that, the weekend and holiday, to neet
that 30 m nutes, the data indicates that you
need round-the-cl ock coverage and have techs
to be able to respond to those calls, because
they' re so sporadic.

And gi ven that they're so sporadic, are you

suggesting that, effectively, because of the

{DG 11- 196} [ AFTERNOON SESSI ON ONLY] {04-25-12}




© o0 ~N oo o b~ w N

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O ©O OO N OO O »d W DN -~ O

[WITNESS PANEL: MEISSNER|LEBLANC|CIULLA]

86

nunmber of calls that are comng in, the
percent age of conpliance that effectively that
t he Conpany is being presented with is higher
t han the percentage that's indicated in the
Ener gency Response St andards?

(M. Culla) | believe so. | think it is. |
think we're respondi ng very quickly, and I
think we're responding in a safe nanner.

Can you expl ain exactly what occurs when a
call is received by the Conpany that's an odor
conplaint? What are the steps that the
Conpany t akes?

(M. Leblanc) The call -- the custoner
conplaint calls in for an odor conplaint. For
the tinme period of 5:00 a.m to 11 p.m, that
goes into our call center. A call center rep
pi cks the call up, and they have a script that
they follow wth the custoner to ascertain the
severity of the situation. So they ask the
customer questions: Do you snell gas? Wat's
the | ocation of the gas? And based on the
custoner's response, they initiate energency
procedures right there. They nay suggest an

evacuation. They may suggest other safety

{DG 11- 196} [ AFTERNOON SESSI ON ONLY] {04-25-12}




© o0 ~N oo o b~ w N

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O ©O OO N OO O »d W DN -~ O

[WITNESS PANEL: MEISSNER|LEBLANC|CIULLA]

87

nmeasures for that custoner to take. During
that call -- at the conpletion, the custoner
call center rep initiates a work order in our
custoner information system That work order
gets electronically sent over to our NDS
system our nobile dispatch system down in
our gas control center, who assigns that work
order to either an on-call technician or a
technician that's in the field if it's during
nor mal busi ness hours. So the -- and they
also initiate a page. So they send the work
order, and they page the technician. And the
technician has to provide dispatch with a
positive response that, (A), they received the
call; and (B), that they are responding to the
call. Now, in our MDS system all of the --
What's the MDS systenf?

Mobi | e di spatching system It's our work
order systemfor the field. Every step of the
ener gency response gets tinme-stanped. So,
when the work order gets sent to MDS, we
tine-stanp that. When the dispatcher in gas
control dispatches that ticket to a service

technician, that gets tinme-stanped. Wen the
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field technician accepts that work order --
so, he's responded that he received the page,
he received the work order, and he is
responding to the energency -- that gets
time-stanped. It also tine-stanps when he's
en route. So if he's on another job, he has
to pick that job up or break that job down.
We track the anmpbunt of tinme it takes himto
accept a work order to when he's en route.
And then when he arrives at the job, we

ti me-stanp when he arrives at the job. And
then the final tinme stanp is the resolution or
the conpletion of that work order. So the
process starts with the call center, flows

t hrough our gas control center to the

di spatcher. And every step of that process
gets tine-stanped in our MDS system

But as you indicated, in terns of fromthe
Conpany' s perspective, the energency response
starts with the interaction between the call
center, the person who's receiving the call,
and the custoner, or perhaps the first
responder who's calling in the call.

(M. Leblanc) Absolutely. The first step in
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protecting public safety with energency
response i s our practices at the call center,
is the information we give to the custoner, is
the clarifying questions, is the safety

i nstructions we give to the custoner. A |ot
of -- depending on the call comng in, we
could actually evacuate a prem se prior to a
wor k order al ready bei ng di spatched through
the clarification questions and the script
that our call center reps do follow. And they
all are trained in handling energency response
cal | s.

Now, in terns of the responder hinself or
herself who is responding to the call, can you
briefly review the inprovenents that the
Conpany has nade to the responder and to the
responder’'s capability to respond to a call?
(M. Leblanc) Yeah, could you repeat the
questi on agai n?

Yes. Could you briefly summuari ze inprovenents
t hat the Conpany has nade to the responder's
ability to respond to a call, particularly
once they arrive at the scene, in terns of

equi pnent, training and so on?
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(M. Leblanc) When we | ook at energency
response, we |ook at a pronpt and effective
response. So we look at a tech's ability to
respond to a call. But just as inportant as
responding to calls is the effectiveness of
that response; it is what does that tech do
when he gets there to protect public safety.
And what we've | ooked at -- and we believe we
made sone significant inprovenents with the
effecti veness of the energency response, and
that starts with our significant changes to
our response procedures: How we respond to

| eaks, how we cl assify gas | eaks, how we
repair gas | eaks; also, sone of the equi pnent
t hat we provide and sone of the technol ogy
that we provide to our technicians that didn't
exi st prior to the acquisition.

For exanple: Qur G S system our gas
mappi ng system every one of our first
responders and techs have in their service
vans, their response vehicles, a |l aptop
conputer. In that has all of our mapping
systens for energency response. So it has

pi pe size, pipe naterial, pressures. So they
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have with them a conplete repository of all
our gas nains in the streets. Prior to that
acqui sition, the techs did not have any
mappi ng systenms with them They didn't know
what type -- if there was gas in the street or
what type of gas there was, froma pressure
class. And it's very inportant when you go to
classify | eaks, especially for materials. It
hel ps you assess the situation and an
energency response qui cker. An exanple for
that would be a winter |eak response. If a
tech is responding in the wntertine and he
responds to a street and | ooks up on the map
that we have a cast iron gas nmain there, well,
that should initiate sone additional safety
measures that he can take and assess the
situati on quicker. So one aspect with that is
t he mappi ng system

The ot her technol ogy i1 nprovenent that we
have is our conpliance managenent system our
CMS system So it's a conplete repository for
all of our assets. And it's also our |eak
managenment system and it's also all of our

mai nt enance and i nspection prograns. So,
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every record that we keep back at the
di stribution/operating center on service
lines, materials, inspections, gas |eaks, our
techni ci ans have that in the van with them and
have i medi ate access to that. So, if a first
responder responds to a | eak, he can actually
| ook at the history of that street, whether
there was any | eaks there in the past. He can
see if there's any active |eaks there that are
on the books. He can see what nmi ntenance has
occurred on that street recently. These are
all inmprovenents. So these are all additions
to first response that didn't exist prior to
t he acqui sition.

Anot her significant enhancenent we nade
as well, too, we just conpleted a roll-out of
| aser nethane detectors for all of our first
responders. So, basically, it's a nobile
nmount ed pi ece of | eak survey equi pnent that
allows a first responder to nobilely, in his
van, survey large | eak areas very quickly.
It's very sensitive. |t can detect gas
readi ngs down to three parts per mllion. So

it allows a first responder to do a quick and
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fast assessnment over | arge areas when we have
odor conplaints in there. And again, that
equi pnent wasn't issued to the first
responders prior to the acquisition. That's
anot her i nprovenent we had.

So, those are a few exanpl es of sone of
the i nprovenents we nade that we think
significantly i nprove the effectiveness of our
response to energencies.

Ckay. Turning to the Settl enent Agreenent
itself and the Proposed Revi sed Energency
Response Standards that are on Page 3, a
question has been raised, and it's been raised
in different forns, but basically as to

whet her or not these performance standards are
equi valent to or equal to the performance
standards currently in place, whether or not
they're a dilution of those perfornmance
standards, or whether or not these were

devi sed solely to enable a set of perfornance
standards that the Conpany coul d neet versus a
set of standards that the Conpany can't neet.

Coul d you address that issue. First of

all, does the Conpany -- in terns of
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conpari son, does the Conpany believe that

t hese are a strict set of standards?

(By M. Meissner) Yes, | believe these
standards are as strict or stricter as the
ones they're replacing. By way of explanation
and to tal k about how they were tailored to
achi eve certain objectives, if you | ook at
this tabl e of Energency Response Standards,
the only change -- the only one that's
different than the forner standards was where
we substituted an All Hours standard, where
there used to be a Wekends and Hol i days and
an After Hours standard. Wth the exception
of that Al Hours standard, all the other
benchmarks are nore stringent than the old
standards. All of them The Normal Hours, 30
m nutes, 45 m nutes and the 60 m nutes, all

t hose standards are nore stringent.

In terns of the 30-m nute Al Hours
standard, one thing | didn't hear brought up,
that | think is inportant, is where did the
80 percent cone fronf | think that's an
i mportant thing to tal k about.

We essentially tried to calculate the
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percent age that we thought was equivalent to
the old 30-m nute response standards | ooki ng
across All Hours. And the way we did that is
we took our response data in each of the | ast
three years -- so we took our 2009 data, our
2010 data and our 2011 data -- we took the
responses in each tine period and nultiplied
it by the old standards. So if we had, for
exanpl e, 200 responses on weekends and
hol i days, we nultiplied that by 76 percent,
the old standard, and came up with a nunber of
responses that we would have to achieve to
meet the standard. Likew se, we took the
nunber of calls in the After Hours period

mul tiplied by the 80-percent benchmark and
cane up with that nunber of responses. So we
did that for each of the tine periods and
cal cul ated the nunber of responses that we
woul d have to achieve to attain the nunber of
30-m nute responses under the old standard;
and then fromthat, we determ ned that across
All Hours that equates to the 80 percent. So
t he 80-percent benchmark across Al Hours w il

require us to respond as often as the old
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standards on a 30-m nute response objective
across All Hours. The difference is we now
have sone | atitude about which hours those
responses are occurring. And the goal was to
have the ability to retain on-call enpl oyees
during those tine periods when we're not
receiving very many calls and respond a hi gher
percentage of the tinme during the time periods
when we get nost of our calls.

So, | believe M. Knepper this norning
went through the nunber of calls we get on an
annual basis, and it was sonewhere a little
bit over a thousand calls per year. And the
breakdown on those is sonewhere around
60 percent or a little higher during regul ar
hours, 20 percent or so during the After Hours
period, and 20 m nutes or less during the
Weekends or Holidays. So we're going to be
essentially expandi ng shift coverage during
the tine periods when we receive nost calls
and trying to respond a hi gher percentage of
the tinme, and we'll be relying on on-call
procedures during the periods of tine when we

don't experience as nany calls.
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Now, does the -- do these new standards nean
that on either the After Hours or the Wekends
and Hol i days, that the Conpany will sinply
relax and aimto achi eve the 45-m nute
response tinme?

(By M. Meissner) It does not nean that. No.
In fact, one of the reasons for tightening all
the standards was to provide sonme assurance
that we could not do that. The standards, as
they're designed in this settlenment, are still
very stringent, and they're still going to be
very difficult to neet. And essentially,
we're going to have to nake every single

30-m nute response we can across all tine
periods just to neet that 80-percent response
standard. So that 80-percent response
standard, from our perception, is very
stringent, and it will be very difficult to
neet .

So, even though there's not a specific

30-m nut e response standard broken down into
t he subcat egori es of Wekends and Hol i days and
After Hours, it's still the intent and the

pl anni ng of the Conpany to try to neet those
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calls in those tine franmes wthin 30 m nutes.
(By M. Meissner) Yes. W cannot relax our
response during any of those tine periods or
we W ll not neet the 80-percent standard.

And since the Conpany is -- since the

Settl ement Agreenent provides that the Conpany
Is going to continue the reporting that breaks
down the responses by 30 mnutes into the

t hree categories of Normal Hours, After Hours
and Weekends and Hol i days, the response -- the
actual response will be quite evident, in
terns of whether or not we are either

rel axi ng, naintaining status quo or perform ng
better in those categories.

(By M. Meissner) That's correct. W're going
to continue to provide the information that we
do now in every tine period. So, our response
performance in all time periods wll be

evi dent.

And relative to the tine period since the
Conpany has -- since Unitil acquired Northern
Uilities, do you believe that the Conpany's
response has i nproved?

(By M. Meissner) Yes. | believe we | ooked at
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our response tines, and they've inproved in
every single standard, regardl ess of how you
| ook at it.

Now, in terns of the responses that the
Conpany is missing in the 30-mnute tine
frame, what's happening there? Are you -- is
t he Conpany m ssing that 30-mnute time
response by a lot, by a significant nunber of
mnutes, or is it very close?

(By M. Meissner) Well, what we've been
finding is that we're m ssing by essentially
nmere m nutes nost of the tine. The responder
is trying to get there in 30 mnutes. W
recently | ooked at the 2012 first quarter
data, and on weekends and holidays, | think

t he | ongest response we had was 38 m nutes, if
l"mrecalling it correctly. There were a
nunmber of responses where they were there in
31 mnutes, a nunber where they were there in
32 mnutes. So, one way to | ook at our

attai nnent of that perfornmance standard is a
percentage. |If we responded to -- to
exaggerate a little bit just to illustrate a

point, if we responded to 10 calls and we get
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there on 5 calls in 30 mnutes and the other 5
calls we get there in 31 m nutes, our
percentage is 50 percent. So, 50 percent may
have t he appearance of bei ng poor perfornmance
under the response objectives, but in fact,

our | ongest response was 31 m nutes. And what
we're finding is we're just mssing the
response tine objectives during those peri ods
where we're relying on on-call procedures, and
we're attributing that to the increased travel
tine and the tine | ost getting sonebody, you
know, on the scene fromtheir hone.

Now, just going back to an issue that you
previously may have addressed, in term-- if

t he response standards were not changed, and
the current standards that are in effect today
were to remain in effect, could the Conpany --
Is the Conpany confident that it could neet

t hose response standards with an on-call
arrangenent ?

(By M. Meissner) W' ve concluded that we
cannot neet the percentages in the 30-m nute
response benchmark with on-call procedures.

And so, if the response standards were to
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remain in place, has the Conpany determ ned
that it would have to go to a full-time
staffing nodel ?

(By M. Meissner) That's correct. W would
have to have a m ni num of four to five service
technicians in the field dispersed throughout
the territory at all tines, 24 hours a day, 7
days a week, to neet those percentages.

And has the Conpany come up with an estinate
of the cost of doing that?

(By M. Meissner) W have. W had estimated
in our testinony that that would require 9 to
11 service technicians, at a cost of between
$1.1 and 1.5 million.

And in terns of the inpact on safety of the
system does the Conpany believe that

I nvesting that nmuch noney in this

ti me-response issue i s beneficial?

(By M. Meissner) No. In fact, | think we
bel i eve that having nore stringent nmeasures
during those hours when we're receiving nost
responses wll better achieve the objective of
safety, and relying on on-call enpl oyees

during those hours when we receive fewer
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calls, and still getting there in the tinme
frame we are, does not reduce safety.
Referring to the map that's been marked as --

| believe, Exhibit 147

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US:  That' s

ri ght.

EPLER:
-- It appears to ne as a |ayperson that there
are some particular physical characteristics
of the Conpany's service territory, in terns
of it being very long and narrow. Does that
present any challenges to the Conpany in terns
of energency response?
(By M. CGulla) Yes, it does. One of the
things that we found that we need to do is we
have to put a service tech in the Sal em
At ki nson, Pl aistow area all the tine. And
part of the problemwith that is we don't have
a lot of work in that area, and that tech
that's in that area is basically there for the
response tine.
And in terns of access in terns of roads?
(By M. Ciulla) Travel tinme. |In terns of

travel tine, because of the distance between
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t he center section where we | ook at North
Hanmpt on and you | ook at Seabrook and Exeter,
and then you go to the north, where you go to
G eenl and, Portsnouth, up to Rochester, one of
the problens is the systemto get from
Pl ai stow up to the Hanpton area, it takes nore
than a hal f-hour just driving. There's no
easy way to get there. |If you get on 95 or
you travel Route 1, there's lights. There's
no easy way to get there. So the Conpany has
made a deci sion to have sonmebody down in that
area during when we have peopl e on property,
and then the other techs are di spersed
t hr oughout the system

The on-call, what we're finding is, even
t he second shift, we're finding the calls that
are mssed, we're finding that in the center
section, the bulk of the calls are Exeter,
Hanmpt on, Seabr ook and Portsnouth. And when
you |l ook at that area and the calls that are
m ssed and you do the evaluation, we actually
need anot her tech on second shift to be able
to grab those calls that we're m ssing on the

second shift. In the north section, the bul k
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of the calls are in Rochester, Sonersworth
Derry [sic] and so forth.

So that's kind of where we are, and
that's the problemthat we're having because
of the way the systemis spread out.

If you could turn to the Settl enent Agreenent,
Page 3, Paragraph 2.5.1. There was a
question, | believe from Conmm ssi oner

Harri ngton, |ooking at the clause in that

par agr aph that says, "lIncluding any actions
taken to prevent recurrence." M
under st andi ng of Comm ssi oner Harrington's
question was whether or not this left it up to
t he Conpany's discretion as to whether or not
t hey would report on any actions to prevent
recurrence.

Is it the Conpany's intent here that it
woul d address any areas within its control, in
terms of providing an indication of actions
taken to prevent recurrence?

(By M. Meissner) Yes, that is our intent. In
fact, the context of that provision, just to
be clear, | believe we were providing

expl anati ons for responses exceedi ng 60
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m nutes. But in sone cases, we were

I mpl enenting actions to take to prevent
reoccurrence, but we weren't conmunicating
that as part of our explanation. And I

beli eve Staff had requested that if we're
taking action to prevent reoccurrence, we

i nclude that in our explanation when we send
it to them

So, in other words, if there was a response
time that exceeded 60 m nutes because of a car
acci dent, so there was a particul ar unusual
traffic situation, the Conpany coul dn't
necessarily have a renedi ati on plan to address
that. But if there was a situation where, as
M. Knepper discussed, a custoner service rep
was just not paying attention to the call,
appropriate attention, that woul d be sonet hing
that clearly we would have a renedi ati on pl an
for; is that correct?

(By M. Meissner) That's correct. Every cal
is reviewed. And if there were actions that
coul d have been taken to prevent a tine of
response in excess of 60 m nutes, actions wll

be taken, and we w Il now be including those
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actions as part of our explanation.
In terns of the ability of the Conpany to neet
t he new proposed standards, if you recall, |
had asked a coupl e questions to M. Knepper
regarding the effective date of the eval uation
for the All Hours and that that will include
the first quarter of 2012 that's already
passed. Do you recall that?
Yes.
And has the Conpany nmet in that first quarter
all of these performance neasures?
(By M. Meissner) We have not, no.
And so will that present a challenge to the
Conpany, in terns of nmeeting it on a 12-nonth
basis, given that the first quarter has
al ready passed?
(By M. Meissner) It wll, yes.
MR. EPLER. Can | take a nonent
pl ease?
CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Yes, pl ease.
MR. EPLER. And can | approach
t he Bench?
CHAI RVAN | GNATI US:  Sure.

(Pause in proceedings.)
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CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Anyt hi ng
further?
MR. EPLER  Yes, just one | ast
questi on.
BY MR EPLER

Q M. Meissner or M. Leblanc, anything
addi ti onal you wsh to say?

A (By M. Meissner) Well, a couple things I'd
like to add. | think there was two things
that were inportant to us as a Conpany in
terns of this proceeding. One is we were very
concerned about any perception that nmay exi st
about the Company's safety perfornmance or the
Conpany's conpliance with the Conm ssi on order
regardi ng our energency response perfornmance.
So, from our perspective, | think safety is
sonething that's ingrained in the Conpany
culture and the Conpany ethos. | think we' ve
been i npl enenti ng enhancenents to safety
prograns ever since we acquired Northern in
Decenber of 2008, and we're going to continue
to i npl enent new prograns and continue to try
to i nprove under each one of these standards.

But safety is sonmething of great pride to the

{DG 11- 196} [ AFTERNOON SESSI ON ONLY] {04-25-12}




© o0 ~N oo o b~ w N

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O ©O OO N OO O »d W DN -~ O

[WITNESS PANEL: MEISSNER|LEBLANC|CIULLA]

108

Conpany and of great pride to the enpl oyees,
and it's reflected in all managenent of the
Conpany, at every |level of the organization.
So |l think it's very inportant to us to
certainly not | eave any perception that there
shoul d be a concern with safety at Unitil,
because there's not.

Additionally, I think it was inmportant,
in terns of the settlenent, you know, that we
didn't want to | eave any perception that we're
rel axi ng the standards, because we don't feel
we are relaxing the standards. | think what
we're doing is tailoring the standards a
little bit to Northern's uni que operations and
characteristics, including its work force, its
shift coverage and its on-call procedures.

But it was our objective to have a set of
standards that was still very stringent, was
not a relaxing of the standards, and would
still be very difficult for the Conpany to
achi eve, so that there woul dn't be any
perception that we're going to rel ax our
Ener gency Response Standards in any way,

because that's clearly not going to be the
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case.

So I'mcertainly hopeful, going forward,
that you're going to see inprovenment in
energency response at Northern. And fromthat
per spective, we don't separate the
effecti veness fromthe pronptness of the
response. We think those two things go hand
in hand. W focused a | ot of our reference on
t he effectiveness of our response, which is
what Chris tal ked about. The federal
regul ation requires a pronpt and effective
response for every call received of a | eak
detected in or near a building. And from our
standpoi nt, that response begins i nmedi ately
with the phone call fromthe custoner.

MR, EPLER | said | only have
one question, but | just realized | may have
two nore.

CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS:  All right.

BY MR EPLER

Q Has t he Conpany been recogni zed recently for
its energency response by any organi zati on?

A (By M. Meissner) Yes. Actually, about a year

and a half ago we won an award, an industry
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award for inplenentation of a programw thin
our energency response procedures. And as a
result of that, we actually won the Excell ence
in Safety and Health Award from the Nort heast
gas Association, which was its first ever, the
first time that award had actually ever been
awar ded by NGA.
Q I"msorry. | know | had a second question
and I can't think of what it was. So...
CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS: If it cones
back to you, we'll try to get it in.
MR. EPLER  Appreciate that.
CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: M.
Sul l'i van, do you have questions?
MR, SULLI VAN  Yes.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR SULLI VAN
Q The Settl ement Agreenent tal ks about a work
plan that wll be devel oped in three weeks.
Can soneone tell ne what the primary el enments
of that work plan are going to be?
A (By M. Meissner) W are going to be
eval uati ng our shift coverage and procedures.

And part of the reason we have not put this
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specificity into the agreenment here i s because
we do recogni ze that, as part of that, we'll
be di scussing that with the Union, and there
may be el enents of that which will require
negotiation with the Union. So that's the
reason it's not in greater detail here.

QG her than a potential change in shifts, is
there a potential for a change in staffing?
(By M. Meissner) There is a potential, yes.
And as far as any change to the on-call
status, is there a potential for that, or is

t hat sonething that won't be consi dered?

(By M. Meissner) Is that -- are you asking if
we may change the on-call enpl oyee

assi gnment s?

Is that a potential ?

(By M. Meissner) | don't believe we've
reached any concl usi ons about the positions
we're going to take on any of the internal
procedures at Northern. | think our objective
woul d be to eval uate any arrangenents that
woul d have the effect of inproving energency
response and would only be pursuing

enhancenents that woul d have that effect.
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| heard you say earlier that if you were

hel ped -- what | got fromit was if you were
held to a 30-m nute response tine across the
board, you woul d need sone 9-to-11 service
techs. Dd|l say that right?

(By M. Meissner) We currently have service
techs working until 9:00. W currently have
t hree; correct?

(By M. Ciulla) Three to 11, yes.

In terns of neeting the response that was in
pl ace before this revision we're talking
about, did you tal k about your need to

i ncrease staffing by a certain anobunt to neet
the standards that are currently in place?
(By M. Meissner) In the After Hours period?
Ri ght .

(By M. Meissner) | think there has been

di scussi on about breaking that down into four
ar eas.

And | heard you say 9 to 11 service techs at
one point. [|I'mjust wondering, was it 9 to 11
nore service techs, or you feel you could do
what you need to do with the 9 to 11 that are

t here now?
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A (By M. Meissner) At this point, |I don't think
we've nmade that determ nation. Qur objective
is really going to now be to tail or our
operations to these two specific response
obj ectives and percentages and conme up with a
pl an that we think can do that.

Q And going forward, who will have primary
responsibility for inplenenting the changes to
neet the standards that we're tal ki ng about
t oday?

A (By M. Meissner) Well, M. Gullais the |line
manager responsi ble for Portsnmouth operations,
so he wll have the nost direct
responsibility. But, of course, M. Leblanc
is responsi ble for gas operations. And I'l|
be invol ved as well.

MR. SULLI VAN. Thank you very
much.
CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Thank you.
Ms. Fabri zi o, questions?
MS. FABRI ZI O Yes. Thank you.
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. FABRI ZI O

Q M. Meissner, do you have a copy of the
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Stipulation of Facts in front of you? W've
premar ked that as Exhibit 3.
(By M. Meissner) Yes, | have that in front of

ne.
And could you turn to the second page of that
agreenent. And just in the interest of tineg,
Il paraphrase the statenents.

Point 6 of the stip states that the data
shows that the Conpany failed to neet
standards in 58 of the 234 benchmarks during
t he 26-nonth period from January 2009 to
February 2011.

I n Paragraph 7, the Conpany filed a
response acknow edging that it has been unabl e
to neet Energency Response Standards in each
of the nine benchmarks, and the Conpany does
not di spute data provided in Attachnents A and
B of Staff's Menorandumthat we saw today as
Exhibits 11 and 12, | believe.

Do you agree with those statenments?

(By M. Meissner) Yes and no. W don't
di spute the data that's underlying these
provi sions of the stipulation or that was in

Staff's Menorandum \What we did disagree with
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was the evaluation period for that data, in
terms of it being a nonthly eval uati on versus
an annual eval uation. However, we do agree
t hat we have been unable to neet two of the
ni ne benchmar ks under the Energency Response
St andar ds when neasured annual ly.
Thank you. And earlier today we | ooked at the
Conpany's Menorandum we' ve referenced in that
par agr aph, dated June 20th, 2011. Page 5 of
t hat nenorandum M. Knepper had us | ook at
that chart. And would you agree that the
Conpany's current performance in the 30-m nute
Weekend and Hol i days sl ot ranges from
45 percent to 54 percent in the past 2-1/4
years, | guess?
(By M. Meissner) Subject to check, that
sounds approxi nately correct, yes.
Ckay. This is the Conmpany's nenorandum
(By M. Meissner) | just don't have it in
front of ne.
Oh, I"'msorry. Here, [I'IIl...

(Ms. Fabrizio hands docunent to w tness.)
(By M. Meissner) Thank you. Yes, | agree.

Thank you. Now, under the new proposed
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standards, do you believe that the Conpany's
response tines wll inprove?

(By M. Meissner) Yes, they will have to

i prove to neet the new standards.

And does that include response tines in al
time periods, including Wekends and Hol i days
and After Hours?

(By M. Meissner) W do anticipate sone

i nprovenent in all time periods, yes.

And al ong the sane |ines, do you believe that
the new All Hours standard for 30 mnutes wl |
I ncrease the nunmber of weekend and hol i day
calls being met wwthin 30 m nutes?

(By M. Meissner) We have not finalized the
staffing plan that we were just discussing in
3.1. But with the things we've been

di scussi ng, then, yes, our expectation is that
we wll have sonme inprovenent in that tine
peri od.

And is it fair to say that the Conpany, by
signing this agreenent, is commtting to

i mprovi ng those tinmes?

(By M. Meissner) Yes.

Ckay. Thank you. And would you agree with
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M. Knepper's concl usion nade earlier today,
when you exam ned Exhibit 13, which is the --
| call it the chart -- would you agree with
hi s concl usion, that the Conpany's perfornmance
t oday exceeds the standards set in the new
proposed set of standards in the Settl enent
Agr eenent ?
(By M. Meissner) I'mnot sure | totally
under st ood which chart. From our perspective,
our performance to date woul d exceed the
benchmarks in all response perfornance
nmeasures, wWwth the exception of the Al Hours.
Qur performance is not neeting the Al Hours
benchmark at the current tine.
Ckay. Thank you.

You referred earlier to not having
i nformati on about Northern's energency
response capabilities at the tine of
acquisition. Now, this was Unitil's
acquisition of Northern; is that correct?
That's correct.
And did the Conpany do any due diligence with
respect to know ng those capabilities

regardi ng energency response tines before it
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signed the settl enent?

We did, yes.

And you testified earlier that you weren't
aware of the Conpany's inability to neet the
standards until a nonth after the settl enent
was si gned.

(By M. Meissner) Well, to ny know edge, the
standards were not in place for the
predecessor conpany. They were entered into
our settlenent agreenent during the

acqui sition. Northern was not held to these
sane st andards.

I think your earlier testinony, that the
settlenent wasn't approved until the

Comm ssion i ssued an order in Cctober, but you
| earned in Septenber, | believe --

(By M. Meissner) If | said that, | m sspoke.
I meant within a nonth of entering the
settlenent and going to hearing, not fromthe
date of the Conm ssion order.

Ckay. You signed the settlenent in, nust have
been August ?

(By M. Meissner) August, yes.

But you did not learn from Northern that there
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m ght be difficulties in neeting the standards
until Septenber?

(By M. Meissner) That's correct, because of
the timng of when we first saw the standards
until the settlenment was fil ed.

Ckay. You testified earlier that it would be
difficult to neet the Al Hours standard
because the first quarter of this year wll be
included, the first tinme that standard is
nmeasured. Wiy do you cone to that concl usion?
(By M. Meissner) Well, two things. It wll
be difficult to neet the All Hours standard,
period. It's a very difficult standard that
we have not net yet. And the only distinction
I think we're trying to make with the first
quarter is we already have essentially one
quarter of the year already in the rearview
mrror that we can no | onger have any

I nfluence on. So we're essentially going to
have to overcone the first quarter's

per f ormance, which | believe our response
percentage was 78 percent. So it was |ess
than the 80 percent in the first quarter. So

we wll now have to achi eve perfornmance above
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80 percent for the renmaining three quarters in
order to achieve the 80 percent at the end of
the 12-nonth peri od.

If we were to extrapolate that first quarter's
data across the year, do you have any idea how
many calls you woul d have to exceed the
benchmark, | think, in order to neet the

80 percent?

(By M. Meissner) It's not that nmany. In
fact, | think we | ooked at it, and I think we
m ssed our benchmark by four calls in the
first quarter.

And these are typically the margins we're
tal king about in all these percentages. W're
typically tal king about a matter of a few
calls either way to neet these percentages.
Were the standards that are presented in
today's Settlenent Agreenent the result of a
r ul e- maki ng?

(By M. Meissner) Not to ny know edge.

And did the Conpany prepare any studies or
anal yses of specific objectives to get to the
st andards proposed today?

We did not. We only reviewed standards from
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other jurisdictions.

No cost-benefit anal yses or conparative

anal yses?

(By M. Meissner) Not to develop the specific
percentages. W did do the cost analyses to
eval uate the staffing inpacts to attain the
current standards as they exist today.

G ven the enphasis in your testinony that you
pl aced on such studi es and procedures as
havi ng not supported the existing standards,
how can the Comm ssion be assured of the
Conpany's commtnent to neet these new
standards w t hout those underlying studies?
(By M. Meissner) Well, in terns of our
commtnent, | don't think that there's ever
been a |l ack of commtnent to neet the
standards since our acquisition of Northern.
We' ve been trying to neet the standards for
three years now, and in fact have

significantly expanded our staffing coverage

in an effort to do that. So we are comm tted
to neeting the standards. | don't think
there's a question about that. From our

standpoint, it was understanding the way the
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standards are being evaluated so that we can
tail or changes to our operations to neet them
and have sone confort that with those changes
we' |l have the ability the neet the standards.
And the | ack of underlying cost benefit and
conparative analysis won't | essen the
wor t hi ness of these standards.

(By M. Meissner) It will not, no.

Thank you.

M. Leblanc, you testified earlier at
sone | ength about the effectiveness of the
Conpany's safety prograns. Does this docket
I nvol ve a review of the effectiveness of those
prograns?

(M. Leblanc) No, it does not.
Thank you. Can you tell me how |l ong --

MR, EPLER Wait. I1'magoing to
object to that question. That calls for a
| egal conclusion, and the witness i s not
qualified as a | egal expert. As to the scope
of this docket, the Conpany woul d take a
different view than Staff as to what the scope
i s.

MS. FABRI ZI O Well, he answered

{DG 11- 196} [ AFTERNOON SESSI ON ONLY] {04-25-12}




© o0 ~N oo o b~ w N

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O ©O OO N OO O »d W DN -~ O

[WITNESS PANEL: MEISSNER|LEBLANC|CIULLA]

o8]
<

o >» O >» O >» O > O

123

fairly readily.

MS. FABRI ZI O
Do you feel qualified to nmake that response?
(M. Leblanc) No, | am not an attorney.
Are you famliar with M. Knepper?
(M. Lebl anc) Yes.
And is he an attorney?
(M. Leblanc) No.
Did you read his testinony?
(M. Leblanc) Yes, | did.
Did you read that he said that this proceeding
I's not about Staff's review of the
effecti veness of the Conpany's energency
response prograns?
(M. Leblanc) | believe his testinony
reflected that it didn't do an eval uati on on
t he effectiveness.
Woul d you agree that the focus of this
proceedi ng has been on the pronptness of
ener gency response tinmes?
(M. Leblanc) | believe the primary focus was
on the pronptness of response tines, yes.
Thank you. Can you tell nme howlong it would

take for an 1800-square-foot honme to fill with
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gas to 7 percent, which is the explosive limt
when there's a gas leak in the vicinity of a
house?
(By M. Leblanc) No, | cannot. That would all
depend on a lot of -- pressure, pipe size,
proximty, soil conditions. So, no, | could
not do that.
Coul d you guessti mate what --
(By M. Leblanc) Absolutely not. It would
all, again, depend on the size of the break,
the pressure -- the operating pressure of the
gas main, the proximty of the break or the
| eak to the house, the soil conditions,
whether it has wall-to-wall paving, venting
capabilities, structures in there. |
coul dn't.
Thank you. And if the | eak were right
directly in front of the house, would it --
CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Coul d you
make an offer of proof of what the rel evance
of that question is?
MS. FABRIZIO W're trying to
enphasi ze that a 30-m nute standard is

sonething to be strived for, because ny
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understanding is that it takes mnutes for a
house of that size --

CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS: Is there
anyt hi ng the Conpany's said that suggests to
you that they're not commtted to just trying
to reach a 30-m nute standard?

M5. FABRIZIO Well, | can nove
to the next wtness on that point. Thank you.

| would like to present M.
Ciulla with a data response that he prepared
in response to Staff. 1'd like to ask that
this be marked for identification as
Exhi bit 16.

(Exhibit 16 marked for identification.)

BY M5. FABRI ZI O

Q M. Culla, did you prepare this data
response?

A (By M. Culla) Yes.

Q And could you turn to page -- well, it would
be Page 1 of 2 of Attachnent 1. So, Staff
1-9, Attachnent 1.

A Yes.

Q Coul d you read the third bull et under the

Qual i fications, please.
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"Responds to service calls when on standby as
soon as possible, not to exceed 45 m nutes
fromreceiving call."

Thank you. Could you turn to Attachnent 2,
Page 1 of 1, and read the third bull et under
Qualifications.

(By M. CGulla) "Responds to service calls
when on standby as soon as possible, not to
exceed 45 mnutes fromreceiving call."

Thank you. And given that this is the
standard that is presented in the job
postings, how do you reconcile that with the
Conpany's stated comm tnent to i nproving
30-m nute response tines?

(M. Leblanc) I mght be in an even better
position to answer that question than Mel.

Sur e.

(M. Leblanc) The effective date on Page 2,
the position description is dated 11/21/08.
that was prior to the acquisition. This is an
exi sting Northern job description that was
prior to the acquisition that was put into the
tenplate for posting. Job descriptions are

subject to collective bargaining. So the

{DG 11- 196} [ AFTERNOON SESSI ON ONLY] {04-25-12}




© o0 ~N oo o b~ w N

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O ©O OO N OO O »d W DN -~ O

[WITNESS PANEL: MEISSNER|LEBLANC|CIULLA]

127

posting that went up imedi ately after the
acquisition for the technicians that we agreed
to -- that we agreed to hire was based on an
exi sting job description that was prior to the
acqui sition. And again, any changes to job
descriptions are subject to collective

bar gai ni ng.

And there have been no negoti ati ons since that
tine?

(M. Leblanc) W have had a contract
negoti ati on, and we did not negotiate

I ndi vi dual j ob description. However, in the
contract, we did negotiate perfornmance revi ews
of energency response tines. So there is a
provision in the coll ective bargaining
agreenent where we actually |l ook at the
response tine of each of our energency
response techs. W do a root-cause anal ysis
iIf they fail to neet Energency Response
Standards. And if it's determ ned whet her
it's a performance issue, that they're not
responding in a tinely fashion because of a
per formance i ssue -- they didn't respond or

that didn't | eave their house quickly -- we
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have contract provisions to address that.
Thank you. And one other --
(By M. Meissner) I'd just offer one
clarification, too, just because it hasn't
cone up today. But the closing date on our
acquisition of Northern at the tinme was
Decenber 1st of 2008. So, this job
description was actually dated just before the
closing. And after the closing, as part of
the settlenent, we had agreed to post those
positions within one week of the closing. So
we i mmedi ately used this job description to
post it imediately follow ng the cl osing.
Thank you. And this is, after all, sinply a
j ob posti ng.

Is the 30-m nute response tinme standard
or goal expressed anywhere in Conpany manual s,
policies, witten naterial s?
(By M. GCulla) Wien we tal k about response,
"energency response,” and when | talk to
service techs about energency response, one of
the things that we drive hone is that's our
top priority. That's our top priority. W

want themto get there as quickly as they can.
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If they're on the job, you drop your tools.
You | eave your tools. W'Ill have sonebody go
by and pick themup. Qur first objective is
to get there safely and effectively. And as
you're heading to the job, determ ne what you
need to do, depending on the call that you
get. And it's our assessnent -- and that's
the message that we're sending to all our
first responders. W don't want our first
responders to get into a button-pushing first
response. We want our first responders to be
able to respond to a situation, be able to
assess that situation as they're traveling to
t hat response, and to be able to nake the
correct ascertation [sic] when they get there
to be able to make the correct decisions. And
a lot of tinmes we mss sone of the categories
by a mnute or two mnutes. |I'mstill driving
t hat nessage hone. You get there as quick as
you can, get there as safely as you can, and
you assess the situation. So when you get

t here, you have all these things going through
your mnd: Wat you need to do, how you're

going to get the people -- if you got to go to
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t he house, if you have to get outside -- al

t hese things are going through your m nd, not
pressing the button. And that's the thing
that | stress to these first responder service
techs. And that's the nobst inportant message
that we need to send to them

Are the service techs aware of the standards

t hat the Comm ssion --

(By M. Ciulla) Yes, they are. And |'ve

tal ked to them about this, because we've had
di scussions on, kay, Well, what if I"'mon a
job? | got ny tools out. And nore than one |
have said, and ny supervi sors have said, You

| eave your tools there if it's going to take
you too long to pick themup. You drop what
you' re doing and you tell the customer
sonebody w || be back; whether it be you or
sonebody el se, soneone w Il be back.

(By M. Leblanc) One addition. The other

t hi ng we enphasize with our techs, too, is,
unli ke police and fire, who can respond in a
fashion by running red lights or speeding, all
of our service techs, when they respond to

energenci es, have to obey traffic laws. They

{DG 11- 196} [ AFTERNOON SESSI ON ONLY] {04-25-12}




© o0 ~N oo o b~ w N

N RN N NN R R R R R R R R R
A W N P O ©O OO N OO O »d W DN -~ O

[WITNESS PANEL: MEISSNER|LEBLANC|CIULLA]

131

cannot speed. They cannot run red |ights.
They cannot run stop signs. W instruct them
that you are to respond in a safe and
effective nanner. But you are to obey all
existing traffic | aws, because we're bound to
those. So, again, it's a quick as you can,
but you're not to speed, you're not to run red
lights, you're not to run stop signs. You're
there to respond in an effective manner and in
a safe manner.

Thank you. And on that note, | think M.
Culla testified earlier that the on-cal
systemis difficult because of where service
techs live. How many service techs do you
have who are first responders?

(By M. Ciulla) There's 11 in the departnent.
Currently, there's 10 service techs on
property.

And do all of themlive within Unitil's
service territory?

No, they do not.

How many do not ?

(By M. Ciulla) Five, six. Five. Five do

not .
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And the residences of those five or six are
reflected in Attachnent 10 to M. Knepper's
testinony that Staff pulled together, based on
i nformation --
(By M. Ciulla) I don't have that --
(Ms. Fabrizi o hands docunent to w tness.)
(By M. G ulla) These are where?
Does that generally reflect your
under st andi ng of --
(By M. Ciulla) CGenerally. But | don't
understand what this one is --
(Court Reporter interjects.)
MR. EPLER Is this on the
record?
MS. FABRIZIO This is
Attachnment 10 to Randy Knepper's testi nony.
MR. EPLER: | know. But the
col |l oquy you were just having with the
W tness, is that on the record?
MS. FABRIZIO I'msorry. Dd
you hear?
COURT REPORTER: Only part of
it.

MS. FABRI ZI O
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Does this docunent that is Attachnent 10 to
M. Knepper's testinony generally reflect your
under st andi ng of where service techs are

| ocat ed?

(By M. Meissner) W believe we | ooked at
that, and there was three errors in that, just
toclarify. | believe two | ocations of
service techs in Dover did not reflect where

t hey actually live, and one of the ones down
in the southern area does not correspond to a
conpany enpl oyee.

But generally speaking, you said five or six
service techs |live outside the service
territory and --

MR. EPLER: |'m going to object
at this point. [|'mnot sure where this
questioning is going. W have a Settl enment
Agreenent that's signed by the Staff that says
that the settling parties agree to cooperate
and advocate that the Settl enent Agreenent be
approved by the Conmission in its entirety
w t hout nodification. W entered into this
Settl enent Agreenent in good faith. W

believe, as | indicated earlier, that this is
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in the best interest of the public. It's
consi stent with our understandi ng of what the
Comm ssion is seeking to achi eve and what the
Safety Division has indicated in the past it's
seeking to achi eve.

| think that we're getting into
extraneous matters that go to sone of the
underlying issues in the case that -- if we
were to litigate the case.

W have a Settl enent Agreenent
here. | think the focus should be on that
and, again, the commtnent of the Staff to
advocate that the agreenent be approved by the
Comm ssion. And | don't see how this inquiry
at this point is nmoving us in that direction.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Ms.
Fabri zi o.

M5. FABRI ZI O Yes. Thank you.
Staff believes it has an obligation to the
Commi ssion to flush out all the issues that
are not necessarily to be put on hold for
litigation, but the issues that Staff took
into consideration with signing on to this

agreenent. | believe these questions dovetail
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exactly wth questions that Conm ssi oner
Harri ngton was asking earlier with respect to
di ggi ng down to root cause of the Conpany's
inability to neet the existing standards for
certain tinme periods.

CHAI RMVAN I GNATIUS: 1'mgoing to
sustain the objection. Mve on, please.

MS. FABRI ZI O Ckay. That was
nmy | ast questi on.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Ckay.
Questions fromthe Bench?

CMSR. HARRI NGTON:  Yeah. Just
try and nmake this quick here.

| NTERROGATORI ES BY CVSR. HARRI NGTON:

Q Just a real quick question. | had asked this
before of Staff. |In your analysis of the data
on your response tines, was there any
meani ngful difference between July and August
as conpared to other nonths, given the
increased traffic during that tine, or in the
wi ntertinme due to snow and road conditions
W th snow or ice?

A (By M. Ciulla) Looking at the data and how

the data was comng in, no. |It's where the
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calls and the sporadic calls on weekends and
hol i days that --

And then | ooking at the map -- and which you
don't even have to pull it out, everyone knows

the service territory. And it's fairly big
fromnorth to south, based on driving tines.
So we're looking at trying to nake a goal of
havi ng sonebody got called on off hours, which

woul d be what we're referring to as weekends

or nights now -- and let ne see if |'ve got
this correct. Sonebody calls the gas conpany.
They take a report. | snell gas at 1234 Smith

Street in whatever town. Ckay. They gave

t hem sone advice as to i medi ate actions: How
strong is the snell? You should get out of

t he house, whatever. So that takes whatever
amount of time, 30 seconds or sonething. Hang
up the phone. Then they contact the person
who's on call, who | assune has a cell phone
or pager?

(By M. CGiulla) Pager, cell phone.

Pager. O both. GCkay. So if they call on

t he cell phone, the person picks up the cel

phone. Maybe they're in the shower, taking a
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shower or sonmething like that. | assune
there's no prohi bition agai nst sonething |ike
t hat .

(By M. Ciulla) There's a protocol. First
thing they do is page. And they don't wait
for themto call back. Then they call the
cell phone. And if they don't get themon the
cell phone, then they call their hone. So,
whil e the page is going through, they're --
And what are the requirenments -- when you say

soneone's "on call,"” does that nmean they're
sitting in their vehicle waiting for that
phone call, so they can just turn they key?
What are they allowed to do during that and
still be classified as "on call"?

(By M. Ciulla) If they' re honme and they have
to go to the store for bread, they're in their
vehicle. |If they have to go to the store to
get gas, they're in their vehicle. That's the
responsibility of being on call.

When you say "their vehicle,” is that the --
(By M. CGiulla) Company vehicle, yes.

So if they go anywhere, they should be in the
Conpany vehicle --
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(By M. Culla) Correct.

-- and stay within so nany mles of their
house or sonething like that?

(By M. Ciulla) Their on-call territory.

And that's a defined territory?

(By M. Culla) Yes.

Ckay. And | assune they have to obviously be
fit for duty and all that stuff.

(By M. GCiulla) Correct.

It just strikes ne that, in a nornal

ci rcunstance, you could easily lose 5 to 10
m nutes just getting that person into their
vehicle for nothing out of the usual. But by
the tine the person at the dispatch center
gets the call that gets relayed to this person
and they get out of bed, get their clothes on
and whatever, and then get their keys and nake
sure they have everything they need, get out
to their car, that could easily take close to
10 m nutes.

(By M. CGulla) Yes.

So, given only 20 mnutes to drive anypl ace,
it seens like that 30 minutes is extrenely

aggr essi ve.
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(By M. Culla) It is.

But you feel as though it's a goal that's
possi bly do-able, or only do-able if you
average it in with the tines for the work
hours where you have people actually

di spatched in the field?

(By M. Gulla) Yeah, when you |l ook at the Al
Hours, being able to have the on-call and what
we need for the on-call. If you wanted to
make that 30 m nutes, you'd have to abandon
on-call on weekends and holidays to be able to
make those calls. To be able to average the

| ow volunme of calls into All Hours gives us a
better opportunity to make a percentage of the
calls through that call area.

Wuld it seemcorrect, then, to sone extent

t hen, a nunber people stated a couple of tines

that you really don't see any way -- and as we
just discussed, | would probably tend to agree
wWth you -- to make the 30-m nute requirenent

using on-call staff for off hours and
weekends. So is there a value to sort of
merging that with the working-hours nunbers to

sort of disguise or hide the fact what you're
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doing in the off hours, wouldn't it be better
to nmeasure that independently and get a

real -tinme --

(By M. Ciulla) W actually are. Wen | get a
weekly report, | look at the Normal Hours,
After Hours and Wekends and Hol i days for
those categories. Those categories aren't
going away. |I'mlooking at a report that
tells me where the tech was before he
responded to that call, so | can | ook at

di st ance.

Ckay. And --

MR. EPLER. Conm ssioner, |'d
al so just point out, because we w |l be
continuing the current reporting format, the
Staff and Conmm ssion, and, again, any nenber
of the public, will be able to see the
breakdown on weekends and hol i days and after
hours, 30 mnutes. So that wll -- the
reporting wll prevent us from di sgui sing that
i nformati on. Yes, in terns of responding, it
w ||l be averaged in so you have the Al Hours
over the 12-nonth period. But in terns of

actually seeing it, you will actually see what
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our response tines are, the sane as you
currently do see that. So if you feel that
there is a problemw th that, you can
certainly call us in to address that. W are
not attenpting to obfuscate that in any way.

| guess ny point is, |looking at Exhibit 14 and
the map, regardl ess of where you put a person
on call, if you could pick your spot to have
that person say this is where you're going to
reside for that night, if you called them at
3:00 in the norning, | think they'd be
hard-pressed for a certain mgjority of the
service area within 30 m nutes, just given the
fact you got to get out and do the things we
di scussed and then get in the car and drive
there, which could be 25 m nutes away by car.
So... all right.

Getting back to the Settl enent Agreenent
itself, on Section 2.5.1 and 2.5.2, I"'mtrying
to make sure -- well, let ne preface by one
ot her statenent.

In the testinony by Philip Sher, which I
guess you' re adopting, which is a consultant,

which is Exhibit 6, there's a few places in
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there on Page 8 that tal ks about the previous
settl enment agreenent saying, no, while it
targets, it does not define tine periods, does
not define annual... and then on Page 9, it
says, "By requiring nonthly filings, does it
inmply the targets are nonthly? Not at all
The tinme franme is undefined.”

So there's been, at |east on the part of
t he Conpany, |'m assum ng, sone confusion or
sone fact that the previous Settl enent
Agreenment wasn't as precise as it could have
been. Wuld you say that's correct?
(By M. Meissner) Yes, that's correct. And I
think the area where there was the nost
di sagreenent or the nost confusion was over

the time period over which results would be

eval uat ed.
| really don't want to go into that. | just
want to make sure -- ny goal here is that the

new Settl enent Agreenent is nore precise and
| ess anbi guous.

So, looking at 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 -- well,
all of 2.5, | guess -- it's starts out by

saying you'll report under the present using
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the sane format as you do now. Then 2.5.1
goes in and tal ks about for any individual
response exceedi ng 60 m nutes, the Conpany
shal |l provide detail ed expl anation, including
any actions taken to prevent recurrence.

And then in 2.5.2 it says, "Northern
shal |l provide" -- which | assune this is
synononous with the Conpany -- "a detail ed
expl anation of any failure to neet any
Ener gency Response Standard, including a
renedi ation plan to prevent recurrence, wth
supporting docunentati on and a proposal for
i mpl enent ati on. "

What is your definition of "a detail ed
expl anation of any failure to neet any
energency response standard"?

(By M. Meissner) What our understandi ng of
this provisionis, is essentially a situation
where we woul d be subject to penalties. So if
t he eval uati on of our performance relative to
t he standards falls beneath one of these
benchmar ks, then we failed to neet that
standard. And there woul d be an expectation

that we woul d have a renedi ati on pl an
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devel oped to get us back above the m ni num
benchmar k; under standi ng, also, that if we
don't do that, we'll be subject to repetitive

penalties in each subsequent nonth until we do
get back above the benchmark.
Ckay. Just so | understand this nyself,
you'll do nonthly reports, as you do now. And
if in any nonth that you're reporting on
there's an individual response that exceeds 60
m nutes, you'll include actions taken to
prevent recurrence. And then in that sane
nmonthly report, if on your 12-nonth | ook-back
you find that one of the Energency Response
St andards has not been achi eved over that
12-nonth period, then you'll provide a
remedi ati on plan to prevent recurrence with
supporti ng docunentati on.
(By M. Meissner) That's correct.
| just want to nmake sure | understood what you
wer e sayi ng.

And then one other thing with regard to
the 60 m nutes and the energency -- even the
failure to neet Energency Response Standards.

Is there -- would the Conmpany be doi ng
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anything to take these sonmewhat i ndivi dual
cases and | ook at themcollectively and see if
there's sone reason -- let's say you have five
or six 60-m nute excedures [sic] in the course
of a year. WII you be | ooking at any of

t hose and sayi ng, Ckay, we know this one
happened because, you know, Fred was sl eeping
and it took hima while to wake hi mup, and

t his one happened because sonebody el se was in
t he grocery store or sonething, or whatever
reason. WII| there be any attenpt to | ook at
those collectively froma commpn cause as to
why they occurred -- neaning, nmaybe there's
sone managenent directive or whatever that's
not clearly being inplenented or | ack of
support by namnagenent or sonet hing on that

i dea?

(M. Leblanc) W actually do that now. W do
it for any failed 60-m nute response. W do a
r oot - cause anal ysis on what caused that, and
we | ook for trends. 1Is it a performance issue
wth the dispatch center? 1Is it a perfornmance
issue with a particular dispatcher? So that's

currently going on right now.
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Ckay. And are you -- then | guess ny final
question would be: Are you confortable with
that Settlenment Agreenent, that it is
specifically enough so that you'll be able to
conply with it without getting into what it
means here and so forth?
(By M. Meissner) Yes, we feel the definition
provided in this settlenent is clear to us,
t hat we understand what we're trying to
achi eve. Now, achieving it will still be
chal  engi ng. But we understand what we're
trying to achieve.

CMBR. HARRI NGTON: Al l right.
Thank you. That's all | have.

CHAI RMAN | GNATI US:  Conmi ssi on.

CMSR. SCOTT: No question.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: One

questi on.

| NTERROGATORI ES BY CHAI RVAN | GNATI US:

Q

M. Meissner, has the vice-president
responsi bl e for inplenentati on been desi gnat ed
yet that's called for in the agreenent?

(By M. Meissner) W haven't tal ked about

that, but |I'mpresum ng that that's ne.
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CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Any
redirect, M. Epler?

MR. EPLER  No, thank you.

CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS: Al right.

Then you' re excused. Thank you
very nuch.

M. Sullivan, do you intend to
put M. Enerton on the stand?

MR, SULLIVAN. | do not.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US:  Are you
asking that his prefiled testinony be
I ntroduced as an exhibit?

MR SULLI VAN  Yes, | am

CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS:  And is there
any objection fromthe parties to having that
made an exhi bit w thout the opportunity to
cross-examne M. Enerton?

MR. EPLER. No, we w || not
obj ect to that.

M5. FABRIZIO  Staff has no

obj ecti on.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US:  All right.
Wiy don't we -- in the interest of tine, we
w Il not have you go through the
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qualifications. W'Ill mark it as Exhibit 9,
as had previously been reserved.
(Exhibit 9 marked for identification.)

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: There was
one ot her detail we wondered about in the
materials. W have a docunent that's been
held as confidential, but we're not entirely
sure why it should be considered confidential.
And we don't have a notion for confidentiality
that I|'maware of. [It's a docunent that I
t hi nk was devel oped by M. Sher, Emergency
Response Pl ans, and was attached in response
to a data request is ny guess.

MR. EPLER May | approach the
Bench and just take a | ook?

(Pause i n proceedi ngs)

MR EPLER We'Il waive any
objection. 1'll get back to ny m crophone.
The Conpany w ||l waive any objection. That
docunent does not need to be confidential.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US:  All right.
Thank you. Well, it hasn't even been an
exhi bit. It's just in the materials, in the

di scovery materials; correct?
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MR. EPLER  Yes, that's part of
the discovery. So | don't think it's part of
the record, in any event. But...

CHAI RVAN | GNATIUS: Al right.
Thank you.

Any ot her procedural matters,
ot her than tal ki ng about whether we want to
have oral closings, witten closings? Qur
preference would be to do it this afternoon
orally, if that's acceptable to peopl e.

And prior to that, as you get
your thoughts together, any objection to
striking the identification and making all the
docunents full exhibits?

MR. EPLER. No objection.

M5. FABRI ZI O No obj ecti on.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US:  All right.
Seeing there's no objection, we wll do that.

And so, M. Sullivan, let's
begin with you. Any closing statenments?

CLOSI NG STATEMENTS

MR, SULLI VAN Yes. The Union

t hanks everyone for allowing us to participate

inthis. At this tine, we take no position on
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the Settl ement Agreenent proposal, and we

| eave that to the discretion of the Conm ssion
as to how they handle it. Thank you very
much.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Al right.
Thank you. Staff? d osing?

M5. FABRI ZI O Yes. Thank you.
At issue in this proceeding are safety
standards that pertain to the utility's
ability to get a first responder on the scene
for a gas |leak or odor in a pronpt manner.
The Safety Division has been coll ecting
response tine data from Northern since the
Conpany's acquisition by Unitil in
Decenber 2008. The Conpany provi ded that data
nmont hl y, based on response tine standards
agreed to in the Settl enent Agreenent at the
time of acquisition.

Thirty-ni ne nonths of data
conpiled by Staff show that Northern has been
unabl e to consistently get a first responder
to the scene within 30 m nutes during after
hours and weekends and hol i days.

The Settl ement Agreenent before
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the Conm ssion today is intended to permt the
Conpany tine to nake managenent changes t hat
we hope will inprove its response tinmes
overal |, including response tines during after
hours, weekends and holidays. Although the
30-m nute standard for those tine periods have
been elimnated, the agreenent was nmade wth

t he mutual understanding that a degradation in
response tines would not occur.

Staff will continue to assess
the nonthly data reported by the Conpany as a
tool to nonitor trends and response
performance. As noted, the Agreenent permnts
Staff and the Conpany to revisit the proposed
new standards no later than five years from
their approval. |If Staff notes declines in
performance in any tine period, it will raise
Its concern at the quarterly neetings as a
condition of Paragraph 3.3 of the agreenent.

If the concern persists, Staff
has the option of revisiting the agreenent at
any time. Based on the Conpany's conmtnents
t hat you' ve heard here today to inprove

response performance and to avoi d degradati on
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of response tines, Staff believes that the
Settl ement Agreenent can help to ensure that
the public will not be harmed by the proposed
new st andards and eval uati on nechani sis
included in this Settl enent Agreenent.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Thank you.
M. Epler.

MR. EPLER Yes. Thank you. |
t hi nk, based on the hearing today, that the
Comm ssion can gain sone sense that this has
been somewhat of a contentious issue.

First of all, I would like to
recogni ze the efforts of all parties invol ved
for their attention to this issue. People did
not wal k away. There was certainly tines
t here was frustration, but we stuck to it and
had some difficult discussions and
conversations. But | think we've cone up wth
a Settlenent Agreenent that is in the public
interest. |It's sonething the Conpany is
commtted to, conmtted to achieving, and is
consistent with the goals and ains of the
Commi ssion in terns of protecting public

safety and ensuring that there' s appropriate
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managenent of the gas conpany and its
operati ons.
We are absolutely commtted to
ensuring safety. | think you heard that from

our chief operating officer today. W stand
by that commtnent. And it is, as was

i ndi cated, part of the corporate culture of
t he Conpany.

Perhaps it was our mstake to
have signed on to an initial set of standards
that we were not nore specifically aware of
the inplications of, in terns of the inpact it
woul d have on the conpany and the operations
and whet her or not the conpany would be able
to attain it. It certainly was not our intent
to either mslead or to m sunderstand those
standards, and our intent all along has been
to ensure that we have a safe operation. W
hope to continue that. W believe that there
are many off-ranps in this Settl enent
Agreenent that allow constant review and
evaluation. There's the nonthly reporting
that we're continuing. So you have that

detail. There is a comm tnent to neet
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quarterly with the Staff, so that we don't
have situations that unfortunately we had in

t he past period where we weren't neeting on a
regul ar basis. And I amconmtted personally
to attend those neetings and to ensure that we
are neeting all our obligations under the
Settl ement Agreenent.

There is al so the ongoi ng revi ew
that at any tine if we're not neeting the
standards, Staff can certainly bring that to
your attention. And then there's the
five-year provision that there is an
opportunity to | ook back and see what the
performance has been and whet her or not the
standards needs to be changed. So there are
many, many opportunities to | ook and to see
what is the Conpany doing; are we neeting your
expectations, the public's expectations.

These standards, as we've testified to, are
stringent standards. W do not believe that
they're a degradation conpared to what's in
place. They will continue to be a chall enge
for the Conpany to neet. But the Conpany is

accepting that chall enge.
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We have tried to be as specific
as we can, given the experience under the
previ ous standards, to have specific
provisions in place. W understand what the
comm tnents are and under stand what the
reporting wll be and wll fulfill all those
comm t ment s.

We strongly believe, as | said
at the beginning, that this Settl enent
Agreenent is in the public interest, and we
ask that you consider it and consider
approving it. Thank you.

CHAI RVAN | GNATI US: Thank you.
All right then. Thank you everyone for your
efforts here and your willingness to stay to
finish this up today. W wll take this under
advi senent and i ssue an order as pronptly as
we' re abl e.

(Wher eupon, the AFTERNOON SESSI ON of the

hearing was adjourned at 4:55 p.m)
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