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ES-1-2. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Stunder, PGW ST. No. 1, p. 3, lines 10-14.

a. Do PGW’s plans for its infrastructure include the extension or expansion of that
infrastructure?

Daniel Furtek: PGW?’s service territory is limited to the City of
Philadelphia only. The existing distribution system already covers the city
and only minor adjustments are required for new customer requested
service additions.

If so, please describe any plans to extend or expand PGW’s infrastructure
during the next 30 years, and please provide all documents relating to any
such plans.

Daniel Furtek: See ES-1-2.a.

If so, has PGW evaluated whether there will be sufficient demand to
justify any plans PGW has to extend or expand PGW’s infrastructure
during the next 30 years? If so, please provide all documents related to any
such evaluation. If not, please explain why not.

Daniel Furtek: See ES-1-2.a.

If so, has PGW evaluated whether increased use of energy efficiency
measures could avoid the need for some or all of any plans PGW has to
extend or expand PGW?’s infrastructure during the next 30 years?

Daniel Furtek: See ES-1-2.a.

b. Does PGW’s planned modernization of its infrastructure include any plans to
increase the resilience of PGW'’s infrastructure to the effects of climate change
and/or extreme weather events? If so, please describe any such plans, and please
provide all documents relating to any such plans. If not, please explain why not.
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Daniel Furtek: PGW’s system is a closed, pressurized system. In addition
with the introduction of the newer materials, effects of climate change
should not impact the delivery.

c. As part of PGW’s planned modernization of its infrastructure, has PGW
developed any projections of its ratepayers’ natural gas demand over the next 30
years? If so, please provide all documents related to any such projection. If not,
please explain why not.

Gregory Stunder: No. PGW prepares five year financial forecasts which
include a projection of sales volumes.

d. As part of PGW’s planned modernization of its infrastructure, has PGW evaluated
whether there will be sufficient demand for natural gas over the next 30 years to
justify maintaining the current size and configuration of its infrastructure? If so,
please provide all documents related to any such evaluation. If not, please explain
why not.

Daniel Furtek: The system is evaluated for the current needs of our
customers and networking studies.

ES-I-3. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Stunder, PGW ST. No. 1, p. 5, lines 1-6.

a. Has PGW’s management evaluated the risk that future regulatory changes relating
to greenhouse gases or fossil fuel use may pose to PGW?’s ability to implement its
infrastructure plans or to obtain the full expected value from its planned
infrastructure investments? If so, please provide all documents relating to any
such evaluations. If not, please explain why not.

Gregory Stunder: No. Regulatory changes have not been imposed.

b. Has PGW’s management developed any plans to minimize the cost to ratepayers
of its compliance with any future regulatory changes relating to greenhouse gases
or fossil fuel use? If so, please provide all documents relating to any such plans. If
not, please explain why not.

Gregory Stunder: No. Regulatory changes have not been imposed.

c. Has PGW’s management evaluated the risk that climate change may pose to
PGW?’s ability to implement its infrastructure plans or to obtain the full expected
value from its planned infrastructure investments? If so, please provide all
documents relating to any such evaluations. If not, please explain why not.

Gregory Stunder: Please see the response to ES-1-2.d.

d. Has PGW’s management developed any plans to minimize the cost to ratepayers
of the adaptation of its infrastructure to climate change? If so, please provide all
documents relating to any such plans. If not, please explain why not.
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Gregory Stunder: Please see the response to ES-I-2.b.

ES-1-4. Please reference the following statement from PGW’s Corporate Social
Responsibility Report, attached hereto as Exhibit B: “PGW has joined the city of
Philadelphia in its commitment to combat global climate change.”

a. Please provide all documents relating to PGW joining with or cooperating with
the City of Philadelphia to combat global climate change.

Gregory Stunder: Please see the Rebuttal Testimony of Gregory Stunder, PGW
Statement No. 1-R, pages 9-10.

d. Please describe the actions PGW has taken to date that reflect its “commitment to
combat global climate change.”

Gregory Stunder: Please see ES-1-4.a.

e. Please describe the actions PGW is currently planning to take in the future as part
of its “commitment to combat global climate change.”

Gregory Stunder: Please see ES-1-4.a.

ES-I-5. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Douglas Moser, PGW ST. No. 7, p. 2, lines
11-22, which describes plans to replace cast iron natural gas mains (*cast iron mains”)
over a period of 34.6 years if PGW’s proposed rate increase is approved.

a. Has PGW evaluated any alternatives to replacing the cast iron mains it is planning
to replace? If so, please provide all documents relating to any such evaluations. If
not, please explain why not.

Daniel Furtek: Network studies are performed prior to each main replacement
project in order to size the pipes appropriately. Analysis is also performed on
potential downsizing or elimination of mains based on current demand. Due to
the nature of the cast iron main being replaced, it is not possible to maintain the
system safely and reduce the incidence of hazardous leaks without systematically
replacing these facilities using a risk based model to identify priority of
replacement.

b. Has PGW evaluated whether increased energy efficiency measures over the next
34.6 years (or any shorter period) could enable decommissioning some cast iron
mains rather than replacing them? If so, please provide all documents relating to
any such evaluations. If not, please explain why not.

Daniel Furtek: See ES-1-5.a.

c. Has PGW evaluated whether increased energy efficiency measures over the next
34.6 years (or any shorter period) could reduce the size of mains or services



needed to replace any existing mains or services? If so, please provide all
documents relating to any such evaluations. If not, please explain why not.

Daniel Furtek: See ES-1-5.a.

d. Has PGW evaluated whether warming weather over the next 34.6 years (or any
shorter period) could, alone or in combination with other factors, reduce demand
sufficiently to make it possible to decommission, rather than replace, any cast iron
mains or services during that period? If so, please provide all documents relating
to any such evaluations. If not, please explain why not.

Daniel Furtek: See ES-1-5.a.

e. Has PGW evaluated whether regulatory actions over the next 34.6 years (or any
shorter period) could, alone or in combination with other factors, reduce demand
sufficiently to make it possible to decommission, rather than replace, any cast iron
mains or services during that period? If so, please provide all documents relating
to any such evaluations. If not, please explain why not.

Gregory Stunder: No. Regulatory changes have not been imposed.

ES-1-7. Please identify all mains or service lines that PGW has decommissioned (or
otherwise removed from service) and has not replaced during the last 30 years. If not
available for the last 30 years, please provide the requested information over whatever
time period is available. For each main or service line so identified, please provide all
documents relating to the reasons for decommissioning or otherwise removing the main
or service line from service.

Daniel Furtek: As shown below, PGW has removed 13.5 miles of cast iron main
from inventory without replacement from 2004 to 2019.

CAST IRON
Abandon - Not in Use
Calendar Year Footage Mileage
2004 -5,790 -1.1
2005 -4,064 -0.77
2006 -2,549 -0.48
2007 -10,910 -2.07
2008 -3,230 -0.61
2009 -1,071 -0.2
2010 -7,948 -1.51
2011 -6,012 -1.14
2012 -5,061 -0.96
2013 -14,651 -2.77
2014 -3,746 -0.71
2015 -2,205 -0.42
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2016 -1,333 -0.25
2017 -908 -0.17
2018 -749 -0.14
2019 -1,266 -0.24
Grand Total -71,493 -13.5

ES-1-8. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW ST. No. 7, p. 8, lines 8-10,
which states that “PGW has as one of its key missions continually striving to provide safe,
adequate, and reasonable service to its customers in the most efficient and cost effective
manner possible.”

a. Has PGW evaluated whether increased deployment of energy efficiency measures
may be a cost-effective means of reducing the need to spend ratepayer funds on
maintaining its distribution infrastructure at its current size? If so, please provide
all documents and analyses relating to any such evaluation. If not, please explain
why not.

Daniel Furtek: PGW does not have a policy of “maintaining its distribution
infrastructure at its current size”. PGW’s distribution system is designed to meet
customers’ current needs. As discussed in ES-I-5a, Network studies are
performed prior to each main replacement project in order to size the pipes
appropriately.

b. Has PGW evaluated whether increased deployment of energy efficiency measures
may be a cost-effective means of avoiding the need to spend ratepayer funds on
expanding its existing distribution infrastructure? If so, please provide all
documents and analyses relating to any such evaluation. If not, please explain
why not.

Daniel Furtek: PGW is required to safely deliver natural gas to its customers.
While energy efficiency measures may cost effectively reduce relative levels of
natural gas usage, energy efficiency cannot reduce natural gas usage to the point
that PGW’s gas distribution system is no longer needed. Due to the nature of the
cast iron main being replaced, it is not possible to maintain the system safely and
reduce the incidence of hazardous leaks without systematically replacing these
facilities using a risk based model to identify priority of replacement.

e. Has PGW evaluated how it can minimize the costs to ratepayers of adapting its
infrastructure and operations to climate change over the next 30 years? If so,
please provide all documents relating to any such evaluation. If not, please
explain why not.



Douglas Moser: No. Such an evaluation requires a set of assumptions that is too
speculative. No determination has been made by any entity that mandates the
reduction or elimination of the use of natural gas by PGW’s customers.

f. Has PGW evaluated how it can minimize the costs to ratepayers of maintaining its
infrastructure despite any reductions in demand for natural gas due to warming
winters that may occur over the next 30 years? If so, please provide all documents
relating to any such evaluation. If not, please explain why not.

Douglas Moser: No. Such an evaluation requires a set of assumptions that is too
speculative. No determination has been made by any entity that mandates the
reduction or elimination of the use of natural gas by PGW’s customers.

ES-1-9. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW ST. No. 7, p. 2, lines 11-
22, which describes plans to replace cast iron natural gas mains over a period of 34.6
years if PGW’s proposed rate increase is approved.

a. Mr. Moser’s testimony states that when “$70 million in rate relief is factored in”
to planning assumptions about the replacement of cast iron mains, the time frame
for replacement will be accelerated by 14%. Will the $70 million increase in
annual rates be used to expand the PGW'’s natural gas distribution network,
including mains and service lines? If so, please explain in detail.

Daniel Furtek: No.

b. What plans, projections, or expectations, does PGW have for expanding its
natural gas distribution network, including mains and service lines, over the next
30 years? Please provide all documents describing any such plans, projections, or
expectations.

Daniel Furtek: As described in the response to ES-I-2a, with the exception of
minor adjustment to the system for customer requested service additions, no
expansion of the system is planned, projected or expected.

ES-1-10. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW ST. No. 7, p. 16, lines 8-14.

a. Please provide all documents and analyses substantiating the 2% increase in
overall customer satisfaction described in the above-referenced line.

Bernard Cummings: See attached.

ES-I-11. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW St. No. 7, page 5, lines 10-
11.

a. Please explain in detail how “prioritized selection” has contributed to the
observed downward trend in the number of hazardous leaks encountered on the
distribution system.



Daniel Furtek: By prioritizing the removal of the riskiest assets and replacing
them with newer materials, this reduces the amount of infrastructure at risk of
leaking.

b. Please explain in detail how “the accelerated pace of PGW’s main replacement
program” has contributed to the observed downward trend in the number of
hazardous leaks encountered on the distribution system.

Daniel Furtek: By removing more of the riskiest assets at a faster pace and
replacing them with newer materials, this reduces the amount of infrastructure at
risk of leaking. Due to the nature of the cast iron main being replaced, the only
way to maintain PGW'’s system safely and reduce the incidence of hazardous
leaks is by systematically replacing these facilities using a risk based model to
identify priority of replacement.

c. Please explain in detail how “warmer than average winter seasons” have
contributed to the observed downward trend in the number of hazardous leaks
encountered on the distribution system.

Daniel Furtek: Most hazardous main leaks are the result of natural forces (earth
movement) acting on cast iron. Frost heave in the winter months causes cast iron
main to break which causes hazardous leaks. Because of the nature of the
material, leaks can occur without prior indication and can become hazardous
quickly, making the failure to take proactive action (i.e., replacement)
unreasonably risky

ES-1-12. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW St. No. 7, page 6, lines 7-10.

a. Other than replacing “all bare steel services encountered on main replacement
projects regardless of condition,” please explain in detail how PGW prioritizes
repair and replacement of services?

Daniel Furtek: Any service found leaking is replaced and services no longer in use are
abandoned.

b. Are there any circumstances in which PGW would not automatically replace a
bare steel service line encountered on a main replacement project?

Daniel Furtek: Unless the service is no longer being utilized, all bare steel service
lines are replaced when encountered on all main replacement projects because of the
inherent risk of leak of bare steel service lines.



i. If so, please provide an itemized list of the reasons PGW would not
automatically replace a bare steel service line encountered on a main
replacement project.

Daniel Furtek: N/A

ii. If so, please identify each instance over the past five years when PGW did
not replace a bare steel service line encountered on a main replacement
project and identify the particular reason each such bare steel service line
was not replaced.

Daniel Furtek: N/A

d. Before replacing a bare steel service line encountered on a main replacement
project, does PGW ask the customer(s) served by that service line whether they
would prefer to discontinue their reliance on gas? If so, please explain the process
used by PGW to investigate customer preferences in this regard. If not, please
explain why not in detail.

Daniel Furtek: No, PGW is required to safely deliver natural gas to its customers.
ES-1-13. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW St. No. 7, page 7.

a. Please provide the total backlog of open leaks.
Daniel Furtek: As of 7/23/2020, the open leak backlog is 2,127.

b. Please identify the number of miles and size of pipe within PGW’s distribution
system that are not typically monitored for leaks.

Daniel Furtek: All portions of PGW?’s distribution system are monitored for leaks
through various programs.

c. Has PGW estimated the volume of gas lost to distribution system leaks on an
hourly, daily, weekly, monthly, or annual basis? If yes, please provide each such
estimate and supporting documentation.

Gregory Stunder: Please see the attached which is the most recent Unnacounted
For Gas annual report submitted to the PUC.

ES-1-14. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW St. No. 7, page 8, lines
10-11, explaining that, “[a]s a municipally owned utility with no shareholders, it is well
to recall that all such cost savings accrue to the benefit of PGW ratepayers.”



a. Please explain in detail who is responsible for PGW cost overruns.

Joseph Golden: PGW management is responsible for managing the cost of
projects.

b. Please explain in detail the impact to ratepayers when a PGW asset suffers a
premature write-down or devaluation.

Joseph Golden: The financial impact of an asset, with a remaining book value,
being removed from service would be as follows: (1) decrease (credit) the asset
value reflected in “Utility plant , at original cost — In Service”, (2) charge (debit)
accumulated depreciation for the value of the accrued depreciation, and (3) charge
(debit) depreciation expense for the difference of (1) and (2).

c. Please explain in detail the impact to the City of Philadelphia when a PGW asset
suffers a premature write-down or devaluation.

Joseph Golden: As PGW is a component unit of the City of Philadelphia, the
response in “b” would be reflected in the Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report of the City of Philadelphia.

ES-1-15. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW St. No. 7, page 12, lines 6-7.

a. Please state whether PGW is currently involved in five or six prepaid gas
arrangements.

Douglas Moser: Six arrangements are executed. 5 arrangements are active.
Deliveries related to the 6™ arrangement begin in November 2020.

b. Please produce the written contract, and any amendments or supplements thereto,
for each of the referenced prepaid gas arrangements.

Douglas Moser: Please see the attached contracts.

c. Please provide all written company policies or guidelines on gas procurement
practices.

Douglas Moser: Please see attached filing requirement from the 2020-2021 Gas
Cost Rate Proceeding.



ES-1-16. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW St. No. 7, page 13, lines
3—-4. In PGW'’s view, what percentage of PGW’s supply needs over what time period would
it be prudent to acquire through prepaid gas arrangements. Please explain your response in
detail.

Douglas Moser: PGW hasn’t determined a final fixed percentage at this time.

ES-1-17. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW St. No. 7, page 12, line
13. Please explain in detail how the current average discount of approximately thirty cents
was calculated, and provide supporting documentation, if any, including workpapers in native
format with formulas intact.

Douglas Moser: Discounts are calculated by a prepaid arrangement counterparty. The
discounts are set forth in the contracts provided in response to ES-1-15 b.

ES-1-18. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW St. No. 7, pages 11-12.
Please explain in detail the volume of gas as a percentage of expected demand that PGW
has already contractually committed to purchase in each of the following years:

FY 2025
FY 2030
FY 2035
FY 2040
FY 2045
FY 2050

SO o0 o

Douglas Moser:

FY 2025 - 20.2%
FY 2030 - 23.82%
FY 2035 - 23.82%
FY 2040 - 23.91%
FY 2045 - 23.82%
FY 2050 - 4.53%

mo o0 o

ES-1-19. Please reference the Direct Testimony of Mr. Moser, PGW St. No. 7 at 12, lines 19—
22.

a. Please explain in detail how the approximate savings for FY 2020 as a result of
prepaid gas purchase arrangements was calculated, and provide supporting
documentation, if any, including workpapers in native format with formulas
intact.

Douglas Moser: Please see below.
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FY 20 Discount | Total Volume Savings per deal
Prepaid Deal #1 0.29 1,281,000 | $ 371,490
Prepaid Deal #2 0.4 2,015,504 | $ 806,202
Prepaid Deal #3 0.3 1,286,488 | S 385,946
Prepaid Deal #4 0.3 1,837,072 | $ 551,122
Prepaid Deal #5 0.3 745,500 | S 223,650
-3 -
Prepaid Deal #6 0.42
Total Savings S 2,338,410

b. Please explain in detail how the approximate savings for FY 2021 as a result of
prepaid gas purchase arrangements was calculated, and provide supporting
documentation, if any, including workpapers in native format with formulas
intact.

Douglas Moser: Please see below.

FY 21 Discount Total Volume Savings per deal
Prepaid Deal #1 0.29 1,277,500 S 370,475
Prepaid Deal #2 04 2,007,504 S 803,002
Prepaid Deal #3 0.3 1,095,000 S 328,500
Prepaid Deal #4 0.3 1,824,986 S 547,496
Prepaid Deal #5 0.3 1,277,500 S 383,250
Prepaid Deal #6 0.42 1,216,000 S 510,720
Total Savings S 2,943,442
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VERIFICATION

1. Daniel M. Furtek, hereby state that [ am the Vice President — Resource Management
and Technology for Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW™), I am authorized to make this verification
on its behalf, and that the facts set forth in the attached discovery responses which [ am
sponsoring are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. [ understand
that the statements herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904 (relating to

unsworn falsification to authorities).

Dated Daniel M. Furtek
Vice President — Resource Management and

Technology
Philadelphia Gas Works

(L0857906.1}



VERIFICATION

I, Gregory Stunder, hereby state that | am the Vice President — Regulatory and
Legislative Affairs for Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW”), | am authorized to make this
verification on its behalf, and that the facts set forth in the attached discovery responses which |
am sponsoring are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. |
understand that the statements herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904

(relating to unsworn falsification to authorities).

July 24, 2020 N W

Dated Gregory Stunder
Vice President — Regulatory and Legislative Affairs
Philadelphia Gas Works

{L0857906.1}



VERIFICATION

I, Joseph F. Golden, Jr., hereby state that I am the Executive Vice President and Acting
Chief Financial Officer for Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW?”), | am authorized to make this
verification on its behalf, and that the facts set forth in the attached discovery responses which I
am sponsoring are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. I
understand that the statements herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904

(relating to unsworn falsification to authorities).

July 24, 2020 dmex ) AL ﬂ.

Dated Josdph F/ Goiden, Jr. f
Executive Vice President
Acting Chief Financial Officer
Philadelphia Gas Works

{L0858310.1}



VERIFICATION

I, Bernard L. Cummings, hereby state that I am the Vice President — Customer Service
and Collections for Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW?”), I am authorized to make this verification
on its behalf, and that the facts set forth in the attached discovery responses which I am
sponsoring are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. T understand
that the statements herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904 (relating to

unsworn falsification to authorities).

July 24, 2020 W

Dated Bemard Cummifigs
Vice Presi — Customer Service and Collections
Philadelshia Gas Works

{LO8S7906.1}




VERIFICATION

I, Douglas A. Moser, hereby state that I am the Executive Vice President and Acting
Chief Operating Officer for Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW”), I am authorized to make this
verification on its behalf, and that the facts set forth in the attached discovery responses which I
am sponsoring are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. I
understand that the statements herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904

(relating to unsworn falsification to authorities).

ly 24,
July 24, 2020 ﬂ Z,//K{ _

Dated Douglas/A. Moser
Execptiye Vice President, Acting Chief Financial Officer
Philadélphia Gas Works

{L0857904.1}
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1. Executive Summary

YTD Summary

The following summary contains the key year-to-date findings of this study.

Overall Satisfaction — In 2017 YTD, 83% of respondents reported being satisfied® overall with
the most recent service request with Philadelphia Gas Works.

Contact Method — A majority of respondents in 2017 YTD indicated that they contacted
Philadelphia Gas Works by telephone (69%), followed by office visit (28%), and internet (4%).

Nature of Request — Thirty-two percent (32%) of respondents in 2017 YTD said that the nature
of their most recent request was to ask a billing question. Turn On/Turn Off Requests were the
second most popular (14%) followed by Universal Services (13%), Make a Payment (12%), and
Make Payment Arrangements/Inquiry about Customer Responsibility Program (10%).

Automated System — Four percent (4%) of respondents who called Philadelphia Gas Works only
interacted with the automated attendant. A majority of respondents in 2017 YTD indicated that
they spoke to a customer service representative (95%).

Of those who interacted with the automated attendant, 75% of respondents were satisfied with
the ease of navigation, 86% were satisfied with the ease of understanding phone instructions,
and 82% were satisfied with the relevance of choices provided by IVR. Of the 4% of respondents
who attempted to complete their transaction using only the IVR, 83% were able to successfully
complete their transaction.

Office Visit — The office most frequently visited in 2017 YTD was the West Office at 5230
Chestnut Street (25%), followed by the North Office at 1337 W. Erie Avenue (20%) and the
Frankford Office (17%). Common reasons for respondents visiting the office rather than calling
the customer service number were personal preference (23%), provide documentation (20%),
and to make a payment (18%), while (15%) of respondents indicated other reasons.

Office Visit Length and Time — Fifty-two percent (52%) of respondents visited the office in the
morning and 48% visited in the afternoon. Respondents were evenly split between visiting the
office less than 15 minutes (43%) and between 15 minutes and half an hour (43%).

Speak to Receptionist/Representative — Eighty-two percent (82%) of respondents in 2017 YTD
spoke to a receptionist and 85% of respondents were not transferred to a different individual
during their last contact.

1 For the purposes of this study, satisfied is indicated by a score greater than or equal to 7 on a scale of 1 to 10.

PGW TRANSACTION CUSTOMER SATISFACTION EXECUTIVE SUMMARY REPORT — NOVEMBER 2017 Page 3
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Contact Center —Overall, 92% of respondents in 2017 YTD were satisfied with the contact center
representative, including those who said they were satisfied with the representatives’
professionalism (94%), those who were also satisfied with the representatives’ ability to handle
their request (92%), and those who were satisfied with the representatives’ concern regarding
needs (91%). Eighty-five percent (85%) also reported being satisfied with the wait time required
to speak to a representative.

First Contact — Seventy-eight percent (78%) of respondents indicated that this was their first
contact with PGW regarding their specific request.

One Contact Resolution — Most respondents (87%) in 2017 YTD indicated that their request was
resolved with one contact.

Internet Interaction — A majority of respondents (92%) in 2017 YTD said they were satisfied with
their most recent internet interaction with PGW. Ninety-five percent (95%) of respondents were
able to complete their task online.

Visit to Home/Business or Property — Twelve percent (12%) of respondents indicated that
someone from Philadelphia Gas Works needed to visit their home/business as a result of their
contact.

Appointment Date and Time — In 2017 YTD, 90% of respondents were satisfied with the
appointment date and time provided to them.

Present for Field Service — Eighty percent (80%) of respondents during 2017 YTD were present
for the field service call.

Field Service Representative — Overall, 93% of respondents were satisfied with the field service
representative who handled their request. Ninety-five percent (95%) of respondents were
satisfied with the field service representatives’ knowledge, ninety-six percent (96%) of
respondents were satisfied with the field service representatives’ professionalism, and ninety-
six percent (96%) were satisfied with the respect the field service representatives showed for
their property.

Field Service Arrival and Completion —In 2017 YTD, 96% of respondents indicated that the field
service representative arrived within the specified time frame, 79% indicated that the field
service representative called in advance, 95% indicated that the field service representative
communicated the work was completed before leaving the job, and 85% indicated that the
service request was completed with one visit.

Rates — About two-fifths of individuals surveyed in 2017 YTD regard the rates Philadelphia Gas
Works charges for services as somewhat (25%) or very reasonable (14%). Conversely, twenty-
eight percent of respondents considered the rates to be either somewhat (15%) or very
unreasonable (13%).
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2017 YTD % Satisfied
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% Satisfied is equal to respondents scoring > to 7
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Key Findings for Respondent Contact Types Compared to Each Other (2017 YTD)
and Respondent Contact Types Compared to Themselves (month/quarter)

The key findings for quarters and months include results that reinforce the statistically significant
shift in response distribution for the current quarter/month when compared to the previous
quarter/month or compared to other respondent contact types.

Call Center

The proportion of respondents who spoke with a customer service rep as opposed to using the
automated attendant was significantly higher in Q2 (97%), Q3 (97%), and Q4 (97%) compared to
Q1 (94%).

The Nature of the Request continued to shift in November with 9% calling to inquire about the
Parts and Labor Plan which is significantly higher than every other month this year. Billing
Question was still the most common reason for contacting the call center (33%), yet the
proportion of customers calling for a billing question in Q4 (33%) was significantly lower than
every other quarter in 2017. Customers calling for Turn On/Off Request in Q4 (19%) is up
significantly compared to the first half of the year.

The Nature of the Request for Call Center respondents was significantly more likely to be for a
Billing Question (39%) than all other respondent contact types.

The proportion of customers who called PGW and spoke with a Customer Service Representative
in Q4 (97%) is significantly higher than Q1 (94%).

Among those who did use the automated attendant, average satisfaction with the ease of
navigation in Q4 was significantly higher (8.0) than Q1 (7.7) and Q2 (7.8).

Mean satisfaction with Wait time to Speak with a Representative was significantly higher in Q4
(8.5) than Q1 (7.9), Q2 (8.1), and Q3 (8.3) 2017.

Significantly more respondents in Q2 (88%), Q3 (90%), and Q4 (89%) reported O transfers
compared to Q1 (82%).

Call Center Customers Calling for the First Time Related to that Specific Request was higher in
Q2 (81%), Q3 (80%), and Q4 (80%) compared to Q1 (75%).

Compared to every other month this year, significantly more respondents in November (20%)
said as a result of their contact someone needed to make a visit to their home/property. This
also causes Q4 (17%) to be significantly higher than Q1 (13%), Q2 (12%), and Q3 (12%) this year.

The average satisfaction score for Overall satisfaction with field service representative was
significantly lower in Q4 (8.9) compared to Q2 (9.5) and Q3 (9.5).

The proportion of respondents in Q4 indicating that the field service representative arrived
within the time frame specified was significantly higher (9%) compared to Q2 (0%) and Q3 (2%).
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Commercial Resource Center (CRC)

Overall Satisfaction with the Most Recent Contact for Commercial Resource Center respondents
was significantly higher in Q2 (8.3), Q3 (8.3), and Q4 (8.4) than Q1 (7.5).

The Nature of the Request in November changed with 20% calling to inquire about Reliability and
Safety which is significantly higher than almost every other month this year. This also causes
Reliability and Safety in Q4 (13%) to be significantly higher than Q2 (4%) and Q3 (5%).

Commercial Resource Center respondent’s average satisfaction score with Wait Time to Speak
with a Representative was significantly higher in Q3 (7.8) and Q4 (8.0) compared to Q1 (6.6) and
Q2 (7.1).

Commercial Resource Center respondent’s average satisfaction with Wait Time to Speak with a
Representative is significantly lower (7.4) than every other respondent contact type (8.2 —9.2).

The percentage of CRC respondents reporting 0 Transfers was significantly higher in Q3 (77%)
and Q4 (83%) than in Q1 (58%) and Q2 (65%). However, they are still transferred (one time or
two times) significantly more often than Call Center and Field Service respondents.

CRC respondents’ mean rating for the Ability of Representative to Handle Request was
significantly higher in Q3 (9.1) and Q4 (9.2) compared to Q1 (8.3). The same quarterly trend is
true for the Concern Shown by Representative Regarding Needs and Professionalism of Rep.

CRC respondents indicated that as a result of their contact someone needed to make a visit to
their home/property significantly more often (19%) than all other respondent contact types.

Compared to other respondent contact types (15% - 20%), CRC respondents were not present for
the field service call significantly more often (43%).

Compared to almost every other month this year, significantly more CRC respondents in
November (55%) said as a result of their contact someone needed to make a visit to their
home/property. This also causes the percentage in Q4 (37%) to be significantly higher than Q1
(11%), Q2 (9%), and Q3 (22%) this year.

About half (45%) of CRC respondents felt neutral about the rates PGW charges for services. This
is significantly higher than all other respondent contact types.
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Office Visit

As usual, the most frequent nature of the most recent contact for Office Visit respondents was
Billing Question and Make a Payment. However, compared to months in the first half of 2017,
the nature of the most recent contact in Q4 for was significantly more likely to be a Collection
Question (8%) or a Turn On/Off Request (16%).

The Nature of the Request for Office Visit respondents was significantly more likely to be:
Universal Services (28%), Make a Payment (20%), and Make Payment Arrangements/Inquire
about CRP (15%) compared to all other respondent contact types.

The Nature of the Request was significantly less likely than all other respondent contact types to
be: Turn On/Off Request (9%) and Reliability and Safety (<1%).

Compared to the first 3 quarters of this year, significantly more Office Visit respondents in Q4
said Provide Documentation (28%) prompted them to visit the PGW office rather than calling
the customer service number.

Office Visit respondents were at the office between 45 minutes and an hour and more than an
hour significantly more often in November compared to October.

Office Visit respondents reported significantly higher mean satisfaction with the Wait-time to
Speak to a Representative (9.2) compared to all other respondent contact types (7.4 — 8.4).

The proportion of respondents indicating this was their first contact with PGW regarding this
request continued to be significantly higher in Q4 (82%), Q3 (78%), and Q2 (77%) compared to
Q1 (64%) 2017.

Office Visit respondents were significantly more likely than all other respondent contact types to
say their contact with PGW did not result in anyone from PGW needing to make a visit to their
home/business/property (92%). However, the proportion of Office Visit resp