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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Investigation into Financial and
Collections Issues Regarding the
Philadelphia Gas Works

Docket No. P-00042090
R-00049157
M-00021612
P-00032061

THE OFFICE OF TRIAL STAFF’S
ANSWER TO PHILADELPHA GAS WORKS’
PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND CLARIFICATION
OF FINAL ORDER

On November 12, 2004 Philadelphia Gas works (“PGW or the “Company”) filed
a Petition for Reconsideration and Clarification of the final Order in the above referenced

proceeding.

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code Section 5.572(e), the Office of Trial Staff (“OTS”) files

this Answer requesting the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“Commission”)

deny this Petition. The Company’s request for reconsideration must be denied because it

is merely an attempt to reargue issues which have been fully addressed and de&ided by
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Commission decision.! A Petition for Reconsideration under Subsection 703(g) may
properly raise any matter designed to convince the Commission that its discretion should
be exercised to amend or rescind a prior Order, in whole or in part.? It is not proper for
parties to seek reconsideration of issues which were specifically considered and decided
against them. Rather, such petitions are likely to succeed only when they raise new and
novel arguments not previously heard or considerations which appear to have been
overlooked or not addressed by the Commission.? |

Because the Company fails to allege new and novel arguments or considerations
that the Commission may have overlooked, its Petition for Reconsideration must be
dented. First, PGW asks that the Commission reconsider the denial of the Chapter 56
waiver requests. The Company’s sole reason for reconsideration of this issue is that their
economic predicament necessitates that all nine waiver requests be decided in their favor
because it will drastically improve the Company’s collections and cash flow.* The
Company presented this precise issue to the Commission in this proceeding. However,

the Commission expressly rejected the contention that waiver of the Chapter 56

: 66 Pa.C.S. § 703(g):
(g) Rescission and amendment of orders.--The commission may, at any
time, after notice and after opportunity to be heard as provided in this
chapter, rescind or amend any order made by it. Any order rescinding or
amending a prior order shall, when served upon the person, corporation, or
municipal corporation-affected, and after notice thereof is given to the
other parties to the proceedings, have the same effect as is herein provided for original orders.
Duick v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Company, 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553, 559 (1982),
see also, Pa. P.U.C. v. McGarity Moving Company, 2003 Pa. PUC Lexis 38
(August 26, 2003).
Id
PGW estimated that the granting of all nine waiver request would produce approximately $26.4 million in
additional collections and cash flow. The Commission Order is estimated to produce approximately $4.9 miilion.
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Regulations would solve the Company’s financial hardships.” The Commission was
sympathetic to PGW’s financial predicament, but admonished that the Company, not the
Chapter 56 Regulations, was responsible for the current financial difficulties.®
Accordingly, the Company’s request for reconsideration of the Chapter 56 Regulation
waivers must be denied because it is an attempt to reargue Commission decisions which
have been decided against them.

The Company seeks clarification of the Commission’s Order which granted
PGW’s request for a waiver permitting it to demand a deposit from customers who, after
being terminated, reapply for service.

The Company also asks that the Commission reverse its rejection of the Senior
Discount.

The Company contends that the Commission misunderstood the factual record
concerning the Company’s request to collect a $10.00 residenttial field visit charge for
going to a customer’s home to attempt termination of service. The Company claims that
this cost was approved in prior rate proceedings and that disallowance of this charge
requires that PGW be allowed to increase distribution rates to make up for the lost
revenue. The Commission fully addressed this issue and rejected the field visit charge
because PGW failed to sufficiently show that its costs of making termination visits were
not recovered through late payment and reconnection charges. However, the

Commission allowed PGW the option of raising this issue in its next base rate case filing

> Opinion and Order at 24.
6 Id.



and advised PGW to include detailed exhibits showing the cost components and
calculations of its charges for residential field visits, late payment and reconnection.”
Because the Commission fully addressed the Company’s argument and found that there
was not sufficient evidence to find in favor of PGW, the request to reconsider this issue
must be denied.

The Company’s final argument is that the Commission should reconsider its
refusal to allow PGW to require customers with existing liens or civil judgments against
them for unpaid PGW balances to enter into payment arrangements before service would
be reconnected. Again, the Company’s Petition for Reconsideration fails to present any
new or novel evidence on this issue. In fact, the Commission has heard and found this
argument meritless on two separate occasions.® In the Restructuring Proceeding and in
the above captioned proceeding, the Commission found that PGW’s existing lien
program was sufficiently successful in collecting liens and judgments.9 PGW’s attempt
to argue this point a third time must be denied.

The Company’s Petition for Reconsideration reargues issues that the Commission
fully addressed and decided in the hopes of a more favorable outcome. Accordingly,
OTS files this Answer requesting that the Commission deny the Company’s Petition
because it failed to raise new and novel arguments or considerations that the Commission
may have overlooked. Additionally, OTS offers the following enumerated comments as

further support that the Company’s Petition be denied:

Opinion and Order at 12-13.
: Opinion and Order at 17 (PGW admitted to collecting $8 million during the 2004 fiscal year).
Id



1. Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that the Company must improve its
collections and cash flow. It is denied that the Commission Order failed to provide the
Company with adequate relief.

2. Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that the Company must improve its
collections and cash flow. It is denied that the Commission Order failed to provide the
Company with adequate relief.

3. Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that the Company must improve its
collections and cash flow. It is denied that modification of existing Chapter 56
Regulations is required for the Company to increase its collection levels.

4. Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that the Company must improve its
collections and cash flow. It is denied that modification of existing Chapter 56
Regulations is required for the Company to increase its collection levels.

5. Denied. It is denied that the Commission Order failed to provide the Company
with adequate relief.

6. Denied. It is denied that the Commission’s analysis overlooked or failed to fully
consider record evidence.

7. Admitted.

8. Admitted.

9. Admitted in part. It is admitted that the Commission granted PGW’s request to
require a flat security deposit from customers who seek restoration of service.

10.  OTS is without sufficient knowledge or information to form a belief as to the

accuracy of the averments contained in this paragraph. OTS is not aware of the Bureau



of Consumer Services (“BCS”) interpretation of the Commission decision regarding the
double deposit for terminated customers who were reapplying for service during the
period October 1 through April 30.

I1.  OTS is without sufficient knowledge or information to form a belief as to the
accuracy of the averments contained in this paragraph. OTS is not aware of the BCS
interpretation of the Commission decision regarding the double deposit for terminated
customers who were reapplying for service during the period October 1 through April 30.
12.  Admitted. This information accurately reflects the content of the referenced
documents.

13.  Admitted. This information accurately reflects the content of the referenced
documents.

14.  OTS is without sufficient knowledge or inforrnation to form a belief as to the
accuracy of the averments contained in this paragraph. OTS is not aware of the BCS
arguments that support the contention that a double deposit can only be collected after the
winter moratorium.

15.  OTS is without sufficient knowledge or information to form a belief as to the
accuracy of the averments contained in this paragraph.

16.  Admitted. It is admitted that PGW faces a serious collection problem.

17.  Admitted.

18.  OTS is without sufficient knowledge or information to form a belief as to the

accuracy of the averments contained in this paragraph.



19.  Denied. The most obvious violation of the legal requirements for a Petition for
Reconsideration occurs with PGW’s arguments for its Senior Citizens Discount issue. In
its Petition for Reconsideration, PGW attcmﬁts to present reasons why the Commission’s
Order regarding the Senior Citizens Discount should be “reconsidered and reversed”. As
previously noted, the Commission has recognized petitions for reconsideration as proper
when the petitioner pleads “an error of law, the existence of newly discovered evidence,
or a change in circumstances.”'® In the instant Petition, PGW does not attempt to plead
specifically the legal requirements of either “an error of law, the existence of newly
discovered evidence, or a change in circumstances” as a basis for its Petition as it relates
to the Senior Citizens Discount Program. Instead PGW totally disregards the established
legal requirements for seeking reconsideration and reversal of a Commission’s Order by
implicitly requesting that the Commission give recognition to “fundamental
misconceptions” as a new legal standard. It is not surprising that PGW, in its zeal to have
the Commission reconsider its Opinion and Order, would invent a new legal standard
since the reconsideration requests cannot satisfy any of the required pleadings of “an
error 6f law, the existence of new discovered evidence or a change in circumstances”.
Accordingly, the Commission should summarily deny PGW’s Petition for
Reconsideration for its failure to comply with the well known legal standards for

Petitions for Reconsideration as set forth in Duick v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water

Company, 56 Pa. P.U.C. 553, 559 (1982).

10 Application of Superior Water Company for Approval to Begin to Offer, Render, Furnish or Supply Water

Service to the Public in Portions of Douglass Township, Montgomery County, 2004 Pa. PUC Lexis 16 (February 18,
2004), see also, Pa. P.U.C. v. McGarity Moving Company, 2003 Pa. PUC Lexis 38 (August 26, 2003).



20.  Denied. OTS respectfully submits that on the contrary it is PGW, who is

“absolutely and categorically incorrect” that its proposed discount will not reduce its

much needed monthly cash flow. In an unbelievable fashion, PGW argues that “the

evidence revealed that the means tested SCD would not contribute in any material way to

the Company’s cash receipts or cash working capital problems.” PGW continues its
baseless argument by stating that “while PGW’s proposal will decrease the rates for
additional seniors by 20%, the Company will recover this subsidy from remaining
customers in its Universal Service Charge.”

The arguments presented by PGW in this instant Petition suggest why there is
afundamental breakdown by PGW in fully comprehending the issues confronting this
utility. In that regard, the issue surrounding the Senior Citizens Discount deals with all of
the PGW customers between 150% and 250% of the federal poverty line. By way of
background, prior to September 1, 2003 all senior citizens received a 20% discount.
After September 1, 2003, nc.) senior citizens (other than the grandfathered senior citizens)
received a discount. For those senior citizens at or below 150% of the federal poverty
level, PGW’s customer assistance program is available.'’

Accordingly, the issue is whether those senior citizens between 150% and 250%
of the federal poverty level will receive a 20% discount. In addressing the issue of senior
citizens above 150% of the poverty level, it must be noted that PGW’s own witness, Mr.

Gyory, testified that “customers who are above 150% of the federal poverty level have

"' The Customer Assistance Program is also available to non-senior households at or below 150% of the federal
poverty level,



the ability to pay their bills.”'? This statement is record evidence and inescapable in any
determination regarding the proposed means-tested SCD. Additionally, Mr. Gyory’s
statement in PGW’s Petition for waiver of certain Chapter 56 regulations, suggests that it
is this group of customers who are above 150% of the federal poverty level, who are
unintentionally or intentionally experiencing difficulty in paying their bills. This
admission is significant because the difficulty experience by this claés affects PGW'’s
c;ash flow. Unlike any other Pennsylvania utility, the number of non-senior households
served by PGW between 150% and 250% of the federal poverty level is enormous and
accounts for a significant portion of PGW’s cash flow. If it were not for the enormous
amount of PGW customers living between 150% and 250% of the federal poverty level,
this entire issue may be addressed in another fashion, but with this many households in
this level of income, any discussion of these customers subsidizing anyone is somewhat
strange as it relates to a cash flow utility. As a cash flow utility, PGW relys on their
customer paying their bills in a timely manner. If the impact of these non-senior
households were not affecting PGW’s cash flow then Chapter 56 Waivers and gas costs
(Cash Receipts Reconciliation Clause) would not have been an issue. Any attempt to
recover a senior citizens subsidy from this group of customers, simply means more non-
senior households between 150% and 250% of the federal poverty level will experience
difficulty paying their bills. Contrary to PGW’s argument, it will not be a “wash”
transaction. In fact, it will be significant, when one considers the record evidence that

with every senior household served by PGW receiving a 20% discount, the Company’s

*2 See PGW Petition to Waive Certain Chapter 56 Regulations, Appendix A at 3-4; Tr. 662-663.



collection rate was 92%. Since September 1, 2003, with only the grandfathered senior
households receiving the discount, PGW’s collection continues to be 92%. This fact
suggests, very admirably, that senior households pay their gas bills in a timely manner.
The same statement cannot be made for non-senior households. This explains Mr.
Gyory’s testimony in support of Chapter 56 waivers. So the record evidence in this
proceeding is clear, the non-senior households served by PGW, for whatever reasons, are
not paying their bills which is affecting PGW’s cash flow. To add another level of
subsidies to be paid by this group of customers at this time is not a sound business
practice and not in the public interest. It is incredulous for PGW to argue that each rise in
gas costs causes a family to experience difficulty in paying their gas bills, butadding a
subsidy will not cause that same family to experience difficulty in paying their gas
bills.and

There is absolutely no credibility in PGW’s assertion that the annual incremental
cost of the means tested program is under $400,000 and the total average annual cost is
only $3.4 million through 2020. The record evidence clearly shows that PGW failed to
account for the cumulative effect of additional senior households enrolling in the SCD
program in subsequent years. In fact, PGW’s own witness did not disagree with the OTS
calculation of cumula_tive costs.”?
21. Denied. There is absolutely no way the SCD can actually “enhance” PGW’s
receipts as a percentage of amounts billed. On the contrary, as previously noted, senior

households are the one class of PGW customers who actually pay their bills in a timely

¥ Tr. 613.
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fashion and they should be applauded for this fact. PGW, in its zeal to gain approval for
the SCD, 1s having extreme difficulty in recognizing that the customers that are being
asked to subsidize the SCD are the same customers not paying their bills and creating this
ongoing cash flow problem. It is an oxymoron for a cash flow utility to ask customers
who already are not paying their bills to begin subsidizing customers who are paying
their bills and then believe that such an action will not affect its cash flow.

22. Denied. On the contrary, there is a significant discrepancy between OTS and
PGW’s projected cost of the SCD program. First of all, PGW’s projected costs was
based on enrolling 1300 seniors each year between now and 2020. The Commission
determined this was incorrect since it did not include the fact that the nation’s baby boom
population will be reaching age 65 in 2011. Additionally, the Commission only used the
year 2005 for illustrative purposes, the Commission could have relied upon any number
of years between 2005 and 2020 contained in PGW Exhibit — CP/CC-2, which was
reproduced as OTS Exhibit No. 1, Schedule 1 to illustrate that PGW’s projected cost for
the SCD are erroneous.'* In that regard, a review of OTS Exhibit No. 1, Schedule 1 and
by going to each year and subtracting Column 4 (the cost for a Reopened means-tested
SCD) from Column 5 (the cost for the closed grandfathered SCD) will result in an
additional cost of $60,838,979 if the Commission approves the SCD program to include

means-tested senior households above 150% of the federal poverty level."> Yet, to

" The 2005 year numbers are correct and there is no contradictory evidence relied upon by the Commission.
'3 These figures are PGW numbers.
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PGW’s dismay its own numbers do in fact call into question the accuracy of its estimates
regarding the impact of the proposed means-tested SCD.

23.  Denied. Make no mistake about this averment PGW and OTS’s numbers are not
consistent. The averment by PGW is no more than a red-herring to confuse the record
evidence.

24. Denied. The Commission did not mentioned the supposedly miminal_ costs
because these costs are not minimal. In fact are very significant with an additional
$60,838,979 cost over the period of 2005 — 2020.

25.  Denied. The Commission’s Opinion and Order accurately reflect the record
evidence in this proceeding.

26.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is denied that the Commission overlooked that
PGW was permitted to collect field visit charges in prior base rate proceedings. Rather,
in this proceeding, the Commission found that PGW failed to show that these costs were
not also being recovered through late payment or reconnection charges. The Commission
encouraged PGW to raise this issue its next base rate case, but advised the Company to
produce specific exhibits showing the cost components and calculation of these charges.
27.  Denied. It is denied that the Commission violated the legal principals requiring
just and reasonable rates.

28. Denied.

29. Denied. Itis denied that the Commission violated the prohibition against single
issue ratemaking by addressing the field visit charges separately.

30. Denied.

12



31.  OTS is without sufficient knowledge or information to form a belief as to the
accuracy of the averments contained in this paragraph.

32. Denied. Itis denied that the Commission failed to fully address and consider all
relevant issues relating to the field service charge.

33. Admitted.

34. Denied. Itis denied that the Commission failed to fully address and consider all
relevant issues relating to PGW’s proposed liens and judgments tariff revision. The
Commission is not required to consider expressly or at great length each and every
contention raised by the parties.'® Further, it is well settled that any argument not
specifically addressed is deemed to be considered and rejected. Therefore, the
Commission is not required to include an evaluation of PGW’s proposal in the Order.
35.  Admitted.

36.  Admitted.

37. Denied. Itis denied that the Commission must reconsider PGW”s proposal when
this issue has been addressed and rejected by the Commission in two separate
proceedings (restructuring proceeding and the above captioned proceeding).

38.  OTS is without sufficient knowledge or information to form a belief as to the
accuracy of the averments contained in this paragraph. OTS declines to comment on
what the Order appeared to do.

39.  Admitted.

1e Consolidated Rail Corporation v. Pennsylvania Public Ultility Commijssion, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa.
Cmwlth.1993); see also, University of Pennsylvania v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa.
Cmwlth.1984).
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40.  Denied. Itis denied that the Commission must reconsider PGW’s proposal when
this issue has been addressed and rejected by the Commission in two separate
proceedings (restructuring proceeding and the above captioned proceeding). It is further
denied that the Commission disposition violates due process requirements on either the

state or federal level.

14



WHEREFORE, for the reasons state herein, the Office of Trial Staff respectfully
requests that the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission deny Philadelphia Gas Work’s
Petition for Reconsideration as these issues have been fully and fairly decided in the

Commission Order entered on October 27, 2004.

Respectfully submitted,

RN

— Johnnie E. Simms
Chief Prosecutor

Richard A. Kanaskie
Prosecutor

Office of Tnal Staff

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Dated: November 22, 2004
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

v. . Docket No. M-00021612
' P-00042090
Philadelphia Gas Works R-00049157
P-00032061
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I am serving the foregoing Answer to

Philadelphia Gas Works’ Petition for Reconsideration and Clarification of the

Office of Trial Staff, dated September 22, 2004, either personally, by first class

mail, electronic mail, express mail, or by fax upon the persons listed below:

Daniel Clearfield, Esquire
Mark S. Stewart, Esquire

Wolf Block Schorr & Solis-Cohen LLP
212 Locust Street — Suite 300

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Gregory J. Stunder, Esquire
Philadelphia Gas Works

800 West Montgomery Avenue

Philadelphia, PA 19122

Stephen J. Keene, Esquire

Office of Consumer Advocate

555 Walnut Street
Forum Place - 5" Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923



Steven C. Gray, Esquire
Small Business Advocate
Suite 1102, Commerce Bldg.
300 North Second Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101

David M. Kleppinger, Esquire
Charis Mincavage, Esquire
McNees Wallace & Nurick, LLC
100 Pine Street

P.O.Box 1166

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166

Philip A. Bertocci, Esquire
Community Legal Services, Inc.
1424 Chestnut Street, 4™ Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19102-2505

Wendy Beetlestone, Esquire
School District of Philadelphia
Office of General Counsel
2130 Arch Street, 5" Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19103

William Kitsch
1233 Stanwood Street
Philadelphia, PA 19111

Renardo L. Hicks, Esquire
Anderson, Gulotta & Hicks, PC
1110 North Mountain Road
Harrisburg, PA 17112

Philip L. Hinerman, Esquire
Fox Rothschild, LLP

2000 Market Street, 10" Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19103-3291

Barbara Greening, Esquire
1904 Green Street
Philadelphia, PA 19130



Adrienne Glenn
6342 Ardleigh Street
Philadelphia, PA 19138-1002

Honorable Charles E. Rainey, Jr.
Administrative Law Judge

Pa. Public Utility Commission
1302 State Office Building

1400 West Spring Garden Street
Philadelphia, PA 19130

s

Tohnnie E. S)'Kms
Chief Prosecutor
" Office of Trial Staff

NOVEMEBER,

Dated: September 22, 2004
Docket Nos. M-00021612; P-00042090;

R-00049157 and P-00032061



212 Locust Street, Suite 300, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 1710}
Tel: (717) 237-7160 O Fax: (717) 237-7161 O www.WolfBlock.com

Daniel Clearfield
¥a)

Direct Dial: {717) 237-7173
E-mail: delearfield@wolfblock.com
=) ~r ——
January 4, 2005 =i s r“:—:
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= ~
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Commonwealth Keystone Bldg. Znd FlL.
400 Commonwealth Street

P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
Re:  Investigation into Financial and Collections lssues DOCUMENT
FOLDER

Regarding Philadelphia Gas Works; Docket Nos.
P-00042090, R-00049157, M-00021612, P-00032061
Dear Secretary McNulty:

Philadelphia Gas Works (“PGW") submits this correspondence in the above-referenced
matter to indicate its intent to discontinue pursuing and waive as moot certain issues raised in
its Petition for Reconsideration and Clarification of the Commission’s Opinion and Order entered
October 27, 2004 as well as its underlying Petition For Limited Waiver or Modification of PUC
Chapter 56 Rules and Administrative Interpretations. As the Commission is aware, the above-

referenced proceeding consolidated several matters before the Commission involving PGW.
Those matters included PGW’s request for waiver of various provisions of Chaprer 56 of the

Commission’s regulations, as well as administrarive determinarions and policies interpreting
those regulations, the Company’s petition for a means tested Senior Citizen Discount {(“SCD”),

and two issues regarding PGW'’s Restructuring Proceeding Compliance Tariff.

The Commission’s October 27, 2004 Order granted in part and denied other Chapter 36
waiver requests, denied PGW'’s request for a means tested SCD, and denied PGW’s position

regarding the Restructuring Compliance Tariff issues. On November 12, 2004, the Company
filed for reconsideration on the denied Chapter 56 waivers, the SCD and the Compliance Tariff

issues, and sought clarification as to the specifics of one of the granted waivers. On November
18, 2004 the Commission entered an order granting the petition for the purposes of further
considering it on the merits. The petition is pending before the PUC.

HAR:3618.1/PHI211-220875
Cherry Hill, N) ® Harrisburg, PA @ New York. NY & Norristown, PA @ Philadeiphia, PA ® Roseland, N] & Wilmington, DE

WollBlock Governmient Relations: Harrisburg, PA and Washington, DC
Wall, Block, Schorr and Salis-Cohen LLP, 2 Pennsylvania Limited Liability Partnership

-~
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James McNuley
January 4, 2005
Page 2

As the Commission is aware, since the filing of PGW’s Petition for Reconsideration,
Act 201 of 2004 has become effective. Act 201, adding Chapter 14 to the Public Utility Code,
mandates a series of changes and enhancements to existing PUC billing and collection rules and
interpretations. It also addresses the two Restructuring Tariff issues raised by PGW.

The enactment of Chapter 14 affects, to one degree or another, all of the waiver requests
made in PGW's Petition for Waiver. Several of the waiver requests which were denied in the
PUC's initial order are now mandated by Chapter 14." Most of the remaining requests, which
were granted in whole or in part, have also been superseded by applicable provisions of Chapter

14.°

One waiver request -- PGW's request for authority to impose a deposit equivalent to 4
months of a customer's bill when the applicant or customer has previously been terminated and
reapplies during the months of October through April -- was initially granted by the PUC
(although it was subject to a request for clarification in PGW's November 12, 2004 petition).
Act 201 would allow the Commission to continue to permit this deposit authority to be
available.” However, because, in its view, Chapter 14 represents an attempt to comprehensively
address collection enhancements for applicable utilities, PGW has elected to withdraw this
waiver request. As a result of the withdrawal, PGW will implement the new deposit authority
set forth in Act 201 and continue to take advantage of remaining deposit authority in Chapter

56.

Those requests are: PGW's request to be permitted to request a deposit from a new
customer (§ 1404); a request that income level 3 customers be required to pay the full
balance of any outstanding arrearage prior to reinstatement (§ 1407); expanding to
Friday the days on which termination is permitted (§ 1406(d)); limitations on the
number of payment agreements and the length of repayment periods (§ 1405); a request
to permit winter terminations for customers in income level 3 (§ 1406(e)); the time
periods for restoration after reinstaternent (§ 1407(b)); and the right to assign to an
applicant arrearages from the rates at which service is requested if the applicant

benefited from the prior service (§ 1407(d)).

Those requests which were granted, or granted in part are: the request that income level
4 customers be required to pay the full balance of any outstanding arrearage prior to
reinstatement (§ 1407); a request to permit winter terminations for customers in income
category 4 (§ 1406(e)); the waiver of the 48 hour notice requirement when personal
contact at a customer’s residence is not made (§ 1406(b)(iii)); and the time period in
which a termination notice will remain effective (§ 1406(b)(i)).

! Act 201, Section 1404(a).

HAR:56218.1/PHI211-220875



James McNulty
January 4, 2005
Page 3

Similarly, PGW sought reconsideration of two issues that the PUC had ruled upon in its
QOctober 27, 2004 Order regarding the Company's Restructuring Compliance Tariff: (1) the
tariff provision authorizing a $10 Residential Field Visit charge; and (2) a provision permitting
PGW to require applicants to pay amounts secured by liens or judgments as a condition of
reinstatement of service. These PGW requests were also authorized by Act 201.} In the near
future, PGW plans to file tariff revisions to conform its tariff to Act 201 and to reinstate these
two provisions. Accordingly, PGW respectfully suggests that the PUC defer ruling on these two
tariff provisions until these proposed tariff provisions are submitted.

Accordingly, PGW hereby informs the Commission and the parties that the only issue
the Company is continuing to pursue on reconsideration is the denial of the means tested SCD
proposal. PGW no longer seeks reconsideration or clarification on its Chapter 56 waiver
requests and hereby withdraws.them. PGW requests that the Commission defer considerarion
of PGW's Restructuring Tariff issues until the Company files a proposed tariff supplement to
comprehensively address the changes necessitated by the passage of Act 201.

If you have any questions regarding these matters, please contact me. Thank you for
your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

Daniel Clearfield
For WOLF, BLOCK, SCHORR and SOLIS-COHEN LLP

DC/jls
ce: Law Bureau
Cerrificate of Service

) Act 201, Section 1414(b) and (c).
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certify that [ have on this day, served a true copy of the foregoing document of

Philadelphia Gas Works’ upon the participants listed below in accordance with the requirements

of § 1.54 (relating to service by a participant).

VIA E-MAIL & FIRST CLASS MAIL

Tanya McCloskey, Esq.

James Mullins, Esq.

Steve Keene, Esq.

Office of Consumer Advocate

5th Floor, Forum Place Bldg.

555 Walnut Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1921

E-mail: TmcCloskey(@paoca.org
Skeeng(@paoca.org

Johnnie Simms, Esq.

Richard A. Kanaskie, Esq.
Office of Trial Staff

PA Public Utility Commission
P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
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Gregory J. Stunder

800 W. Montgomery Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 19122
Telephone: {215) 684-6878 — Fax (215) 684-6798

Senior Attorney Email: greg.stunder@pgworks.com
March 22, 2006
James McNulty, Secretary j }
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commls MAR 2 2 7006
Commonwealth Keystone Building )
2"¢ Floor, 1 North PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
400 North Street SECRETARY'S BUREAU

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Re: Re: Investigation into Financial Collection Issues Regarding the

Philadelphia Gas Works;
Docket Nos. P-00042090, R-00049157, M-00021612, P-00032061

Dear Secretary McNulty:

Enclosed for filing are the original and three copies of Philadelphia Gas Works' Customer
Responsibility Program Final Evaluation Report that is being provided pursuant to the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission’s October 27, 2004 Opinion and Order issued in the
above-referenced matter. As evidenced by the attached Certificate of Service, the parties of

record have been served in the manner indicated.

If you have any questions regarding this filing, please contact me at your convenience.

ORIGINAL

Enclosures

Respectfully submitted,

cc: Certificate of Service (w/enc)
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MAR 2 2 2006
Executive Summary PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
SECRETARY'S BUREAU

This report presents the findings from the 2005 Evaluation of Philadelphia Gas Work’s (PGW)
Customer Responsibility Program (CRP). PGW’s CRP assists eligible low-income residential
customers to pay their gas bills. The customer receives a monthly payment that relates to a

percentage of annual income, as well as arrearage forgiveness when bills are paid on time and in
full.

Introduction

Phi]adellphia Gas Works (PGW) implemented the Customer Responsibility Program (CRP)
in 1989" 10 provide low-income customers with affordable gas bills that still covered the
variable costs and some fixed costs of providing gas service. Since that time, the CRP has
evolved and gas rates have risen to the point where PGW is concerned that CRP payments
may no longer cover the variable costs of gas service, and that the burden of unaffordable
gas bills has shifted to low-income non-participants and to customers at the margin. The
costs of 0Ihe CRP subsidy costs averaged $114 per customer in 2004 and $163 per customer
in 2005.”

PGW commissioned this evaluation to determine CRP payment impacts, coverage rates of
variable and fixed costs by CRP customers, and to obtain informed recommendations on
how the CRP can be modified to better serve PGW, its low-income customers, and the
ratepayers as a whole. The evaluation also provides required information to the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC), Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) and
ensures that PGW’s Universal Service programs comply with all PUC regulatory
requirements.

The PUC ordered PGW to evaluate the CRP and answer the following questions:

1. How can Philadelphia Gas Works’” Universal Service program be more cost-effective
and efficient?

2. How can Philadelphia Gas Works’ Customer Responsibility Program be redesigned
so that it is more cost-effective and efficient while still preserving consumer
protection rights?

The evaluation of the CRP was designed to address these two broad issues by answering the
following questions.

;The Program operated from 1989 to 1994 as the Energy Assistance Program (EAP).

These are conservative estimates of the subsidy, as they include only the net CRP discount and not the arrearage
forgiveness. Including the arrearage forgiveness, the subsidy costs per customer were $123 in 2004 and $185 in
200s.
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1. Are CRP customers making their required program payments? How does this vary
by agreement type? How does this'compare to non-participants? What percentage of
GS bills and CRP bills do payments cover? :

-——2 —What-percentage-of -CRP-customers-apply-for-LIHEAP-Cash-and- Crisis-grants, and
UESF grants? What percentage of CRP customers obtain these grants and allocate
them to PGW? How does this compare to non-participants?

3. What is the variable cost of gas service?

4. To what extent do CRP required and actual payments cover the variable and fixed
costs of providing service?

5. To what extent do CRP participants reduce their arrearages through co-pay, arrcarage
forgiveness, crisis grants, and overpayment?

6. How effective is the collections process? What is the impact of the collections
process on CRP payments? Are collections costs for low-income customers impacted
by program participation? If so, what is the avoided cost?

7. Given the impact of the CRP on payment patterns and collections costs, would there
be a net benefit to PGW if non-CRP customers began participating in the program?

8. How can the payment structure be modified so that it is affordable for low-income
customers and so that payments cover the variable and some of the fixed costs of
providing service?

9. How should required payments respond to volatility in commodity cost?

10. How does communication between PGW and CRP participants affect program
performance? How can communication be improved, and what are the barriers to
more effective communication?

11. What changes to the CRP would benefit ratepayers, CRP participants, and PGW?
Are these changes consistent with PUC guidelines?

To answer these questions, the evaluation consisted of the following activities.

1. Evaluation planning and background research: APPRISE collected and reviewed all
documents related to the CRP and other PGW Universal Service Programs. The
purpose of this research was to obtain a better understanding of program
requirements, procedures, and operations.

2. Manager and staff interviews. APPRISE conducted interviews with the following
PGW personnel:

¢ Director of Regulatory Compliance
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Manager of Universal Services.
Manager of Planning and Procedures
Manager of the Cali Center
Supervisor of Collections

Manager of the District Offices

The purpose of these interviews was to obtain detailed descriptions of CRP policies
and procedures, how the CRP interacts with other Universal Service programs, and
areas for improvement in procedures or operations.

3. District office observations: APPRISE conducted observations at two PGW district
offices, where customers go to enroll in the CRP, re-certify for the CRP, discuss
payment problems, and apply for LIHEAP. The purpose of these observations was to
examine how program requirements and benefits are explained to customers and the
types of questions and concerns raised by customers.

4. Customer interviews: APPRISE conducted telephone interviews with a sample of
customers who currently participate in the CRP, who previously participated in the
CRP, and low-income customers who have not recently participated in the CRP. The
purpose of these interviews was to assess barriers to participation, difficulties that
low-income customers face when attempting to pay their gas bills, how program
operations can be improved, the rate of application for energy assistance, the impact
of the program on affordability, and whether and how retention rates can be
improved.

5. Data analysis: PGW provided APPRISE with data for customers who have
participated in the CRP and for low-income customers who have not participated in
the program but have received energy assistance benefits. APPRISE used these data
to analyze demographic characteristics of CRP participants, CRP retention rates;
arrearage forgiveness; and the impact of the CRP on affordability, payment behavior,
arrearages, service termination, collection costs, and gas usage.

6. Financial analysis: APPRISE conducted a financial analysis to determine the extent
to which CRP customers cover the variable and fixed costs of providing gas service,
and whether it would be beneficial to PGW to have low-income eligible customers
enroll in the program.

Customer Responsibility Program

Philadel?hia Gas Works (PGW) implemented the Customer Responsibility Program (CRP)
in 1989° to provide low-income customers with affordable gas bills that still covered the
variable costs and some fixed costs of providing gas service. Participants receive a gas bill

3 The Program operated from [989 to 1994 as the Energy Assistance Program (EAP).
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that represents a fixed percentage of their income and monthly arrearage forgiveness when
bills are paid on time and in full.

Eligibility and Benefits

Customers with income at or below 150 percent of the Federal Poverty Level are eligible to
participate in the CRP. Customers are not required to be payment-troubled to join the
program.

Benefits provided to customers who participate in the CRP are:

* A reduced payment equal to eight, nine, or ten percent of monthly gross household
income (minimum payment of $18 per month) plus a three dollar monthly co-pay
towards arrearages, if applicable.

e Arrearage forgiveness received each month that bills are paid on time and in full, and
the customer does not have a cwrent balance past due. The monthly arrearage
forgiveness is equal to 1/36 of pre-program arrearages, so if customers participate in
the CRP and pay their bills diligently for three years, they would have removed all of
their pre-program arrears.

e There are no limits on the annual maximum CAP credit or on consumption.

Program Qutreach

PGW does not have limits on participation for any of their Universal Service programs.
Their goal is for all eligible customers to apply to the program, so they attempt to let all
customers know about all of their programs. Customer service representatives are trained to
tell customers about all of the programs. While PGW has always encouraged customers to
come in and apply for the CRP, they have increased their outreach in the past year with
additional brochures and flyers.

PGW informs anyone who calls and may be eligible about the CRP. Other outreach
procedures for the CRP include brochures, PGW’s web ssite, bill inserts, and public service
announcements.

PGW conducts many activities to make customers aware of LIHEAP. Outreach for
LIHEAP includes special mailings to CRP customers, advertisements, and outbound calling.
In 2004, a record high number, about 70,000 customers gave PGW a LIHEAP grant. The
number has varied from 45,000 to 70,000.

CRP Application

Customers must visit one of PGW’s six customer service centers (district offices) located in
Philadelphia to apply for the CRP. The in-person visit is required to allow PGW
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representatives to inspect customers’ income documentation and discuss the documentation
with the customer.

During APPRISE's observations at one of the district offices, the following general
procedures were observed for CRP enrollment.

1. The representative asked for income documentation and Social Security cards for
each member of the household. The representative then calculated the customer’s
gross monthly income and entered it into the computer system to get the customer’s
CRP payment.

2. The representative reviewed the new CRP agreement with the customer, noting the
new CRP payment amount. The representative explained the $3 charge on the CRP
bill that is applied to the customer’s arrearage.

3. The representative explained the amount of monthly arrearage forgiveness and the
customer’s responsibility to pay his/her bill on time and in full in order to receive
arrearage forgiveness each month.

4. The representative told the customer that applying for LIHEAP was a requirement of
the CRP and explained how and when to apply, as well as how LIHEAP benefits are
credited to the CRP account.

5. The representative explained that the customer’s gas service could be terminated if
he/she misses more than one CRP payment.

6. The representative told the customer that he/she was required to re-certify for the
CRP after one year and explained the re-certification process to the customer.

7. The representative told the customer that he/she was required to accept CWP services
if he/she was chosen to participate in the CWP.

8. At the end of the contact, the customer signed the new CRP agreement, the
representative made copies of the income documentation and Social Security cards,
and the representative gave the customer a copy of the new CRP agreement and the
CRP brochure.

Evaluator observations at the district office were generally positive. They found the
representatives to be friendly and knowledgeable about the CRP requirements and benefits.
The representatives requested the required income documentation and Social Security cards,
and explained the CRP bill to the customer. However, in some cases, arrearage forgiveness,
re-certification, and other program procedures were not explained to the customers.

Customers complete a LIHEAP application during the CRP application process when it is
LIHEAP season. Customers are also referred for crisis assistance and UESF. During
APPRISE’s observations of district office procedures in June 2004, evaluators noted that
two thirds of the contacts included a mention of the LIHEAP grant.
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Representatives were trained to tell customers about the CRP, tell customers how to
conserve energy, and provide a brochure on energy conservation. When the Universal
Service managers monitored, they found that the representatives were not providing this
information. During observations of enrollments and re-certifications, APPRISE evaluators
‘did netonce observe the Tepresentatives disciiss eitergy conservation oroffer materials about
energy conservation.

CRP Re-Certification

CRP participants are automatically scheduled for re-certification on the eleventh month after
they enrolled or they last re-certified. The customer is required to send income information
to PGW or come into the district office with the information.

PGW’s Universal Services department receives about 1,500 to 2,000 re-certifications by
mail each month. A representative in the Universal Services department enters the data into
the billing system. About one third of the CRP customers re-certify by mail.

When a suspended customer re-applies for the CRP, the customer is considered to be a new
applicant. At this time the customer will have to pay all bills since he/she last left the
program to re-join. These bills are all charged at the CRP rate.

CRP Follow-Up and Removal
PGW classifies each CRP participant into one of the following statuses:
o Active: Current or less than one full CRP payment behind.

- o Defaulted: Greater than one full CRP payment behind, but still on the CRP and billed
as CRP.

e Curable: Two or more bills behind, but still on the CRP and billed as CRP.

» Broken: No longer on the CRP. The customer went through the collections process
and was shut off.

o Suspended: Removed from the CRP because of a failure to re-certify. If the customer
returns to the CRP, the customer’s status will return to active. If the customer goes
on another payment plan, the customer’s status stays on suspended.

e [nactive: Asked to come off the program or no longer quaiifies for the program. The
customer may no longer have gas service with PGW.

Customers are removed from the CRP because of:

» Missed payments
¢ Failure to annually verify eligibility
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» Ineligibility for the program
» The program is not beneficial for the customer.”

There. is_no_waiting period.for_a customer to be reinstated on the CRP after being removed.
Customers must only make up their missed payments and document their eligibility for the
CRP at a district office to be reinstated on the program. When customers return to the CRP,
they are required to pay all of the bills they missed since joining the CRP.

CRP Statistics

In an average month in 2004, there were 58,143 customers on the CRP. However, the total
number ranged from a low of 45,378 in October to a high of 63,899 in March. It is expected
that there are more customers on the CRP in the winter months when bills are higher, than in
the summer months when many CRP customers have a negative subsidy.

The total number of enrollments was just over 35,000 in 2004. The number of enrollments
ranged from a low of 1,593 in December to 4,414 in April when the moratorium period ends
and customers must make a payment arrangement or be terminated. In general, enrollments
are higher in the winter months than in the summer months.

This analysis of CRP participation and enrollment statistics shows that CRP participation 1s
generally higher in the winter months when subsidies are positive, and that this is at least
partially due to the fact that enrollment is lower in the summer.

Conservation Works Program

All CRP heating customers are placed on a waiting list to receive CWP services if they have
not received these services in the past five years. New lists are provided to the contractors
one or two times per year. Contractors start with the highest users and work their way down
the list.

There are some customers who are not willing to participate in the CWP. Some customers
call PGW to verify that the CWP is a legitimate program.

There are no set limits on CWP expenditures per home or average costs that are targeted.
Average expenditures are $600 per home, including all administrative costs. The goal is to
be cost-effective but to maximize the number of households served. PGW used to offer
more services to fewer customers, but there was pressure to increase the number of
customers served. They now provide fewer services but refer customers to other programs
such as heating repairs. They serve about 3,000 customers per year in the CWP.

The PUC has expressed concern about PGW's CWP because it is different from other
utilities” more comprehensive programs. PGW plans to implement a pilot where 100
customers will receive more intensive services and their savings will then be evaluated.

4 . .
This would be true for customers with low gas usage.
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Customer Assistance Referral and Evaluation Program (CARES)

The Customer Assistance Referral and Evaluation Program (CARES) is designed to help
customers with special needs, such as those who have recently experienced a family
emergency, divorce, unemployment, or a medical emergency. This program provides the
customer with a variety of referrals ‘to help with bill payment. Information on CARES is
provided in outreach that PGW does for LIHEAP and CRP.

There are two types of assistance that may be provided under the CARES program:

e “Quick-Fix” assistance offered by customer service representatives in the call center.
When customers are identified as special need, these representativés refer customers
to other programs that can help them.

o ‘“Case Management” assistance offered by the Universal Services department when
the customer needs more assistance than just a referral. PGW reports that Universal
Service staff will contact agencies directly if necessary.

All of the customer service representatives provide the CARES “quick-fix™ services. The
four union employees in the Universal Services department provide the case management
services.

Utility Emergency Services Fund

UESF provides a grant of up to $500 to help customers avoid shutoff or have their utility
service restored. This grant must eliminate the customer’s past due balance. Bill inserts
provide information on the program and also ask customers to contribute 1o the Dollar Plus
where they contribute one dollar or more per month.

To be eligible for a UESF grant, the customer must be terminated or threatened with a
shutoff. A UESF grant can only be received every other year, and there are very few grants
made during LIHEAP season.

PGW, PECO, and the Philadelphia water department share the annual UESF administration
costs, PGW’s annual share is approximately $150,000. PGW also matches all grants to
customers at the time the grant is made.

PGW requests customer contributions to UESF in their Good Gas News that is sent as a bill
insert. PGW customer service representatives are trained to ask customers to contribute to
the USEF. Customer contributions totaled approximately $52,000 in 2004.

Data Analysis

PGW provided APPRISE with demographic data; CRP program data; billing and payment
data; usage data; terminations data; and collections data. These data were furnished for
current CRP participants, past CRP participants, and low-income non-participants who
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received energy assistance grants. APPRISE used these data to analyze CRP customer
characteristics, customers’ retention in the CRP, and the impact of the CRP on affordability,
bill payment, arrearages, collections actions, service terminations, and gas usage.

Two factors must be weighed when selecting the sample for the impact analysis. First, when
conducting a program evaluation, the goal is always to include as much of the original
analysis group in the research as possible, so that the estimated results are not biased due to
elimination of distinctive subgroups. However, to provide good estimates of program
impacts, it is also necessary to restrict the sample to those customers who have a minimum
level and quality of data. Results, for the most part, are presented for those customers with
close 1o one full year -of pre and post enrollment data. This is necessary because bills,
customer payments, and assistance payments vary on a seasonal basis, and a full year of data
is needed to obtain an accurate representation of payment statistics, In the results described
below, the original analysis group consists of all customers who meet the group definition,
and the final analysis group consists of those customers who both meet the group definition
and have complete billing and payment data.

In the analysis we examine pre and post CRP participation statistics. The difference
between the pre and post-treatment statistics for the treatment group, or the 2003 CRP
participants, is considered the gross change. This is the actual change in behaviors and
outcomes for those participants who were served by the program. Some of these changes
may be due to the program, and some of these changes are due to other exogenous factors,
but this is the customer’s actual experience. Comparison groups were constructed for the
program evaluation to control for exogenous factors. The comparison groups consist of
similar low-income customers who did not participate in the CRP in the pre or post period.
The net change is the difference between the change for the treatment group and the change
for the comparison group, and represents the actual impact of the program, controlling for
other exogenous factors.

Results from the data analysis are summarized below.

e Rerention rates: Sixty-three percent of the original treatment group who enrolled in
the fourth quarter of 2003 remained on the CRP for a full year after enrollment.
Ninety-two percent of the final treatment group who enrolled in the CRP in the fourth
quarter of 2003 remained on the CRP for a full year after enroliment.

e Arrearage forgiveness: On average, the final treatment group who enrolled in the
fourth quarter of 2003 received arrearage forgiveness in four of the 12 months
following enrollment. The average amount of arrearage forgiveness received was
$182. Only nine percent of customers received greater than $500 in arrearage
forgiveness. Customers in the active status category at the time of data download
received the greatest amount of arrearage forgiveness, an average of $240.

o Re-certification rates: Forty-nine percent of the final analysis group re-certified by
the time of the data download in early 2005.
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o Affordability impact: The CRP had a positive impact on affordability for program

participants. The treatment group received an average CRP discount of $660, had a
net reduction in their asked to pay amount of $547, and reduced their energy burden
from 15.5 percent to 9.5 percent, a net reduction of 11 percentage points.

Customers who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003 were more likely to be in the
lower percentage payment plan groups, and therefore had higher discounts and
greater reductions in their bills.’ Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year
experienced greater impacts on affordability than those who did not, but even those
who did not remain for a full year experienced an increase in affordability.

Payment impact — coverage of CRP bill: Customers increased the number of cash
payments made from under seven in the year preceding enrollment to eight in the year
following enrollment. Cash payments increased from $711 to $798, a net decline of
$26 compared to the comparison groups. Total coverage rates increased from 71
percent to 84 percent, a net increase of 19 percentage points. Balances increased
from $1,539 to $1,611, but this was a net reduction of $229 compared 10 CG1 (non-
participants) and CG2 (2004 enrollees).

Customers who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003 had the greatest increases in
their cash and total coverage rates, and the greatest decline in shortfall and balances
due to their larger declines in bills. Customers who remained on the CRP for a full
year had greater increases in coverage rates, greater declines in shortfall, and greater
declines in their balances.

Customers with lower percentage plans had greater increases in the number of cash
payments made and coverage rates, and greater decreases in their balances. These
customers also had the greatest declines in the amount of payments made.

Payment impact — coverage of the GS bill: After enrolling in the CRP, total customer
payments covered a smaller percentage of the GS bill, both as compared to their pre-
enrollment levels, and compared to the change for the comparison groups. Total
coverage rates declined from 71 to 62 percent, a gross decline of nine percentage
points and a net decline of five percentage points. Shortfall increased from $475 to
$772, for a gross increase of $297 and a net increase of $194.

Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had lower coverage of their GS
bills than those who did not remain on the CRP for a full year. Customers in the
lower percentage plans had the greatest declines in coverage rates and the greatest
increases in shortfall on the GS bill. While customers in the eight percent plan
decreased their net coverage rates by 14 percentage points, customers in the ten

5 On September 1, 2003 PGW transitioned from the $30 minimum, 7.35 percent of income, and budget plus two
percent of arrears ptans to a $18 minimum, eight percent, nine percent, and ten percent of income plan. Customers
who fell into the ten percent of income plan may have called PGW after the transition and realized that it was no
longer beneficial for them to remain on the CRP. This transition may have caused the lower retention rates for the

ten percent of income group.
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percent plan increased their net coverage rates by three percentage points. While
customers in the eight percent plan increased their net shortfall on the GS bill by
$309, customers in the ten percent plan increased their net shortfall on the GS bill by
$68.

Energy assistance: Thirty-six percent of customers in the treatment group received
LIHEAP in the year prior to enrollment and 45 percent received LIHEAP in the year
following enrolhment, a gross increase of nine percentage points and an insignificant
net increase. The mean LIHEAP grant averaged about $240. Participants had a small
gross increase in the total amount of LIHEAP received, and a small decrease in the
total amount of Crisis and UESF assistance received in the year after enrollment,
resulting in a gross decline in total energy assistance of $29, and a net decline in total
energy assistance of $54.

Terminations: Customers received an average of 0.17 shutoffs in the year preceding
enrollment and 0.05 shutoffs in the year following enrollment, for a gross reduction
of 0.12 shutoffs and a net decline of Q.14 shutoffs. Both shutoffs at the meter and
shutoffs at the curb declined.

Collections actions: Customers had fewer collections actions after enrolling in the
CRP. The change in the total number of collections actions was a net reduction of 1.4
actions. Customers experienced declines in the number of returned checks, mail
actions, and field actions, and an increase in the number of phone actions.

Usage impacts: Customers in the treatment group increased their weather-normalized
usage from 1,184 ccf in the year preceding enrollment to 1,199 ccf in the year
following enrollment, a gross increase of 15 ccf, one percent of pre-enrollment usage.
The net change was an increase of 8 ccf, less than one percent of pre-enroliment
usage.

Customer Surveys

APPRISE conducted surveys with current CRP participants, past CRP participants, and low-
income customers who had not participated in the program. Key findings are summarized

below.

Indicators of Need for the Customer Responsibility Program: Past participants
showed less of a need for CRP benefits than current and non-participants. They were
more likely to have annual income above $20,000 and to receive employment
income, and were less likely to receive public assistance, non-cash benefits, or
LIHEAP. However, past participants were more likely to have disabled household
members.

Participation in the Customer Responsibility Program: Non-participants were not
likely to report that they knew about the CRP. Only 19 percent of non-participants
said that they were aware of the program. Those who were aware of the program
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were likely to have heard about it through informational mailings, customer service
representatives, or friends or relatives. Non-participants who knew about the
program did not enroll because they believed their income was too high or they did
not think they needed energy assistance.

¢ Re-Certification: Current participants were more likely than past participants to report
that they have re-certified for the CRP. Most current and past participants who had
re-certified for the CRP reported that the process was not difficult.

e  Undersianding of the CRP: Current participants were more likely than past
participants to report that they understood the CRP. Most current and past
participants reported that their responsibility was to keep up with payments, and that
they were required to notify PGW if their income changed. Customers were less
likely to know the duration of the program.

Current and past participants were most likely to state that keeping their gas service
and even monthly payments were benefits of participating in the program. Other
common benefits that customers cited were lower gas bills and reduced arrearages.
About 11 percent of current customers said that the arrearage forgiveness that they
receive makes them more likely to pay their bills.

e Energy Assistance Benefits: Current participants were more likely than past and non-
participants to report that they applied for and received LIHEAP benefits. The
majority of respondents who received LIHEAP benefits reported that they assigned
them to PGW. Respondents who did not apply for LIHEAP were likely to say that
they did not apply because they did not have time to apply, did not know about
LIHEAP, did not know where to apply, or because their income was too high to
qualify.

o Financial Obligations and Bill Payment Difficulties: Current and past participants felt
that the CRP had a large impact on their ability to pay their gas bills. While 63
percent of current participants said that it was very difficult to pay their gas bills prior
to participating in the program, only 15 percent said that it was very difficult to pay
their bills while participating in the program. Sixty-eight percent of past participants
said that it was very difficult to pay their bills prior to participating in the program,
compared .to 24 percent who said it was very difficult to pay their bills while
participating in the program.

Current and past participants also reported that the CRP helped them to meet their
other needs. While 64 percent of current participants said that they had to forego or
delay spending on food prior to participating in the program, 34 percent said that they
had to do so while participating in the program. Likewise, 66 percent of past
participants said that they had to forego or delay spending on food prior to
participating in the program, while 42 percent said that they had to do so while
participating in the program. They were less likely to say that they had to forego
several other bills as well while they were on the CRP.
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While non-participants were less likely than current and past participants to report bill
payment difficulties. they also showed a need for the program. Forty-four percent
said that it was very difficult 1o pay their gas bills, 53 percent said that they had to
forgo or delay spending on food, and 12 percent said that there was a time in the past
year thai they could not use their main source of heat because their gas service was
discontinued. :

e Program Impacr: Respondents reported that the CRP has been very important in
helping them to meet their needs. Seventy percent of current participants reported
that the program was very important, and 16 percent reported that it was somewhat
important. Fifty-six percent of past participants reported that the program was very
important, and 18 percent reported that it was somewhat important.

o Program Success: Past participants were most likely to report that they were no
longer participating in the CRP because they were no longer income-eligible, they
missed a payment, they did not re-certify, or they asked to be removed because they
did not see the benefit of the program. They felt that PGW could help customers to
stay on the program by providing better communication and reminders about the
program, greater flexibility with payments, lower payments, and an easier application
and re-certification process. Most said that they would re-enroll in the program if
they were eligible.

Broken, curable, and defaulted CRP customers were most likely to say that they were
unable to pay one or more of their CRP bills because they did not have enough
money, or due to unemployment or medical expenses. The majority of these
respondents were aware that PGW would terminate their gas service and that they
would have to make up the missed payments if they did not pay their CRP bills.

Most current participants were very or somewhat satisfied with the program.
However, thirteen percent of past participants said that they were somewhat or very
dissatisfied with the program. Most current participants said that they were very
likely to continue to participate in the program and would do so as long as they were
income-eligible.

Financial Analysis

The financial analysis examined the extent to which CRP customers covered the variabie
and total costs of gas service, and whether it is cost-effective to serve low-income customers
through the CRP.

Coverage of Gas Costs

CRP customers covered 96 percent of the short-run variable costs of gas service, and did not
cover any of the fixed costs in 2004, This implies that the other PGW customers provided a
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small subsidy to cover the costs of serving CRP customers. However, changes in several
factors could change the calculations above.

1. Gas prices: If gas prices continue to increase and customer payments and assistance
remain at the same level, a greater CRP subsidy will be required. If gas prices fall,
CRP customer payments may cover the short and even long-run variable costs. Given
the increases in gas prices between 2004 and 2005, it 1s projected that CRP payments
only covered 79 percent of the short-run variable costs in 2005.

2. Weather: The vyear that was analyzed was an average weather year. In a colder than
normal year, the coverage rate will decrease and the subsidy will increase. In a
warmer than normal year, the coverage rate will increase and the subsidy will
decrease.

3. LIHEAP: Currently, LIHEAP makes up for an average of 14 percent of the payments
received by CRP customers. If LIHEAP is reduced or eliminated, the coverage rate
will decrease and the subsidy will increase. If LIHEAP is increased, the coverage
rate will increase and the subsidy will decrease.

Another goal of the financial analysis was to éxarhine the percentage of total costs of gas
service that CRP payments. cover. As of January 2006, the total costs of gas service were
$20.4453 per Mcf. Because CRP charges are based on customer income and do not change
with the cost of gas service, there is no reason to expect that CRP payments would change
between 2004 and 2006. At a payment rate of $7.8898 per Mcf, CRP customers cover 3%
percent of the costs of gas service.

Cost-Benefit Analysis

We analyzed whether it is more cost-effective for PGW to have customers participate in the
CRP than to participate in the regular payment paths by comparing the change in bill
coverage, administrative costs, and collections costs for CRP customers to those payments
and costs for the non-CRP customers.

Administration costs are approximately equal for CRP and non-CRP customers. While
collections and shutoff costs decreased by approximately $16 per customer after CRP
participation, shortfall increased by $194, resulting in a net cost increase of $178 for CRP
participants,

Payment Program Design Options

This report describes the design of PGW’s CRP and analyzes the impact of the program on
customer payment behavior and program outcomes. The report then provides
recommendations for incremental changes to the CRP. When considering these incremental
changes, it is important to understand the full range of program options that exist, and the
potential advantages and disadvantages of these program alternatives. PGW, and the state of
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Pennsylvania, may want to consider the following four design elements that have been
implemented in other programs.

o Statewide program design, administration, and funding. PGW’s customers currently
face a large burden in providing a subsidy for the CRP. The cost to PGW customers,
including low-income non-participants, has increased as gas costs have risen, and
averaged $163 per customer in 2005.° A statewide funded program may allow for a
more equitable distribution of the costs of helping low-income customers that are
disproportionately found in the Philadelphia area.

¢ Program integration. The CRP is not cumrently integrated with LIHEAP. Better
coordination between the programs could lead to lower CRP subsidy costs for other
PGW customers.

o Fixed percent of income. The current fixed percent of income plan places a large burden
on other PGW customers. A fixed credit plan would provide less of a safety net for
program participants, but would provide a fixed benefit level that could be estimated and
planned for.

o Annual program participation requirement. The current CRP model does not require
customers to remain on the program for a full year. Adding this requirement would
simplify the program. It could also reduce program churning costs

Recommendations

This section summarizes the recommendations that are made in the report. Additional
information on these recommendations can be found in the body of the report or in Section
V111, Summary of Findings and Recommendations.

Program Administration and Procedures

1. Continue new requirement of re-certification every other year for customers who receive
LIHEAP grants. ‘

2. Provide additional training for district office representatives, emphasizing that they
educate CRP enrollees on arrearage forgiveness. termination for lack of payment,
LIHEAP, energy conservation, and make-up payments required if they re-enroll in the
CRP.

3. Make CRP credit more prominent on the customer’s bill.

4. Make arrearage forgiveness received more prominent on the customer’s bill.

Program Impacts
1. Stress arrearage forgiveness at the time of CRP enrollment.
2. Integrate LIHEAP benefit into the CRP payment formula.

S1r arrearage forgiveness is included, as well as the CRP net subsidy. the per customer cost was $185 in 2005.
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Financial Analysis

The following options are provided to increase coverage of the variable costs of gas service
and to improve the cost-benefit analysis of the CRP. :
Integrate LIHEAP benefit into the CRP payment formula.

Introduce CAP credit limits that vary by CRP tier.

Increase the monthly customer charge for arrearage reduction.

Enforce the CWP requirement for CRP customers with high gas usage.

Require wait-out period to re-enter CRP after leaving.

Create other procedures to prevent customers from leaving the CRP in the summer and
then re-joining in the winter.

AN o
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l. Introduction

This report presents the findings from the 2005 Evaluation of Philadelphia Gas Work’s (PGW)
Customer Responsibility Program (CRP). PGW’s CRP assists cligible low-income residential
customers to pay their gas bills. The customer receives a monthly payment that relates to a
percentage of annual income, as well as arrearage forgiveness when bills are paid on time and in
full.

A. Background

Philadelyhia Gas Works (PGW) implemented the Customer Responsibility Program (CRP)
in 1989 10 provide low-income customers with affordable gas bills that still covered the
variable costs and some fixed costs of providing gas service. Since that time, the CRP has
evolved and gas rates have risen o the point where PGW is concerned that CRP payments
may no longer cover the variable costs of gas service, and that the burden of unaffordable
gas bills has shifted to low-income non-participants and to customers at the margin.

B. Evaluation

PGW commissioned this evaluation to determine CRP payment impacts, coverage rates of
variable and fixed costs by CRP customers, and to obtain informed recommendations on
how the CRP can be modified to better serve PGW, its low-income customers, and the
ratepayers as a whole. The evaluation also provides required information to the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC), Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) and
ensures that PGW’s Universal Service programs comply with all PUC regulatory
requirements.

The PUC ordered PGW to evaluate the CRP and answer the following questions:

1. How can Philadelphia Gas Works’ Universal Service program be more cost-effective
and efficient?

2. How can Philadelphia Gas Works’ Customer Responsibility Program be redesigned
so that it is more cost-effective and efficient while still preserving consumer
protection rights?

The evaluation of the CRP was designed to address these two broad issues by answering the
following questions.

" The Program operated from 1989 to 1994 as the Energy Assistance Program (EAP).
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1.

Are CRP customers making their required program payments? How does this vary
by agreement type? How does this compare to non-participants? What percentage of
GS bills and CRP bills do payments cover?

2. —What percentage-of-CRP customers-apply-for-LIHEAP-Gash-and Crisis grants, and

10.

11.

UESF grants? What percentage of CRP customers obtain these grants and allocate
them to PGW? How does this compare to non-participants?

What is the variable cost of gas service?

To what extent do CRP required and actual payments cover the variable and fixed
costs of providing service?

To what extent do CRP participants reduce their arrearages through co-pay, arrearage
forgiveness, crisis grants, and overpayment?

How effective is the collections process? What is the impact of the collections
process on CRP payments? Are collections costs for Jow-income customers impacted
by program participation? If so, what is the avoided cost?

Given the impact of the CRP on payment patterns and collections costs, would there
be a net benefit to PGW if non-CRP customers began participating in the program?

How can the payment structure be modified so that it is affordable for low-income
customers and so that payments cover the variable and some of the fixed costs of
providing service?

How should required payments respond to volatility in commodity cost?

How does communication between PGW and CRP participants affect program
performance? How can communication be improved, and what are the barriers to
more effective communication?.

What changes to the CRP would benefit ratepayers, CRP participants, and PGW?
Are these changes consistent with PUC guidelines?

To answer these questions, the evaluation consisted of the following activities.

1.

2.

Evaluation planning and background research: APPRISE collected and reviewed all
documents related to the CRP and other PGW Universal Service Programs. The
purpose of this research was to obtain a better understanding of program
requirements, procedures, and operations.

Manager and staff interviews: APPRISE conducted interviews with the following
PGW personnel:

e Director of Regulatory Compliance
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. Manager of Universal Services.
e Manager of Planning and Procedures
e Manager of the Call Center
e__Supervisorof-Collections — -...— -
e Manager of the District Offices

The purpose of these interviews was to obtain detailed descriptions of CRP policies
and procedures, how the CRP interacts with other Universal Service programs, and
areas for improvement in procedures or operations.

3. District office observations: APPRISE conducted observations at two PGW district

offices, where custiomers go to enroll in the CRP, re-centify for the CRP, discuss
payment problems, and apply for LIHEAP. The purpose of these observations was to
examine how program requirements and benefits are explained to customers and the
types of questions and concerned raised by customers.

Customer interviews: APPRISE conducted telephone interviews with a sample of
customers who currently participate in the CRP, who previously participated in the
CRP, and low-income cusiomers who have not recently participated in the CRP. The
purpose of these interviews was to assess barriers to participation, difficulties that
low-income customers face when attempting to pay their gas bills, how program
operations can be improved, the rate of application for energy assistance, the impact
of the program on affordability, and whether and how retention rates can be
improved.

Data analysis: PGW provided APPRISE with data for customers who have
participated in the CRP and for low-income customers who have not participated in
the program but have received energy assistance benefits. APPRISE used these data
to analyze demographic characieristics of CRP participants; CRP retention rates;
arrcarage forgiveness; and the impact of the CRP on affordability, payment behavior,
arrearages, service termination, collection costs, and gas usage.

Financial analysis: APPRISE conducted a financial analysis to determine the extent
to which CRP customers cover the variable and fixed cost of providing gas service
and whether it would be beneficial to PGW to have low-income eligible customers
enroll in the program.

C. Organization of the Report

Seven sections follow this introduction.

1) Section Il — Customer Responsibility Program: Provides a detailed description of the

Customer Responsibility Program.

APPRISE incorporated Page 3



www.appriseinc.org Introduction

2)

Section III — QOther Universal Service Programs: Provides a description of the
Conservation Works Program (CWP), the Customer Assistance Referral and
Evaluation Program (CARES), and the Utility Emergency Services Fund (UESF).

- --3) -Section-1V — Data Analysis: Provides- analysis of participant demographics; CRP

4)

)

6)

”

retention rates; arrearage forgiveness; and the impact of the program on affordability,
payments, arrearages, service termination, collections, and gas usage.

Section V — Customer Survey Results: Provides.a summary of the findings from the
survey of current participants, former participants, and low-income non-participants.

Section VI — Financial Analysis: Describes the financial analysis that was undertaken,
analyzes the extent to which customer payments cover the variable and fixed costs of
providing gas service, and compares the cost of serving customers through the CRP to
serving them through the regular payment method.

Section VII — Payment Program Design Options: Provides a summary of the key
elements of the PGW CRP, describes options for each element that have been
implemented by other states and utilities, and summarizes advantages and
disadvantages of each design option.

Section VIII —~ Summary of Findings and Recommendations: Provides a summary of
the findings and recommendations from all of the evaluation activities.

APPRISE prepared this report under contract to PGW. PGW facilitated this research by
furnishing program data to APPRISE. Any errors or.omissions in this report are the
responsibility of APPRISE. Further, the statements, findings, conclusions, and
recommendations are solely those of analysts from APPRISE and do not necessarily reflect
the views of PGW.
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II. Customer Responsibility Program

Phl}ade]phla_Gas_Works (PGW,_implemented-the-Customer-Responsibility Program (CRP). in
1989 1o provide low-income customers with affordable gas bills that still covered the variable
costs and some fixed costs of providing gas service. Participants receive a gas bill that
represents a fixed percentage of their income and monthly arrearage forgiveness when bills are
paid on time and in full. This section of the report provides a detailed description of program
requirements, procedures, and implementation. The findings in this section are based upon
reviews of program documents, analysis of program statistics, interviews with PGW personnel
who have responsibilities related to the CRP, and observations at PGW district offices.

A. PGW Low-Income Customers

PGW has 480,000 residential customers. About half of these customers have income below
200 percent of the poverty level, and about half of these low-income customers do not
regularly pay their bills.

PGW estimates that they have about 135,000 to 150,000 low-income customers. They have
137,000 identified low-income households, defined as CRP customers, customers who have
received any type of grant, and Level 1 and 2 households.

PGW believes that most of these low-income customers are payment-troubled, but the CRP
is not reserved for payment-troubled customers. There are approximately 65,000 customers
on the CRP. There are approximately 65,000 other customers on the senior discount and
PGW believes that some of these customers would qualify for the CRP.

PGW does perceive that their customer profile has worsened over the past few years, and
that more customers are payment-troubled. They state that this is a reflection of the increase
in the average gas bill. With recent increases in gas prices, PGW managers report that bill
averages for residential heating customers have gone from $900 to over $1,700 per year and
are expected to reach $2,100 next year.

B. Eligibility and Benefits

Customers with income at or below 150 percent of the Federal Poverty Level are eligible to
participate in the CRP. Customers are not required to be payment-troubled to join the
program.

Benefits provided to customers who participate in the CRP are:

¥ The Program operated from 1989 to 1994 as the Energy Assistance Program (EAP).
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e A reduced payment equal to eight, nine, or ten percent of monthly gross household
" income (minimum payment of $18 per month) plus a three dollar monthly co-pay
towards arrearages if applicable.

o Arrcarage forgiveness received each month that bills are paid on time and in full, and
the customer does not have a current balance past due. The monthly arrearage
forgiveness is equal to 1/36 of pre-program arrearages, so if customers participate in
the CRP and pay their bills diligently for three years, they would have removed all of
their pre-program arrears.

e There are no limits on the annual maximum CAP credit or on consumption.

C. Program Outreach Procedures

PGW does not have limits on participation for any of their Universal Service programs.
They report that their goal is for all eligible customers to apply to the program, so they
‘attempt to let all customers know about all of their programs. Customer service
representatives are trained to tell customers about all of the programs. While PGW has
always encouraged customers to come in and apply for the CRP, they report that they have
increased their outreach in the past year with additional brochures and flyers.

PGW informs anyone who calls and may be eligible about the CRP. Other outreach
procedures for the CRP include:

e Brochures are distributed throughout the city and are available n district offices

o Information on the CRP is on PGW’s web site

e There is a bill insert with information about the Universal Service programs at least
four times per year

e Public service announcements are made about the CRP and all payment plans

PGW does everything they can to make customers aware of LIHEAP. Outreach for
LIHEAP includes:

e During the LIHEAP season, PGW does special mailings to CRP customers

e PGW makes radio and newspaper advertisements, and {ree public announcements on
cable stations

e PGW once did a match of all potentially low-income customers with DPW and sent a
special invitation to apply to those customers on public assistance

e PGW hires an outside contractor to do outbound calling to 135,000 customers who
are potentially eligible for the program. They ask the customers if they have applied,
if they are planning on applying, and provide information on where apphcatlons are
taken

o All low-income customers receive postcards, letters, and are called several times
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PGW reported that in 2004, a record high number, about 70,000 gave PGW a grant. The
number has varied from 45,000 to 70,000.

D. Enroliment-Procedures—-—--

Customers must visit one of PGW’s six customer service centers (district offices) located in
Philadelphia to apply for the CRP. There are several reasons that PGW requires the in-
person Visit,

1. The in-person visit is required to allow PGW representatives to inspect customers’
income documentation and discuss the documentation with the customer.

2. PGW has found that when customers mail income documentation ‘into their office (as
required for re-certification), they often do not send everything that is needed and an
additional information request must be made to the customer.

3. PGW auditors have recommended that the company work diligently to ensure that all
participants are eligible for the program.

PGW sends a field collector to customers who are homebound so that they do not have to
come to the district office to fill out the CRP application. PGW reports that they are very
careful in determining if the customer is really homebound. They are currently completing
about 20 home applications per week.

During APPRISE’s observations at one of the district offices, the following gencrall
procedures were observed for CRP enrollment.

1. The representative asked for income documentation and Social Security cards for
each member of the household. The representative then calculated the customer’s
gross monthly income and entered it into the computer system to get the customer’s
CRP payment.

2. The representative reviewed the new CRP agreement with the customer, noting the
new CRP payment amount. The representative explained the $3 charge on the CRP
bill that is applied to the customer’s arrearage.

3. The representative explained the amount of monthly arrearage forgiveness and the
customer’s responsibility to pay his/her bill on time and in full to receive arrearage
forgiveness each month.

4. The representative told the customer that applying for LIHEAP was a requirement of
the CRP program and explained how and when to apply, as well as how LIHEAP
benefits are credited to the CRP account.

5. The representative explained that the customer’s gas service could be terminated if
he/she misses more than one CRP payment.
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6. The representative told the customer that he/she was required to re-certify for the
CRP after one year and explained the re-certification process to the customer.

7. The representative told the customer that he/she was required to accept CWP services
—~——if-he/she-was-chosen-to-participate-in-the-EWP-

8. At the end of the contact, the customer signed the new CRP agreement, the
representative made copies of the income documentation and Social Security cards,
and the representative gave the customer a copy of the new CRP agreement and the
CRP brochure.

The following forms of income verification are accepted by the representatives:

Social Security statements

Pay stubs for a full month

Employer letter with wage documentation

W2 forms in January only

DPA card or eligibility notice

Unemployment compensation check stubs for 30 days pay
Unemployment eligibility notice

Food stamp eligibility letter from DPA (if no income)
Proof of how everyday living expenses are met if customer claims no income or very
low income

Income support document

Letter from supporter

Copy of checks from supporter

Rent receipt or tenant statement

PGW has considered various measures to ensure that applicants are eligible for the CRP.
They previously tested a credit bureau tool that provided a forecasted income range based on
the information that was provided by the customers. It also furnished the customers’ total
monthly payments, including mortgage, car, and credit card, and provided information as to
whether those payments were delinquent. PGW decided not to use this tool because they
found inconsistencies with the information that was provided and the product did not match
with PGW’s computer system.

Managers reported that customers do not have problems with the enrollment process. PGW
has been using the same CRP application method for a long time, and there are no general
complaints about the application process. Some customers are annoyed when they did not
bring all of the required information to the district office. Many of the customers are
recycling and they are familiar with the application requirements. The main complaint is the
wait time in the district offices and the condition of the offices. The lines are especially long
when the weather starts to get cold for customers who want to have their service turned on,
and in April when the moratorium ends.
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Evaluator observations at the district office were generally positive. They found the
representatives to be friendly and knowledgeable about the CRP requirements and benefits.
The representatives requested the required income documentation and Social Security cards,
and explained the CRP bill to the cusiomer. However, the representatives explained the

arrearage reduction portion of the bill in fewer than one-third of the enrollments. In over
three quariers of the observations, the representative discussed the amount of arrcarage
forgiveness the customer would receive each month, and explained that the customer must
pay his/her bill on time and in full to receive this arrearage forgiveness. Less than one third
of the observations included a notification to the customer that his/her gas service could be
shut off if he/she missed one CRP payment. In just over half of the observations, the
representative explained the re-certification requirement, and told the customer how to re-
certify in one-third of the cases,

Customers complete a LIHEAP application during the CRP application process when it is
LIHEAP season. Customers are referred for crisis assistance and UESF if they are already
participating in CRP and are behind on their bills. During APPRISE’s observations of
district office procedures in June 2004, evaluators noted that two thirds of the contacts
included a mention of the LIHEAP grant. This included half that said the LIHEAP
application is a requirement of the program, one-third that told the customer how and/or
when to apply for LIHEAP, and one fifth that explained how the LIHEAP grant is credited
to the customer’s account while the customer is participating in the CRP.

PGW reports that representatives were trained to tell customers about the CRP, tell
customers how to conserve energy, and provide a brochure on energy conservation. When
the Universal Service managers monitored, they found that the representatives were not
providing this information. Representatives said that they did not have time to go over
everything. Now they are supposed to inform customers of their responsibility in the
program and provide the conservation brochure. However, there is a concern that the
district offices do not inform PGW’s Universal Services department when they run out of
brochures. During observations of enrollments and re-certifications, APPRISE evaluators
did not once observe the representatives discuss energy conservation or offer materials about
energy conservation. They did observe in one-third of the instances that the representative
told the customer that he/she would be required to accept CWP services if selected for the
program.

PGW’s quality assurance department is responsible for monitoring phone calls at the call
center. However, the CRP is not the focus of quality control. Universal Services staff.have
not monitored for a while, but in the past they were not completely satisfied with what they
observed. Currently, there is greater enforcement of the requirement to offer the CRP to all
customers who may be eligible. A private contractor, Metrics Matrix, surveys 400
customers each month on the quality of their experience with the customer service
representatives.  If the customer ratings are not high enough, the representatives receive
additional training. As a result, representatives have been more consistent in providing
information about the CRP.
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PGW placed more emphasis on conservation, and there was more customer concern about
energy conservation when there were excess usage charges associated with the CRP.
Currently, customers on the CRP are not very concerned about their usage because-it does
not impact their bill. Customers’ homes are in very bad condition, so it is difficult for them
to reduce the-amount of-gas-used: e

Customers are placed on CRP billing immediately after their CRP application has been
processed. The next bill they receive after the application will be a CRP bill.

E. Requirements
PGW imposes the following requirements on CRP participants:

1. Pay bills on time and in full
. Apply for and assign LIHEAP to PGW
3. Allow Automatic Meter Reading (AMR} device to be installed (This is no longer an
issue because there is a 98 percent saturation. If the customer-does not have it, PGW
will set up an appointment to do so. This is required for all customers, not just CRP.)
4. Accept conservation, weatherization, and education if offered
5. Recertify at least annually

There is currently no penalty for customers who do not receive a LIHEAP grant. Prior to
restructuring, customers were billed a LIHEAP make-up charge if they did not apply for a
LIHEAP grant.’

[

PGW does not have an automated process to remove customers from the CRP if they do not
receive CWP services. For the most part, if the customer pays the CRP bills, PGW does not
want to pénalize the customer. In the last few years, very few customers were removed
from the CRP for this reason.

Customers’ monthly payments are first credited to their monthly CRP bill, and then to pre-
program arrears. Payments above the current amount due are not applied to the next
month’s bill, as PGW aims to establish regular payment patterns. PGW does not receive
many complaints about this procedure, and if they do receive a complaint, they will make a
manual adjustment.

Customers who participate in the CRP are strongly encouraged to apply for LIHEAP, as
these benefits help to pay for the cost of the program. When a customer receives a LIHEAP
benefit, the benefit is applied to the customer’s bill, and then netted out so that the grant is
only applied to the CAP .credit. The grant does not reduce the customer’s arrearages or the
required monthly payment.

® At one point the charge was changed so that if customers showed that they received a grant and assigned it to
anGther utility company, they did not receive the LIHEAP make-up charge.
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PGW reported that they had a record high LIHEAP penetration with 70 percent of eligible
customers awarding LIHEAP benefits to PGW in 2004. About half of these were CRP
customers, but they might not have been CRP at the time they applied for LIHEAP.

Crisis grants and UESF grants (and any other assistance grants) are applied to- the
customer’s account like any other payment. The payment goes toward current arrears. Any
left over goes o pre-program arrears.

F. Re-certification

PGW had an IT system conversion in 1999. At this time, there were many problems with
their computer systems, and PGW was not able to conduct CRP re-certification. Starting in
late summer to early fall of 2002 they wanted to re-certify all CRP customers, due to this
break in the re-certification process. Since that time, PGW has re-certified all CRP
participants each year. Starting in the first quarter of 2005, they will allow customers to re-
certify every two years if they received a LIHEAP cash grant in the past year. This is in
response to a BCS suggestion that re-certification should be conducted less frequently.

CRP participants are automatically scheduled for re-certification on the eleventh month after
they enrolled or they last re-certified. PGW’s billing system automatically sends the
customer a letter, two forms, and an envelope to return the information in. The customer is
required to send income information to PGW or come into the district office with the
information. Most customers re-certify by mail.

If the CRP participant does not respond to the re-certification request by the twelfth month
following enrollment or the last re-certification, PGW will send a notice stating that the
customer has defaulted. The customer then has 45 additional days to re-certify. If the
customer does not re-certify within that time period, the customer is placed on the list to-
receive a call from the collections department.

Ten days prior to the end of the 45-day period, PGW sends the customer a final notice.
After the 45-day period ends, PGW’s computer system automatically suspends the customer
from CRP and all frozen arrears become due. The customer must visit a district office and
cure any unpaid CRP bill to be re-instated on the CRP. All unpaid CRP bills must be paid at
this time for re-instatement. If the customer does not become re-instated on the CRP, the
customer will enter regular collections and be eligible for termination.

PGW’s Universal Services department receives about 1,500 to 2,000 re-certifications by
mail each month. A representative in the Universal Services department enters the data into
the billing system. About one third of the CRP customers re-certify by mail.

When a suspended customer re-applies for the CRP, the customer is considered to be a new
applicant. At this time the customer will have to pay all bills since he/she last left the
program in order to re-join. These bills are all charged at the CRP rate.
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G. Follow-up and Removal

PGW classifies each CRP participant into one of the following statuses:

- —Active:-Current-or-less-than-one-ful- GRP-payment behind.

Defaulted: Greater than one full CRP payment behind, but still on the CRP and billed
as CRP.

Curable: Two or more bills behind, but are still on the CRP and billed as CRP.

Broken: No longer on the CRP. The customer went through the collections process
and was shut off,

Suspended: Removed from the CRP because of a failure to re-certify. If the customer
returns to the CRP, the customer’s status will return to active. If the customer goes
on another payment plan, the customer’s status stays on suspended.

Inactive: Asked to come off the program or no longer qualifies for the program. The
customer may no longer have gas service with PGW.,

PGW’s Universal Service department examines CRP aggregate usage each month, but does
not monitor individual usage. PGW has not found that participants’ usage increases after
entering the CRP. This may be because the customers were not paying their bills prior to
entering the program, or because the housing stock is so bad that it is difficult to reduce

usage.

Customers are removed from the CRP because of:

a o * o

Missed payments
Failure to annually verify eligibility
Ineligibility for the program

The program is not beneficial for the customer. 0

PGW’s collections process begins when a CRP participant is one full payment behind. This
means that if the monthly CRP payment is $60, the customer does not enter collections until
$60 is owed.!! PGW staff believe that customers are currently paying better than they had
previously because PGW said they would shut the customers off if they did not pay their
bills, and then PGW followed through with this warning.

When the customer is one full payment behind, PGW sends the customer a 10-day notice,
and will then attempt to contact the customer by phone. If the contact attempt is successful,

9 rhis would be true for low users. .
' PGW staff stated that customers who make partial payments should be terminated, but that there should be a

minimum amount owed of at least $18.
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PGW can shut the customer off at the field visit after the 10 days have expired. If the phone
call was not a successful contact, PGW must conduct a 2-day field notice, after which they
can terminate the customer.

PGW has a difficult time terminating customers because the majority of the shutoff valves
are located inside their homes. If PGW cannot obtain access to the home, they have to shut
off at the curb or dig.

There is no waiting period for a customer to be reinstated on the CRP after being removed.
PGW used to have a one-year waiting period, but they discontinued that in 2002. There are
some utilities that showed customers would leave in the summer and then come back, and
they have piloted a stay out period.

Customers must only make up their missed payments and document their eligibility for the
CRP at a district office to be reinstated on the program. According to new legis]ation'z,
customers with income below 135 percent of the poverty level have only one option, which
is the CRP. This is true for all customers except where the budget bill is more affordable
than the CRP". Previously, customers could have a Level 1 payment arrangement and
would not have to pay off all of the missed CRP payments. When customers return to the

CRP, they are required to pay all of the bills they missed since joining the CRp."

Participation Statistics

PGW does not limit CRP enrollment, and has never done so. Table II-1 displays the number
of CRP customer billings for each month in 2004. This table shows that in an average
month there were 58,143 customers on the CRP. However, the total number ranges from a
low of 45,378 in October to a high of 63,899 in March. This is as expected, i.e., that there
are more customers on the CRP in the winter months when bills are higher, than in the
summer months when many CRP customers have a negative subsidy.

Table I1-1
2004 CRP Customer Billings

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jui Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec | Average
518 | 2,170 | 2,072 | 2256 | 2,310 | 2,317 | 2.215 | 2,144 | 2,097 | 2,168 | 1,857 | 2,289 | 2.408 2,192
8% | 13,551 | 13.045 [ 14.244 | 14267 | 14360 | 13,591 | 12927 | 11,859 | 12.074 | 10,347 | 13,064 | 13,995 | 13,127
9% | 31.515 | 30,182 § 33,230 | 33,382 | 33.565 | 32.111 | 30.853 | 28,703 | 28,704 | 24,403 | 29.98]1 | 32.359 | 30,749
10% | 13,566 | 12,899 | 14,169 | 13,782 | 13,567 | 12.803 [ 11,946 | 10,645 | 10.281 | 8,571 | 10,816 | 11,859 | 12.075
58,143

Al } 60.802 | 58.198 | 63.899 | 63,741 | 63,809 | 60.720 { 57.870 | 53,304 | 53,227 } 45378 | 56,150 | 60,621

2 Senate bill 677, effective December 15, 2004,
" This would be true for non-heating customers.
"“The reason for the 135 percent cutoff is that these are the customers who are eligible for LIHEAP.
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Table 11-2 displays the number of CRP enrollments each month in 2004. The number of
enrollments is slightly higher than displayed here, as customers who dropped out of the
program and enrolled again in 2005 would not have their current enrollment date in 2004,
However, data were received at the beginning of February 2005, so the number is probably

off by one to two thousand efirollees™

This table shows that the total number of enrollments was just over 35,000 in 2004. The
number of enrollments ranged from a low of 1,593 in December to 4,414 in April when the
moratorium period ends and customers must make a payment arrangement or be terminated.
In general, enrollments are higher in the winter months than in the summer months.

Table I11-2
2004 CRP Enrollments

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total

2004 | 3,373 | 2,592 | 3.638 | 4414 | 3.615 | 2393 [ 2,550 | 2,267 | 2,516 | 3.384 | 2.707 1,593 | 35,042

This analysis of CRP participation and enrollment statistics shows that CRP participation is
generally higher in the winter months when subsidies are positive, and that this is at least
partially due to the fact that enroliment is lower in the summer.

I Oﬁerations

Cristina Coltro has been the manager of Universal Services for several years. She has
recently been promoted to Director of Regulatory Compliance.

Elsa Leung is the Manager of Universal Services.. There are four union employees in the
department that she supervises. At times there are additional union employees borrowed
from other departments. Of the four union employees, two are new to the Universal
Services department, but are familiar with the CRP because they previously worked in the
district offices. One employee was from the call center, and one was a cashier in the district
office. '

The Universal Services department is in charge of regulatory issues, policies, and daily
routines of the CRP. Their responsibilities include:

Completing re-certifications that are mailed into the office

Filing the applications that are taken at the district offices

LIHEAP/Crisis outreach — coordination with the communications office.
Communication with the LIHEAP office to check if accounts are heating or non-
heating ‘ )

¢ Flagging accounts and issuing service turn-on when called about a UESF grant that is
being awarded
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CARES case management — when customers need additional help beyond the “quick
fix” referrals offered by the call center, the Universal Service employees follow-up
and help them coordinate the programs

_Manage all.contracts.that. have.to.do.with Universal_Service
Reports on Universal Service to the PUC

The six district offices are responsible for taking the CRP applications and verifying income
information. They also are responsible for taking LIHEAP applications. They are not
authorized to take Crisis applications. The district offices are staffed by 42 union
employees. During LIHEAP season, two additional locations are opened for LIHEAP
intake only. Other responsibilities of the district offices are:

¢ Payment arrangements

Terminated customers who come in to discuss their account
Customers come in to discuss their gas bills

New applications for service

Taking customer payments

All departments within PGW’'s Customer Affairs section deal with Universal Service
programs. PGW’s training department conducts Universal Services training. They train the
call centers, district offices, and collections department on the CRP because these
departments inform customers about the program. The Manager of Planning and Procedures
conducts monthly meetings with customer service representatives to discuss new policies
and procedures, modifications to existing policies and procedures, and reminders about
existing procedures. CRP policies are often discussed at these meetings. When there are
major changes made to the CRP, there are additional training sessions.

The collections call center is often the first point of contact for payment-troubled customers.
Customers call the collections center to make up missed payments or to obtain payment
arrangements.  Representatives always collect income information. If the customer is
eligible for CRP, the representative will calculate both the CRP bill and the bill for the
collections payment arrangement. If the CRP payment is lower than the payment
arrangement, the customer service representative will tell the customer to go to the district .
office to apply. The representative will tell the customer to bring proof of income and
Social Security cards for each household member, and will work with the customer to find
the closest district office that has office hours that are convenient for the customer.

Collections representatives also make outbound calls to CRP customers under certain
circumstances.

» Representatives call CRP customers who have failed to re-certify for the CRP before
they are suspended from the program. If the customer no longer has the re-
certification package that was mailed, he/she must go to the district office to re-
certify, rather than mailing back the information.
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* Representatives call CRP customers who are one full CRP bill or more behind in their
" payments. -

Call center representatives also handle calls from CRP customers who have service
questions or who are moving and need to start or stop service.

CRP customers must visit one of the district offices to apply for the CRP, to re-certify if
they have lost their re-certification package or if they have been suspended, and to make a
payment arrangement if they are broken. CRP customers also come to the district offices to
re-certify even if they have not reached the suspended status, to apply for LIHEAP even
though they can apply by mail, and to make payments.

When a customer visits a district office to apply for the CRP, the representative compares
the CRP payment to the collections payment arrangement that is available. Some customers
do not readily accept the lower payment arrangement because they have heard from other
PGW customers that the CRP payment is the best deal. The representative must then show
the customer that the CRP payment is higher.

After the district office accepts the CRP application, the materials are sent to the Universal
Services Department for filing. Applications that are taken in the home are sent to the
Universal Services Department for data entry and filing.

Most CRP re-certifications are submitted by mail and reviewed by the Universal Services
department staff. The Universal Services staff contacts customers directly if they have
questions about the income documentation submitted with the re-certification. If a customer
waits too long to respond, the customer will be suspended and then must visit the district
office to re-certify.

PGW carefully reviews requests for exceptions. However, these exceptions are not
frequently granted.

Collections, customer service, and district office representatives do not have quotas,
rewards, or incentives to limit the amount of time spent with customers. Historically, the
average talk time is about four minutes, but CRP calls tend to take slightly longer than
average.

Call center supervisors monitor their calls in the following ways.

e All customer calls are recorded, and any customer alerts or complaints can be verified
by listening to a particular call. '

¢ Supervisors monitor at least four calls per month for each representative, either live or
taped, and have at least one coaching session with each representative.

» Supervisors conduct weekly checks of adjustments made by representatives.
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Wait times at the call centers and the district offices vary throughout the year. At the district
offices, wait times can get as high as two hours in April when the moratorium period ends.
Wait times for payments are much shorter, and there is often no wait to make a payment.
Wait times at the call center can range from no wait to over ten minutes.

J. CRP Challenges

PGW managers reported that the number of system and procedural problems related to the
CRP have been greatly reduced since the introduction of CRP changes in September 2003.
These changes included removing the LIHEAP penalty and excess usage charges. When
PGW discontinued offering repair services to CRP customers, the number of issues was also
reduced. However, several problems are still encountered with CRP administration.

1.

Shopping around: Some customers appear to “‘shop around” at various district offices
to try to receive a lower monthly payment. Customers have brought different income
documentation to the different offices or have offered different accounts of the
number of household members. '

Make-up bills: At times PGW has a mistake in their billing and must issue the
customer a make-up bill. If the customer has been on and off the CRP during the
time period that the make-up bill covers, the representative must manually prorate the
make-up bill between CRP and non-CRP payments.

Moves: To prevent customers from having more than one CRP agreement at a time,
each customer may only be enrolled in the CRP at one address at a time. Therefore,
the old account must be changed to a new name before the new account can be
opened. This is a time-consuming process for the representative.

Medical certifications: CRP customers submit medical certifications at high rates.
PGW received 5,396 medical certifications from CRP customers in 2004. Almost
half of these certifications were granted and prevented shutoff or turned service back
on. At the time the certification is granted, the customer receives a 30-day hold on
the account and must enter a payment arrangement. Customers may return with
another medical certification after the 30 days have expired. PGW reports that a high
percentage of these certifications occur in April, October, and November.

CRP re-enrollment: CRP customers must make up their missed payments to PGW
when they enroll in the CRP for a second time, and cannot come on the program
without an initial payment as they could the first time they enrolled in the program.’
Customers often have trouble making these payments.

'> Currently, customers do not have to make up their missed payments if they are enrolling for the first time since
September 2003.
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6. Home enrollment. The one exception to the district office CRP enrollment is for
homebound customers. PGW has two field representatives that go to customers’
homes if they say that they are homebound. It is a challenge for PGW to obtain
copies of documents for these customers.
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ifi. Other Universal Service Programs

While the.CRR-is-the.most.aggressive.-low-income-program-offered. by PGW, providing benefits
to the greatest number of households, PGW offers three other Universal Service programs to its
low-income customers. These programs include the Conservation Works Program (CWP), the
Customer Assistance Referral and Evaluation Program (CARES) and the Utility Emergency
Service Fund (UESF).

A. Conservation Works Program (CWP)

The Conservation Works Program (CWP) is PGW’s Low Income Usage Reduction Program
(LIURP). This program provides cost-effective energy efficiency measures to CRP
participants to reduce their energy usage, make their homes more comfortable. and reduce
the CRP subsidy.

All CRP heating customers are placed on a waiting list to receive CWP services if they have
not received these services in the past five years. New lists are provided to the contractors
one or two times per year. One list is provided in September, at the beginning of the fiscal
year. In the Spring the contractors are usually running low, and PGW provides a fresh file.
The list contains information on the agreement type, demographics, and the past twelve
months usage. Contractors start with the highest users and work their way down the list.

Customers are not required to fill out an application for the CWP. The contractors contact
the customers and determine if they are still on the CRP. If the customer is a tenant, then a
landlord permission form must be filled out. HDMC mails the landlord permission form to
the customer so that it is signed when they get to the home, HDMC will make an additional
visit for additional air sealing and roof insulation. ECA goes to all homes and does the core
measures (education and setback thermostat). These do not require landlord permission.
They will come back if they need to do air sealing,

There are some customers who are not willing to par’uc:pate in the CWP. Some customers
call PGW to verify that the CWP is a legitimate prograin.

The primary measures that may be provided by the CWP include:

Diagnostic audit

Energy education

Energy-related home repair

Thermostat with automatic clock

Blower door guided shell tightening

Water heater wrap and pipe insulation

Furnace filters or radiator reflectors

Hot water conservation devices — aerators, showerheads,
Roof insulation
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The contractor conducts an audit, asks questions, and determines the services.that are
needed. All customers do not receive all measures listed above. Education is always

--—provided.._ECA _provides..a_setback.thermostat.in. most cases. They do not leave the
instructions to change the setting. HDMC provides a thermostat only if they feel the
customer will buy into it. They leave instructions for changing the setting but ask customers
to call to receive education before reprogramming. -~

Services are provided for tenants if they receive landlord permission.

PGW previously hired an inspector and visited a sampie of homes serviced by each
contractor as a feedback mechanism. This quality control is no longer conducted because
PGW has been working to cut costs, and CWP is often the first target. Quality control is
now done through evaluation of usage impacts obtained by each contractor. The program is
cost-effective, and if one contractor has [ower energy savings, the contract will be adjusted.
PGW has adjusted the contracts for both HDMC and ECA when each had lower savmgs
Last year both contractors did much better and administrative costs were down.

There are no set limits on CWP expenditures per home or average costs that are targeted.
Each contractor has a one million dollar contract and must stay within the budget. Average
expenditures are $600 per home, including all administrative costs. The goal is to be cost-
effective but to maximize the number of households served. PGW used to offer more
services to fewer customers, but there was pressure to increase the number of customers
served. They now provide fewer services but refer customers to other programs such as
heating repairs. They serve about 3,000 customers per year in the CWP.

The PUC has concern about the program because it is less comprehensive than other
utilities’ programs. PGW is planning to implement a pilot where 100 customers will receive
more intensive services and their savings will then be evaluated.

B. Customer Assistance Referral and Evaluation Program (CARES)

The Customer Assistance Referral and Evaluation Program (CARES) is a new program that
PGW began offering in September 2003. CARES is designed to help customers with special
needs, such as those who have recently experienced a family emergency, divorce,
unemployment, or a medical emergency. This program provides the customer with a variety
of referrals to help with bill payment. Information on CARES is provided in outreach that
PGW does for LIHEAP and CRP.

There are two types of assistance:

e “Quick-Fix” assistance offered by customer service representatives in the call center.
When customers are identified as special need, these representatives refer customers
to other programs that can help them.
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o  “Case Management” assistance offered by the Universal Services department when
the customer needs more assistance than just a referral. The Universal Service
representatives will contact the agencies directly if necessary.

If it is a quick fix, then the customer just receives a referral from the call center or a district

office. They click a button to indicate that the customer received CARES. When the
customer is in case management, Universal Services downloads information from the billing
system and enters additional information on the contact. Universal Services makes two
attempts to contact the customer, and then closes the case. The case is resolved at this time,
or after the representative makes the contact with the customer and provides the referral
information.

All of the customer service representatives provide the CARES “quick-fix” services. The
four union employees in the Universal Services department provide the case management
services.

The Universal Services training that the representatives receive include some information on
CARES. The Universal Services staff receives additional CARES training to conduct the
case management services. The training includes the agencies that are referred to and the
database that the information is stored in.

Utility Emergency Services Fund (UESF)

The Utility Emergency Services Fund (UESF) is a hardship fund in Philadelphia that
provides grants for gas, electric, and water bills. UESF provides a grant of up to $500 to
help customers avoid shutoff or have their utility service restored. The grant must eliminate
the customer’s past due balance.

Thirteen of the neighborhood energy centers conduct outreach for UESF. Funding for this
program is very limited. Bill inserts provide information on the program and also ask
customers to contribute to the Dollar Plus where they contribute one dollar or more per
month.

Customers must visit a UESF intake center to apply for a UESF grant. The intake center
calls PGW to determine if the customer is eligible and PGW flags the customer’s account to
indicate that the customer is approved for the grant and that collections and shutoff are on
hold. If the customer’s service is off, the representative will issue a service initiation. This
processing is conducted by the Universal Services staff.

Customers are eligible for UESF if they have income below 175 percent of the Federal
Poverty Level; they have not received assistance from UESF in the past 24 months; they
applied for LIHEAP cash and Crisis grants if the programs were open; they have had their
service terminated or have received a service termination notice from their utility; and a
$500 grant will eliminate the customer’s arrearages. Very few UESF grants are made during
LIHEAP season.
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PGW, PECO and the Philadelphia Water Department share the annual UESF administration
costs. PGW’s annual share is approximately $150,000. PGW also matches all grants to
customers at the time the grant is made. The grants are $500, so $250 comes from UESF
and $250 comes from PGW. PGW’s average annual match to UESF is $250,000. PGW
reports that they would be willing to match the grant above $500.

PGW requests customer contributions to UESF in their Good Gas News that is sent as a bill
insert. PGW customer service representatives are trained to ask customers to contribute to
the USEF. Contributions received from customers are very low. PGW’s customer
contributions to UESF for 2004 were approximately $52,000. Some customers prefer to
contribute directly to UESF.
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IV. Data Analysis

PGW provided APPRISE with demographic data; CRP program data; billing and payment data;
usage date; terminations data; and collections data. These data were furnished for current CRP
participants, past CRP participants, and low-income non-participants who received energy
assistance grants. APPRISE used these data to analyze CRP customer characteristics, customers’
retention in the CRP, and the impact of the CRP on affordability, bill payment, arrearages,
collections actions, service terminations, and gds usage. This section describes the goals of the
data analysis, the methodology that was used, and the results.

One important note about the data analysis that was conducted is that PGW made major changes
to the CRP during the analysis period. The primary group included in the analysis is those
.customers who enrolled in the CRP in 2003. PGW made major changes to the program on
September 1, 2003 to comply with PUC regulations. These changes included:

1. Prior to September 1, 2003 customers were on a $30 minimum payment, a budget
plus two percent of arrears, or a 7.35 percent of income payment plan. Beginning on
September 1, 2003, customers were enrolled in an $18 minimum payment, or an eight
percent, nine percent, or ten percent of income plan, depending on their poverty level.

2. Prior to September 1, 2003, customers received arrearage forgiveness, but not on a
regular basis. Beginning on September 1, 2003, customers have 1/36 of their
arrearages forgiven for each month that they pay their bill on time and in full.

A. Goals of the Data Analysis

The analysis of customer data fulfills several of the evaluation goals. Below we describe the
questions that are addressed, and the data that are used to furnish the desired information.

* CRP Population Characteristics: We examine the demographic characteristics of the
CRP participants and the comparison groups used in the analyses. Available PGW
data allows us to examine whether there is an elderly individual in the household,
whether there is a child in the household, annual household income, poverty level,
primary income source, and arrears at the time of enrollment in the CRP."®

® (CRP Characteristics: We examine CRP characteristics for the CRP participants and
the comparison groups. These characteristics include:

'S PGW provided the customers’ balances at the time of the data download. We constructed balances at the time of
CRP enrollment by adding and subtracting bills, payments. and arrearage forgiveness. To the extent that these
customers had other charges and credits, the balance at the time of CRP enroliment may be slightly off. However,
we do not believe that the estimates would be biased in any direction.
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0 CRP Type: $18 minimum payment, 8 percent, 9 percent, or 10 percent of income
payment. A small number of customers are still classified as being in an old CRP
type because they are not currently active in the program and have not re-enrolled.

— -~-—0—CRP-.Status: Customers -are -classified—as—active, broken, curable, defaulted,
: suspended, or inactive.

o Monthly CRP Amount: The customer’s monthly payment amount.

¢ CRP Retention Rates: We analyze how long customers stay in the program and
determine whether demographic variables, arrears at enrollment, and CRP
characteristics are correlated with retention rates.

® Arrearage Forgiveness: We analyze the number of months that customers receive
arrearage forgiveness and the amount of arrearage forgiveness received in the year
after CRP enrollment, and determine whether these indicators are correlated with
demographic variables, arrears at enrollment, and program characteristics.

o (CRP Re-certification Rates: We examine the re-certification rate for all customers,
and by CRP status.

o Affordability Impacts: We analyze the impacts of the CRP on the affordability of gas
bills by comparing the GS bill, CRP discounts, the asked to pay amount, and e¢nergy
burden in the year preceding program enrollment and the year following program
enrollment. Comparison groups are used to control for changes in affordability that
are unrelated to the CRP. ' '

* Payment Impacts: We compare payment behavior for program participants in the year
preceding program enrollment and the year following program enrollment.
Comparison groups are used to control for changes that are unrelated to the CRP.

e CRP Bill Coverage Impacts: We compare coverage of the asked to pay amount for
the program participants in the year preceding program enrollment and the year
following program enrollment. Comparison groups are used to control for changes
that are unrelated to the CRP.

s GS Bill Coverage Impacts: We compare coverage of the GS bill for the program
participants in the year preceding program enrollment and the year following program
enrollment. Comparison groups are used to control for changes that are unrelated to
the CRP. -

» Assistance Payments: We compare assistance payments received by CRP participants
in the year preceding program enrollment and the year following program enrollment.
Comparison groups are used to control for changes that are unrelated to the CRP.

APPRISE Incorporated Page 24



www.appriseinc.org Data Analysis

s Arrearages: We compare customer balances just prior to program enrollment to those
just after the customer has participated in the program for a full year. Comparison
groups are used to control for changes that are unrelated to the CRP.

G i e e

o Service Termination and Collection Actions: We compare the rate of service
termination for customers who enrolled in the CRP to that for the comparison groups.
We also compare the number and rate of collections actions associated with each
group of customers.

¢ Gas Usage: We compare annualized gas usage and weather normalized gas usage for
customers who enrolled in the CRP to that for the comparison groups. '’

B. Data Analysis Methodology

This section describes the selection of participants for the evaluation, how evaluation data
were obtained, and the use of comparison groups.

Study Group

CRP customers whose latest program enrollment was in 2003 and who did not participate in
the CRP in the year prior to this enrollment were included as potential members of the study
group. This group was chosen for the analysis, as one full year of post-program data is
required for an analysis of program impacts, and customer data were obtained beginning in
March 2005. Customers who participated in the CRP in the year prior to enrollment were
excluded from the analysis, to allow for a comparison of data while not participating and
while participating on the CRP. Customers who did not have a full year of data prior to
joining the program or a full year of data following the program start date were not included
in the impact analysis. The subject of data attrition is addressed more fully below.

Evaluation Data

PGW provided customer data, program data, billing and payment data, collections data, and
usage data for all customers who participated in the CRP. between 2001 and 2004, as well as
for all customers who did not participate in the CRP but who received an energy assistance
grant to serve as a comparison group. These data were provided in electronic format.
Billing, payment, usage data, and collections data extended from January 2001 through
March 2005, or as long as the household was a customer. The data that were used for the
study and comparison groups were as follows:

» Treatment group (T'G) data extended from one year before the customer joined the
CRP to one year after the customer joined the CRP.

‘7 Michael Blasnik and Associates, a subcontractor in this evaluation, transformed the raw usage data into
annualized usage data and weather normalized usage data for the treatment and control groups.
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o Non-participants comparison group (CG1) data included one year of data before the
- mid-point of the first quarter of 2003 to one year of data after the mld—pomt of the last
quarter of 2003,

» - -2004 Enrollee Comparison group {CG2) data extended two years before the customer
joined the CRP.

Table 1V-1 describes the treatment and comparison groups that are mcluded in the
analyses in this section.

Table IV-1
Treatment and Comparison Groups

Treatment Group (TG)

Comparison Group 1 (CG1) -

Comparison Group 2 (CG2)

Panicipation the CRP in the year

Never participated
in the CRP

Group 2003 Enrollees Non-participants 2004 Enrollees
Enrollmenti Last enrollment date is Did not participate Last enrollment
Regquirement in 2003 in the CRP date is in 2004
CRP Did not parlicipate in Did not participate in the

CRP in the two years prior
to enrollment

Requirement prior to enroliment

One year prior 1o the quasi

Pre-participation enrollment dates of 2/15/03,

1 year prior t i
year pror to 2 years prior to enrollment

Dates enrollment 5/15/05, 7/15/05, 11/15/05

Post- One year after the quasi

participation 1 year after enrollment } enrollment dates of 2/15/03, 1 year prior to enrollment
Dates 5/15/05, 7/15/05, 11/15/05

Weather Normalization

Usage data were weather-normalized to control for differences in weather-related usage
between the pre and post treatment year. We weather-normalized the usage data using a
variable-base degree-day regression analysis (similar to the PRISM software). The
algorithm selects the best fitting balance point temperature for each home based on its usage
patterns. The method differs from standard PRISM in that it employs a default balance
point temperature (63F) in cases with relatively few actual meter readings, only considers
balance point temperatures between 45 and 75 F, and gives statistical preference for balance
point temperatures closer to the default. These changes have been found to produce more
reliable usage estimates than standard PRISM analysis.

Comparison Groups

When measuring the impact of an intervention, it is necessary to recognize other exogenous
factors that can impact changes in outcomes. Changes in a client’s payment behavior and
bill coverage rate, between the year preceding CRP enrollment and the year following
enrollment, may be affected by many factors other than program services received. Some of
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these factors include changes in household composition or health of family members,
changes in gas prices, changes in weather, and changes in the economy.

The ideal way to control for other factors that may influence payment behavior would be to

randomly assign low-income customers to a treatment or control group. The treatment
group would be given the opportunity to participate in the program first. The control group
would not be given an opportunity to participate in the program until one full year later.
This would allow evaluators to determine the impact of the program by subtracting the
change in behavior for the control group-from the change in behavior for the treatment
group. Such random assignment is rarely done in practice because of a desire to include all
eligible customers in the benefits of the program or to target a program to those who are
most in need.

Comparison groups were constructed for the program evaluation to control for exogenous
factors. The comparison groups were designed 1o be as similar as possible to the treatment
group, those who received services and who we are evaluating, so that the exogenous
changes for the comparison groups are as similar as possible to those of the treatment group.
In the evaluation of the CRP, we were able to obtain two good comparison groups. Each
comparison group is described below.

e Low-Income Non-Participants (CG1): We obtained a sample of customers who had
received energy assistance grants, and were therefore identified as low-income, but
did not enroll in the CRP, to utilize as a comparison group. The group of customers
was replicated to represent customers who enrolled in the program in each quarter of
2003. A quasi intervention date of the middle of the quarter was chosen for each
group to compare to the participating customers who enrolled in that quarter.

o Later Program Participants (CG2): We use customers who last enrolled in the CRP
in 2004 and who did not receive CRP discounts in the two years preceding enrollment
as a comparison group. We require that they have no discounted bills in the two
years preceding enrollment to ensure that they are non-participants in both periods.
These participants serve as a good comparison because they are lower income
households who were eligible for the program and chose to participate. We use data
for these participants for the two years preceding CRP enrollment, to compare their
change in payment behavior in the years prior to enrolling to the treatment group’s
change in payment behavior after enrolling. Because these customers did not
participate in the CRP in both analysis years, changes in bills and behavior should be
related to factors that are exogenous to the program.

The actual impact of the CRP on customer affordability and payment is estimated as the
average of the estimates using the two comparison groups. The low-income non-
participants (CG1) are probably somewhat better off than the 2003 enrollees, because they
have not needed 1o enrol] in the program. The payment statistics show that these customers
do a better of job of paying their bills and controlling their balances. The 2004 enrollees
(CG2) are probably worse off because these customers’ behavior is examined in the year
prior to program enrollment, when they need more assistance in paying their bills. The
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payment statistics show that these customers are having a more difficult time paying their
bills.

In this evaluation, we examine pre and post-treatment statistics. The difference between the
pre and-post-treatment -statistics-for-the-treatment-group-is-considered- the-gross change. This
is the actual change in behaviors and outcomes for those participants who were served by
the program. Some of these changes may be due to the program, and some of these changes
are due to other exogenous factors, but this is the customer’s actual experience. The net
change is the difference between the change for the treatment group and the change for the
comparison group, and represents the actual impact of the program, controlling for other
exogenous changes. ‘

C. Data Attrition

Customers were divided into the treatment group (TG) and comparison groups (CGI1 and
CG2) as described above. However, some of these customers were not included in the
analyses in this section because they did not have adequate data available. We refer 10 the
all customers in these groups as the original analysis groups and to those customers who
have enough data to be included in the analysis as the final analysis group. Table 1V-2
displays the number of customers in each group, the reasons why customers were not
included in the analyses that follow, and the number of customers in each group that are
included in the final analysis. Two factors must be weighed when selecting the sample for
the final analysis. First, when conducting a program evaluation, the goal is always to
include as much of the original analysis group in the research as possible, so that the
estimated results are not biased due to elimination of distinctive subgroups. However, to
provide good estimates of program impacts, it is also necessary to restrict the sample to
those customers who have a minimum level and quality of data.

Customers were excluded from the final analysis group for the following reasons:

o Full Year of Pre or Post Billing Data Not Available: The analyses that are conducted
require that customers have a full year of bills for the year prior to CRP enroliment
and the year following CRP enrollment. Customers were excluded from the analyses
if the pre or post year of billing data that could be constructed contained less than 330
days or more than 390 days.

o Full Year of Pre or Post Payment Data Not Available: The analyses also require that
customers have a full year of payment data for the year prior to CRP enrollment and
the year following CRP enrollment. Customers were excluded from the analyses if
the pre or post year of payment data that could be constructed contained less than 330
days or more than 390 days.

o Zero Dollars of Bills: Customers were excluded from the analyses if they had zero
dollars of bills in the pre or post enrollment period.
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Table 1V-2 shows that a significant percentage of the original analysis groups had to be
eliminated. However, the percentage of customers in the final analysis groups exceeds 50
percent except for CG2, and is an acceptable percentage for the evaluation. This attrition of
the studied groups relates to the low socio-economic status of the population researched in
this evaluation, as well as their inability to meet their utility expenses. While the analysis
does follow customers who move and remain in PGW’s service territory with the same
account number, it does not follow customers who move out of PGW'’s service territory or
who have changed names and requested a new account number because of an inability to
meet past PGW bill obligations.” Below we describe the percentage of original customers

that remain in the analysis, and reasons for different attrition rates by group.

e Treatment Group (TG): 55 percent of the original analysis group was included in the

final analysis sample.

® Non-FParticipant Comparison Group (CG1 ). 52 percent of the original analysis group

was included in the final analysis sample.

e 2004 Participant Comparison Group (CG2): 40 percent of the original analysis group
was included in the final sample. Customers were included in the 2004 participant
group if they enrolled in the CRP in 2004, and had not participated in the CRP in the
two years prior to this enrollment. These customers were required to have data for
the two years prior to enrollment to be included in the final analysis group. This is
more of a restriction, and therefore there is more data attrition for this group than for

the other analysis groups.

Table IV-2
Data Attrition

TG CGl CG2
All Eligible 15,275 180,864 15,708
Full Year of Pre Billing Data 9,843 131,500 6,500
Full Year of Pre Payment Data 0.738 130,776 6.469
Full Year of Post Billing Data 8.408 93,580 6,367
Full Year of Post Payment Data 8.381 93,350 6,292
Non-Zero Bills in Pre and Post Years 8.371 93,159 6,276
% of Total 55% 52% 40%

¥ The practice of payment-tiroubled customers signing up for new utility accounts in different names to avoid the
requirement of past bill payment has been well documented, and utilities acknowledge that this is a serious bill

payment problem.
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D. Customer and Program Characteristics

This section examines the customer and program characteristics for the customers who are
studied in the evaluation. We compare the original and final analysis groups to determine if
thiere is a bias from eliminating customers from ihe analysis. "'We compare the iré¢atment and
comparison groups to determine if the comparison groups are similar enough to the
treatment group to serve as a good comparison. Table IV-3 shows that the customers had
the following characteristics:

Elderly: 11 percent of the customers in the final treatment group (TG) had at least one
elderly household member. This is similar to both the original analysis group and the
comparison groups. Data on household composition were not available for the non-
participant comparison group (CG1), as PGW collects these data at the time of CRP
enrollment,

Children: 26 percent of the customers in the final TG had at least one child 18 or
younger in the household. Customers in the original analysis group and the
comparison groups were similar. However, 34 percent of the customers in the
original CG2 had at least one child.

Annual Income: 47 percent of the customers in the final TG had annual household

income of less than or equal to $10,000. This compares to 52 percent of the original

TG. It is expected that the final analysis group is somewhat better off than the entire
group that includes those with incomplete data. Customers in the comparison groups
were more likely to be in the lowest income group. Seventy-one percent of the
customers in CG1, and 58 percent of the customers in CG2 had annual income less
than or equal to 5}510,000.[9 :

Poverty Level: Customers in the final TG were also less likely to be in the lowest
poverty group, at less than or equal to 50 percent of the Federal Poverty Level.
Twenty percent of the customers in the final TG had income less than or equal to 50
percent of the federal poverty level, compared to 35 percent of CGland 25 percent of
CG2.

Primary Income Source: 39 percent of the customers in the final TG had employment
income as their primary source of income. This compares to 29 percent of CG2.
CG2 was more likely than the TG to have Social Security as the primary source of
Income.

Arrears at Enroliment: Approximately one quarter of the customers in the final TG
had arrears in each category: less than or equal to $500; between $501 and $1,000;
between $1,001 and $2,000; and more than $2,000. Customers in the comparison
groups, especially CG1, were more likely to have arrears in the less than $500 group.

19 Less than ten percent of the non-participant group had income data available.
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Non-participants (CG1) have not participated in the program because they have less
of a need for the program, and are therefore expected to have lower arrearages. The
2004 participant comparison group (CG2) arrears are measured one full year before
program enrollment, and they are expected to have lower arrears because they do not

yet demonstrate a need for the CRP.

In summary, customers in the TG are somewhat less likely to have income below $10,000
and below 50 percent of the Federal Poverty Level, more likely to have employment
income, less likely than CG2 to receive Social Security, and less likely than the comparison
groups to have arrears less than $500.

Table 1V-3
Customer Characteristics®

TG CGl CG2
Original Final Original Final Original Final

Obscrvations 15,275 8,371 180,864 93.159 15,708 6,276
Senior . 8% 11% 5% 0%
Children 27% 26% 34% 28%
Annual Income’

<=510,000 52% 47% 73% 1% 64% 58%

220000 38% 40% 24% 25% 32 3%

ggg%é' 9% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

=$30,000 1% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Poverty Level

<=50% 24% 20% 40% 35% 34% 25%

51%=100% 48% 47% 50% 51% 47% 50%

101%-150% 26% 30% 9% 12% 19% 25%

>150% 2% 3% 1% 3% 0% 0%
Primary Income
Source

Employment 38% 39% 1% 29%

SS1 26% 27% 12% 13%

il;?il;::ance 14% 1% 18% 1%

Social Security 1% 7% 18% 25%

Unemployment 7% 7% 6% 6%

Pension 2% 3% 1% 2%

Other 6% 6% 13% 14%

2 With the transition to the new program, PGW began tracking customers 62 and older rather than customers 65 and

older, and tracking customers 18 and under, rather than customers 5 and under. This change may have impacted

program statistics.
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TG CGl . CG2
Criginal Final Original Final Original Final
Arrears at
Enrollment or Start
of Post Period?
<$500 32% 29% 78% T1% 48% 58%
7 $501-31,000 2% 23% 12% 14% 20% 16%
$1.001-32,000 24% 25% 6% 6% 19%: 13%
>$2,000 22% 24% 4% T3% 13%. 12%

'Income data were only available for 23,312 customers in the original CG1 and for 8,379 of the customers in [inal CGI.

*Arrearage data for the original CGI group includes 164.476 observations, as each customer is considered 10 have a quasi enroll
date for cach quarter. However. 180.864 (45,216*4) observations are not available for this group because some customers did not
have data 4vailable at the quasi enrollment date. Arrearage data for CG2 includes 13,701 observations. because some of the
customers did not have significant information to calculate the balance a1 the quasi enrollment start date.

Table 1V-4 displays the program characteristics of TG and CG2. Customers had the
following characteristics:

CRP Type: Only three percent of the final TG was in the $18 minimum payment
category. Seventeen percent had an § percent agreement, 47 percent had a 9 percent
agreement, and 32 percent had a 10 percent agreement. Customers in CG2 had
similar distributions, except that they were slightly more likely to be in the 8 and 9
percent groups, and they were slightly less likely to be in the 10 percent groups. Thls
relates to their lower income and poverty groups.

CRP Starus: Approximately one third of the final TG was still in the active status in
the CRP at the time of the data download in early 2005. One-third of the final TG
was suspended, and one fifth was inactive. A small percentage was broken, curable,
or defaulted. Customers in CG2 were more likely to be active program participants.
None of the CG2 customers were suspended because the data were downloaded at
the beginning of 2005 and these 2004 enrollees would not have been required to re-

certify until 2005.

Monthly CRP Amount: Approximately one fifth to one quarter of the customers in the
final TG had a monthly CRP payment between $19 and $50, between $51 and $75,
between $76 and $100, and between $101 and $150. Fourteen percent had a monthiy
payment of greater than $150. CG2 was fairly. similar, with the exception that they
were less likely to have monthly payments greater than $100.

Table IV-4
CRP Characteristics
TG CG2
Original Final Original Final
Observations 15,275 8,371 15,708 6276
CRP Type
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TG CG2
Original Final Original Final
$18 min - 49 3% 6% 3%
- T 8% - T 20% ~7| TiT% 29% 20%
9% 46% 47% 47% 50%
10% 27% 32% - 19% 25%
Other 3% 1% 0% 0%
CRP Status '
Active 28% 34% 6% 69%
Broken 6% 4% 3% 2%
Curable 6% . 6% 11% 9%
Defaulted 6% 6% V7% 14%
Suspended 27% 31% 0% 0%
Inactive 27% 18% 3% 7%
Monthiy CRP Amount
318 4% 3% 6% 5%
B19-$50 22% 18% 29% 21%
$51-575 26% 25% 28% 30%
3$76-3$100 18% 19% 17% 21%
$101-8150 19% 22% 15% 17%
>$150 11% 14% 6% 7% '

E. Retention Rates

This section examines customers’ retention in the CRP. We analyze the percent of CRP
customers that remained on the program every month after enrollment, through months 3, 6,
9 and 12. Customers are considered to remain on the program if they receive the CRP
discount or reverse discount in that month’s billing cycle.z'

In this section, we only examine those cusiomers who enrolled in the CRP in the fourth
quarter of 2003, after the changes to the CRP had been implemented. Due to the changes
that were made in the CRP, the retention rates for the customers who enrolled prior to the
change may be skewed downwards. This is because customers who had enrolled prior to
September 1, 2003 and were on the 7.35 percent program may have left after the new rates
were implemented and they were moved to the eight, nine, or ten percent program, as the
budget plan may have been more beneficial for these customers.

#! Customers receive a discount in the months that their GS bill exceeds the percentage of income payment, and
customers receive a reverse discount in the months that their percentage of income payment exceeds their GS bill.
In general, customers would receive the reverse discount in the summer months or when heating costs were very
low.

APPRISE Incorporated Page 33



www.appriseinc.org Data Analysis

Table IV-5 shows that 97 percent of the original 2003 group received a discount in each of
the first three months after enroliment, 94 percent remained on the CRP for the first six
months, 89 percent remained on for the first nine months, and 63 percent remained on for
the first twelve months.

The final treatment group had a greater full year retention rate. Ninety-two percent of these
customers remained on the CRP for the first year after enrollment.

Table 1V-5 also examines the retention rates for subgroups of the final treatment group.
This table shows that households with elderly members and households with no children had
somewhat higher full year retention rates. Households whose primary income source was
Social Security had the highest retention rates. CRP customers in the $18 minimum
payment group had the highest full year retention rates.

Table IV-5
Retention Rates During the First Program Year
Customers Who Enrolled in the Fourth Quarter of 2003

Percent On CRP Every Month
Until X Months After Enrollment
Obs. Months After Enrollment
3 months 6 months 9 months 12 months

2003 CRP Participants 3,523 97% 94% 89% 63%
2003 CRP Participants
With Complete Data 1,500 99% 98% 9% 92%
Elderly 152 99% 99% 97% 95%
Not Elderly 1.348 99% 98% 97% o919
Children 501 98 % 98% 95% 89%
Ne Children 999 99% 98% 98% 93%
Income Source

Employment 427 98% 08% 96% 90%

SSi . 273 99% 99% _ ‘98% 93%

Public Assistance 220 : 9% 98 % 97% 90%

Social Security 301 98% 98% 97% 94%

Unemployment 100 100% 100% 97% 91%
CRP Type )

$18 Min 77 100% 99% 97% 95%

8% 346 100% 99% 99% Q1%

9% 731 98% 98% 9% 931%
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Percent On CRP Every Month
Until X Months After Enrollment

Obs. Months After Enrollment
3 months 6 months 9 months 12 momhs
10% 346 98% 97% 95% 90%

F. Arrearage Forgiveness

PGW provides arrearage forgiveness to CRP customers who pay their bills on time and in
full, and who are current on the CRP payment obligations. Customers who meet these
criteria have 1/36 of their pre-program arrearages forgiven. In addition to the arrearage
forgiveness provided by PGW for on-time payments, customers contribute $3 toward their
arrearage forgiveness with each CRP payment. Therefore, if a customer paid his/her bills on
time and in full on a regular basis, the customer should be free of arrears in less than three
years.

This monthly arrearage forgiveness began in September 2003, when the other program
changes took effect. Therefore, this analysis also is limited 10 those customers who enrolled
in the fourth quarter of 2003.

Table IV-6 displays the number of months that CRP customers paid their bills on time and
in full and received the 1/36 arrearage forgiveness in the twelve months after CRP
enrollment. On average, CRP customers received four months of arrearage forgiveness.
One quarter of the customers did not receive arrearage forgiveness in any month in the year
following enrollment. Twenty-six percent of the customers received arrearage forgiveness
in 10 to 12 of the months following enrollment.

Table 1V-6 also displays the number of months that arrearage forgiveness was received by
whether there was an elderly household member. This table shows that households with
elderly members were more likely to pay their bills on time and in full. While 47 percent of
households with elderly members received arrearage forgiveness in 10 to 12 months in the
year following enrollment, only 24 percent of households that did not have elderly members
did so. Households without children received arrearage forgiveness in a greater number of
months than those with children.

The previous section showed that customers whose primary source of income was Social
Security had the greatest CRP retention rates. Table IV-6 shows that these customers
received a greater number of months of arrearage forgiveness. On average, these customers
received arrearage forgiveness in six of the 12 months following enrollment, compared to
three months for customers whose primary source of income was employment.

Customers on the $18 minimum payment arrangement and in the active CRP status category
received arrearage forgiveness in the greatest number of months following enroilment.
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Table IV-6
Number of Months In Which Arrearage Forgiveness Was Received
Customers Who Enrolled in the Fourth Quarter of 2003
- - Mean - T Percent in Each Range
Observations | Number
of Months 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12
All 1.500 4.3 24% © 32% 14% 4% 26%
Elderly - 152 6.5 18% 18% 10% 7% 479%
Not Elderly 1,348 4.1 25% 34% 14% 4% 24%
Children 501 39 25% 34% 16% 4% 21%
" No Children 999 4.6 24% 31% 13% 5% 28%
Poverty Level .
<=50% 430 4.2 20% 36% 16% 5% 23%
51%=100% 727 43 25% 31% 14% 4% 26%
101%-150% 326 43 29% 29% 1% 4% 27%
>150% 17 7.8 6%. 12% 6% 12% 65%
Primary Income Source
Employment 427 3.4 30% 36% 12% 3% 19%
881 273 49 22% 28% 15% 5% 31%
Public Assistance 220 33 25% 40% 16% 5% 15%
Social Security 301 5.6 24% 22% 11% 3% 40%
Unemployment 100 4.4 13% 42% 15% T% 23%
Arrears at Enrollment
<$500 402 5.2 27% 21% i12% 5% 36%
$501-31,000 290 5.0 19% 33% 11% 4% 32%
$1,001-$2,000 351 4.3 19% 35% 19% 5% 23%
>$2,000 457 3.2 29% 39% 13% 3% 16%
CRP Type
$18 Min 77 5.1 10% 35% 18% 8% 29%
8% 346 4.1 22% 36% 15% 4% 23%
9% 731 4.4 25% 30% 14% 49 27%
10% 346 43 28% 30% 11% 4% 27%
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Mean Percent in Each Range
Observations | Number i
of Months 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12
CRP Status
Active 464 6.6 16% 18% 13% 5% 48%
Broken 83 0.6 63% C36% 1% 0% 0%
Curable 136 1.4 47% 43% 7% 1% 3%
Defaulted 89 37 8% 44 % 17% 3% 18%
Suspended - 589 4.1 18% 39% 18% 5% 20%
Inactive 139 33 37% 28% 9% 5% 20%

Table IV-7 displays the amount of arrearage forgiveness received, again for those customers
who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003. On average, CRP customers received $182 in
arvearage forgiveness. Only nine percent of the customers received greater than $500 in
arrearage forgiveness.

This table also displays the amount of arrearage forgiveness by customer and program
characteristics. Customers whose primary source of income was SSI received the greatest
amount of arrearage forgiveness, on average $219 in the year following enrollment.

Customers with lower levels of arrears received less arrearage forgiveness, as the amount of
arrearage forgiveness received each month, at 1/36 of total pre-program arrears, was lower.
While customers with less than $500 of arrears at enrollment received an average of $50 in
arrearage forgiveness, customers with arrears over $2,000 at enrollment received an average
of $378 in arrearage forgiveness. One quarter of these customers received over $500 in
arrearage forgiveness.

Customers in the active CRP status category at the time of data download received the most
in arrearage forgiveness, an average of $240 in the year following enrollment.

Table IV.7
Amount of Arrearage Forgiveness Received
Customers Who Enrolled in the Fourth Quarter of 2003

. Mean Percent in Each Range
Observations | Arrearage
Forgiveness $0 $1-$100 | $101-$500 >$500
All 1,500 $182 24% 35% 32% 9%
Elderly 152 $207 19% © 38% 33% 10%
Not Elderly 1,348 $179 25% 35% 2% 9%
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Mean Percent in Each Range
Observations | Arrearage
Forgiveness 30 $1-$100 $101-3500 >$500

Children 501 $164 26% 33% 33% 8%
No Children 999 $190 24% 36% 31% 9%
Poverty Level

<=50% 430 5192 21% 36% 33% 10%

51%=100% 727 $175 25% 38% 29% 8%

101%-150% 326 $181 29% 29% 349 9%

>150% 17 $205 6% 18% 7% 6%
Primary Income Source

Employment 427 3179 31% 30% 30% 0%

581 273 $219 22% 33% 33% 12%

Public Assistance 220 $160 25% 36% 30% 8%

Social Security 301 $169 24% 39% 31% 7%

Unemployment 100 5175 14% 42% 36% 8%
Arrears at Enrollment

<$500 402 $50 27% 57% 15% 0%

$501-81,000 290 $89 19% 46% | . 35% 0%

$1,001-52,000 351 $152 19% 31% 46% 5%

>$2.000 457 $378 30% 12% 33% 25%
CRP Type

$18 Min 77 $149 12% 43% 34% 6%

8% 346 $205 22% 33% 34% 11%

9% 731 $175 25% 37% 29% 8%

10% 346 $180 28% 29% 5% 8%
CRP Status

Active 464 $240 16% 35% 37% 13%

Broken 83 $31 65% 24% 11% 0%

Curable 136 $68 48% 33% 15% 4%

Defaulted 89 5169 18% 37% 37% 8%

Suspended 589 $205 18% 38% 34% 10%

Inactive 139 394 38% 31% 28% 3%
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G. Re-certification Rates

PGW requires'that all customers re-certify for the CRP every'year.22 Table 1V-8 displays re-
certification rates for the original treatment group and the final treatment group, as well as
only those customers who enrolled in the CRP in the fourth quarter of 2003. It is expected
that those who enrolled prior to September 1, 2003 may have higher re-certification rates,
because they would have called to check if they qualified for a lower percentage of income
plan than what they had been assigned to with the new program based on their previous CRP
application.

Forty-one percent of the original treatment group customers re-certified for the program,
compared to 33 percent of those who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003. Half of the final
treatment group customers re-certified, compared to 39 percent of those who enrolled in the
fourth quarter of 2003. All customers who remained on the program should have re-
certified, as more than a full year elapsed since their program enrollment. Table V-8 shows
that 98 percent of the active customers re-certified and 91 percent of the final treatment
group customers who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003 re-certified. Most of the
defaulted and curable customers also re-certified.

Table 1V-8
Re-certification Rates
Original Treatment _ Final Treatment
Al Enrolles Al Enrolces
Observations 15,275 3.523 8.371 1,500
Al 41% 33% 49% 39%
_CRP Status
Active 96% 83% 98% 91%
Broken 20% 2% 31% 4%
Curable 74% 39% 79% 47%
| Defaulted 90% 69% 95% 84%
Suspended 1% 1% 1% 1%
L Inactive 11% 5% 18% 16%

H. Affordability Impact

The purpose of the CRP is to make gas bills more affordable for low-income customers.
The program achieves this goal by limiting gas bills to eight, nine, or ten percent of the
customer’s income, depending on poverty level, or a minimum of an $18 monthly payment.

2 Begioning in 2003, customers who receive LIHEAP can re-certify every other year.
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This section analyzes the impacts of the CRP on gas bill affordability for program
participants. '

Table IV-9 displays the gross impacts for the final reatment group, and the net impacts as
compared to the two compari'sdr_f'groups.23 The table"shows that the CRP had a positive
impact on affordability for program participants.

GS Bili: The GS bill is the bill that the customer would have faced if he/she was not
participating in the CRP. This bill is equal to the CRP bill plus the CRP discounts. In
the absence of the CRP, bills would have increased by $356 for CRP participants,
from $1,347 in the year prior to enrollment to $1,703 in the year following
enrollment.

Because the non-participant (CG1) and 2004 comparison (CG2) groups did not
participate in the CRP in both periods, their change in behavior reflects changes that
are unrelated to the CRP.

o The CG1 experienced a $137 increase in bills, resulting in a net increase of $219
for the final TG.

o The CG2 experienced a $348 increase in bills, resulting in an insignificant net
change for the final TG.*

CRP Discount: The CRP discount is the annual difference between what the customer
is asked to pay while participating in the program, and what the customer would have
been asked to pay if he/she was not participating in the CRP. The average discount
for CRP participants in the year following enrollment was $660.

Asked to Pay Amount: The asked to pay amounts are the bills that the customer was
asked to pay. If the customer was participating in the CRP, the asked to pay amount
would be equal to the GS bill minus the CRP discounts. If the customer was not
participating in the CRP, the asked to pay amount bill would be equal to the GS bill.
Asked to pay amounts decreased by $304 for the CRP participants. Because their bill
is limited to a fixed percentage of their income {or a minimum of $18), their bills
decline as compared to the year before participating in the program.

However, the table shows that in the absence of the CRP, bills would have increased.
Therefore, the net impact of the CRP on participant bills was even greater.  Results

# Data on energy burden for non-participanis includes only 8,371 observations, as most of the non-participants did
not have income data. .

* The different changes in GS bills between the different comparison groups results partially from different changes
in their gas usage between the pre and post period. While CGI reduced their gas usage by 47 ccf between the pre
and post periods, and CG2 increased their usage by 67 ccf. Usage results are discussed in the usage impact section.
GS bills increase for CGI despite their reduction in usage due to a general increase in gas prices during this time

period.
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for the two comparison groups show that the net impact of the CRP on customer bills
ranged from $441 to $652, an average net impact of $547.

o Energy burden: This statistic is the percentage of income that gas bills represent, an
indicator of the affordability of the bills.”® CRP participants experienced a decline in
energy burden, from 15.5 percent in the year prior to participating in the program, to
9.5 percent in the first year of program participation. This was a gross decline of 6.0
percentage points. However, the comparison groups experienced an increase in
energy burden, due to their increase in bills. Therefore the net decline in energy
burden was 10.9 percentage points.

Table I1V-9
Affordability Impacts
All Customers

6 cér | . e
. . Net: _ Net:
Pre Post | Change | Change Chaigé Change | ghangé
Number of Customers 8,371 93,159 6.276
GS Bill $1347 §1703 $356* 3137 52194+ 5348 -58
Discount $0 $660 $660** 50 $660** 50 3660+
Asked 1o Pay Amount $1347 31042 -530axx | F137%* -$ad x> $348%* -5652+*
Energy Burden 15.5% 9.5% -0.0%** | 4.9%** -10.9%** 4.9%** | -10.9%** '

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level, *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

PGW is primarily interested in the impacts of the CRP, as it is currently designed. The CRP
was modified in September 2003. To analyze the impacts separately for customers who
enrolled in the CRP after the program modifications, and to determine if the impacts for
these customers differed from customers who enrolled prior to these modifications, we
analyzed the impacts on affordability by quarter of enrollment. Tables IV-10 displays the
gross affordability impacts and IV-11 displays the net affordability impacts by quarter of
enrollment.

e (S Bill: The change in the GS bill would not be impacted by the change in the CRP,
as this change is the change in the non-discounted bill. Table IV-10 shows that there
was some variability in the change in the GS bill, most likely resulting from changes
in weather and usage that varied over the year. Fourth quarter enrollees experienced
the smallest gross increase, an increase of $198, in the GS bill. The average net
change for fourth quarter enrollees was an increase of $97.

5 The income that is used in this calculation is the income that has most recently been collected for the customer, as
of the time of the download, and does not differ between the two periods examined in the analysis. Therefore, the
change in energy burden that is measured here results only from the change in gas costs.
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CRP Discount. Differences by quarter in the CRP discount were a result of both
changes in the GS bill and changes in the payment required under the program. The
program was changed from a $30 minimum payment, 7.35 percent of income, or
budget plus two percent of arrearages to an $18 minimum, eight, nine, or ten percent
of income payment. Therefore, in the absence of other changes, the discount would
be expected to decline in the fourth quarter. However, the discount was higher in the
fourth quarter. Fourth quarter enrollees received an average discount of $782,
compared to average discounts of about $630 in the other quarters. This difference
was due to a change in the composition of enrollees. While 16 percent of Ql
emoliees were in the minimum payment or eight percent plan, 18 percent of Q2
enrollees, 24 percent of Q3 enrollees, and 28 percent of Q4 enrollees were in these
CRP types. :

Asked 10 Pay Amount: The asked to pay amount would be expected to decline by less
in the fourth quarter than in the previous quarters, due to the change in the program.
However, the 1able below shows that the asked to pay amount declined by more for
the fourth quarter enrollees than for the other enrollees. Customers who enrolled in
the fourth quarter of 2003 saw their asked to pay amount decline by almost $600,
compared to a decline of under $100 for Q1 enrollees, under $300 for Q2 enrollees,
and under $400 for Q3 enrollees. This difference was again due to the change in the
composition of the enrollees. The monthly average CRP payments were $95 for Q1
enrollees, $96 for Q2 enrollees, $89 for Q3 enroliees, and $77 for Q4 enrollees.

Table IV-10
Gross Affordability Impacts
All Customers
By Quarter

g gy g

R | NS

© TG:2003QUEhiollecs. | TG:3003Q2Enrdllees | TG:2003Q3 Enrollees; | TG: 2003 Q4:Enrollees,

1

. Pré., || Post ’Elién‘g,e} ! Pre | Post. Change; |

Pre. | Post | Chinge | Pre | Post | Change

¥ %

Number of

, 2.138 2,669 2064 - 1500

Customers

GS Bill $1122 | $1680 | s557++ | s1388 | 1755 | $367%+ { $1436°| $1684 | s248% | 81471 | s1660 | $198%x
Discount’ 50 s620 | se20%+ | so0 $641 | sG41*+ $0 | $639 | $639%* SO | $782 | §782%
Asked Lo $1122 | $1060 | -S62%¢ | 51388 | S1113 | -$274%* { Sid36 | $1045 | -$301% [ $1471 | $887 | -558a%+

ay Amount

Energy 116% | 95% | 22%% | 147% | 95% | -52%* | 177% | 98% | -7.9%* | 193% | 92% | 10.1%+
Burden *

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.
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Table IV-11

Net Affordability Impacts
All Customers

e, . By Quarter__ .

‘Sample 2003 Q1 Enrollees 2003 Q2 Enroilees 2003'Q3 Enrollees 2003 Q4 Enrollees
Comparison Group CGl CG2 CGl CcG2 CGl1 €G2 CGl | €62

J o
Number of Customers 2138 2.669 2,064 1500
-Treatment
Number of Customers
24,190 1,570 23,869 1.947 22,954 | 425 22,146 1,334

-Control
GS Bill $2573%* $61%* $225%* .§48*+ §I5TH* $25 §202%* -$9
Discount $620% $620%* $64 %% $641** $630* $639%* $782%* $782%*
Asked to Pay Amount 367 5558+ | 8417+ -3680%% -$48 |+ -$614%* -$580%+ -§79]1%*
Energy Burden D.8%% | joe** | (100 | -108%* | -1R9%* | L107%% | -127%% | -12.5%%

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year should experience a greater impact on bill
payment affordability than those who did not. Table IV-12 examines the impact of the CRP on
affordability for those customers who remained on the CRP for a full year. Customers who had
at least 11 discounted bills in the year following enrollment were considered to remain on the

CRP for a full year.

Table IV-12 shows that these customers received an average discount of about $765. Their
asked to pay amount declined by $410, as compared to a decline of $304 for all customers. The
average net decline in the asked to pay amount was $653. This resulted in a gross decrease in
energy burden of seven percentage points, and a net decrease in energy burden of twelve

percentage points.

Table I'V-12

Affordability Impacts
Customers Who Stay on the CRP for a Full Year

TG CGl1 CG2
. - — Net
Pre Post Change ~ Change Charige.

Number of Customers 6.633 93.159

GS Bill $1383 $1738 $355%* F137** $218%* $348%% 37
Discount 50 Y765 $765%* 50 $765%=* 30 §765+*
Asked to Pay Amount $1383 $973 -$410%* 51373 -$547%* $348** -§758**
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e T - T .
e Lo o Net Net
| Pre . | Post, Change |, Change | Change - Change Change
| Energy Burden | 168% | 94% | -73%* | 49%% | -122%* | 49%* | -123%**

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Table IV-13 displays the CRP affordability impacts for those customers who did not remain
on the CRP for a full year. While these customers did not experience the same level of
impact as those who remained on the program for a full year, they still experienced
significant affordability impacts as compared to CG1 and CG2. These customers had a
gross increase in their asked to pay amount of $98, but an average net decline of $144.
Their gross decline in energy burden was only one percentage point, but compared to CG1
and CG2, their net energy burden declined by six percentage points. While these customers
had a smaller decline in energy burden, their energy burden while participating in the
program was the same as those who stayed on for a full year, because those who stayed on
for a full year had a higher pre-participation energy burden.

Table IV-13
Affordability Impacts
Customers Who Do Not Stay on the CRP for a Full Year

Y e CG2
j Pré | Post | Change | Chartige  Net Clia;lgér -Change Net
L] B - . =Tl il by 02 J Ryt ;,v C.,mn-ge
Number of Customers 1,738 93,159 6,276
GS Bill $1208 | $1568 | $360% | $137% | s223% | s3ase | g3
Discount $0 $262 | $262%* $0 $262%+ $0 $2627*
Asked to Pay Amount | S$1208 | S$1306 | $98** | $137e -§39%* $348% | .§249%x
Energy Burden 106% | 97% | -09%™ | 49%* | -58% | 49%m | .58%

#*Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance.at the 95 percent level,

Table IV-14 through IV-16 display net affordability impacts of the CRP by CRP status. All
CRP customers were classified in one of six statuses. These siatuses are the most recent
CRP status, so they may not correspond exactly to the CRP statuses at the end of the year
following enrollment. However, they are a proxy for this variable.

These tables show that active customers received the greatest discount and experienced the
greatest declines in their asked to pay amount. Defavlted and suspended customers
experienced a decline in energy burden that was similar to that for the active customers.
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Table IV-14
Affordability Impacts
Nonparticipant Comparison Group
) o _Net Change By CRP Status

Net Change
Compared with CG1

Active Broken Curable Defaulted Suspended Inactive
Number of Customers 2.814 370 516 536 2.591 1.544
GS Bill $316%* S161%* $2464+* 257 S169*= S118**
Discount 5894 > 4720+ 516 $760** $672** 523g**
Asked to Pay Amount -3578*> L) B bt 5373 -E503x> -3503> SF12hx
Energy Burden -1 1.T%* -B.3%** -9.0%** -11.7%** -13.0%4* ~0.9%*>

**#Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Table 1V-15 only includes customers with CRP status information that goes back one year
after 2003 CRP enrollment. This table shows that results were fairly similar to the full

sample, so that the current CRP status served as a good proxy for the status as of the end of
the year after CRP enrollment.

Table IV-15
Affordability Impacts
Nonparticipant Comparison Group
Net Change By CRP Status
Customers with Current Status Information

—
Net Change
Compared with CG1
Active Broken Curable Defaulted - |  Suspended Inactive:
Nomber of Customers 1.543 301 357 177 2.437 1,395
GS Bill $250%* B100** §207%= 137 F155> 596+
Discount $010** 3461** $612%+ $764** 5673 % $200+*
Asked to Pay Amount -5660** -B361%* -5406** -Fe27** -$519%* -$105%*
Energy Burden -12.9%** -9.0%** -9.7%** -12.4%** -13.3%** -0.5%**

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.
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Table 1V-16
Affordability Impacts
2004 Participant Comparison Group
Net Change By CRP Status

Net Chaiige
Compared with. CG2

Aclive Broken Curable Defaulted Suspended Inactive.
Number of Customers 2814 370 516 536 2.591 [.544
GS Bill $106** -§50 $35 $46 -$42wx -$O3*x
Discount 589+ $472x* 5619** $760** 5672+ §238 %+
Asked to Pay Amount -§789%# -§52 | #* -§584% -$714%+ -§7 14w -5332%%
Energy Burden -11.7G%>* -8.4%* -0.0%** -1 .8%** -13.0%** -7.0%**

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Customers were assigned monthly CRP payments that equaled eight, nine, or ten percent of

their income, based on their poverty level.
income payment was less than $18 were assigned a monthly payment of $18.

Customers whose calculated percentage of

Tables 1V-17 through IV-18 examined the affordability impacts of the CRP by the
customer’s CRP type. These tables show that customers in the ten percentage point payment
type experienced the greatest increase in the GS bill. Customers in the lower percentage
plans had higher discounts and greater reductions in their asked to pay amounts. They also
experienced the greatest net reductions in energy burden, as high as 47 percentage points for
customers in the $18 minimum group and 20 percentage points for customers in the eight

percentage group.

Table IV-17

Affordability Impacts

Nonparticipant Comparison Group
Net Change By CRP Type

Net Change
Compared with CG1.

$18 Minimum

8%

9% .

10%

Number of Customers

246

1.397

3,901

2,678

GS Bill

$119%*

5199+

$210%=

$252%=
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~ Net Change
-Compared with CG1. . .
%18 Minimum 8% 9% . 10%
Discount $1148** 1109+ 733 $312%=
Asked to Pay Amount -$1028%* -$910** -$514%* -$60+=
LEllérgy Burden -47.3%*# . -20.0%** -9.6%* -5.0%%*

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes signiftcance at the 95 percent level.

Table IV-18
Affordability Impacts
2004 Participant Comparison Group

Net Change By CRP Type
Neét'Chiange
Compared with.€G2!

| $i§ Minimum 8% 9% - | 10% -
Number of Customers 246 1,397 3.901 2.678
GS Bill -$91* -$12 58 $42%=
Discount $1148*+* $1109%= $733%# $3124=
Asgked to Pay Amount -$1239== -$1120%* -BT7248x -$270%*
Energy Burden -47 3%p** -20.0%** 9 ek -5.1G%*

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level,

l. - Payment impact - Coverage of CRP Bill

This section examines the customers’ payments and their coverage of the CRP bill.
Customer payment behavior is compared in the year preceding CRP enrollment and the year
following CRP enroilment.

o Asked to Pay Amount: These are the same data as are presented in the previous
affordability analysis, but are shown in these tables as well for completeness. The
asked to pay amount decreased by $304 for the CRP participants. The average net
impact of the CRP on the asked to pay amount was a decline of $547.

o Number of Cash Payments: Cash payments are defined as payments that are made
directly by the customers (as opposed to assistance payments). The number of cash
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payments is an indicator of payment regularity. Many payment-troubled customers
miss bills and then make up payments in lump sums, or with energy assistance
payments when they are in danger of termination. This practice results in less than
twelve cash payments made over the course of a year. The CRP is designed to
increase payment regularity by providing an affordable monthly payment.

Table IV-19 shows that customers made an average of under seven cash payments in
the year preceding CRP enrollment and an average of eight cash payments in the year
following enrollment. This is a significant increase of one and a half cash payments.
Customers in the comparison groups had only small changes in the number of cash
payments made, so the net impact of the CRP on the number of cash payments
averaged an increase of 1.6 cash payments.

Total Cash Payments: This is the dollar value of the cash payments made over the
course of the year. Participants made a tota] of $711 in cash payments in the year
preceding CRP enrollment and $798 in cash payments in the year following
enrollment. This was a gross increase of $88. Taking the average of the non-
participant and 2004 enrollee comparison groups, the net change was a decrease of
$26. '

Assistance Payments: Assistance payments that customers can receive include
LIHEAP cash and crisis, UESF, and a small amount of other grants. While
participating in the CRP, LIHEAP cash grants are not applied to the customer’s
account, but are rather used to offset the CRP subsidy. Therefore, in this analysis,
LIHEAP grants that were received during the time that customers were participating
in the CRP are not included in the assistance payments.

This table shows that CRP customers received an average of $161 in assistance
payments to offset their bills in the year prior to program enrollment, and an average
of $22 in energy assistance in the year following enrollment, for a gross decline of
$139. The comparison groups had small increases or decreases in assistance
payments. Therefore, the net impact of the CRP on assistance payments applied to
the bill was a decline of $164.

Toral Payments: Total payments are the sum of cash and assistance payments. Total
payments for CRP participants decreased from $872 in the year preceding enrollment
to $821 in the year following enrollment, for a gross decline of $51. The non-
participant and 2004 enrollee comparison groups experienced increases in total
payments ranging from $122 to $155. Therefore, the average net impact of the
program on total payments was a decline of $190. Some of this large decrease was
due to the fact that LIHEAP payments received by the CRP participants no longer
counted towards required monthly payments, and were not included in the table.

Cash Coverage Rate: The cash coverage rate is defined as the total cash payments for
the year divided by the asked to pay amount for the year. It is the average percentage
of the asked to pay amount that was covered with cash payments. Participants had an
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average cash coverage rate of 57 percent in the year preceding enrollment and an
average cash coverage rate of 82 percent in the year following CRP enrollment, an
increase of 25 percentage points. This was a result of both the increase in total cash
payments made by CRP participants, and a decrease in the bill that they were asked to
pay as program participants. The comparison groups experienced a change in the
cash coverage rate that ranged from a decline of 13 percentage points to an increase
of three percentage points. Therefore, the average net impact was an increase of 30
percentage points.

o Toral Coverage Rate: The iotal coverage rate is defined as total payments (cash
payments plus assistance payments) divided by the asked to pay amount for the year.
Participants had an average total coverage rate of 71 percent in the year preceding
enrollment, and an average total coverage rate of 84 percent in the year following
enrollment, for a gross increase of 13 percentage points. The net change averaged an
increase of 19 percentage points.

e Shortfall: The shortfall is the asked to pay amount for the year minus the total
payments for the year. A positive shortfall indicates that on average, customers did
not pay their entire asked to pay amount. Participants had an average shortfall of
$475 in the year preceding enrollment and an average shortfall of $222 in the year
following enrollment. The gross change in shortfall was a decline of $253. The net
change in shortfall was a decline of $357.

e Arrearage Forgiveness: In addition to the percentage of income payment, customers
are asked to make a monthly payment of $3 to contribute towards their pre-program
arrearages. PGW will also forgive the 1/36 of the customers’ arrearages each month
that the customer pays the bill on time and in full, and is current on all CRP bills
since enroliment. Customers received $38 in arrearage forgiveness in the year
preceding CRP enrollment®® and $125 in the year following enrollment for a gross
increase of $87.

¢ Balance: We examine participants’ balances immediately prior to enrolling in the
CRP and after one year of participation in the CRP. Balances were calculated based
on the balance at the end of all transactions received and the addition or subtraction of
credits and charges in the time between the data were received and the two time
periods of interest.”” If CRP participants were successful on the program, their
balances would decline. Table IV-19 shows that balances increased from $1539 at

% Customers who participated in the CRP in the year prior 0 the 2003 enrollment were excluded from the treatment
group if they had any CRP discounts in the year preceding enrollment. However, customers may have had arrearage
forgiveness credited to their account at the beginning of the pre-enrallment year if they made a payment at the end
of the prior year. This explains the small amount of arrearage forgiveness received by CRP participants in the year
receding the 2003 CRP enroliment.

“’ These calculations are not an exact statement of customer balances, as the only transactions received were bills,
payments, and arrearage forgiveness. Other charges or credits for late payments, services, or other would not be
included in the balance calculation, as these transactions were not received from PGW.
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the end of the year preceding enrollment to $1611 at the end of the year following
enrollment, for a gross increasé of $72. Balances for CGI increased by $30 and
balances for CG2 increased by $571. The net impact on balances was a decline of

$229.
Table IV-19
Payment Impacts
All Customers
TG CG1 ' CG2
. _— Net: Net
Pre Post: Change | Change Change Change Change
Number of Customers 8.371 93.159 6.276
Asked to Pay Amount $1347 $1042 -$304%* 137%* -faa x| §348%* -$652%*
Number Cash Payments 6.7 8.1 |.4** 0.1%* 1.3%* ~0.4** 1.8**
Total Cash Payments $711 $798 5egex $143% 55> $84+* $3
Assistance Payments $161 §22 -§139%= 135> ST §38** -$177*
Tatal Payments $872 £821 -§5]** $155% [ -F206%* | $122%* -§173H*
Cash Coverage Rate 57% 82% 25%** 3%** 229%*% | -13%** 37%**
Total Coverape Rate 71% 84% 13%** 29%x* |1gp*x | -)2g%% 26%**
Shortfall $475 $222 -$253%* SBI8* | -§235%x | §225%*F | §479%*
Arrearage Forgiveness™ $38 $125 $BT** $0 FR7** S§13xx $100** '
Balance $1539 $1611 §72** $30%* 342+ 3571 -$499%*

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. #Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Tabie 1V-20 examines net payment impacts by quarter of participation. This table shows the
following differences by quarter.

o Asked 10 Pay Amount: Customers who enrolled in the CRP in the fourth quarter of
2003 experienced the greatest decline in bills, a net decline ranging from $580 to
$791, depending on the comparison group used.

o  Number of Cash Payments: The change in the number of cash payments made by
participants did not differ consistently across quarters.

o Total Cash Payments: The change in the total cash payments made by participants
did not differ consistently across quarters.

%8 Customers in the treatment group (TG) enrolled in the CRP in 2003 and did not participate in the CRP in the year
prior to enrollment. They were counted as not participating in the CRP in the year prior to enrollment if they did not
receive a discount or a reverse discount in the yvear prior to enroliment. However, they may have received a small
amount of arrearage forgiveness related to their participation in the CRP in the two years prior to enrollment.
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_Total Payments: Customers who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003 had a

consistent decline in total payments made. The net decline, compared to the
comparison groups was $145.

Cash Coverage Rate: The net increase in the cash coverage rate, as compared to CGl

L]
and CG2, was higher for fourth quarter enrollees than other enrollees, averaging an
increase of 38 percentage points. :
o Toral Coverage Rate: The net increase in the total coverage rate, as compared to CGl
and CG2, was larger for fourth quarter enrollees than for the other quarters, averaging
28 percentage points.
e Shortfall: Customers who enrolled in the CRP in the fourth quarter of 2003 had the
greatest net decline in shortfall, averaging $542.
e Arrearage Forgiveness: Cusiomers who enrolled in the CRP in the fourth quarter of
2003 received more arrearage forgiveness than those who enrolled in the other
guarters of the year. The net impact on arrearage forgiveness for the fourth quarter
enrollee was about $175.%
s Balance: Customers who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003 had a significant
decline in their balances, averaging $286, as compared to CG1 and CG2.
Table IV-20
Net Payment Impacts ‘
All Customers
By Quarter
Sample 2003.Q1 Enrollees | 2003 Q2 Enroliees |  2003Q3Enrollees | 2003:Q4/Enrollees;
— - — : — T __:;
Comparison Group CG1 CGz CG1 CG2. ‘€G1 6z | cer I, Cg2 "
Number of Customers Treatment 2,138 2,669 2,064 —1.500
Number of Customers Control 24,190 1,570 23,869 1,947 22,954 1,425 22,146 1,334
Asked to Pay Amount S3I67H* | 55584 | 5417w+ | 5680 | 5481+ | .s614%x | -8580%* | .§791%x
# of Cash Payments 0.9%* 1 3% 0% 194 Laex | g 2.4%% 2.4+
Total Cash Payments -Sigs* | g7 | se7er | sdgrr | 34k $41 $16 -$15
Assistance Payments -$162%+ | -s189%* | s1as*r | 5225 | -S152%x | .5132%* | -S148%* | .§142%%
Total Payments 287+ | -g261%+ | s210% | s176% | -S186ex | -sorx | .s133%¢ | 5157
Cash Coverage Rate Lo | 1%+ | 18%e | 41%rr | 2% | 36%rr | 3%k | 43%xr
Total Coverage Rate 6%** 199p%* 8%+ 26%** 13%%+ 27%%* 20 Gk 33G**

» Monthly arrearage forgiveness for CRP participants who paid their bills on time and in full did not begin until
9/1/03, so fourth quarter enrollees would be expected to have greater arrearage forgiveness in the first year after

enrollment.
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A T : T : . R R - By - -
_S“ai:{!_plf:z;g o i 2003/Q1Enrollees  § '_.‘ZQE)‘}QEE.nrq!lges‘ - 20(_)3,(_)3rlj3nrqllees 2003 Q4 Enrollees
! i B L & . L : R . L

* Comparison Group . _ CG1 €62 1 cGl £G2 CGL .| GG CGl1 Cg2
Shortfall -580** -§207%= -5205** -3513%% ~3205%* -$52 3% -5498%* -5635%*
Arrearage Forgivengss — "~ | TT§38%¥ | T 54k k| ST T[T UEBOF T T I104% | T 5108 | 5170% $180**
Balance -$33* -$418%H S60** -562(F* $118%* -$412%% -518* ~5543%*

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 35 percent level.

Table 1V-21 examines the payment impacts for those customers who remained on the CRP
for a full year, defined as at least eleven discounted bills during the year following CRP
enrollment. These customers increased their net total coverage rates by an average of 22
percentage points.

Their shortfall declined by $428. While these customers only reduced their balance by $19,
their average net decline in their balances, was $282.

Table IV-21
Payment Impacts
Customers Who Stay on the CRP for a Full Year

T _ & cea
- . t

Pre ‘Post Change ’ Change. E Clﬁlfl:ge Change Chh::gé‘
Number of Customers 6,633 93,159 6.276
Asked to Pay Amount $1383 $973 -$410** F137** -$547%% 348> -§758*=
Number Cash Payments 6.6 83 1.7%* 0.1%* Lg% -0.4%* 2.1%%
Total Cash Payments 701 - $767 $66** F143+* -§76** $84#* -$18
Assistance Payments $169 317 -$152%* Y K -$lo4%= $3ge* -$190**
Total Payments $870 $784 $86%* | sIssxr | $2a1we | g122¢ | .5208%*
Cash Coverage Rate 55% 84% 29%** 3%+ 26%** -13%** 41%**
Total Coverage Rate 69% 85% 16%** 2%** 14 %% -12%4+ 29%**
Shortfall $514 $190 -$324%+ -$18** -$306%** $225%* -$545%*
Arrearage Forgiveness $26 3141 $115%= $0 $115%= -B13x $128%=
Balance 51612 $1631 f19* $30%* -$11 $571%+ -$552%*

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level, *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Table IV-22 examines the payment impacts for those customers who did not remain on the
CRP for a full year. These customers did not experience the benefits of those who remained
on the program. They did not experience a gross decline in their bills. However, their gross
bills declined as compared to CG1 and CG2. These customers did not increase their gross
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coverage rates, but increased their net coverage rates as compared to CG2. These customers
had a gross increase in their balances of $276, and an average net reduction of $23.

Table I'V-22
Payment Impacts
Customers Who Do Not Stay on the CRP for a Full Year

TG : CG1 . €G2

Pre Post | Change Change Cll:; en:;ge Ciiahgeg : C]l:; z_:igg
Number of Customers 1.738 93.159 6.276
Asked to Pay Amount 51208 $1306 $98** 5137+ -§39%= $348** -5240%%
Number Cash Payments 7.0 74 0.4%: 0. ]%* 0.3*%x -0.4%* 0.8**
Total Cash Payments 3747 $917 Bi71*= $143** -§28* §gq*x $86
Assistance Payments 5133 344 -§8g** Fi3*x -$102%x J38%+ -$127**
Total Payments $880 $962 $g2** F155%+ =574+ $122%* -$41*
Cash Coverage Rate 66% 75% 9%** 3G O6%** -13%** 22 Gk
Total Coverage Rate 78% 80% 1% 2%+ -1% -12%** 14%p**
Shortfaly $328 3344 $17 -p1g* $3 5w F225% -$209%+
Arrearage Forgiveness $82 $62 -519 30 ~$19=x -F13** -$6
Balance $1260 $1536 $276*+* $30** $245%= §$57)%* -$205%=

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Tables [V-23 through 1V-24 examine the payment impacts for the CRP participants by their
CRP status. Customers whose latest CRP status was active had the greatest reduction in
their bills, the greatest increase in the number of cash payments made, the greatest increase
in cash and total coverage rates, the greatest reduction in shortfall, and the greatest amount
of arrearage forgiveness received. They were also the only group to have a significant

reduction in their balance. These customers had a net reduction in balance owed averaging
$462.

Inactive customers experienced the smallest decline in the asked to pay amount, and the
smallest decline in total payments made. Broken customers were the only customers to not
have an increase in the number of cash payments made, they had the greatest decline in the
total payments made, the smallest decline in shortfall, and the greatest increase in their
balances.
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Non-Participant Comparison Group

Table IV-23
Payment Impacts

Net Change By CRP Status

Net Cliange.

Gonlpgre_d‘\i'i}l;'GG;
: N s
Active Broken: Curablé Défaulted Suspended Inactive.
¥§’“"°’ of Customers - 2814 370 516 536 2.591 1,544
Asked to Pay Amount -p578%# -$31 1% -$3T73F* -$503%* -$503** -$21x#
Number Cash Paymenis 2.2%% -0.6** Li** 1.9+%* [.1%* (}.54*
Total Cash Payments -$85** S$155%= 38 -$a4* -564* 517
Assistance Payments -5180%= -§136** -$166%* -$IgT** -§144%* -Fog*#
Total Payments -$265%* -§202%* -$158%* -$230** -5209** 3
Cash Coverage Rate 30%** 2% F7%** 229%** 23+ 12%**
Total Coverage Rate 18G** -11%* 6% 8% 129** 5%*
Shortfall -$313** -$19 -$216%* -$273** -§295%* -§30%*
Arrearage Forgiveness $143% -$6* $47Hx $88* $80** $33%*
Balance -$213%* $682** $310%* -310 FL17e* §158%*
**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.
Table IV-24
Payment Impacts
2004 Participant Comparison Group
Net Change By CRP Status
. ‘Net Chiange:
‘ Compared with.CG2
— — . —
Activé. | Brokew | Curablé | Difuited | Sospended | Inacuve
Tomber of Customers - 2,814 370 516 536 2,591 1.544
Asked to Pay Amount 7270 | -$495% -$485+* -$620%* -$634%* -$289%*
Number Cash Payments 2.8%* 0.0 1.6%* 2.4% 1.6%* 1.O**
Total Cash Payments -$28 -§l22x* $48 349 -$12 $81**
Assistance Payments -§186** -$155%* -$138%* -B176%* -§159%* -$107%*
Total Payments -$215%= -$276%* -$140** -$127** SB172%x -%25
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Net Change
Compared with CG2:

_ . Active Broken Curable Defaulted Suspended Inactive
Cash Coverage Rate 44%** 12%%* 3394 36%** A5G 28%**
Total Coverage Rate 3G+ 3% 18%** 249 233G+ 209%**
Shortfall -§513% -$5218+* -$345%+ -$502% -$462** -5264%*
Arrearage Forgiveness F154%* -58 Fogx= $116** $100*~ 552%+
Balance RN b $5220%* -§201** -§529%* -$368** -$354 %

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Tables 1V-25 through 1V-26 examine the change in payment impacts by the CRP type.
These tables show that as the amount of payment required declined, the number of cash
payments made increased, the total amount of payments made declined, coverage rates
increased, arrearage forgiveness increased, and balances declined.

» Customers with an eight percent payment arrangement had the following average net
impacts:

o The asked to pay amount declined by $1,015.

o The number of cash payments made increased by 2.0.

o Total payments declined by $427. |

o Total coverage rates increased by 27 percentage points.
"o Balances declined by $361.

e Customers with a nine percent payment arrangement had the following average net
impacts: '

o The asked to pay amount declined by $619.

o The number of cash payments made increased by 1.8.
o Total payments declined by $232.

o Total coverage rates increased by 19 percentage points.

o Balances declined by $285.

* Customers with a ten percent payment arrangement had the following average net
impacts:
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o The asked to pay amount declined by $165.
o The number of cash payments made increased by 1.2.
_0__Total payments increased by $21.
o Total coverage rates increased by 12 percentage points.
o Balances decreased by $68. '
Table IV-25
Payment Impacts

Non-participant Comparison Group
Net Change By CRP Type

Net Change
Compared with CGT

$18 Minimum | 8% 9% : 10%
Number of Customers 246 1.397 3,901 2,678
Asked Lo Pay Amount -31028** -$910** -$514%* -$o0*+
Number Cash Payments 2.5%* 1.7%* 1.5%* 0.9%*
Total Cash Payments -3286%* ~§227% -$844* 3100%>
Assistance Payments -$252%+* ~$216%* -$163%* -596**
Total Payments -$538* ~$443%* -$248*+* $4
Cash Coverage Rate 60%** 34Gp+* 23%** 11%**
Total Coverage Rate 41 9%+ 19%** {1%*+* 4% **
Shortfall -5490** ~$467** -$266%* -$63**
Arrearage Forpiveness $106%+ $96** 395%* 3T79**
Balance -$23 14+ -$91** 514 $203+*

#*Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.
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Table IV-26
Payment Impacts
2004 Comparison Group
Net Change By CRP Type
Net Change
Compared:with. G2
$18'Minimum 8% 9% 10% -
Number of Customers 246 1.397 3.901 2,678
Asked to Pay Amount -51236%* -§1120%* -p724%* -$270%*
Number Cash Payments 3.0%# 2.2%% 2.0%* 1.g%*
Total Cash Payments -§22g* -FroypF* -$26% $ 158
Assistance Payments -$278** -§242%% -$18g%* -F120%*
Total Payments -5505%** -$410%* -$215%* $37*
Cash Coverage Rate 76%** 49%** 30G** 26%**
Total Coverage Rate 56%** 34G** 26%%* 19%**
Shortfall -$734x> -$710** -$510%* -$307**
Arrearage Forgiveness $119%* F10G%* $108%* §92*
Balance -§772%* -563 1+ -$555%* -$338%*

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

J.  Payment Impact - Coverage of GS Bill

This section examines the impact of the CRP on coverage of the full, non-discounted bill.

Total Assistance: In these tables, assistance payments and total payments include all
LIHEAP cash payments received, while off or on the CRP, as these payments helped
to cover the costs of the CRP subsidy. There was a gross decline in the amount of
energy assistance received by CRP participants of $29. The net impact on energy
assistance averaged a decline of $54.

Total Payments: Gross total payments increased by $59, but declined as compared to
the non-participant and 2004 controls. The average net decline was $80.

Total Coverage Rates: The gross total coverage rate declined by nine percentage
points, and the net total coverage rate declined by an average of five percentage
points.
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e Shorifall: There was a gross and net increase in shortfall, the amount of the GS bill
that was not covered by cash or assistance payments. The average net change in
shortfall was an increase of $194.

Table IV-27
GS Bill Payment Impacts
All Customers

| R S - R €G2
P,re N ...I?‘ost: ~ Change. | Change Cilli‘:ll”ge ' iChange CI: ‘::ge'.

Number of Customers ] 8.371 93.159 6.276
GS Bill $1347 $1703 3350 $137* $219*= $34 38
Total Cash Payments $711] $798 $gg = $143x -§55%+ $84** §4
Assistance Payments $161 $132 -$29* F13%* -B41** $38*~ -S66**
Tatal Payments £872 $931 $59%* $155%= -$96* $122** -B63**
Cash Coverage Rate 57% 52% -5%** 3G -B%** -13G** B+
Total Coverage Rate 1% . 62% 9%+ 2Gp** -12%%* -13%** 3G+
Shortfall $475 $772 F297** -p1g** $315%* $2264* §72%

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Tables IV-28 and IV-29 examine the GS bill payment impacts by quarter of CRP
enroliment. Quarter four enrollees had smaller gross iricreases in their GS bills than the
other 2003 enrollees. They also did not experience the gross declines in the total coverage
rates that the other 2003 enrollees experienced. This is largely due to the fact that their pre-
enrollment coverage rates were lower than those of the other 2003 enrollees. The fourth
quarter enrollees also experienced a smaller gross increase in shortfall than the other 2003
enrollees, due to their smaller increases in their bills.

Table IV-28
GS Bill Gross Payment Impacts
All Customers
By Quarter

2003QUEwolices, * [ 2003Q2 Enrollées [ 2003Q3Eiiroliees . |. 2003 Q4 Enrolleés

—

Sample: @ |f
- —
.

| Bre | Post | Change |- Pre: |, Pbst | Change.| Pre | ‘Post | Change . Pre | Post | Cliige

Number of 2,138 | 2,669 2,064 1,500
Cusliomers

GS Bill $1122 | $1680 | $557* | $1388 | $1755 | $367** [ Si1436 | 51684 | $248++ | $1471 | 51669 | $198*+
Total Cash | 70y | ggas | s70% | s720 | ss05 | sss** | se6o | s774 | s106= | ses0 | s754 93
Pavments :

Assistance | ¢iac | gia9 | g1ax [ s175 | $124 | -sso= | sie6 | 124 | sare | s169 | s134 -§35%%
Pavments
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“Sample. L2003 Q1 Enrollees: 2003-Q2 Enrollees ' 2003-Q3Enrollées. ‘ 2003 Q4 Enrollees
Pré | Post | Change | Pre | Post | Change | Pre | Post | Change || Pre Post Change
Total "
$909 $993 584 $BO5_|_$930 | _3$35** | $834 .[_S899__| 3$65**_.)..3829 5888 $59%*
Payvments
Cash
Coverage’ 1% 56% -1596%* 56% 51% S5%%* 50% 51% 0% 49% 32% 3%*
Rate
Tatal
Coverage 85% 67% S18%** | 7% 39% -1 2%%* 64% | 60% -4% 62% 62% 0%
Rate
Shortlall 5213 3687 $474*% 3493 5825 $332%* 5602 $785 B183%* 5642 5781 3140**

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Table IV-29
GS Bill Net Payment Impacts
All Customers

By Quarter

 Sample 2003 Q1 Enrollees | 2003 Q2.Enrollees: | 2003'Q3 Enrollees. | 2003 Q4 Enrollees

: cci | cez | Gl cer | cer | ecz | cer | coz
.r;;'e":t";;:f Customers 2,138 2669 2,064 1,500
23::?:1’ of Customers 24090 | 1570 | 23860 | 1947 | 22954 | 1425 | 22146 | 1334
GS Rill s253%% | eI+ | sa2sex | -sager | sispe | sas | s2o0%e -85
Tota] Cash Payments -$125%F | FT2R* -567%% $49%+ -334%x 341 Si6 -515
Assistance Payments sagme | g0 | sa6e | g | SM | 8240 | e | si9
Total Payments S169%+ | 1430 | s113ee | s7eee | g7 $16 510 $34
Cash Coverage Rate -1 1%** 4G,* QG x* 149p%* -5Gp%* 7%* 3%* 6%+
Total Coverage Rate -1 592* 1% S14Gx 59p¥* -Qgy** 5% -G ¥ 5%*
Shortfall sazox | soosx | saz7es | $20 | s236%* 58 s212%¢ | $25

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denates significance at the 95 percent level.

Table IV-30 examines the GS bill payment impacts for customers who remained on the CRP
for a full year. These customers experienced similar impacts to all CRP customers. Cash
payments were slightly lower for customers who remained on for a full year and the increase
in shortfall for these customers was slightly greater than for all CRP customers.
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“Table IV-30
GS Bill Payment Impacts
Customers Who Stay on the CRP for a Full Year
- TG cG1 ' CG2
Pré Post | ‘Change | Chiamge | et ‘-Changé | Nt
C | TR =E=ET O Ghange |- * | Change
Number of Customers 6,633 ' 93,159 6,276
GS Bill $1383 $1738 $355%* $137** $220%* $348** 57
Total Cash Payments $701 $767 $66** $143%+* -$76** FB4*x -$18
Assistance Payments $169 $140 -$28** Fi3** -$41#= $38** -566**
Total Payments $870 $907 $38** F155%= Y B $122%* -$84H
Cash Coverage Rate 55% 48% -6%** 3+ -QGh** -12G%* -Q%**
Total Coverage Rate 69% 58% -119+* 2%** -13%** -13%+* 2%
Shortlall $514 $831 $317*= -§ 1 Bk $335%* $226%* §02%*

**Denotes significance a1 the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Customers who did not stay on the CRP for a full year experienced similar impacts on
payment coverage of their GS bill. Their payments, however, increased by more than those
who remained on the CRP for a full year, and their shortfall did not increase as much as
those who remained on the CRP for a full year. .

Table IV-31
GS Bill Payment Impacts
Customers Who Do Not Stay on the CRP for a Full Year

e CGi | ez

e I 5 o fraces I & . Net S Net

E ‘ Pre Post- -Changg | Change' | Change | Changg‘ ‘Changé

3 il e I e L . .
Number of Customers 1,738 93,159 ) 6,276
GS Bill $1208 51568 $360%* $137+* $223** $348** i3
Total Cash Payments $747 $917 "$171#** $143%* -$28** Fgaw* $BE**
Assistance Payments $133 $103 -$30** $13m -$43+x $38x* -308**
Total Payments $880 $1020 $140** $155%= ~$15%* $122%* 518
Cash Coverage Raie 66% 68% 1% 3%** -2% -13%** 149%
Total Coverage Rate 78% 5% - -3% pA A -5%* -13%** | 10%**
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TG .l €G1 L €GG2
. 1| - .
; : -
Ly s . .| Net . Net*
. Pre Post. Change | Change Chiange Change Change
Shortfall 5358 $548 $220%* -$1g** 5238+ 5226+ $5

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Tables IV-32 through 1V-33 examine the change in GS bill payment impacts by CRP status.
Broken customers had the greatest declines in total payments and coverage rates. Active
customers had the largest increases in their shortfall. Inactive customers had the smallest
increase/ greatest decline in shortfall.

Table IV-32
GS Bill Payment Impacts
Non-participant Comparison Group

Net Change By CRP Status

Net Change
Compared with CG1

Active Broken. Curable Defaulted. |, Suspended Inactive:
Number of Customers 2.814 370 516 536 2,591 1,544
GS Bill F316** $lor* $246** $257** $169** $118%=
Total Cash Payments -$85%* -$155%* $8 -$44* -$64%* -517
Assistance Payments I Wi -376*# -§62%* ~§35%* -$60%* -$41%x
Total Payments -§103*#* ~$23 ] -§54% -§78** -$124%+ -$25*
Cash Coverage Rate ~14G9p%* -219%%% -1% -8%* -6%** 1%
Total Coverage Rate -17%** -27 Gk -6% -12%** -11%** -1%
Shortfall 54195 $392%k 3299 $335%** $294 %+ 1420

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 93 percent level.
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Table IV-33
GS Bill Payment Impacts
2004 Participant Comparison Group
Net Change By CRP Status

Net Chiange

‘ ) C(}mpared‘wiih- CG2

Active Broken Curabie ‘I ‘_Déf':iulléd‘. . Siispended Inactive
Number of Customers 2814 370 516 336 2.591 1.544
GS Bil $106** -$50 335 $46 -§42%+ -$93**
Total Cash Payments -§27# -507x* 366* $15 -$6 §75%*
Assistance Payments _$42%x -$101 %= -$g7* -$60# _$85* -$66**
Total Payments -$707*+ -§198** -$21 -$45 -$01 %= %8
Cash Coverage Rate 2% ~6% 15%*+* T%** 10%** 1 7%**
Total Coverage Rate 2% =129 G%** 3% 4G |4%**
Shortfall $176%+ FlagH* $56 $91= $50* -S101+*

*+*Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Tables 1V-34 through IV-35 examine the GS bill payment impacts by CRP type. These
tables show that as the amount of payment required declined, the total payments made
declined, coverage of the GS bill declined, and shortfall increased. While customers with
the eight percentage payment decreased total payments by $275, customers with the ten
percentage payment increased their total payments by $79. Customers with the eight
percentage payment increased their shortfall by $368 and customers with the ten percentage

payment increased their shortfall by $122.

Table IV-34 .
GS Bill Payment Impacts
Non-participant Comparison Group

Net Change By CRP Type
- T
- ~ NeuChanige. .
‘Compared with'CG1,
*" $18 Minimim 8% |- 9% . 10%
Number of Customers 246 1,397 3,901 2,678
GS'Bill F119%* $199** $219%*= $252%*
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_ Net Change
Compared withi CGI
$18 Minimum: 8% 9% 10%
Total Cash Payvments -§286%* -§227%+* -§84%* $100==
Assistance Payments $35% -$65+* -540%* ¥ idd
Total Payments -§250** ~§291%* -$124%> $62%*
Cash Coverage Rate -l 5%** -15%** -9** 2%
Total Coverage Rate -16%** -21%** -13%** -49*
Sllgrlfall $370%* 349]** $343%* $190%x
**Denoles significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.
Table 1V-33
GS Bill Payment Impacts
2004 Comparison Group
Net Change By CRP Type
Net Change F
Coffipared with CG2 |
$18 Minimum 8% 9% 10% .
Number of Customers 246 1,397 3.901 2,678
GS Bill -§91¢ 512 38 $424%
Total Cash Payments -$228%* -$1a7** -526* $158+*

; Assistance Payments $10 -$90** -565%* -562**
Total Payments S§217Hx -§258** -5 #= $G5*
Cash Coverage Rate 1% 0% Too** [49%**
Total Coverage Rate 1% ~-6%** 2% 10%**
Shortfall $126* $245%* $100** -$54H*

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. ¥*Denotes significance at the 95 percent level,

K. Energy Assistance

This section examines the impact of the CRP on energy assistance received by CRP
participants.

e Percent Received LIHEAP: This is the percent of customers in the group that received
LIHEAP assistance in the pre or post enrollment year. Thirty-six percent of
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customers in the treatment group received LIHEAP in the year prior to enrollment,
and 45 percent received LIHEAP in the year after enrollment, an increase of nine
percentage points. The average net change was not significant.30

Mean LIHEAP Grant: This is the mean amount of LIHEAP received for those
customers who did receive a LIHEAP grant. Average LIHEAP grants increased from
$233 to $256 between the pre and post enrollment years.

LIHEAP Cash Assistance: This is the total amount of LIHEAP cash assistance
received, both while participating in the CRP and while not participating in the CRP.
This is the average amount received, over customers who did and those who did not
receive a grant. LIHEAP cash assistance increased from $82 in the period prior to
CRP enrollment to $114 in the period following CRP enrollment, a gross increase of
$32. The average net change was not significant.

LIHEAP on CRP: This refers to the amount of LIHEAP cash assistance that
customers received while participating in the CRP. These LIHEAP payments are not
credited to the customer’s monthly payment or arrearages, but contribute to the CRP
subsidy amount. Customers were considered to be on the CRP when the LIHEAP
cash grant was received if they received a CRP discount on the bill prior to the date of
the assistance. Customers received an average of $110 in LIHEAP assistance while
participating in the CRP.

LIHEAP off CRP: This refers to the amount of LIHEAP cash assistance that
customers received when they were not participating in the CRP. Customers were
considered to be off the CRP if they did not receive a CRP discount on the bill prior
to the date of the grant payment. Customers received an average of $4 in LIHEAP
assistance after they enrolled in the CRP but while they were not participating in the
program.

Crisis Assistance: Customers are eligible for CRISIS assistance if they have income
below 135 percent of the Federal Poverty Level and their gas service is terminated or
they are in danger of having their service terminated. The customer is required to
provide a current termination notice when applying for the grant. Customers
received an average of $57 in crisis assistance in the period prior to CRP enrollment,
and an average of $17 in the year after enrollment, a gross decline of $40.
Customers are expected to receive less in crisis after enrollment if they are better
able to pay their bills while participating in the CRP. The average net change in
crisis assistance was a decrease of $44.

UESF: The Utility Emergency Service Funds provides a small amount of grants to
help customers restore gas service or to avoid shutoff of service. Customers are

% Customers must have income below 135 percent of the Federal Poverty Level to qualify for LIHEAP, so some of
the CRP participants with income between 135 and 150 percent of the Federal Poverty Level would not qualify for

LIHEAP,
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eligible for UESF if they have income below 175 percent of the Federal Poverty
Level; they have not received assistance from UESF in the past 24 months; they
applied for LIHEAP cash and Crisis grants if the programs were open; they have had
their service terminated or have received a service termination letter from their
utility; and a $500 grant will eliminate the customer’s arrearages. Customers
received an average of $21 in assistance in the year prior to participating and an
average of $1 in assistance in the year after enrollment. Because this assistance is to
help customers in crisis, it is expected that this type of assistance will decline for
customers after they enroll in the CRP.

Total Grants Applied 1o Balance: This is the sum of LIHEAP cash grants received
while the customer was not on the CRP, crisis assistance, UESF. and other grant
assistance. Customers received a total of $16] in this assistance in the year prior 1o
enrollment and $22 in assistance in the year fellowing enrollment, for a gross decline
of $139. The average net change in this assistance was a decline of $164.

Total Grants Received: This is the sum of all LIHEAP cash assistance, crisis
assistance, UESF, and other grants received. Customers received a total of $161 in
this assistance in the year prior to enrollment, and $132 in the year following
enrollment, for a gross decline of $29. The average net change was a decline of $54.

Table 1V-36
Energy Assistance Impacts
All CRP Participants

‘TG GGl CG2
‘ [ S

Pre. Post Change: | Charige Cl;%l;g'g' 1 Change (—:-]I::I:’ge
Number of Customers 8,371 93,159 6,276
Percent Received LIHEAP 36% 45% GGp** §%** JG** 11%** 29+
Mean LIHEAP Grant $233 $256 $24%+ F16** 8% 36 $17%*
LIHEAP Cash $82 $i14 F32x $28** $4* $32%+ $0
LIHEAP on CRP $0 110 B110%* 36 F110%* $0 $110%=
LIHEAP off CRP $82 $4 -§78%* $28%* -3106%* $32%x -$110%*
Crisis $57 $17 -$40** =] Pl -$30%* $ig** 2§57
UESF $21 31 -$20** ~pox -§15** -510** -$10%*
Total Grants Applied to Balance 516l $22 -$139%+ $13%> -$151** $3g** -$176%*
Total Grants Received 3161 $132 -$29%* $13* -FALE $38** -$66++*

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.
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L. Terminations

This section examines the change in service terminations for participating CRP customers.
Table 1V-37 shows the change in the percentage of customers who received a service
termination in the year preceding and the year following CRP enrollment. Fifteen percent of
the treatment group customers received a shutoff in the year preceding enrollment and four
percent in the year following enrollment, a gross decline of ten percentage points. The net
decline was approximately 12 percentage points. A greater number of customers had
shutoffs at the curb in the year preceding enrcllment, and the decline in these shutoffs was
greater than the decline in the percentage of customers with shutoffs at the meter.

Table 1V-37
Service Termination Impacts
Percent of Customers Who Received At Least One Shutoff
All CRP Participants

TG €G1 Z CG2 -
e | A . i Net | . Net
l?fe,- A Pys! : Change |, ‘(.?__lla.ngeg Changé Ellefnge; . Chiange
Number of Customers 8,371 93,159 6,276
Total Shutoffs 0.15 0.04 -0.10%* 0.00 0104 | 0.03%* | -0.13%=
Shutoffs at Meter 0.05 0.01 003* | -0.01% | -0,02%* 0.00 -0.03%x ‘
Shutoffs at Curb 0.11 0.03 -0.08%x 0.00 0.08% | 0.03% | -0.11%*

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Table IV-38 shows the average number of shutoffs per customer rather than the percentage
of customers that received a shutoff. This table shows that customers received an average of
.17 service terminations in the year prior to enrollment and .05 service terminations in the
year following enrollment, for a gross decline of 0.12 service terminations. The CG2 group
experienced an increase in the rate of service terminations. The average net decrease in the
number of service terminations was .14 terminations. Both shutoffs at the meter and
shutoffs at the curb declined.
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Table IV-38
Service Termination Impacts
All CRP Participants

TG ' €G1 - CG2
ol Net | | Netl
Pre ' Post Qhange Change. Change Change . Change:

! ! !

Number of Customers 8.371 93,159 6.276
Total Shutoffs 0.17 0.05 -0.12%* 0.00 -0 1] 0.04%=* 0.16%%
Shutofls at Meter 0.05 0.01 0,03 -0.01%* -(0.02%= 0.00 -0.03%*
Shultoffs at Curb 0.12 0.03 -0,09%* 0.00 -0.09 % 0.04#+* -0 135

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Collections Actions

This section examines the impact of the CRP on collections actions. The program is
expected to reduce the number of collections actions needed if customers can better afford
their bill and are less likely to miss payments.

PGW’s collections actions were divided into five different categories — automated office
actions, returned checks, mail actions, phone actions, and field actions. '

All Collections Actions: Table IV-39 shows that customers experienced an average of
8.7 collections actions in the year prior to enrollment, and 8.8 actions in the year
following enrollment, a gross change that was not statistically significant. The
comparison groups, however, experienced significant increases in the total number of
collections actions. ‘Therefore, the average net impact on the total number of
collections actions was a decline of 1.4 actions.

Automated Office Actions: Customers had 0.5 automated office actions in the year
prior to enrollment, and 0.7 automated office actions in the year following
enrollment, a gross increase of 0.1 actions. The net change was an increase of 0.5
actions.

Returned Checks: Customers had an average of 0.4 retumed checks in the year
preceding enrollment and 0.3 returned checks in the year following enrollment. The
gross change was a decline of 0.2 returned checks.

Mail Actions: Customers had 5.6 mail actions in the year preceding enrollment and
5.2 mail actions in the year following enrollment, a gross decline of 0.4 actions. The

net change in mail actions was a decline of 0.6 actions
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o Phone Actions: Customers had 1.0 phone actions m the year preceding enrollment
and 1.9 phone actions in the year following -enrollment, an increase of 0.9 actions.
The net change in phone actions was an increase of (.1 phone actions.

-~ —FieldActions:-Customers-had- 1.6 field-actions-in-the year-preceding enrollment and
1.0 field actions in the year following enroliment, a gross decline of 0.6 actions. The
net change was a decline of 1.1 actions.

Table IV-39
CRP Impacts on Collection Actions
All CRP Participants

TG CG1 | CG2
Pre . l-sosll\ Change | Change ! Cl?a ‘:ge ‘Change CII:::ge
Number of Costomers 8.371 93,159 3.647
All Collections Actions 8.7 8.8 0.0 0.6%+* -0.5%% 2.4%x -2.3%*
ﬁ‘c‘t'i‘:)':a‘ed Office 0.5 0.7 0.1%* 0.0 0.0%% | o1xx 0
Returned Check 04 0.3 .14 00 | -0.1% | o1 0.2%*
Mail Action 5.6 52 -0.4%* -0.2%* -0.2%* 0.5%* -0,9**
Phone Action 1.0 19 0.9+ 05 | o4 | 11w | 02%
Field Action 1.6 1.0 -0.6%* 0.3** ' -0.9%¥ 0.6%* -] 2%

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level,

N. Usage Impacts

This section examines the impact of the CRP on customers’ gas usage. Customers who
participate in the CRP are not expected to reduce their usage, as only a small percentage of
these customers receive the Conservation Works Program, due to the available CWP budget.
Without energy conservation services, the weather-normalized energy usage of these
customers is not expected to decline. However, concerns have been raised that some
customers may increase their usage when placed on a percentage of income payment plan,
where bills are not directly related to the amount of gas that the customer uses. The analyses
in this section aims to determine whether there is such an increase in gas usage after
customers begin participating in the CRP.

Table 1V-40 displays additional attrition of sample for the usage analysis. Customers were
removed from the usage analysis for the following reasons:

¢ Usage data were not available
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The data did not fit well to the model

There were not enough usage data or reads available

There were less than 40 percent of the normal heatmg degree days in the customer’s
usage periods

There were more than 395 days of usage data or more than 13 reads

Between 83 and 88 percent of the customers in the analy51s groups had enough data to be
included in the usage analysis.

Table IV-40
Data Attrition

TG CGl CG2
Analysis group 8.371 93.159 6.276
Usage Data Not Available 6 79 '3
Poor Fit 783 8,321 660
Not enough days of usage 257 1136 248
data or reads . :
Less than 40% of normal
HDD 127 825 109
Days >395 or Reads>13 62 547 42
‘Good Usage Data 7.136 82,251 5,214
Pf_:rcem of analysis group 85% 88% 33%
with good usage data

Table 1V-41 displays gas usage changes. This table shows that both the raw change in usage
and the weather normalized change in usage were very small, less than two percent of pre
enrollment usage.

Day Adjusted Usage: The day adjusted usage is the customer’s annual usage, adjusted
to 365 days of usage. Customers used an average of 1,203 ccf in the year preceding
CRP enrollment, and an average of 1,180 ccf in the year following CRP enrollment, a
decline of 23 ccf, or two percent of pre-enrollment usage. The net change in day
adjusted usage was a decline of 33 ccf.

Weather Normalized Usage: The weather normalized usage is annualized usage that
has been adjusted to control for the weather, by modeling the relationship between the
average daily temperature and the customer’s gas usage, and then predicting the
customer’s usage in an average weather year. Customers had an average weather-
normalized usage of 1,184 ccf in the year preceding enrollment and usage of 1,199
ccf in the year following enrollment, an increase of 15 ccf, or one percent of pre-
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enrollment usage. The net change in weather normalized usage was an increase of 8
" ccf. ' '
Table IV-41
Usage- Impacts—————- -
All Customers

TG CG1 . CGY
L Net _ Nét
Prﬂe Post: Change. | Change Change Change, Cliange .
Number of Customers 7.136 82,251 5,214
Day Adjusted Usage 1.203 1.180 B b -7 24 %% 67 ~gQ**
\’\’eather Normalized l.|84 ngg 15%% B i 3k 31 Hook « ] GF*
Usage

**Denotes significance al the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

Table 1V-42 displays the net usage impacts by quarter of enrollment in the CRP. While
there was a small increase in raw usage in the first quarter, there were small decreases in the
other quarters. There was a small increase in weather-normalized usage in the first, third,
and fourth quarters, and a small decrease in weather-normalized usage in the second quarter.

Table IV-42
Net Usage Impacts
All Customers ‘
By Quartér
Sariple: © - .| 3003.G1 Enrollees | 2003QZEnrolices | ‘2003 Q3 Enroltees, || 2003 Q4'Enrollees:
Ll . c e | cer | eei | cez [ €61 | c62 | e6r | G2
Number of Customers Treatment 1,782 2314 1,775 1,265
Number of Customers Control 20,614 1,258 21,061 1,616 20,583 1,213 19,993 1,127
Day Adjusted Usage 534 | _llge | 22 -1 5% 3 475 s | 4
Weather Normalized Usage 27 %% -2 26%% ~35%* 30 -20% 464 -1

**Denotes significance at the 99 percent level. *Denotes significance at the 95 percent level.

0. Summary of Data Analysis Findings
This section summarizes findings from the data analysis.

e Retention rates: Ninety-seven percent of the original treatment group that enrolled in
the fourth quarter of 2003 remained on the CRP for the first three months, 94 percent
for the first six months, 89 for the first nine months, and 63 for the full year after
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_enrollment. Ninety-two percent of the final treatment group that enrolled in the
fourth quarter of 2003 remained on the CRP for a full year after enrollment.

_Households whose primary source of income was Social Security had the highest
retention rates and households whose primary source of income was employment had
the lowest retention rates.”’ Ninety-four percent of houscholds with Social Security
income remained on the CRP for a full year after enrollment and 90 percent of
households with employment income remained on the CRP for a full year.

Arrearage forgiveness: Customers have 1/36 of their pre-program arrears forgiven
each month that they pay their bill on time and in full. The data analysis showed that
on average, customers who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003 received arrearage
forgiveness in four of the 12 months following enrollment. One fourth of custemers
did not receive arrearage forgiveness in any month in the year following enrollment,
and 26 percent received arrearage forgiveness in 10 to 12 of the months following
enrollment. The average amount of arrearage forgiveness received was $182. Only
nine percent of customers received greater than $300 in airearage forgiveness.

Households with elderly members received arrearage forgiveness in more months
following enrollment. While 47 percent of households with elderly members
received arrearage forgiveness in 10 to 12 months in the year following enrollment,
only 24 percent of households that did not have elderly members did so.

Customers whose primary source of income was Social Security received the greatest
number of months of arrearage forgiveness and customers whose primary source of
income was public assistance and employment received the fewest number of months
of arrearage forgiveness. While customers whose primary income source was Social
Security received arrearage forgiveness in an average of 5.6 months after enrollment,
customers whose primary source of income was employment received arrearage
forgiveness in 3.4 months in the year following enrollment, and customers whose
primary source of income was public assistance received arrearage forgiveness in 3.3
months in the year following enrollment.

Customers on the $18 minimum payment and in the active status category at the time
of data download received the greatest number of months of arrearage forgiveness.
Customers in the active status category received an average of $240 in arrearage
forgiveness, compared to $31 for broken customers, $68 for curable customers, $94
for inactive customers, $169 for defaulted customers, and $205 for suspended
customers. '

Re-certification rates: Forty one percent of the original treatment group re-certified
by the time of the data download in early 2005. Forty nine percent of the final
treatment group re-certified. As expected, nearly all active customers re-certified and
very few suspended customers re-certified.

*' This reaffirms PGW’s analysis that has showed that the seniors have the best payment records.
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o Affordability impact: The CRP had a positive impact on affordability for program
participants. Customers received an average CRP discount of $660, had a gross
reduction in bills of $304, and a net reduction of $547. Their average energy burden
declined from 15.5 percent to 9.5 percent, for a gross reduction of six percentage

-~ —points-and-a net'reduction-of 11 percentage points:

The CRP was modified in September 2003 so that customers received payments of an
$18 minimum, or eight, nine, or ten percent of income, instead of the previous, $30
minimum payment, 7.35 percent of income, or budget plus two percent of arrears.
However, discounts were higher for fourth quarter enrollees due to a change in the
composition of participants. Participants who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003
were more likely to be placed in the $18 minimum or eight percent payment
arrangement, than customers who enrolled in the other quarters of 2003. Customers
who enrolled in the fourth quarter had an average discount of $782, compared to an
average discount of $630 for customers who enrolled in the other quarters. These
customers also experienced a greater decline in their bills, a gross decline of almost
$600 compared to gross declines of under $100 for Q1 enrollees, under $300 for Q2
enrollees, and under $400 for Q3 enroliees.

Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year experienced a greater impact on
bill payment affordability than those who do not.

o Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year received an average CRP
discount of $765 compared to an average discount of $262 for customers who
did not remain on the CRP for a full year.

o Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had a gross decline in
their bills of $410 and a net decline in their bills of $653, compared to a gross
increase of $98 and a net decline of $144 for customers who did not remain on

- the CRP for afull year.

o Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had a gross reduction in
energy burden of seven percentage points and a net reduction of 12 percentage
points, compared to a gross reduction of one percentage point and a net
reduction of six percentage points for customers who did not remain on the

CRP for a full year.

Customers who were still classified as active at the time of the data download
received the greatest discounts and experienced the greatest declines in their gas bills.
Customers in the lower percentage payment plans had greater discounts and greater
reductions in their bills. They also experienced the greatest net reductions in energy
burden, as high as 47 percentage points for customers in the $18 minimum group and
20 percentage points for customers in the eight percentage group.

e Payment impact — coverage of the asked to pay amount: Total customer payments
declined but coverage of bills increased following enrollment in the CRP.
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Customers increased. the number of cash payments made from under seven
payments in the year preceding enrollment to eight payments in the year
following enrollment, a gross increase of 1.4 payments, and a net increase of
1.6 payments.

Cash payments increased from $711 to $798, a gross increase of $88 and a
net decline of $26.

Assistance payments credited to the customer’s bill decreased from $161 to
$22, a gross decrease of $13%9 and a net decrease of $164.

Total payments declined from $872 to $821, a gross decline of $51 and a net
decline of $190.

Cash coverage rates increased from 57 percent to 82 percent, a gross increase
of 25 percentage points and a net increase of 30 percentage points.

Total coverage rates increased from 71 percent to 84 percent, a gross increase
of 13 percentage points and a net increase of 19 percentage points.

Shortfall declined from $475 to $222, a gross decline of $253 and a net
decline of $357.

Balances increased from $1,539 to $1,611, a gross increase of $72 and a net
decline of $229.

Customers who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003 had the greatest increases in
their cash and 1otal coverage rates, and the greatest declines in shortfall and balances,
due to their large declines in their asked to pay amounts.

Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had greater impacts than those
who did not.

o}

Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had a net increase in
total coverage rates of 22 percentage points, compared to an increase of 7
percentage points for those who did not remain on the CRP for a full year.

Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had a net decline in
shortfall of $428, compared to a decline of $87 for those who did not remain
on the CRP for a full year.

Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had a net decline in their
balances of $282, compared to a net decline of $25 for customers who did
not remain on the CRP for a full year.
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Customers whose Jatest CRP status was active had the greatest reduction in their bills,
the greatest increase in the number of cash payments made and total coverage rates,
and the greatest reduction in shortfall and balances.

— - Customers with-lower-percentage payment-plans had greater increases in the number
of cash payments made and coverage rates, and the greatest decreases in their
balances. These customers also had the greatest declines in the amount of payments
made.

e Payment impact — coverage of the GS bill: After enrolling in the CRP, total customer
payments covered less of the GS bill, both as compared to their pre enrollment levels,
and compared to the change for the comparison groups.

o There was a gross decline in total assistance payments applied 10 PGW of
$29 and a net.decline of $54.

o Total payments increased from $872 to $931 for a gross increase of $59, but
the net change was a decline of $80.

o Total coverage rates declined from 71 percent to 62 percent for a gross
decline of nine percentage points and a net decline of five percentage points.

o Shortfall increased from $475 to $772, for a gross increase of $297 and a net
increase of $194.

Fourth quarter enrollees experienced a smaller gross increase in shortfall than the
other 2003 enrollees, due to their smaller increase in GS bills. Their shortfall
increased from $642 to $781, for a gross increase of $140 and a net increase of $119.

Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had lower coverage of their GS
bills than those who did not remain on the CRP.

o Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had a gross increase in
total payments of $38, but a net decline of $101. This compares to customers
who did not remain on the CRP for a full year and had a gross increase in
total payments of $140 and an insignificant net change. This difference was
due to. a smaller amount of cash payments made by those customers who
remained on the CRP for a full year, not to a difference in the amount of
assistance payments received.

o Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had a gross reduction in
total coverage rates of 11 percentage points and a net reduction in total
coverage rates of 6 percentage points. In comparison, customers who did not
remain on the CRP for a full year had an insignificant gross and net change
in total coverage rates.
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o Customers who remained on the CRP for a full year had a gross increase in
shortfall on the GS bill of $317, and a net increase in shortfall of $214. This
compares to customers who did not remain on the CRP for a full year and
had a gross increase in shortfall on the GS bill of $220, and a net increase in
shortfall of $122.

Customers whose latest CRP status was broken had the greatest declines in total
payments and coverage rates. Active customers had the largest increase in shortfall
on the GS bill. Inactive customers had the smallest increase in shortfall on the GS
bill.

Customers in the lower percentage payment plans had the greatest declines in
coverage rates and the greatest increases in shortfall. While customers in the eight
percent plan decreased their net coverage rates by 14 percentage points, customers in
the ten percent plan increased their net coverage rates by three percentage points.
While customers in the eight percent plan increased their net shortfall on the GS bill
by $368, customers in the ten percent plan increased their net shortfall by 568.

» Energy Assistance: Thirty-six percent of customers in the treatment group received
LIHEAP in the year prior to enrollment and 45 percent received LIHEAP in the year
following enroilment, a gross increase of nine percentage points and an insignificant
net increase. The mean LIHEAP grant averaged about $240. Participants had a
small gross increase in the total amount of LIHEAP received, and a small decrease in
the total amount of Crisis and UESF assistance received in the year after enrollment,
resulting in a gross decline in total energy assistance of $29, and a net decline in total
energy assistance of $54.

s Terminations: Customers received an average of 0.17 shutoffs in the year preceding
enrollment and 0.05 shutoffs in the year following enrollment, for a gross reduction
of 0.12 shutoffs and a net decline of 0.14 shutoffs. Both shutoffs at the meter and
shutoffs at the curb declined.

e Collections actions: Customers had fewer collections actions after enrolling in the
CRP. Customers had an average of 8.7 coliections actions in the year preceding
enrollment and 8.8 collections actions in the year following enrollment, for an
insignificant gross change, but a net decline of 1.4 collections actions. Customers
experienced declines in returned checks, mail actions, and field actions, and an
increase in the number of phone actions. The greatest decline experienced was in the
numnber of field actions.

o  Usage impacts: Customers in the treatment group increased their weather-normalized
usage from 1,184 ccf in the year preceding enrollment to 1,199 in the year following
enrollment, a gross increase of 15 ccf, one percent of pre-enrollment usage. The net
change was an increase of 8 ccf, less than one percent of pre-enrollment usage.
Customers who enrolled in the fourth quarter of 2003 had the largest net increase of
23 ccf, still only about two percent of pre-enrollment usage.
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V. Customer Survey

In the customer survey, we interviewed CRP participants and low-income customers who never
participated in the CRP. The CRP customer survey was designed to measure the following?

Household demographics .
Reasons for participation or nonparticipation
Barriers to enrollment

Understanding of the program

CRP re-certification process

Financial obligations .and bill payment difficulties
Application and receipt of energy assistance
Program success

Impacts of the CRP

Satisfaction with the CRP

A. Customer Survey Methodology

This section describes the methodology for the customer survey, including procedures for
sample selection and survey implementation, and response rates.

Differences between active, broken, curable or defaulted, suspended, and inactive CRP
customers, and non-participants; and between current participants, past participants, and
non-participants are highlighted when appropriate. The survey assigned CRP customers to
current and past participant groups using their responses to two questions. The survey first
asked respondents whether they were currently participating in the CRP. Respondents who
reported that they were currently participating in the CRP were classified as current
participants. Respondents who reported that they were not currently participating in the
CRP were asked whether they had ever participated in the CRP. Respondents who reported
that they had participated were classified as past participants. Respondents who were
classified by PGW as CRP participants, but who reported that they had never participated in
the CRP were not asked to complete the survey.

1. Survey Implementation

An advance letter was sent to all customers who were selected for the survey. This
letter notified customers that they would be called to participate in the survey, explained
the purpose of the survey, and gave customers the option to call into the phone center to
complete the survey at their convenience.

APPRISE retained Braun Research to conduct the survey through its call center. A
researcher from APPRISE trained Braun’s employees on the survey instrument and
monitored survey implementation. Braun’s manager in charge of the survey instructed
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interviewers how to use the computerized version of the survey to record customer
responses.

Interviewer training consisted of two hour-long sessions — one for daytime and one for
evening interviewers. Training included an explanation of the Customer Responsibility
Program, an introduction to the CRP customer population, an explanation of field codes
included in the survey instrument, an overview of each question, and in-depth
discussion of survey questions requiring special attention.

Interviewer monitoring allowed APPRISE researchers to both listen to the way
interviewers conducted surveys and see the answers they chose on the computerized
data entry form. Braun's manager facilitated open communication between the
monitors and interviewers, which allowed the monitors to further instruct interviewers
on how 1o implement the survey and accurately record customer responses.

Sample Selection and Response Rates

The sample was designed to furnish data on CRP participants and low-income non-
participants. The samiple was stratified by the customer’s most recent CRP status —
active, broken, curable or defaulted, suspended, and inactive.

Table V-1 details the number of customers selected to complete the survey, number of
completed interviews, cooperation rates, and response rates for each of the three groups.
The table presents the following information for each group and the total sample:

¢ Number selected: Initially, there were 200 active CRP customers, 100 broken
CRP customers, 44 curable CRP customers, 56 defaulted CRP customers, 100
suspended CRP customers, 100 inactive CRP customers, and 100 non-participants
selected to complete the survey. Due to a large number of unusable phone
numbers in the initial sample, additional sample was selected to increase the
number of respondents in selected groups. For the additional sample, there were
50 broken CRP customers, 8 curable CRP customers, 12 defaulted CRP
customers, 50 suspended CRP customers, 100 inactive CRP customers, and 46
non-participants selected to complete the survey. The goal was to obtain 100
responses from active CRP customers, and 50 responses from each of the
following groups: broken, defaulted or curable, suspended, and inactive CRP
customers, and non-participants.

¢ Unusable: There were 422 cases deemed unusable because no one was present in
the home during the survey who was able to answer questions related to the
household gas bills and the CRP, or because phone numbers were unavailable,
disconnected, or incorrect.”>  These households are not included in the

#1386 cases were deemed unusable because phone numbers were unavailable, disconnected, or incorrect. This may
be related to incorrect customer information or to interruptions in telephone service. However, we do not believe
that these unusable numbers-will bias the results of the survey.
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denominator of the response rate or the cooperation rate. They are included in the
denominator of the completed interview rate.

Non-Interviews: There were 80 cases classified as non-interviews because the
qualified respondent refused to complete the interview, or because the respondent

asked the interviewer to call back to complete the interview at a later time, but did
not complete the interview during the field period. These households are included
in the denominator of the cooperation rate, the response rate, and the completed
interview rate.

Unknown eligibility: There were 70 cases that were determined to have unknown
eligibility to complete the interview, due to answering machines. no answers, and
language barriers.*® These households are not included in the denominator of the
cooperation rate. They are included in the denominator of the response rate and
the completed interview rate.

Not eligible — does not know about CRP: There were 33 cases that were deemed
not eligible to complete the interview because the respondent did not remember
participating in the CRP. These households are not included in the denominator
of the response rate or the cooperation rate. They are included in the denominator
of the completed interview rate.

Completed interviews: The completed interviews are households that were
reached and that answered the full set of survey questions. In total, 361
interviews were completed.

Cooperation rate: The cooperation rate is the percent of eligible households
contacted who completed the survey. This'is calculated as the number of
completed interviews divided by the interviews plus the number of non-interviews
(refusals plus non-completed call backs34). Overall, this survey achieved an 82
percent cooperation rate.

Response rate: The response rate is the number of completed interviews divided
by the number of completed interviews plus the number of non-interviews
(refusals plus non-completed call backs) plus all cases of unknown eligibility (due
to answering machines and language barriers), This survey attained a 71 percent
response rate. '

Completed Interview Rate: The completed interview rate is the percentage of
households selected that completed the survey. This survey attained a 37 percent
completed interview rate. ‘

® There were 29 cases deemed to have unknown eligibility due to a language barrier. This may bias the results if
customers with a language barrier had difficulty accessing program services or information. However, PGW has
Spanish-speaking representatives at the district offices and at the telephone customer services centers. In addition,
PGW uses the AT&T Language Line to assist any customers who do not speak English or Spanish. Therefore, we
do not believe that failing to interview these customers will bias the results of the survey.

% Non-completed callbacks include respondents who asked the interviewer to call back at a later time to complete
the interview, but did not complete the interview by the end of the field period.
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As seen in Table V-1, cooperation rates ranged from 74 percent for inactive CRP
customers to 86 percent for non-participants. Response rates varied from 56 percent for
inactive CRP customers to 76 percent for broken CRP customers. Inactive CRP
customers_were more difficult to reach and interview, as evidenced by cooperation and
response rates that are consistently lower than those for other groups.

Table V-1
Sample and Response Rates
By CRP Participation Group

. Curable/ . Non-
Active Broken Defaulted Suspended Inactive Participants Total
Number selected 200 150 120 150 200 146 | 966
Unusable — wrong or
missing lelephone number 41 76 35 37 8 > 386
Unusable — no one home
who could answer the survey ! 3 : 3 a ¥ 36
Non-Interviews 22 9 16 11 13 9 80
Unknown eligibility 14 7 15 15 12 70
Not eligible — does not know '
about CRP 9 4 5 8 7 0 33
Completed interviews 107 51 56 54 36 57 361
. Curable/ . Non-
Active Broken Defaulted Suspended Inactive Participants Total
Cooperation rate 83% 85% 78% 83% T4% 86% 82%
Response rate 75% 76% 7% 68% 56% 73% 71%
Completed interview rate . 54% 34% 47% 36% 18% 39% - 37%

B. Demographics

This section examines the demographic characteristics of survey respondents. = All
Customers, except non-participants, were asked whether they currently participate in the
CRP and whether they have ever participated in the CRP. Table V-2 shows the responses to
these questions.”

% Customers’ CRP statuses are based upon their recorded status at the time of the PGW data download in February
2005. A customer’s status may have changed between thé date of the data download and the time of the survey. For
example an active customer may have broken his/her CRP agreement, or a broken, suspended, or inactive customer
may have re-enrolled in the CRP.
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Table V-2
Customer-Defined CRP Participation Status
By CRP Participation Group
- ATe vou currently participating in the Customer Responsibility Program?
Have you ever participated in the Customer Responsibility Program?
. Curable/ . Non-
Active Broken Defaulied Suspended Inactive Participants Total
Current Participants 102 25 49 ) 20 S 18
Pasl Participants ' 7 86
. 57

Non-Panicipants

Customers were asked whether they own or rent their home. Table V-3 shows that two-
thirds of non-participants own their homes, compared to 55 percent of current participants
and 50 percent of past participants.

Table V-3
Home: Own or Rent

Do you own or rent your home?
: . Curable/ . Current Past Non-
Active Broken Defaulied Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants [ Participanis

Own 53% 43% 50% 54% 64% 55% 50% 67%

, Rent 46% 35% 48% 46% 31% 44% 47% 32%
No stable

housing 1% 0% 0% 0% 3% 1% 0% 0%

Refused 0% 2% 2% 0% 3% 0% 3% 2%

Table V-4 shows the total number of household members. Non-participants are more likely
than current and past CRP participants to have only one household member. Active CRP
customers are more likely than customers in other CRP groups to have only one household

member.
Table V-4
Number of Household Members
Including yourseif, how many people normally live in this household?
Number of Holsehold Members
. Curable/ . Current Past Non-
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants | Participants

1 40% 16% 27% 20% 14% 34% 11% 42%
2 28% 26% 14% 24% 19% 22% 29% 23%
3 13% 18% 21% 24% 22% - 17% 19% 12%
4 8% [4% [6% 15% 11% {1% 12% 12%
5 6% 18% 10% 9% 11% 8% 14% 4%
Page 80
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Including yourself, how many people normally live in this household?
Number of Household Members
. i Curable/ . Current Past Non-
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Tnactive Participants | Participants | Participants

6 or more 6% 8% 11% 8% 20% 8% 13% 5%
Don’t know 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 2% 0%
Refused 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2%

Table V-5 shows the percentage of customers that have a disabled member, an elderly
member (60 years of age or older), or one or more children (18 years of age and younger).
Non-participants are more likely than current and past CRP participants to have at least one

elderly member and are less likely to have at least one disabled member.

Current

participants are more likely than past CRP participants and non-participants to have one or
more children. Active CRP customers are more likely than those in other CRP statuses to
have at least one elderly member and are less likely to have one or more children under 18.

Table V-5
Percent with Vulnerable Household Members
How many are 60 or older? How many are disabled? How many are 18 or under?
Percent With Vulnerable Household Members (Respondent Reported)
. Curable/ . Current Past Non-
Active Broken Defauited Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants | Participants
OE]‘(;‘:;)'Y B0or | 394, 6% 20% 19% 17% 29% 17% 48%
Disabled 50% 35% 46% 44% 25% 47% 30% 33%
f:{‘i:f"'“ 18or | 439 67% 62% 63% 75% 53% 67% 39%

Table V-6 shows that 21 percent of non-participants are married, compared to 12 percent of
current participants and 14 percent of past participants.

Table V-6

Marital Status

What is your marital status?

Active | Broken | iy | Supended | mactive | PR | s | Paricipans
Married 8% 22% 1% 11% 19% 129 14% 21%
Single 68% 67% 7% 76% 58% 69%. 71% 53%
Widow/Widower 22% 10% 13% 11% 19% 19% 12% 25%
Don’t know 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Refused 0% 2% 0% 2% 3% 0% 3% 2%
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Respondents were asked to report the highest level of education attained by any member of
their household.” Table V-7 shows that more than half of respondents do not have education

past the high school level.

Past participants were more likely than current and non-

participants to report that they have at least a high school diploma. Only seven percent of
past patticipants reported that they did not hdve a high séhidol diploma, compared to 20
percent of current participants and 25 percent of past participants.

Table V-7
Education Level
[ What is the highest level of education reached by any member of your household?
. Curable/ . Current Past Non-
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Participants | Puarticipants | Participants
Less than high 21% 14% 16% 17% 8% 20% 7% 25%
school
High school c
diploma / GED 43% 51% 43% 44% 50% 45% 47% 449
Some college / o c
| Associates Degree 25% 28% 36% 28% 25% 27% 29% 19%
Bachelor's Degree 3% 6% 4% 7% 14% 3% 3% 7%
Master's Degreeor [ 54, 0% 0% 2% 0% 29 15 29
higher
Vocational training 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 2%
Don’t know 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Refused 1% 2% 2% 2% 3% 1% 4% 2%

Table V-8 displays the respondents’ reported annual household income. The majority of
current and past participants reported annual incomes below $20,000. Past participants were
more likely than current participants and non-participants to report annual incomes over
$20,000. Inactive CRP customers were less likely than those in other CRP statuses to report
annual incomes less than $10,000.

Table V-8

Annual Household Income

What is your household’s annual income?
Active | Broken I():euf:ﬁii:ii Suspended | Inactive Pa(r:tlilgir;:rtlts Pan}i)caisp.fants : Partr?(?ig-ants
<% 10,000 54% 39% 52% 32% 14% 50% 20% 30%
_$]0,00J - $20,000 23% 22% 23% 37% 36% 26% 31% 33%
$20,001 - $30,000 3% 20% 9% 17% 28% 8% 24% 4%
$30,001 - $40,000 2% 4% 2% 0% 11% 3% 5% 5%
> $40,000 0% 4% 2% 0% 0% 1% 1% 2%
Don’t know 12% 6% 9% 7% 3% 9% 8% 7%
[ Refused 6% | 6% 4% % 8% 5% 10% 19%
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Respondents were asked to report on several sources of income and benefits received by
members of their household:

o Employment income ftom salaries and wages, or self-employment income from a
business or farm

e Retirement income, including Social Security, pensions, and other retirement funds

¢ Public assistance benefits from TANF, SSI, AFDC, or general assistance or public
assistance

e Non-cash benefits, including food stamps or public housing

Table V-9 shows that past participants were more likely than current participants and non-
participants to report that they receive employment income.  About two-thirds of past
participants receive employment income, compared to about one-third of current participants
and non-participants. Current participants were more likely to report that they receive
public assistance and non-cash benefits, and non-participants were more likely to report that
they receive retirement income.

Inactive CRP customers were more likely than those in other CRP statuses to report that
they receive employment income, and less likely to report that they receive public assistance
and non-cash benefits. Active CRP customers were least likely to report that they receive
wages or self-employment income.

Table V-9
Types of Income and Benefits Received

In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your houschold receive employment income from wages and salaries or self-
employment from a business or farm?

Retirement income from Social Security or pensions and other retirement funds?

Benefits from Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), or general assistance
or public assistance?

Receive Food Stamps or live in public/subsidized housing?

Active | Broken Curable/ Suspended | Inacti Current Past Non-
i Defaulted P ve Participants Participants | Participants
Wages or self- 25% | 53% 36% 56% 64% 33% 64% 32%
employment income
Retirement income 22% 4% 18% 17% 22% 20% 16% 47%
Public assistance 57% 43% 50% 43% 19% 53% 26% 5%
Non-cash benefits 45% 49% 48% 30% 22% 46% 26% 32%
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C. Enrollment and Reasons for Participation and Non-Participation

This section examines the reasons for participation and for nonparticipation in the Customer
Responsibility Program, and experiences with the CRP enrollment process. Non-
participants were asked whether they were aware of the CRP. Table V-10 shows that 19
percent of non-participants knew about the CRP, while 79 percent said that they were not

aware of the program.

Table V-10
Non-Participants Know About the CRP

Are you aware that PGW offers a program called the
Customer Responsibitity Program to help make gas
bills more affordable for customers?

Percent
Yes 19%
No 79%
Don’t know 2%

Table V-11 displays the ways in which respondents heard about the CRP. Respondents
were miost likely to say that they heard about the program from a customer service
representative, through a community agency, or from a friend or relative. Non-participants
were also very likely to say that they heard about the program through an informational
mailing.’® Answers total more than 100 percent becausé respondents could provide more

than one answer.

Table V-11
How Respondent Became Aware of the CRP

How did you find out about the Customer Responsibility Program?

. Curable/ . Current Past -Non-
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants Participants'

Customer service
representative 34% 51% 34% 35% 39% 34% 45% 18%
Agency 18% 26% 25% 20% 42% 24% 26% 9%
Friend or relative 18% 10% 18% 24% 8% 17% 12% “18%
Informational 8% | % % 0% 3% 6% 3% 27%
mailing
Application
mailed to home 3% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0%
Newspaper ad 3% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 3% 0%

% Previous research has shown that customers who participate in more than one type of assistance program

sometimes confuse the information about these programs. This issue may be apparent when customers are asked
how they became aware of the program.
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How did you find out about the Customer Responsibility Program?

. Curable/ . Current Past Non-

Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants Participants’

Billinsert | 2% 2% | 0% 2% | 3% | 2% 0% 9%

Flyers 2% 0% 26 0% 0% 2% 0% 0%

]T{fll;;'s“’” / 1% 0% 2% 2% 3% 2% 0% 0%

Other 19 0% 0% 4% 0% 1% (% 9%

Don't know 14% 14% 9% 13% 6% 12% 1% 9%

11 Respondents.

Current and past participants were asked why they enrolled in the CRP. Table V-12 shows
that the majority of respondents said that they decided to enroll to reduce their gas bills.
Respondents also said that they enrolled to reduce arrearages, because of low-income or
unemployment, to prevent termination of their gas service, or to obtain even monthly
payments. Answers total more than 100 percent because respondents could provide more
than one answer.

Table V-12
Reason for Enrolling in the CRP
Why did yvou decide to enroll in the Customer Responsibility Program?
. ) Curable/ . Current Past

Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended Inactive Participants Participants
Reduce gas bills 61% T8% 12% 0% " 67% C 65% 73%
Reduce arrearages 20% 26% 20% 24% 22% 21% 23%
Low-income 14% 4% 16% 4% 0% 11% 5%
Prevent shut-off 3% 2% 0% 2% 6% 3% 3%
Even monthly
payments 1% 2% 2% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Unemployment 0% 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1%
Other 2% 4% 2% 4% 0% 2% 2%
Don't know 4% 0% 2% 4% 11% 5% 3%

Non-participants who reported that they knew about the CRP were asked why they had not
enrolled in the program. Table V-13 shows that four percent of non-participants said that
they do not need energy assistance and two percent said their income was too high to be

eligible.
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Table V-13
Reason for Not Enrolling in the CRP
Non-Participants

What are’the Teasons that you hiave not enrolled in the CRP?
Percent
Do not need energy assistance : 4%
Income is too high 2%
Other ' 11%
Don’t know : 4%
Did not know about the CRP 79%

Respondents were asked about the difficulty of enrclling in the CRP. As seen in Table V-14,
about 90 percent of current and past participants said that the enrollment process was not too
difficult or not at all difficult. Respondents who said that the enrollment process was somewhat
or very difficult were asked which parts of the process were most difficult. These respondents
said that providing proof of income, going to the district office to apply for the CRP, providing
Social Security numbers, and completing the application were the most difficult parts of
enrollment.

Table V-14
Difficulty of Enrollment

How difficult was it to enroll in the Customer Responsibility Program?

Would you say it was very difficult, somewhat difficult, not too difficult, or not at all difficult?

Very difficult 2% 4% 4% 6% 0% 2% 5%
Somewhat difficult 5% 6% 9% 6% 11% 7% 6%
Not too difficult 26% 22% 2% 9% 11% 17% . 18%
Not at all difficuit 66% | 67% 81% 2% 75% 72% 67%
Don’t know 1% 2% 4% 7% 3% 2% 4%
Refused 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1%

D. Re-certification

This section examines the re-certification process for the Customer Responsibility Program
and the reasons that CRP customers failed to re-certify for the CRP.

Respondents were asked whether they had ever re-certified for the CRP. Table V-15 shows
that current participants were more likely than past participants to report that they had re-
certified for the CRP. Sixty-three percent of current participants said that they had re-
certified for the program, compared to 27 percent of past participants.
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Table V-15
Respondent Has Re-Certified for the CRP

Have you ever re-certified for the Customer Responsibility Program?

Yes 65% | 43% 70% 9% | 33% 63% 27%
No 26% | 51% 25% 54% 50% 28% 63%
Don’t know | 9% 6% 5% 7% 17% 9% 10%

Current and past participants who said they had re-certified for the CRP were asked about
the difficulty of re-certifying for the CRP. Table V-16 shows that 90 percent of current
participants and 85 percent of past participants reported that the re-certification process was
not too difficult or not at all difficult. -Curable/defaulted CRP customers were more likely
than other CRP customers to say that the re-certification process was very difficult or
somewhat difficult.

Respondents who said that the re-certification process was somewhat or very difficult were
asked which parts of the process were most difficult. These respondents said that going to
the district office to re-certify and completing the application were the most difficult parts of
re-certifying, .However, customers are not required to visit a district office to re-certify for
the CRP. All customers receive a re-certification package in the mail and can send the
required information to PGW in the enclosed envelope.

Table V-16
Difficulty of CRP Re-Certification

How difTicult was it to re-certify for the Customer Responsibility Program?
Would you say it was very difficult, somewhat difficult, not too difficult, or not at all difficult?

Active' | Broken? [Se l;;it])::é; Suspended® | Inactive’® Pag;g{::;tsﬁ Partifc,:?;tantf
Very difficult 3% 5% 8% 5% 0% 4% 1%
Somewhat difficult 6% 5% 10% 0% 0% 6% 5%
Not too difficult 22% 9% 5% 14% 8% 17% 6%
Not at all difficult 68% T7% 1% 76% 92% 73% - T9%
Don’t know 1% 5% 0% 5% 0% 1% 3%

' 69 Respondents. ~ 22 Respondents. ° 39 Respondents. 21.Resp0ndems. " 12 Respondents. ° 141 Respondents. ' 22
Respondents.

Suspended CRP customers were asked whether they were aware that they had been
suspended from the CRP because they failed to re-certify for the program. Table V-17
shows that 39 percent of suspended CRP customers were not aware that they had been
suspended from the program because of a failure to re-certify.

APPRISE Incorporated Page 87




www.appriseinc.org Customer Survey

Table V-17
- Respondent is Aware of Suspension from the CRP
Because of a Failure to Re-Certify
Suspended Customers

Do you know that you were suspended from the CRP

because you did not re-certify for the program?
Percent

Yes '57%

No 39%

Don’t know 4%

Suspended CRP customers were asked whether they received a re-certification notice from
PGW. Table V-18 shows that 22 percent of suspended CRP customers reported that they
received a re-certification notice.”’

Table V-18
Respondent Remembers Receiving Re-Certification Notice
Suspended Customers

Did you receive a re-certification notice from the CRP?
Percent

Yes 22%

No 65%

Don’t know 13%

Suspended CRP customers who reported that they received a re-certification notice were
asked whether they responded to the notice. As seen in Table V-19, 15 percent of
suspended CRP customers said that they responded to the re-certification notice.
Respondents who said that they did not respond to the re-certification notice were asked
why they did not respond. These respondents said that they forgot to respond to the notice.

Table V-19
Respondent Responded to Re-Certification Notice
) Suspended Customers

Did you respond to the re-certification notice?
Percent
Received notice, responded 15%
Received notice, did not respond 7%

7 All CRP customers should have received a re-certification package in the mail, as these notices are automatically
generated by PGW’s computer system.
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Did you respond to the re-certification notice?
Percent
Reported that they did not receive notice 65%
Reporied that they did not know if they received notice 13%

E. Understanding of the Program

This section examines how well CRP participants understand the program. Current and past
participants were asked whether they have a good understanding of the services provided by
the CRP. Table V-20 shows that current participants were more likely than past participants
to say that they have a good understanding of the program. Seventy-nine percent of current
participants said that they have a good understanding of the CRP, compared 1o 64 percent of
past participants.

Table V-20
Understand Services Provided by the Program

Do you feel that you have a good understanding of
the services provided by PGW?s Customer Responsibility Program?
Yes 80% 75% 79% 67% 64% 79% 64%
No 17% 26% 16% 30% 36% 18% 36%
Don’t know 3% 0% 5% 4% 0% 3% 0%

Current and past participants were asked what their responsibility was in the CRP. As seen
in Table V-21, the majority of respondents said that their responsibility was to keep up with
their payments. Nine percent of current participants and eight percent of past participants
said that they do not know what their responsibility was in the program. Answers total to
more than 100 percent because respondents could provide more than one answer.

Table V-21
Customer’s Responsibility in the CRP

What is your understanding of your responsibility in this program?

Active Broken g;“;aublizii Suspended | Inactive Pa(r:tlilcr:{;:;ts Partli):isp;ams 4
Keep up with payments 81% 92% 89% 87% 83% 83% 90%
Reduce gas usage 7% 4% 4% 4% 0% 5% 2%
Apply for LIHEAP 5% 2% 0% 2% 6% 4% 1%
gj‘;‘:;; fGW ifincome 1 g, 2% 2% 4% 0% 2% 1%
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What is your understanding of your responsibility in this program?
. Curable/ . Current Past
_ | Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants
ACC(?pI weatherization 20 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%
services R P B
Recort
1 -cerufy for the 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0%
rogram
Other® 4% 0% 0% 2% 3% 3% | %
Don’t know 10% 2% 7% 6% 14% 9% - 8%

Current and past participants were asked what their responsibility was if their income
changed while they were enrolled in the program. Table V-22 shows that more than three-
quarters of current and past participants said that they must notify PGW if their income
changed while enrolled in the CRP. Answers total to more than 100 percent because
respondents could provide more than one answer.

Table V-22
Customer’s Responsibility if Income Changes

What deo you need to do if your income changes while you are enrolled in the program?

Active | Broken lgsf':lﬂulﬂg:i Suspended | Inactive Pa(l;llilg;;;ls Partfi):ig;ants
Notify PGW 7% 5% 69% 83% 81% 76% 79%
Reapply for the program 5% 6% 9% 0% 0% 5% 0%
Provide new proof of income 6% 2% 5% 4% 0% 5% 1%
Nothing 2% 2% 2% 4% 0% 2% 2%
Other 3% 2% 0% 4% 0% 2% 1%
Don’t know 12% 16% 20% 1% 19% 14% 17%

Current and past participants were asked how long the CRP lasts. Table V-23 displays the
responses to this question. Forty-one percent of current participants and 37 percent of past
participants reported that the program lasts one year.39 Twelve percent of current
participants and five percent of past participants said that the program lasts as long as their
income does not increase. This is essentially correct, as participants may re-certify for the
program each year. A large share of respondents, 41 percent of current participants and 52
percent of past participants, said that they do not know how long the program lasts.

** Examples of responses included in the other category include the customer’s responsibility to hold up his/her end
of the deal, to follow the rules, and to demonstrate 10 PGW that he/she cannot pay his/her bills.
¥ Customers may believe that the CRP lasts one year because they must re-ceriify for the program each year.
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Table V-23
Participants’ Understanding of CRP Duration
How_long does_the_programlast?_
. Curable/ oy Current Past
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended Inactive Participants | Participants

| year 39% 43% 37% 46% 39% 41% 37%
2 years 3% 4% 0% 0% 6% 3% 3%
As long as bill is paid on time 1% 2% 0% 2% 0% 1% %
As long as customer is low- 15% 10% 1% 7% 3% 12% 5%
income/needs assistance
Other 0% 0% 7% 2% 3% 2% 1%
Don’t know 42% 41% 45% 43% 50% 41% 52%

Current and past participants were asked what they felt were the benefits of the CRP. Table
V-24 shows the responses to this question. The most common answer for both current and
past participants was that the program offered equal monthly payments. This suggests that
even monthly payments should be explained and encouraged to all low-income customers,
regardless of whether they enroll in the CRP. The second most common answer provided
for both current and past participants was that the program provided lower gas bills. Other
benefits cited by participants were lower arrearages and maintaining their gas service.
Answers total to more than 100 percent because respondents could provide more than one

answer,

Table V-24
Benefits of the CRP - Unprompted

What do you feel are the benefits of the program?
Aclive Broken lgjeuf;aﬁll?c’i Suspended Inactive Pa?l‘;g:];:l s Partli)‘;?an s
Even payments I8% 40% 45% 35% 47% 41% 38%
Lower gas bills 37% 31% 25% 32% 14% 30% 31%
Reduced arrearages 17% 18% 14% 1% 1% 16% 13%
Maintatning service 16% 16% 13% 9% 17% 16% 9%
None 2% 4% 2% 9% 14% 4% 10%
Other 1% 4% 3% 2% 0% 1% 3%
Confused CRP with CWP 1% 0% 0% 4% 3% 2% 0%
Don’t know 6% 16% 12% 13% 8% 9% 11%

After the unprompted question about program benefits, current and past participants were
asked specifically whether they felt lower bills, reduced arrearages, and maintaining gas
service were benefits of participating in the CRP. Table V-25 displays the responses to
these questions. Current participants were more likely than past participants to agree that
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lower gas bills, reduced arrearages, and keeping their gas service turned on were benefits of
the program. Eighty-eight percent of current participants agreed that a lower gas bill was a
benefit of the program, compared to 79 percent of past participants, and 74 percent of
current participants believed that reduced arrearages was a benefit of the program, compared
to 54 percent of past participants. Inactive CRP customers were less likely than other CRP
customers to agree that lower gas bills and reduced arrearages were benefits of the program.

Table V-25
Benefits of the CRP - Prompted
Do you feel lower energy bills are a benefit of the program?
Do you feel a reduction in your past due balance or in the amount
of past bills that were not paid is a benefit of the program?
Do vou feel not having vour gas service turned off is a benefit of the program?
. Curable/ . Current Past
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Farticipants | Participants
Lower energy bills 92% 84% 87% 85% 69% 88% 79%
Reduced arrearages | 69% 71% 84% 69% 56% 74% 54%
Keeping gas 5% | 7% 95% 82% 89% 88% 80%
service

Participants were then asked what they felt was the most important benefit of the program.
Table V-26 shows that the largest share of current participants, 31 percent, said that keeping
their gas service turned on was the most important benefit of the program. Twenty-six
percent of past participants agreed that this was the most important benefit. The second
most common benefit mentioned was even payments. Twenty-eight percent of current
participants and 26 percent of past participants said that even monthly payments was the
most important benefit of the program. Current and past participants were also likely to say
that lower gas bills and reduced arrearages were the most important benefit of the CRP.
Curable/defaulted CRP customers were more likely than other CRP customers to say that
keeping their gas service turned on was the most important benefit of the program.

Table V-26
Most Important Benefit of the CRP

What do you feel is the most important benefit of the program?

Past

APPRISE Incorporated

. Curable/ . Current
Active | Broken Defauited Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants.
Keeping pas service 25% 26% 45% 28% 31% 31% 26%
Even monthly 3B% | 2% | 21% 19% 25% 28% 26%
payments
Lower gas bills 17% 10% 13% 20% 25% 18% 15%
Reduced arrearages 8% 10% 5% 7% 8% 8% 8%
Receive assistance 3% 0% 7% 7% 0% 3% 4%
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What do you feel is the most important benefit of the program?

Customer service 2% 2% 0% 2% 0% 1% . 2%
None 1% 2% 0% 4% 6% 1% 6%
“Othier 6% 2% 2% 2% 6% 5% 2%
g&‘;”sed CRPwith | g 2% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0%
Don'’t know 5% 20% 7% 9% 0% 5% 1%
Refused 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%

Table V-27 displays the amount of money that respondents said they save on a typical
monthly gas bill in the winter months as a result of the CRP. Fourteen percent of current
participants said that they saved between $1 and $50 on a typical bill, and 37 percent said
that they saved more than $50. In comparison, five percent of past participants said they
received between $1 and $50, and 35 percent said they saved more than $50.

Seven percent of current participants and 13 percent of past participants said that they did
not receive any savings on a typical monthly gas bill. Almost half of respondents said they
did not know how much money they saved on a typical bill. Suspended CRP customers
were more likely than those in other CRP statuses to say that they did not know how much
money they saved.

Table V-27
Money Saved on a Typical Gas Bill in the Winter Months '
As a Result of CRP Participation

How much money does the CRP save you on a typical monthly gas bill in the winter months?
Active | Broken Ig:f;aji:ii Suspended | Inactive Pa(r:tlil::]ig:lts Parlli)c“qispfants
$1- 825 5% 0% 2% 6% 3% 4% 2%
$26-350 10% 8% 1% 6% 3% 10% 3%
351 - 5100 22% 14% 14% 9% 22% 18% 18%
$101 or more 179% 22% 27% 11% 17% 19% 17%
None 4% 10% 9% 11% 17% T% 13%
Don’t know 43% 47% 38% 57% 39% 42% 48%

Customers were asked to report their arrearages at the time they enrolled in the CRP,
arrearages at the time of the survey, and arrearages at the time they were removed from the
CRP. Table V-28 displays the responses to these questions. This table shows that current
participants perceive a small decline in their arrears since the time that they began
participating in the CRP. Past participants perceive a decline in their arrears from the time
that they enrolled in the CRP to the time that they were removed from the program.
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Non-participants were most likely to report that they do not currently have an arrearage.
Forty percent of non-participants reported that they did not have an arrearage. However, 28
percent reported that they have an arrearage between $100 and $500, indicating a need for a
payment assistance program.

Table V-28
Customer Arrearages
At CRP Enrollment, Survey Response Date, and Program Removal

How much money did you How much money did
owe PGW for past due How much money do you currently owe | vou owe PGW for past
balances or for past bills PGW for past due balances or for past | due balances or for past
that were not paid before bills that were not paid? bills that were not paid
participating in the CRP? when you left the CRP?
Arrearages Prior to - A me
Enrolling in the CRP Curreni Arrearages Arrearages at Removal
Current Past Current Past Non- Past
Participants | Participants | Participants | Participanis | Participants Participants
$1-100 1% 2% 3% 2% 11% 2%
$101-500 13% 7% 15% 7% 28% 10%
$501-1000 19% 24% 14% 14% 4% 15%
$1001-2000 15% 13% 12% 7% 4% : 4%
s2000or - 10% 12% 6% 19% 4% 14%
None 14% 3% 19% 19% 40% 19%
Don't Know 28% 40% 31% 32% . 11% 37%

Customers were asked how much arrearage forgiveness they received each month if they
reported that they had arrearages. Table V-29 shows that only 12 percent of customers
could provide a dollar estimate of their arrearage forgiveness.

Table V-29
Customer Awareness of Arrearage Forgiveness
Current Participants

How much of what you owe PGW for past due balances or for
past bills that were not paid is forgiven each month? '

Active | Broken g&iﬁiﬁ Suspended Inactive Pa(r:t':gggxtlts
Dollar amount greater than $0 12% 24% 16% 5% 5% 12%
$0 / None ‘ 15% 24% 12% 32% 20% 17%
Don’t know 51% 52% 69% 55% 70% 57%
Reported no arrears 22% 0% 4% 9% 5% 14%

" This question was only asked of current participants.
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Current participants who reported that they currently have an arrearage and that they
currently receive arrearage forgiveness were asked whether arrearage forgiveness makes
them more likely to pay their gas bill. Table V-30 shows that all of these customers said that
that arrearage forgiveness made them more likely to pay their bill. However, only 11
percent of customers reported that they receive arrearage forgiveness.

Table V-30
Impact of Arrearage Forgiveness on Bill Payment
Current Participants

Does this forgiveness of money owed for past due balances or for past bills that were not paid make you
more likely to pay vour gas bill?'

. Curable/ . Current
Active | Broken Defaulied Suspended | Inactive Participants
Yes 12% 20% 12% 5% 5% 1%
Nao 0% 4% 2% 0% 0% 0%
Don't know 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0%
Reported no arrears or unaware G g
of arrearage forgiveness 88% 76% 84% 9% 95% 88%

"This question was only asked of currcnt participants.

F. Energy Assistance Benefits

One of the requirements for CRP participation is that CRP participants must apply for
LIHEAP benefits and assign those benefits to PGW. The survey asked respondents whether
they applied for energy assistance benefits from LIHEAP in the past 12 months. Table V-31
shows that 79 percent of current participants reported that they applied for LIHEAP in the
past 12 months, compared to 56 percent of past participants and 68 percent of non-
participants. Curable and defaulted CRP customers were more likely than those in other
CRP statuses to report that they applied for LIHEAP.

Table V-31
Respondent Applied for LIHEAP
In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your houschold apply for LIHEAP? )
. Curable/ . Current Past Non-
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants | Participants
Yes 76% 63% 84% 67% 69% 79% 56% 68%
No 23% 37% 16% 30% 3% 20% 43% 28%
Don’t know 1% 0% 0% 4% 0% 1% 1% 2%
Refused 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
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The survey asked respondents whether they received energy assistance benefits from
LIHEAP in the past 12 months. Table V-32 shows that 62 percent of current participants
reported that they received LIHEAP in the past 12 months, compared to 30 percent of past
participants and 51 percent of non-participants. Curable and defauited CRP customers were
more likely than those in other CRP statuses to report that they received LIHEAP benefits.

Table V-32
Respondent Received LIHEAP Benefits

In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive home energy assistance benefits from

LIHEAP?
. Curable/ . Current Past Non-
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants | Participants

Yes 60% 45% 68% 35% 47% 62% 30% 51%
No . 12% 16% 12% 32% 22% 14% 26% 14%
Don’t know 4% 2% 4% 0% 0% 3% 0% 4%
Didnotapplyordo f»4q | 374, 16% 33% 31% 21% 44% 32%
not know if applied

Table V-33 shows that 59 percent of current participants reported that they received
LIHEAP and assigned their LIHEAP benefits to PGW, compared to 25 percent of past
participants and 49 percent of non-participants. Curable/defaulted CRP customers were
more likely than other CRP customers to report that they assigned LIHEAP benefits to
PGW.

Table V-33
Respondent Assigned LIHEAP Benefits to PGW

Did you assign the LIHEAP grant to PGW?
. Curable/ . Current Past Non-
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants | Participants
Yes 58% 41% 68% 30% 39% 59% 25% 49%
No 0% 4% 0% 4% 8% 2% 4% : 2%
Don’t know 2% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1% 1% 0%
ponovreceve | o9 | sse | 329 64% 53% 38% 70% 49%

Table V-34 shows that 94 percent of current participants and 97 percent of non-participants
who received LIHEAP benefits reported that they assigned their benefits to PGW, compared
to 84 percent of past participants who received LIHEAP benefits. All of the curable and
defaulied customers who reported that they received LIHEAP, said that they awarded those

benefits to PGW. :

Respondents who reported that they did not assign their LIHEAP benefits to PGW were
most likely to say that they assigned their benefits to PECO or to their electric company.
They were likely to say that they assigned their LIHEAP benefits to a company other than
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] Table V-34
Percent of LIHEAP Recipients Who Assigned LIHEAY Benefits to PGW

PGW because they needed the grant on another account to retain utility service or because
they owed more money to another company (table not shown).

Did vou assign the LIHEAP grant to PGW?

. ) 2 Curable/ . P .8 Current Past Non-
Active Broken Defaulted’ Suspended : Inactive Parlicipanls{’ Parlicipﬂms? Participantss
Yes 97% 91% 100% 84% 82% 94% 84% 97%
No 0% 9% 0% 11% 18% 3% 13% 3%
Don’t 3% 0% 0% 5% 0% 20 3% 0%
know

Respondents.

64 Respondents. 23 Respondenls..

738 Respondents. * 19 Respondents. ° 17 Respondents. © 135 Respondents. ' 26 Respondents. 29

Respondents who reported that they did not apply for LIHEAP benefits were asked why
they did not apply for LIHEAP. Table V-35 shows that the largest share of current and past
participants said that they did not have time to apply for LIHEAP benefits.* The largest
share of non-participants said that they did not know about LIHEAP. Other reasons that
respondents gave for not applying for LIHEAP were that they did not have proper income
documentation, their income is too high to qualify for benefits, and that they did not know
how to apply or where to apply for benefits.

Table V-35
Reason Respondents Did Not Apply for LIHEAP

Why did you net apply for LIHEAP?

.1 2 Curable/ a . 5 Current Past Non-
Active’ | Broken™ | nyo ) ipied? Suspended” | Inactive Participants® | Participants’ | Participants’
Did not have 52% 5% 22% 38% 18% 39% 23% 0%
lime to apply
Did not know
about LIHEAP 20% 11% 11% 19% 5% 15% 15% 31%
Did not have
income 8% 11% 0% 0% 9% 9% 4% 0%
documentation
Income too high 4% 26% 23% 19% 18% 3% 30% 25%
Did ot know 4% | 21% 0% 0% 27% 12% 8% 13%
howto apply
Did not know 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
where to apply
Applied, denied | gg, 0% 0% 0% 9% 9% 0% 0%
benefits
Other 4% 26% 11% 13% 9% 6% 17% 25%

0 Customers can apply for LIHEAP by mail or online. In addition, each year, DPW sends a pre-printed application
to any household that has received LIHEAP henefits in the past year,
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Why did you not apply for LIHEAP?
.1 3 Curabie/ 4 .5 Current Past Non-
Active” | Broken Defaulted” Suspended” | Inactive Participants® | Participants’ Participants®
Don’t know 0% 5% 33% 13% 9% 10% 4% 6%

25 Respondents. - 19 Respondents. 9 Respondents. * 16 Respondents. ° 11 Respondents. 842 Respondents. 7 38 Respondents.

16 Respondents.

The survey asked respondents whether they applied for energy assistance benefits from
UESF in the past 12 months. Table V-36 shows that only six percent of current participants,
eight percent of past participants, and four percent of non-participants reported that they
applied for UESF benefits in the past 12 months.

Table V-36
Respondent Applied for UESF

In the past'12 months, did you or any member of vour household apply for an energy assistance grant from UESF?

. Curable/ . Current Past Non-
Active | Broken Defaulied Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants | Participants

Yes 7% 10% 9% 4% 3% 6% 8% 4%

‘No 86% 84% 88% 91% 94% 87% 91% 91%

Don’t know 8% 6% 4% 6% 3% 7% 1% 5%

The survey asked respondents whether they received energy assistance benefits from UESF
Table V-37 shows that only three percent of current and past
participants and two percent of non-participants reported that they received benefits from
UESF. All PGW customers who said that they received grants from UESF reported that they
assigned their grants to PGW (table not shown).

in the past 12 months.

Table V-37
Respondent Received UESF Benefits

In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive an energy assistance grant from UESF?

. Curable/ . Current Past Non-

Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended Inacuvg Participants | Participants | Participants

Yes 3% 6% 3% 4% 0% 3% 3% 2%
No 3% 2% 5% 0% 3% 2% 5% 2%
Don’t know 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Did not apply or do '
not know if applied 94% 90% 91% %% 97% 94% 92% 97%

LIHEAP benefits are credited to the CRP discount, and do not decrease the CRP customer’s
monthly bill or arrearage. The survey included a question to determine whether the
participants understood this element of the Program. Current participants who reported that
they received benefits from LIHEAP in the past 12 months were asked how their LIHEAP
grants are credited to their gas accounts. Table V-38 shows that only 13 percent of current
participants who received LIHEAP benefits reported that their LIHEAP benefits are credited
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to their CRP subsidy. About 20 percent of current participants reported that their LIHEAP
benefits are credited to arrearages and to their current bill.

Table V-38 ]
LIHEAP Benefit Crediting
Current Participants

How does PGW credit your LIHEAP benefits to your gas bill?
To past arrearages/balance 16% 8% 23% 27% 40% 21%
To current amount due 20% 12% 17% 18% 40% 209%
To CRP subsidy/credit 13% 8% 9% 27% 209 13%
Does not reduce what [ owe 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Other 7% 0% 3% 9% 0% 5%
Don’t know 46% 58% 37% 27% 10% 44%
Refused 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 16

61 Respondents. ° 12 Respondents. - 35 Respondents. |1 Respondents. * 10 Respondents. ® 129 Respondents.

The survey asked whether current participants who received benefits from LIHEAP or the
UESF had any questions or concerns about the way that their benefits are credited. Table V-
39 shows that only 17 percent said that they do have concerns about the procedure. Some
respondents who reported concerns said that they did not understand how grants were
applied to their gas bill, that they did not understand how grant dollars were allocated, and
that the procedure to credit grant dollars to their gas bill took too much time.

Table V-39
Concerns About the Way in Which LIHEAP or
UESF Benefits are Credited to Account
Current Participants

Do you have any questions or concerns about the way
your LTHEAP or UESF grants are credited to your gas bill?
sl 2 Curable/ 4 s Current
Active Broken Defaulted® Suspended Inactive Participants®
Yes 13% 25% 3% 8% 10% 17%
No 82% 75% 69% 92% 0% 0%
Don’t know 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Refused 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
'61 Respondents. - 12 Respondents, ~35 Respondents. © 12 Respondents. ° [0 Respondents.  © 130 Respondents.
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G.

Financial Obligations and Bill Payment Difficulties

Payment-troubled customers may not pay their gas bill in full, or they may pay their gas bill
at the expense of other household necessities, such as food, mortgage or rent, or medical
care. This section examines the financial difficulties that survey respondents reported.

Current and past participants were asked how difficult it was to make their monthly gas
payments prior to enrolling and while they were enrolled in the CRP. Table V-40 shows
that 63 percent of current participants and 68 percent of past participants said that it was
very difficult to pay their gas bills prior to participating in the CRP, compared to 15 percent
of current participants and 24 percent of past participants who said it was very difficuit to
pay their gas bills while enrolled in the program. These data demonstrate that customers
perceive that the CRP increased the affordability of their gas bills. Active CRP customers
were less likely than other CRP customers to say that it was very difficult to pay their gas
bills prior to participating in the CRP and while they were enrolled in the program.

Non-participants were asked how difficult it was to make their monthly gas bill payments in
the past 12 months. Forty-four percent of non-participants said that it was very difficult to
make their gas bill payments in the past 12 months, and 32 percent said it was somewhat
difficult. In comparison, 63 percent of current participants and 68 percent of past
participants reported that it was very difficult to make their gas bill payments prior to
enrolling in the CRP. This shows that non-participants do not perceive the same need for
the CRP as current and past participants.

Table V-40
Gas Bill Payment Problems

How difficult was/is it to make your monthly PGW payments?

Active Broken Curable/Defaulted Suspended Inactive
Prior to While Prior to While Prior 1o While Prior to While Prior to While
Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrotled | Enrolling | Enrolled
in the in the in the in the in the in the in the in the in the in the
CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP
Very difficult 52% 9% 7% 27% T9% 18% 76% 15% 69% 31%
Somewhat 26% %% | 20% | 51% 16% 45% 7% 39% 17% 36%
difficult
Not 100 8% 37% 6% 16% 0% 18% 7% 3206 0% 14%
difficult
gi‘f’;?:]ﬁ" 12% | 24% 2% 6% 4% 18% 6% 15% 11% 19%
Don’t know 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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How diiTicult wasf/is it to make your monthly PGW payments?
. .. Nomn-
Current Participants Past Participants Participants
Prior to While Prior to While
e e Y - = . S . In the Past 12
Enrolling in Enrolled in Enrolling in Enrolled in Months
the CRP the CRP the CRP the CRP on
Very difficult 63% 15% 68% 24% 44%
Somewhat difficult 20% 34% 20% 41% 32%
Not too difficult 5% 29% 4% 23% 16%
Not at all difficult 10% 1% 6% 13% 5%
Don’t know 1% 1% 3% 0% 4%
Refused 1% 0% 0% ' 0% 0%

Current and past participants were asked to report whether they had to forego paying for the
following necessities in order to make ends meet:

Food

Medicine

Medical or dental service
Mortgage or rent
Telephone or cable
Credit card or loan

Car payment

Table V-41 shows that current and past participants were less likely to report that they had
to forego or delay spending on these other bills while they were enrolled in the CRP than
they were prior 1o participating in the program. While 64 percent of current participants and
66 percent of past participants said that they had to forgo or delay spending on food prior to
participating in the CRP, 34 percent of current participants and 42 percent of past
participants said that they had to do so while participating in the program. In general, active
CRP customers reported that they had to forego or delay spending on these other bills while
they were enrolled in the CRP at lower rates than other CRP customers.

Non-participants were asked whether they had to forego or delay paying for other household
necessities in the past 12 months. Non-participants reported that they had to forego or delay
most of these necessities at higher rates than current participants did while participating in
the CRP, but not at the rates that current and past participants reported prior to enrolling in
the CRP.
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Table V-41

Other Bill Payment Problems

-

In the year before participating in the CRP/ While participating in the CRP,

‘o—— - ---~did-you-ever-have-to-delay or-skip-paying-the following bills or-service in order to make ends meet?
Active Broken Curable/Defaulted Suspended Inactive
Prior to While Prior to While Prior to While Prior 0 While Prior to While
Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolied | Enrclling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolied
in the in the in the in the in the in the in the in the in the in the
L CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP
Food 56% 25% T5% 45% 7% 46% 76% 46% 58% 39%
Medicine 349 15% 39% 24% 43% 29% 41% 35% 39% 25%
Medical 28% 14% 379 20% 36% 27% 26% 20% 31% 259%
or dental !
OMr‘;L‘rﬁ“ge 35% 15% 67% 41% 63% 32% 48% 28% 19% 19%
Telephone | 10 22% 7% 51% 59% 31% 52% 30% S6% 50%
or cable
Credit
card or 16% 8% 26% 16% 20% 1% 13% 7% 1 7% 6%
loan
Car
8% 4% 8% 14% 5% T 6% 11% 0%
payment

In the year before participating in the CRP/ While participating in the CRP, did you ever have to
delay or skip paying the following bills or service in order to make ends meet?

. .. Non-
Current Participants Past Participants Participants
Prior to While Prior to While In the Past 12
Enrolling in Enrolled in Enroliing in Enrolied in Months
the CRP the CRP the CRP the CRP
Food 64% 34% 66% 42% 53%
Medicine 35% 20% 44% 30% 30%
Medical or dental 29% 18% 34% 25% 26%
Mortgage or rent 42% 21% 53%. 29% 25%
Telephone or cable 52% 30% 54% 39% 42%
Credit card or loan 18% 9% 16% 7% 23%
Car payment 8% 3% 14% 6% 7%

Customers who reported that they experienced a bill payment difficulty were asked how
frequently they faced this problem. Table V-42 shows that current and past participants
reported that they experienced bill payment difficulties with lower frequency than they did
prior to enrolling in the program.
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Table V-42
Frequency of Bill Payment Difficuity

In the vear before participating in the CRP/ While participating in the CRP,
did you ever have fo delay or skip paying the following bills or service in order to make ends meet?

Active Broken Curable/Defaulted
Ennﬁ'{:g; ‘i‘:] the | While Enrolled En’;gﬁ;ﬂ‘fin While Enrolied Emfﬁ;‘gg ‘i‘r’] the | While Enrolled
CRP in the CRP the CRLi’ in the CRP CRP in the CRP

Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always | Freq
Food 6% 18% 5% 2% 12% 18% 12% 8% 13% 20% 4% 5%
Medicine 5% 12% 4% 4% 8% 8% 4% 4% T% 9% 3% T%
Medical or dental 2% 8% 2% 3% 6% - | 12% 4% 10% 9% 4% 5% 4%
Mortgage or rent 4% 12% 3% 5% 14% 12% 8% 8% 9% 4% 4% 2%
Telephone or cable 5% 9% 3% 3% 20% 22% 8% 8% 7% 11% 2% 4%
Credit card or loan 2% 4% 2% 0% 8% 4% 4% 0% 5% 4% 2% 2%
Car payment 1% 2% 19 0% 0% 4% 2% 2% 0% 2% 0% 2%

In the year before participatling in the CRP/ While participating in the CRP,
did you ever have to delay or skip paying the following bills or service in order to make ends meet?

Suspended Inactive
Enrfiﬁgg t]?] the Whi]e Enrotled Enr(iligg;[i‘?l the W.h ile Enrolled
CRP in the CRP CRP in the CRP '
Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always | Freq
Food 13% 15% 4% 12% 14% 19% 17% 14%
Medicine 9% 13% 4% 6% 8% 1% 11% 6%
Medical or dental 6% 9% 0% 4% 6% 14% 11% 8%
Mortgage or remt 4% 11% 2% 6% 11% 6% 11% 0%
Telephone or cable 7% 13% 4% 6% 14% 17% 8% 14%
Credit card or loan 0% 4% 0% 0% 6% 8% 0% 6%
Car payment 0% 2% 0% 0% 3% 3% 0% 0%
In the year before participating in the CRP / While participating in the CRP,
did you ever have to delay or skip paving the following bills or service in order to make ends meet?
Current Participants Past Participants Non-Participants
Prior to enrolling | While enrolled in | Prior to enrolling | While enrolled in In the past 12
in the CRP the CRP in the CRP the CRP months
Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always | Freq Always | Freq
Food 9% 19% 6% 5% 12% 16% 11% 10% 7% 14%
Medicine 6% 10% 4% 3% 9% 14% 7% 10% 5% | 1%
Medical or dental 4% 9% 4% 4% 7% 11% 5% 7% 2% 9%
Mortgage or rent 6% 8% 49 4% 9% 15% 7% 5% 4% 5%
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In the year before participating in the CRP/ While participating in the CRP,
did you ever have to delay or skip paying the following bills or service in order to make ends meet?

Current Participants Past Participants Non-Participants
Prior to enrolling | While enrolled in || Prior 1o enrolling | While enrolled in In the past 12
in the CRP the CRP in the CRP the CRP months
Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always | Freq | Always Freq | Always | Freq
Telephone or cable 8% 13% 4% 5% 12% 10% 6% 8% 2% 1%
Credit card or loan 3% 4% 2% 2% 7% 5% 1% 0% 9% 2%
Car payment 1% 2% 1% 0% 2% 4% 0% 2% 0% 0%

Respondents were asked whether they used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat in the
past year, a dangerous practice that is sometimes used by low-income customers who cannot
afford to pay their gas bills or service their heating systems. Table V-43 shows that about
one-third of current and past participants reported that they used their kitchen stove or oven
to provide heat in the year prior to enrolling in the CRP, compared to approximately 20
percent who reported that they did so while participating in the program. Twenty-two
percent of non-participants said that they used their stove or oven to provide heat in the past
12 months.

Table V-43
Use Kitchen Stove or Oven for Heat

In the year before participating the CRP, did you vse your kitchen stove or oven to provide heat?
While participating in the CRP, have you used your kitchen stove or oven te provide heat?

Active Broken Curable/Defaulted Suspended Inactive
Prior to While Prior to While Prior to While Prior to While Prior to While
Eirolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolled

in the in the in the in the in the in the in the in the in the in the

CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP

Always 6% 0% 8% 4% 2% 2% 2% 7% 8% 14%
Frequently 4% 3% 6% 0%. 6% 0% 7% 2% 8% 3%
Sometimes 21% 10% 35% 14% 25% 14% 30% 11% 28% 3%
Never/No 70% 86% 51% 82% 66% 84% 61% 80% 56% 75%
Don’t know 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0% % 0% 0% 0%

In the year before participating the CRP, did you use your kitchen stove or oven to provide heat?
While participating in the CRP, have you used your kitchen stove or oven to provide heat?

- . Non-
Current Participants Past Participants Participants
Prior to While Prior to While
Enrolling in Enrolled in Enrolling in Enrolled in In T/fol;:?;; 12

the CRP the CRP the CRP- the CRP
Always 5% 4% 5% 6% 2%
Frequently 6% 1% 5% 5% 4%
Sometimes 24% 12% 29% 0% 16%
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In the year before participating the CRP, did you use your kitchen stove or oven to provide heat?
While participating in the CRP, have you used your kitchen stove or oven to provide heat?
. _ Non-
Current Participants Past Participants Participants
— A=~ ~—~Priort0 While Prior-to {——While—-—. | If ifie Past 12
Enrolling in Enrolled in Enrolling in Enrolled in Montfm
the CRP the CRP the CRP the CRP )
Never/No 65% 33% 61% 80% 79%
Don’t know 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Respondents were asked whether there was a time that they could not use their main source
of heat for one or more of the following reasons:

e Their heating system was broken and they were unable to pay for a repair or
replacement

e The utility company discontinued their gas service because they were unable 10 pay
their bill

Table V-44 shows that current and past participants were less likely to report that they did
not have heat at the time that they were enrolled in the program than they were to report that
they did not have heat in the year prior to enrollment.

Twenty-eight percent of current participants and 21 percent of past participants reported that
they were not able to use their main source of heat because their heating system was broken
in the year prior to enrolling in the CRP, compared to about 15 percent of current and past
participants who reported that they faced this problem while they were enrolled in the
program. Likewise, 31 percent of current participants and 37 percent of past participants
reported that they were not able to use their main source of heat because their gas service
was discontinued in the year prior to enrolling in the CRP, compared to 11 of current
participants and 17 percent of past participants who reported that they faced this problem
while enrolled in the program.

Sixteen percent of non-participants said that in the past 12 months, there was a time when
they could not use their main source of heat because the heating system was broken, and 12
percent said they could not use their main source of heat because their gas service was
discontinued.

Broken CRP customers were more likely than other CRP customers to report that they were
not able to use their main source of heat because their gas service was discontinued in the
year prior to enrolling in the CRP and while they were enrolled in the program.
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Table V-44
Main Source of Heat Was Not Available

Was there ever a time when you wanted to use your main source of heat, but could not lor one or more of the following reasons:

Active Broken Curable/Defaulted Suspended Inactive
Prior to While Prior 1o While Prior to While Prior to While Prior to While
Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolled | Entolling | Envolled | Enrolling | Enrolled | Enrolling | Enrolied
in the in the in the in the inthe | inthe in the in the in the in the
| CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP CRP
Your heating systém
broken and you were [ o, 1% 28% 12% 23% 229 24% 19% 28% 17%
unable (o pay for its
Tepair or replacement
The utility company
discontinued your gas
service because you 18% T% 1% 35% 38% 13% 44% 17% 31% 11%
were unable 10 pay
|_your bill

Was there ever a time when you wanted to use your main source of heat, but could not for one or more of the following reasons:

Current Participants

Past Participants

Non-Participants

Prior to While Prior 10 While
Enrolling in the Enrolied in Enrolling in the Enrolied in In the Past 12 Months
CRP the CRP CRP the CRP
Your heating system broken and
you were unable to pay for its 28% 15% 21% 14% 16%
repair or replacement
The utility company discontinued
your gas service because you were 3% 11% 37% 17% 12%
unable 10 pay your bill

H. Program impact

This section examines the impact the CRP has had on participants’ lives. Current and past
participants were asked how important the CRP has been in helping them meet their needs.
Table V-45 shows that 70 percent of current participants reported that the CRP was very
important in helping them to meet their needs, compared to 56 percent of past participants.
Active and curable/defaulted CRP customers were more likely than other CRP customers to
report that the CRP was very important in helping them to meet their needs.

APPRISE Incorporated

Table V-45
Importance of the CRP
How important has the CRP been in helping you to meet your needs?
. Curable/ . Current Past
Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended. | Inactive Participants | Participants
Very important 74% 63% 0% 56% 56% 0% 56%
Somewhat important 16% 22% 14% 22% 14% 16% 18%
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How important has the CRP been in helping you to meet your needs?

. Curablef . Current Past

Active | Broken Defaulted Suspended | Inactive Participants | Participants
.. Qe imponiance | 3% ) 0% | 9% | __T1% 8% 4% 8%
Not at all important 4% 14% 6% 9% 17% 5% 17%
Don’t know 4% 2% 2% 4% 6% 5% 0%
Refused 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1%

Respondents were asked whether their gas usage changed while they participated in the
CRP."" Table V-46 shows that 39 percent of current participants and 30 percent of past
participants said that their gas usage deceased while they were participating in the program.
About one-guarter of current and past participants said that their usage increased,” and
approximately one-third said that their gas usage had not changed.

Respondents who reported that their gas usage had changed were asked why it had changed.
CRP participants who reported that their gas usage had increased were likely to attribute
their increase in usage 1o colder winter weather, faulty heating equipment, and inadequate
weatherization. CRP participants who reported that their gas usage had decreased were
likely to attribute their decrease in usage to their own efforts to reduce their gas usage, and
to services from WAP or the Conservation Works Program (CWP).

Table V-46
Change in Gas Usage
While participating in the program, would you say that your gas usage was higher, lower,
or has not changed in comparison to what it was before participating in the program?
Active | Broken Dceuf;aut::zi Suspended Inactive Pa?llijgir;:;ts Partll?caispfants
Higher 11% 20% 14% 15% 17% 22% 24%
Lower 16% 22% 21% 22% 22% 39% 30%
No change 65% 51% 61% 50% 56% 33% 37%
Don’t know 8% 6% 4% 11% 6% 7% 9%
Refused 0% 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1%

All respondents were asked whether they need more assistance to pay their gas bill. Table
V-47 shows that current participants were less likely than past participants and non-
participants to say that they needed more assistance to pay their gas bill. Fifty-seven percent
of current participants said that they needed more assistance, compared to 84 percent of past

*I This is a difficult question to ask low-income customers who have been shown to focus on their bill amount,
rather than on the amount of gas used. Therefore, the accuracy of these responses may be subject to question.

*2 Given the numbers of current and past participants who said that their gas usage had increased since enrolling in
the CRP, PGW may want to-consider re-instating an excess usage charge or introducing a cap on the CRP discount.
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participants and 74 percent of non-participants. Active CRP customers were less likely than
other CRP customers to say that they needed more assistance to pay their gas bill.

— Need Additional Assistance-With-Gas Bills -—

Table V-47

Do you feel that you need additional assistance to pay your gas bill?

Active | Broken Dceuf;aut:::;] Suspended | Inactive Pa(r:tt':gi-;::lts Parl]iajisl:anls Parff({:)ig-ants
Yes 45% 80% 73% 87% 75% 57% 84% 74%
No 50% 20% 27% 13% 22% 40% 16% 25%
Don’t know 6% 0% 0% 0% 3% 4% 0% 2%

I.  Program Success

This section examines the extent of program success among current and past CRP
participants. Table V-48 displays the reasons that past participants said they are no longer
enrolied in the program. Twenty-four percent said that they are no longer enrolled because
they are no longer income eligible for the program. Fifteen percent said that they missed a
payment and were removed from the CRP, and another 14 percent said that they did not re-
certify for the program. Eleven percent of respondents did not see the benefit of the
program and asked to be removed from the CRP. Inactive CRP customers were more likely
than other past participants to report that they were no longer enrolled in the program
because they were no lenger income eligible for the CRP or because they did not see the
benefit of the program and asked to be removed from the program.

Table V-48
Reason No Longer Participating
Past Participants

APPRISE Incorporated

Why are you no longer participating in the CRP?
. 2 Curable/ 4 .5 Past
Active’ | Broken Defaulted’ Suspended Inactive Participants
No longer income-gligible 0% 15% 14% 19% 44% 24%
Missed payment 20% 31% 29% 13% 0% 15%
Did not re-certify 0% 8% 14% 31% 6% 14%
Asked to be removed / Did 0% 0% 0% 9% 25% 11%
not see benefit
Respondent is in CRP 20% 0% 14% 3% 13% 8%
Late payment 0% 12% 0% 0% 0% 3%
Other 40% 31% 14% 25% 6% 21%
Don’t know 0% 8% 14% 0% 6% 5%
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Why are you no longer participating in the CRP?

. 2 Curable/ 4 . 5 Past
Active' | Broken Defaulted” Suspended Inactive Participants
Refused 20% 0% 0% 3% 0% 3%

'5 Respondems. ~ 26 Respondents. ° 7 Respondents. 32 Respondents. ° 16 Respondents.

Past participants were asked whether there was anything else that PGW could have done to
help them stay on the CRP. Sixty percent of respondents said that there was something else
that PGW could have done (table not shown). Table V-49 shows that 16 percent of past
participants said that PGW could have helped them stay on the CRP by improving
communication and reminders about the program. Thirteen percent said that PGW could
have helped them stay on the program by improving flexibility in payment arrangements,
and another 11 percent said they could have lowered gas bills. Eleven percent of past
participant said that PGW could have helped them stay on the CRP by making the re-
certification and application processes easier.

Table V-49
How PGW Could Help Customers to Stay on the CRP
Past Participants

What could PGW have done to help you stay on the CRP?

Active' | Broken® Digi?{t"ég Suspended® | Inactive’ PartIiJcaisp;an s
Improve communication / reminders 40% 8% 0% 25% 13% 16%
Improve flexibility with payments 0% 19% 29% 9% 13% 13%
Lower bills 0% 19% 0% 16% 6% 11%
hfglé:sge;‘:éirﬁcation { application 0% 0% 0% 16% 199 1%
Nothing 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 1%
Other 0% 12% 0% 0% 6% 5%
Don’t know 20% 4% 0% 3% 0% 4%
PGW could not have helped 40% 39% 71% 3% 44% 41%

'S Respondents. 26 Respondents. ° 7 Respondents. 32 Respondents. ° 16 Respondents.

Broken, curable, and defaulted CRP customers were asked about the main reason that they
were unable to pay one or more of their CRP bills. Table V-50 shows that the majority of
respondents, 63 percent of broken CRP customers and 70 percent of curable/defaulted CRP
customers, said that they did not pay one or more of their CRP bills because they did not
have enough money for the bill. Other reasons that broken and curable/defaulted CRP
customers gave for not paying one or more of their bills included unemployment, medical
expenses, and that they forgot to pay the bill.
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Table V-50
Main Reason Customers Were Unable to Pay One or More CRP Bills
Broken, Curable, and Defaulted CRP Customers

What was the main reason that you were unable to pay one or more of your CRP bills?

Broken Curable/ Current Past
Defaulted Participants’ Participants

Could not afford it / Did not have enough money 63% 70% 70% 60%
Unemployment 18% 16% 13% 25%
Medical expenses 6% 7% 6% 16%
Forgot to pay bill 2% 0% 1% 0%
Other 10% 5% 8% 6%
Don’t know 2% 2% 3% 0%

74 Respondents. - 33 Respondents.

Broken, curable, and defaulted CRP customers were asked about their understanding of
what PGW would do if they did not pay their CRP bills. Table V-51 shows that the largest
share of respondents, 43 percent of broken CRP customers and 56 percent of
curable/defaulted CRP customers, said that PGW would terminate their gas service if their
missed one or more of their CRP bills. Thirty-seven percent of broken CRP customers and
39 percent of curable/defaulted CRP customers said that PGW would remove them from the
CRP if they did not pay one or more of their CRP bills.

Table V-51
Customer’s Understanding of What PGW Would Do If Customers
Did Not Pay Their CRP Bills — Unprompted
Broken, Curable, and Defaulted CRP Customers

What was your understanding of what PGW would do if you did not pay your CRP bills?

Broken Curable/ C'ur'rent | .P:.-.lst ,
Defaulted Participants Participants

PGW would terminate customer’s gas service 43% 56% 52% 46%
Customer would have to make up missed payments 8% 4% 4% 8%
PGW would remove customer from program 37% 39% 38% 38%
PGW would suspend customer from program 8% 7% 8% 6%
Nothing 7 2% 0% 1% 05

Other : 2% 0% 1% 0%
Don’t know : 12% 7% 8% 11%

'74 Respondents. * 33 Respondents.

After the unprompied question about consequences of not paying their CRP bills, broken
and curable/defaulted CRP customers were asked specifically whether they were aware that
PGW would terminate their gas service and that they would have to make up the missed
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payments. Table V-52 displays the responses to these questions. Curable/defauited CRP
customers were more likely than broken customers to be aware that PGW would terminate
their gas service and that they would have to make up their missed payments. Eighty-six
percent of broken CRP customers and 96 percent of curable/defaulted cusiomers were aware
that PGW would terminate their gas service if they did not pay one or more of their CRP
bills. Sixty-nine percent of broken CRP customers and 80 percent of curable/defaulted
customers were aware that they would have to make up their missed payments if they did
not pay one or more of their CRP bills.

Table V-52
Customer’s Understanding of What PGW Would Do If Customers
Did Not Pay Their CRP Bills - Prompted
Broken, Curable, and Defaulted CRP Customers

Did you know that PGW would do the following if you did not pay your CRP bills:

Broken Curable/ Current Past

Defaulted Participants' Participants®
PGW would terminate customer’s gas service 86% 96% 959% 85%
Customer would have to make up missed payments 69% 30% 73% 79%

'74 Respondents. 33 Respondents.

Past participants were asked whether they would re-enroll in the CRP if they were eligible.
Table V-53 shows that 89 percent said they would re-enroll, nine percent said they would
not re-enroll, and three percent said they did not know whether they would re-enroll.

Table V-53
Would Re-Enroll in CRP if Available
Past Participants
If you were currently eligible under program rules,
would you be interested in re-enrolling in the program?
- 2 Curable/ 4 . 5 Past
Active’ | Broken Defaulted’ l Suspended Inactive Participants
Yes 100% 92% 100% 94% 75% 89%
No 0% 4% 0% 6% 19% 9%
Don’t know 0% 4% 0% 0% 6% 3%

5 Respondents. - 26 Respondents. * 7 Respondents. *32 Respondents. ° 16 Respondents.

Current participants were asked whether they would continue to participate in the CRP.
Table V-54 shows that the majority of respondents, 89 percent, said that they were very
likely to continue to participate, and six percent said that they are somewhat likely to
continue to participate.
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Table V-54
Likelihood of Continued Participation in the CRP
Current Participants
) "~ How likely are you to continue to participate in the program?
e 2 Curable/ 4 .5 Current
Active Broken Defaulted® Sgspended Inactive Participants

Very likely 90% 88% 86% 86% 90% 89%
Somewhat likely 5% 8% 8% S% 5% 6%
Not too likely 1% 0% 0% 0% 5% 1%
Not at all likely 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Don’t know 0% 4% 6% 5% 0% 2%
Refused 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%

T102 Respondents. ~23 Respondents. - 49 Respondents. 22 Respondents. 320 Respondents.

Current participants were asked how long they would continue to participate in the CRP.
Table V-55 shows that 78 percent of respondents said that they would continue to participate
as long as they were income-eligible, and another five percent said they would continue to
participate until the program ends. Eleven percent of respondents did not know how long

they would continue to participate.

Table V-55

How Long Customer Will Participate in the CRP

Current Participants

- How long do you think you will continue to participate in the program?

Active’ | Broken? Di?;iigg Suspended“ Inactive® Paft?g;:;ts
0~ 12 months 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
More than [2 months 1% 0% 6% 5% 0% 2%
Until the Program ends 5% 12% 4% 0% 5% 5%
As long as income-eligible 76% 76% 80% 91% 85% 78%
Other 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Don’t know 13% 12% 10% 5% 10% 11%

J. Customer Satisfaction with the CRP

This section examines current and past participants’ satisfaction with the CRP. Table V-56
shows that 94 percent of current participants said that they were somewhat satisfied or very
satisfied with the program, compared to 82 percent of past participants. Active participants

T102 Respondents. 225 Respondents. > 49 Respondents. * 22 Respondents. ° 20 Respondents.
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were more likely than CRP customers in other statuses to say that they were very satisfied

with the program.

Table V-56

Program Satisfaction

Overall, how satisfied were you with the program?

Active | Broken lgeuf;autl):zg Suspended | Inactive Pa(r:tl:g;:;ns Part?c?i?ants
Very satisfied 71% 61% 61% 56% 64% 69% 54%
Somewhat satisfied 23%: 22% 29% 33% 25% 25% 28%
Somewhat dissatisfied 2% 4% 2% 4% 3% 2% 3%
Very dissatisfied 4% 2% 8% 4% 0% 2% 10%
Don't know 0% 4% 7% 2% 3% 2% 4%
Refused 0% 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1%

Current and past participants were asked whether they had any recommendations for
improvement to the CRP. Table V-57 shows that eight percent of current participants and
14 percent of past participants said that the program could be improved by lowering monthly
payments. Other recommendations included improving communication about the program,
making the re-certification and application processes easier, offering better customer service
or more office hours, increasing flexibility in payment arrangements, crediting LIHEAP
benefits to the customer’s bill or arrearage, and explaining the gas bill more clearly.
Answers total more than 100 percent because respondents could provide more than one
answer.

Table V-57
Recommendations for Program Improvement

Do you have any recommendations for improvements to the program?
Current Participants | Past Participants
Lower payments 8% 14%
Improve communication about the program 5% 9%
Make re-certification / application process easier 4% 10%
Offer better customer service / more office hours 4% 7%
Flexibility in payment arrangements 3% 4%
Credit LIHEAP benefits 1o bill / arrearage 3% 2%
Explain bill and charges better 2% 2%
Offer Weatherization/energy efficiency services 2% 0%
Offer more programs to help with bills 1% 2%
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Do you have any recommendations for improvements to the program?

Current Participants | Past Paiticipants
Other 3% 2%
Don’t know 19%_ . 4%
No recommendations 68% 47%

K. Summary of Customer Survey Findings

Key findings from the customer survey are summarized below.

Indicarors of Need for the Customer Responsibility Program: Past participants
showed less of a need for CRP benefits than current and non-participants. They are
more likely to have annual income above $20,000 and to receive employment
income, and are less likely to receive public assistance, non-cash benefits, or
LIHEAP. However, past participants are more likely to have disabled househoid
members.

Participation in the Customer Responsibility Program: Non-participants are not
likely to report that they know about the CRP. Only 19 percent of non-participants
said that they were aware of the program. Those who were aware of the program
were likely to have heard about it through informational mailings, customer service
representatives, or friends or relatives. Non-participants who know about the
program did not enroll because they believe their income is too high or they do nat
think they need energy assistance.

Current and past participants reported that they heard about the CRP through a
customer service representative, an agency, a friend or relative, or an informational
mailing and that they enrolled in the program to reduce their bills, to reduce their
arrearages, or because they have a low-income. They reported that the enrollment
was generally not difficult. )

Re-Certification and Reasons for Not Re-Certifying: Current participants were more
likely than past participants to report that they have re-certified for the CRP. Most
current and past participants who have re-certified for the CRP reported that the
process was not difficult. Ten percent of current participants and 12 percent of past
participants reported that the re-certification process was somewhat or very difficult.

Fifty-seven percent of suspended CRP customers were aware that they had been
suspended from the program because of a failure to re-certify. Twenty-two percent of
suspended CRP customers reported that they received a re-certification notice, and 15
percent reported that they responded to the notice. However, PGW’s compuier
system automatically generates re-certification notices, and all customers should have
received these notices.
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Understanding of the CRP: Cument participants were more likely that past
participants to report that they understood the CRP. Most current and past
participants reported that their responsibility was to keep up with payments, and that
they were required to notify PGW if their income changed. Customers were less
likely to know the duration of the program.

Current and past participants were most likely to state that keeping their gas service
and even monthly payments were benefits of participating in the program. Other
common benefits that customers cited were lower gas bills and reduced arrearages.

Nearly half of current and past participants reported that they did not know how much
money the CRP saved them on a typical gas bill in the winter months. Current
participants perceived a small decline in their arrears since the time that they began
participating in the CRP. Past participants perceived a decline in their arrears from
the time that they enrolled in the CRP to the time that they were removed from the
program.

Non-participants were most likely to report that they do not currently have an
arrearage. About 11 percent of current customers said that the arrearage forgiveness
that they receive makes them more likely to pay their bills.

Energy Assistance Benefits: Current participants were more likely than past and non-
participants to report that they applied for and received LIHEAP benefits. The
majority of respondents who received LIHEAP benefits assigned them to PGW.
Respondents who did not apply for LIHEAP were likely to say that they did not apply
because they did not have time to apply. did not know about LIHEAP, did not know
where to apply, or because their income was too high to qualify.

Only 13 percent of current participants reported that their LIHEAP benefits are
credited to their CRP subsidy. Seventeen percent of current participants who
received benefits reported that they had concerns about how their LIHEAP or UESF
benefits are credited. These respondents were likely to say that they did not
understand how grant dollars were applied to their gas bill, that they did not
understand how grant dollars were allocated, or that the procedure to credit grant
dollars to their gas bill took too much time.

Financial Obligations and Bill Payment Difficulties: Current and past participants felt
that the CRP had a large impact on their ability to pay their gas bills, While 63
percent of current participants said that it was very difficult to pay their gas bills prior
to participating in the program, only 15 percent said that it was very difficult to pay
therr bills while participating in the program. Sixty-eight percent of past participants
said that it was very difficult to pay their bills prior to participating in the program,
compared to 24 percent who said it was very difficult to pay their bills while
participating in the program. Active CRP customers were less likely than other CRP
customers to say that it was very difficult to pay their gas bills prior to participating in
the CRP and while they were enrolled in the program.
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Current and past participants also reported that the CRP helped them to meet their
other needs. While 64 percent of current participants said that they had to forego or
delay spending on food prior to participating in the program, 34 percent said that they
had to do so while participating in the program. Likewise, 66 percent of past
participants said that they had to forego or delay spending on food prior to
participating m the program, while 42 percent said that they had to do so while
pafticipating in the program. They were less likely to say that they had to forego
several other bills as well while they were on the CRP.

While non-participants were less likely than current and past participants to report bill
payment difficulties, they also showed a need for the program. Forty-four percent
said that it was very difficult to pay their gas bills, 53 percent said that they had to
forgo or delay spending on food, and 12 percent said that there was a time in the past
year that they could not use their main source of heat because their gas service was
discontinued.

o Program Impact: Respondents reported that the CRP has been very important in
helping them to meet their needs. Seventy percent of current participants reported
that the program was very important, and 16 percent reported that it was somewhat
important. Fifty-six percent of past participants reported that the program was very
important, and 18 percent reported that it was somewhat important.

Respondents felt that they need additional assistance to pay their gas bills. Fifty-
seven percent of current participants, 84 percent of past participants, and 74 percent
of non-participants said that they need additional assistance.

o Program Success: Past participants were most likely to report that they were no
longer participating in the CRP because they were no longer income-eligible, they
missed a payment, they did not re-certify, or they asked to be removed because they
did not see the benefit of the program. They felt that PGW could help customers to
stay on the program by providing better communication and reminders about the
program, greater flexibility with payments, lower payments, and an easier application
and re-certification process. Most said that they would re-enroll in the program if
they were eligible.

Broken, curable, and defaulted CRP customers were most likely to say that they were
unable to pay one or more of their CRP bills because they did not have enough
money, or due to unemployment or medical expenses. The majority of these
respondents were aware that PGW would terminate their gas service and that they
would have to make up the missed payments if they did not pay their CRP bills.

Most current participants were very or somewhat satisfied with the program.
However, thirteen percent of past participants said that they were somewhat or very
dissatisfied with the program. Most current participants said that they were very
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likely to continue to participate in the program and would do so as long as they were
income-eligible.
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VI. Financial Analysis

This section of the report analyzes CRP customers’ coverage of the variable and fixed costs of
pas s€rvice, as well as'the cost-benefit statistics of the CRP.

A. CRP Customers’ Coverage of Variable and Fixed Costs of Gas Service

The CRP was originally developed to provide an affordable payment for low-income
customers that stifl covered the variable cost and some of the fixed costs of gas service. Gas
prices have risen dramatically over the past several years. PGW’s cost of gas has increased
from $4.37/Mcf in 2002 to $8.31/Mcf in 2005, a 90 percent increase. Given this rise in
prices, PGW is concerned that customer payments and energy assistance grants may no
longer cover the variable costs of serving these customers. This is a concem for the
company, as it has suffered severe financial distress, and is now asking other low-income or
near low-income customers to take responsibility for the growing CRP subsidies.

As part of this evaluation, APPRISE was asked to analyze the variable and fixed costs of
providing gas service to CRP customers. These costs are compared to the amount that CRP
customers pay for each unit of gas that they use. The theory is that if the customers cover
the variable costs and contribute to the fixed costs of gas service, these customers lower the
costs for the other ratepayers. While PGW does not have a choice of whether or not to
serve these low-income customers, the rationale for this comparison relates to the argument
that paying more than a certain amount for gas is unsustainable for low-income customers,
and that a customer with bills above a certain level will eventually leave the system.
However, there is no evidence to suggest that all customers would leave the system if the
CRP was not available.

The comparison of the variable and fixed costs of gas to the amount that CRP customers pay
is an analysis that PGW payment program evaluation reports have included since the
introduction of the Energy Assistance Program (EAP) Pilot in 1988. This analysis was
required by the EAP advisory group and was part of the scope of work included in the RFP
for the evaluation contract. Another method of determining the financial viability of the
CRP is to compare bill coverage and collections costs under to the CRP to those that would
be realized if the CRP was not available (as is done in the following section). The
determination of which analysis method should be used to assess the financial viability of
the CRP is a regulatory decision.

PGW provided APPRISE with detailed breakdowns of cornmodiiy and administrative costs,
and APPRISE developed a methodology for determining the variable and fixed costs of gas
delivery.44

“® Energy Assurance Program Pilot Year One Report, Response Analysis Corporation, January 1993.
* In 2002, PGW developed a methodology for estimating the percent of each function or department that relates to
CRP customers. This methodology was approved by PGW’s auditing department. Each year they interview the
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The short-run variable cost of gas service is the cost to PGW of the commodity supplied to
the CRP customers plus the demand costs that PGW could reduce in the short-term through
capacity release. PGW estimates that the average 2004 cost was $8.078%/Mcf. PGW
averaged 58,573 customers on the CRP in 2004. The usage analysis found that CRP
customers were using an average of 118 Mcf in 2004. Using these estimates, the total gas
cost for CRP customers is estimated at $55.8 million.

The short-run variable demand cost relates to the capacity release, or PGW'’s ability to sell
unneeded gas transmission capacity to the supplier, marketer, or pipeline. PGW provided
data that they received $1.5 million in credits for capacity release of 12.9 million DTH. This
converts to $0.1196 per Mcf. This is the amount that PGW could obtain in the short-run by
releasing the gas used by the CRP customers.

The long-run variable cost of the CRP includes PGW’s gas cost, demand costs, plus the cost
reduction they could achieve by removing these customers. This generally includes the
labor costs of the department or function, except when otherwise noted, as PGW could
cancel contracts in these areas if they were no longer serving the CRP customers. The
length of time until the cost savings from removing the CRP customers could be achieved
relates to the length of time for which these contracts are in place.

The costs included in the short-run variable cost and the long-run variable cost are described
below and are included in Table VI-1.

e Demand Cost: The demand cost is the amount that PGW must pay to reserve capacity
from the gas supplier. This is meant to cover the supplier’s cost of providing the
capacity to deliver PGW’s maximum demand.

o Customer Affairs: These are the costs that the Customer Affairs Department incurs
for work related to the CRP.

¢ Call Center: The call center is responsible for answering customer calls. CRP
customers call the customer service number to make a change in their service.
However, the customer service representatives also handle payment-related issues,
depending on the work-flow of the collections representatives.

¢ District Offices: The district offices enroll customers in the CRP, conduct CRP re-
certification, handle LIHEAP applications, make payment agreements, and take
customer payments.

® Dispute Resolution: This department handles internal customer disputes that do not
involve the Public Utility Commission.

managers of the relevant departments and update the fraction of costs that are due to CRP customers. They then
apply this percentage to the total costs for the department to determine the costs for CRP customers.
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Administration: This is a small budget for general customer service administration
and includes only the cost of some administrative staff.

Collecrions: This department is responsible for phoning, mailing, and visiting
customers who havenot paid-their PGW bills.

Accounts Management: The budget for Accounts Management, as 1t relates to CRP, is
calculated based on the time spend correcting CRP accounts that must be manually
corrected in cases of bankruptcy, special prorates, and other issues.

Mail Receipts: Includes the costs of applying payments 1o customer accounts.

Bill Prep: This is an outsourced function that includes the creation and mailing of
customer bills, as well as the mailing of 10-day notices.

Customer Review: This includes the costs of responding to the BCS regarding
customer disputes.

Field Services: Includes all of the field work related to CRP customers such as
service, shut-offs, and reconnections.

Table VI-1 shows the cost estimates.

The short-run variable cost of serving the CRP customers is estimated at $56.7
million, or $8.1985/Mcf.

The long-run variable cost of serving the CRP customers is estimated at $65.7
million, or $9.5047/Mcf. :

Table VI-1
2004 CRP Customer Costs

Short-Run Variable Cost Long-Run Variable Cost
Cost Component T}%‘:‘i:%;ft Cost Per ch()) I:ﬂcgl)ft Cost Per

Customers Mef Customers Mcf
Gas Cost . $55,838.318 $8.0789 $55,838,318 $8.0789
Demand Cost - $826,630 $0.1196 $8,184,054 $1.1841
Customer Affairs $0 50 $144,954 $0.0210
Customer Service — Call Center $0 %0 $748,144 36.1082
Customer Service — District Offices 30 30 $259,593 $0.0376
Customer Service — Dispute Resolution 30 30 59,722 $0.0014
Customer Service — Admin ) $0 $0 $2.688 $0.0004
Collections $0 30 $110.408 $0.0160
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Short-Run Variable Cost Long-Run Variable Cost

Cost Component Tf(; lflccl;(}))si Cost Per 1}‘:3::(1:2(}))5[ Cost Per
Customers Mef Customers Mel

Accounts Management 50 30 $28.650 50.0041

Mail Receipts 30 50 56,124 $0.0009

Bill Prep 50 $0 $75.224 $0.0109

Customer Review 30 $0 $10.460 $0.0015

Field Services 50 $0 $274,150 $0.0397

TOTAL $56.664,948 $8.1985 $65.692 489 $9.5047

The payment analysis showed that 2003 CRP enrollee payments, in the year after CRP
enrollment, averaged $798 in cash payments and $132 in assistance payments, for a total of
$931.% These customers aver aged 118 Mcf in usage, for a rate of $7.8898/Mcf in payments.
The coverage rate of CRP customer costs was 96 percent for the short-run variable cost and
83 percent for the long-run variable cost.

Table VI-2
2004 Variable Cost and Payment Summary
Cost/Mcf Total Payments/Mcf | Cost Coverage Ratio
Short-Run Variable Cost $8.1985 $7.8898 96.23%
Long-Run Variable Cost $9.5047 $7.8898  83.01%

The analysis above showed that CRP customers covered 96 percent of the short-run variable
costs in 2004, and did not cover any of the fixed costs. This implies that the other PGW
customers provide a small subsidy to cover the costs of serving CRP customers. However,
changes in several factors could change the calculations above.

1. Gas prices: If gas prices continue to increase and customer payments and assistance
remain at the same level, a greater CRP subsidy will be required. If gas prices fall,
CRP customer payments may cover the short and even long-run variable costs.

PGW reported that gas prices increased from an average of $8.0789/Mcf in 2004 to
an average of $9.8127 in 2005, more than a 20 percent increase. If customer
payments remained at the same level during this time period, customers would only
cover 79 percent of the short-run variable costs of gas service. '

* Some of these payments are credited toward arrearage forgiveness. rather than the current cost of gas service,
However, we do not make this distinction in the financial analysis.
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Table VI-3
Cost and Payment Summary
2005 Gas Prices
Tt T T T Cost/Mef ~ “Total Payments/Mcf | Cost Coverage Ratio
Short-Run Variable Cost $9.9323 $7.8898 79.44%
Long-Run Variable Cost $11.2385 $7.8898 70.20%

2. Weather. The year that was analyzed was an average weather year. In a colder than
normal year, the coverage rate will decrease and the subsidy will increase. In a
warmer than normal year, the coverage rate will increase and the subsidy will
decrease.

3. LIHEAP: Currently, LIHEAP makes up for an average of 14 percent of the payments
received by CRP customers. If LIHEAP is reduced or eliminated, the coverage rate
will decrease and the subsidy will increase. If LIHEAP is increased, the coverage
rate will increase and the subsidy will decrease.

Another goal of the financial analysis is to examine the percentage of total costs of gas
service that CRP payments cover. Table VI-4 examines the total costs of gas as of January
2006. This table shows that at this time, the commodity charge was $12.5632 per Mcf, the
distribution charge was $6.6618 per Mcf, and the customer charge was $1.2203 per Mcf, for
a total cost of $20.4453 per Mcf. CRP charges do not change with the cost of providing
service, as they are based on the customer’s income, and there is no reason to expect that
CRP payments would change. Therefore, at the CRP payment rate of $7.8898 per Mcf, CRP
customers covered 39 percent of the costs of gas service.

Table VI-4
Total Costs of Gas Service
January 2006

Per Mcf
Commodity Charge $12.5632
Distribution Charge $6.6618
Customer Charge $1.2203
Total Cost ) $20.4453
CRP Payments $7.8898
Coverage Rate 39%

There are opportunities for PGW to take actions to increase the coverage rate by increasing
customer cash or energy assistance payments. Recommendations for changes that may
achieve these goals are included in Section VIIL
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B. CRP Cost-Benefit Calculation

The previous section compared the cost of providing gas to the CRP customers. to the cash
and assistance payments received by these customers. This section analyzes whether it is
more cost-effective for PGW to have customers participate in the CRP than to participate in
the regular payment paths by comparing the change in bill coverage, administrative costs,
and collections costs for CRP customers to those payments and costs for the non-CRP
cuslomers.

Administrative costs of serving CRP and non-CRP customers are approximately equal.
Table VI-5 displays the net changes in shortfall, shutoffs, and collections actions
experienced by CRP customers after enrolling in the program. This table shows that while
collections and shutoff costs decreased by approximately $16 per customer, shortfall
increased by $194, resulting in a net cost increase of $178 for CRP participants.

Table VI-5
CRP Costs and Savings
Cost Category Net Change Cost Per Action Cost Change
Shortfall 5194 NA $194
Shutoffs
Shutoff at Curb -0.11 © 51247 -$1.37
Shutoff at Meter -0.025 $17.62 -$0.44
Service Restoration
Collections Actions
Returned Check -0.15 $20 -$3
Mail Action -0.55 30.32 -$0.176
Phone Action 0.1 $2.25 $0.225
Field Action -1.05 $10 -$10.50
TOTAL 3178
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VII. Payment Program Design Options

This report describes the design of PGW’s Customer Responsibility Program, and analyzes the
impact of the program on custonier payment BEHAVIST and prograim outcomies. ~Incremental
changes to the program design are considered when making recommendations for potential
program modifications. However, when analyzing the CRP and how the program may be
designed to provide the greatest benefit for PGW’s low-income customers and other ratepayers,
it is important to consider the full range of program options that exist, and the potential
advantages and disadvantages of these program alternatives. This section of the report
summarizes the key elements of the PGW CRP, describes options for each element that have
been implemented by other states and utilities, and summarizes advantages and disadvantages of
each element based on our research and experience analyzing other program designs and
_6utc0mes. Four potential modifications to the program, implemented by other states and
utilities, are put forth as potential program options for the CRP.

A. State or Utility Level Administration and Funding

Universal Service Programs in Pennsylvania are designed and implemented by the
individual utility companies, under the direction and oversight of the Pennsylvania Public
Utility Commission, Bureau of Consumer Services. The programs are funded through the
individual utilities’ customer bases.

Low income programs in New Jersey, Ohio (electric only), Maryland, and Wisconsin are
statewide, run by a statewide program office or utility commission. Utility customers
throughout the state receive the same program services and benefits. In some cases the
benefits are distributed to customers throughout the state as needed, regardless of where the
funding came from. In other cases, the funding must be spent in the utility territories where
it was obtained.

Potential advantages of a uniform statewide program include:

o Equity: A uniform statewide program provides the same benefits for customers,
regardless of where they reside.

o Integration: A statewide program may allow for easier integration between ratepayer
funded programs and state weatherization and LIHEAP programs. There is currently
some coordination between LIHEAP and CRP, in that customers are encouraged to
apply for LIHEAP when applying for the CRP. However, a statewide program
would allow for easier integration between the programs, such as by making the
ratepayer-funded program benefit take into account the LIHEAP benefit. A
statewide program may also allow for easier 1ntegrauon between utility LIURP and
state weatherization programs. :
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¢  Funding: A statewide program allows for redistribution of ratepayer funds from more
affluent to less affluent areas. For example, New Jersey has implemented a
statewide system benefits charge that distributes benefits as needed to residential
customers throughout the state. All customers pay an additional $0.000946/kWh and
$0.0093/therm for the Universal Service Program, approximately one percent of their
bill, and all low-income customers are eligible to participate. Approximately
125.000 NJ households currently receive- benefits.  This model reduces the
overwhelming burden for some territories, while placing only a modest increase in
rates on those in more affluent territories.

Potential disadvantages of a uniform statewide program are:

e Not tailored: A statewide program cannot take into account the needs of a specific
utility company’s customers.

e Potential for less utility involvement: In some instances, utilities are less involved
when programs are administered by the state, and there is' less knowledge about
current utility practice and experience in the program design and implementation
team.

The statewide program model may be a more beneficial model for PGW ratepavers. Such a
program can provide affordable gas to low-income participants while restricting the burden
that is placed on other low income customers and customers who are just above the program
income limit.

B. Program Integration

There is some coordination between PGW’s CRP and LIHEAP, as mentioned above. Some
examples of program integration in other states include:

e The NJ USF program is directly integrated with the NJ LIHEAP program (HEA).
There is a joint application and the size of a household’s HEA benefit has a direct
impact on the size of a household’s USF benefit.

¢ In Maryland, both the LIHEAP program (MEAP) and the Electric Universal Service
Program (EUSP) are operated by the state Office of Home Energy Programs.
However, receipt of electric MEAP benefits are not yet integrated into a household’s
EUSP benefit calculation. (The 2004 EUSP report suggests that such integration is
planned).

¢ In Wisconsin, the state LIHEAP office receives funding from the ratepayer-funded
systems benefit charge. The funds are used to make grants to households for a non-
heating electric benefit.
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In general, coordination beiween LIHEAP and a ralepayer-funded energy assistance
program is preferred, since coordination helps to ensure that a customer pays the target
percent of income. PGW'’s method of allocating LIHEAP grants to the CRP credit assures
that customers pay the percentage of income for gas based on their poverty level. but it does
not provide an incentive for the customer to apply for the LIHEAP grant and reduce the cost
of the CRP subsidy to other ratepayers. Therefore, integration of LIHEAP with the CRP
may be advantageous for PGW ratepayers.

Percent of Income

Like the CRP, most ratepayer-funded programs attempt to reduce a customer’s energy. bill to
a target percentage of income. This is true in Maryland, Ohio, and New Jersey. The
alternative is a rate discount program that gives customers a percentage discount on their
electric and/or gas bilis. For example, the California CARE program furnishes a 20 percent
discount on electric and gas rates for participating customers. The PECO CAP furnishes
rate discounts that vary from 25 percent to 85 percent, depending on the circumstances for
thé individual customer.

A percent of income approach is generally thought to do a better job of targeting energy
assistance benefits because it reduces customers’ energy burdens to the same level, rather
than providing customers with the same percentage discount. We recommend that PGW

continue to use the percent of income approach.

Affordability Standard

The PGW CRP has set an eight, nine, or ten percent of income burden for gas usage. By
comparison, the median energy burden for both fuels for all households in the Northeast
Region is three percent. Among states that use a percent of income approach to their
ratepayer funded energy assistance programs, the range of affordability standards is quite
wide.

e Maryland EUSP - 3 percent of income for electric usage.
e New Hampshire — 4 percent of income for electric usage.

e New Jersey — 3 percent of income for electric usage and 3 percent of income for gas
usage (6 percent for electric heating usage).

» Ohio - 5 percent of income for electric usage and 10 percent of income for gas usage
{15 percent of income for electric heating usage).

There is no national standard for energy affordability. PGW currently provides one of the
higher burdens provided by these programs. However, the program places a high burden on
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other ratepayers — an average of $163 per customer in 2005.%¢ A state funded program may
allow for a broader distribution of costs and therefore a lower percentage of income payment
for CRP participants.

E. All Eligible Customers

The PGW CRP is available to any customer who meets the income eligibility criteria. Some
ratepayer funded low-income programs are available only to those customers who are
payment-troubled. The advantages of a program that do not limit program participation to
customers who meet a payment-troubled definition are:

® Other measures of need: customers who have other indicators of need for program
assislance, such as going without food or medical care, can be served by the program
without utility arrearages or payment problems.

* Incentives: Programs that do not require customers to be payment-troubled do not
provide incentives for customers o miss bills so that they qualify for the program.

The advantage of a program that limits participation to the payment-troubled is that limited
resources may be targeted to those customers who show the most need for utility assistance.

Given the difficulty of targeting a payment program to those who are most in need, and the
customer survey research in this report that showed PGW’s current eligibility rules result in
participation by those who are most in need of the program, we recommend that PGW
continue to allow all eligible customers to participate in the CRP.

F. Fixed Credit Program

PGW has implemented a fixed payment program, the more common type of payment
assistance program. Under the fixed payment plan, the customer’s monthly payment is set
by multiplying the affordability standard times the customer’s monthly income. Each
month, the utility applies a variable credit to make up for the difference between the actual
bill and the customer’s fixed payment. '

The other option is a fixed credit program. The New Jersey and the Maryland programs are
fixed credit programs. Under the fixed credit plan, the customer’s annual energy bill is
estimated. The customer is assigned a fixed monthiy credit that will limit energy bills to the
target percent of income for the year, if the customer uses the expected amount.

The advantages of the fixed payment program are that it protects the customer against
changes in weather, prices, and other changes in energy bills. However, this type of
program can lead to wide fluctuations in program costs.

% 1f arrearage forgiveness is included, as well as the CRP net subsidy, the per customer cost was $185 in 2005.
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The advantages of the fixed credit program are that it is easier to implement and it makes
program expenditures more predictable. The disadvantage is that the customer is at risk for
changes in usage and energy prices. o

~~—We recommend- that PGW-consider a-fixed- credit program -to reduce the uncertainty of
program costs for other PGW ratepayers.

G. Annual Income Certification

The CRP requires customers to annually re-certify by mailing their income documentation
to PGW in response to a recertification notice.’ This is a common program requirement.
However, the California CARE program allows customers to self-certify for the program
and does not require them to re-certify.

The disadvantage of a re-certification requirement is that it is costly to administer and it
presents a barrier to program participation. The advantage of a re-certification requirement
is that household income changes, and the requirement helps to ensure that limited program
resources go to those that are most in need of assistance.

We recommend that PGW continue the annual income certification, with a two-year
requirement for LIHEAP recipients.

H. Annual Participation Requirement

The CRP currently does not require customers to remain on the program for a full year.
Customers can choose to exit the CRP at any point if they feel that the program is no longer
beneficial. '

Other programs require that a customer remain on the program for a full year. The
advantage of this model is that it is much simpler to administer. The customer’s
responsibilities are defined over a one-year period and the customer’s benefits are defined
over a one-year period. Such a model also does not allow the customer to leave the program
at a time of year when it is not beneficial, and therefore may reduce the program churning
costs. We recommend that PGW consider adding an annual participation requirement to the
CRP.

. Arrearage Forgiveness

PGW provides arrearage forgiveness to CRP customers at a rate of 1/36 of pre-program
arrearages each month that bills are paid on time and in full and there are no outstanding
CRP bills. The customer is also required to contribute $3 each month to reduce pre-program
arrearages.

“7 Customers who receive LIHEAP are only required to re-certify every other year,
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Most programs take this approach where customers contribute to arrearage reduction and
receive a certain amount of arrearage forgiveness when bills are paid on time. The
advantage of such a program is that it provides customers with an extra incentive to pay
their bills on_time and 1o remain current on their bills. We recommend that PGW continue
to include arrearage forgiveness as part of the CRP.

Summary of Findings

In this section of the report we documented the characteristics of the PGW CRP and
compared it to programs that are currently implemented in other states. PGW’s CRP has the
following characteristics:

The CRP is a utility-designed and administered program that is funded by other
PGW customers.

The CRP is coordinated with LIHEAP, but there is no integration between the two
programs.

The CRP targets customers’ bills to a fixed percentage of income.
The CRP sets an affordability standard of 8, 9, or 10 percent of income.
All income-eligible customers can participate in the CRP.

The CRP is a fixed payment program. The customer’s payment does not change
with usage, prices, or weather,

The CRP requires customers to re-certify for the program, by providing income
documentation, on an annual basis, or every other year if they receive LIHEAP.

The CRP does not have an annual participation requirement.

The CRP provides arrearage forgiveness on a monthly basis when bills are paid on
time and in full. Customers contribute to arrearage reduction.

Some of the alternative program elements that were identified that may provide benefits for
PGW customers are:

1.

Statewide program design, administration, and funding. PGW’s customers currently
face a large burden in providing a subsidy for the CRP. The cost to PGW customers,
including low-income non-participants, has increased greatly as gas costs have risen.
A statewide funded program may allow for a more equitable distribution of the costs
of helping low-income customers that are disproportionately found in the
Philadelphia area.
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2. Program integration. The CRP is not currently integrated with LIHEAP. Better
coordination between the programs could Jead to lower CRP subsidy costs for other
PGW customers.

3. Fixed percent of income. The current fixed percent of income plan places a large
burden on other PGW customers. A fixed credit plan would provide less of a safety
net for program participants, but would provide a fixed benefit level that could be
estimated and planned for.

4. Annual participation requirement. The current CRP model does not require
customers to remain on the program for a full year. Adding this requirement would
simplify the program. It could also reduce program churning costs.
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VIll. Summary of Findings and Recommendations

The-previous.section.ef-the-report. identified -other-payment -program -models that are currently
implemented around the country, and provided recommendations for potential changes to the
CRP. This section of the report summarizes the findings and recommendations from the
evaluation activities, assuming more incremental program changes. Findings and
recommendations are grouped into the categories of program administration and procedures,
program impact, customer perspectives, and financial analysis.

A. Program Administration and Procedures

The review of program administration and procedures found that the program is generally
well-run and implemenied according to documented procedures. However, we recommend
that to improve program compliance and reduce administrative costs, PGW continues their
new 2005 policy of requiring re-certification only every other year for customers who
receive LIHEAP, and that PGW administer additional training to district office
representatives to ensure that all program rules and requirements are explained to enrolling
customers. We also recommend changes in the CRP bill format.

1. District offices provide valuable services for low-income customers

PGW requires that customers visit the district offices to apply for the CRP. Comparing
this requirement to other utilities that allow customers to mail ‘their application and
supporting income documentation to an office for processing, this appears to be a more
efficient process. Rather than having applications mailed back and forth several times
because the required information is not available, customers can speak directly to a
representative and have a better understanding of exactly what they must bring if they
do-not have everything-with them that is required on their first visit.

Customers also visit the district offices for other procedures that are not required,
including LIHEAP applications and re-certifications, procedures that can be done by
mail. Our observations showed that some customers appear to visit the offices for these
purposes because they like the direct contact with the representatives. Several of the
visitors appeared to know the representatives from previous visits, and friendly
greetings were exchanged. However, to attempt to reduce the costs of these operations,
PGW should instruct representatives to tell customers that in the future they can apply
for LIHEAP through the mail and re-certify for the CRP by responding to the mailed re-
certification package. PGW could also look into other ways to facilitate the application
process, such as permitting customers to apply for the CRP through the mail, and then
only require a visit to the district office if the mailed income documentation was
incomplete.
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2.

Annual re-certification requirement

PGW reported that in 2005 they changed their annual re-certification requirement to
every other year for those customers who receive LIHEAP. We recommend that this
approachbe cohtinueéd to further réduce administrative costs” "Reducing the frequency
of re-certification will reduce the number of re-certification packets that need to be
mailed, the number of visits to district offices for re-certification, the number of
suspensions due to a failure to re-certify, and will reduce the need for re-enrollments

that are necessary due to these suspensjons.

Training for district office representatives

While the district office representatives generally did a good job in providing
information to enrolling customers, they did not always provide some of the important
program information. The representatives should receive additional training, stressing
that they provide the following information to customers at every CRP enrollment.

s Arrearage forgiveness: This was only observed in about 75 percent of the
intakes.

o  Termination for lack of payment: Less than one third of the observations
included a notification to the customer that his/her gas service could be shut off
if he/she missed one CRP payment.

o LIHEAP grants: Only two thirds of the contacts included a mention of the
LIHEAP grant. This included half that said that LIHEAP application is a
requirement of the program, one-third that told the customer how and/or when to

“apply for LIHEAP, and one fifth that explained how the LIHEAP grant is
credited to the customer’s account while the customer is participating in the
CRP.

e FEnergy conservation: APPRISE evaluators observed in one-third of the
instances that the representative told the customer that he/she would be required
to accept CWP services if selected for the program. But none provided
information or brochures on conservation.

*  Make-up payments: PGW staff reported that CRP customers often do not
understand that the second time they enroll in the program they must make up
their missed payments to PGW, and cannot come on the program without an
initial payment as they could the first time they enrolled in the program.
Customers should be instructed that this is the case at the time of enrollment.
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4. Bills are difficult to read

CRP customer bills furnish a great deal of information and it is difficult for customers
to discern the important pieces. The CRP credit and the amount of arrearage

e

forgiveness received should be displayed prominently on the bill so that the customer’s
attention is drawn to these two pieces of information.

5. Program targeting

Those customers who have the most need for the CRP enroll in the program. The
analysis of customer characteristics showed that the non-participants were less likely to
have arrearages of more than $500. While 71 percent of the 2003 enrollees had
arrearages over $500. only 23 percent of non-participants had arrearages over this level.

The customer survey also showed that those customers who have the most need for the
program are more likely to enroll. While 63 percent of current participants and 68
percent of past participants said that it was very difficult to pay their gas bills prior to
participating in the CRP, 44 percent of non-participants said that it was very difficult to
make their gas bill payments in the past 12 months.

B. Program Impacts

The data analysis showed that the CRP greatly increases affordability of the gas bill. While
participating customers increased coverage of their CRP bill, coverage of the GS bill
declined after customers enrolled in the program. '

1. Arrearage forgiveness

Ninety-four percent of participants had arrearages at the time of program enrollment.
On average, program participants received arrearage forgiveness in only four of the 12
months following enrollment. The arrearage forgiveness component of the program
should be stressed at the time of enrollment. '

2. Affordability

The CRP had a large impact on affordability. Energy burden was reduced from 15.5
percent to 9.5 percent for program participants, a gross reduction of six percentage
points and a net reduction of 11 percentage points.

3. Coverage of the CRP bill

Customers increased their bill coverage rates after enrolling in the CRP, but still did not
cover the full CRP bill on average. Total coverage rates were 84 percent in the year
following CRP enrollment, shortfall was $222, and balances increased by $72.
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Customers who remained active on the program increased their total coverage rates
from 80 percent in the year preceding program enrollment to- 100 percent in the year
following enrollment. Customers in the $18 minimum plan increased total coverage
rates from 65 to 108 percent, those in the eight percent plan increased total coverage

—rates from 62 to-83-percent; those in the nine percent plan-increased-total coverage rates
from 72 to 86 percent, and those in the ten percent plan from 74 to 81 percent.

4. Coverage of the GS bill

After enrolling in the CRP, total customer payments covered less of the GS bill, both as
compared to their pre-enrollment levels, and compared to the change for the comparison
group. Customers who remained active on the CRP did a worse job of covering their
GS bill than all other statuses except the broken status, because they received the
greatest amount of bill discounts. Customers in the ten percentage plan did the best job
of covering their GS bill. Their total coverage rate increased by three percentage points
and their net shortfall increased by only $68.

5. Energy assistance

Thirty-six percent of customers in the treatment group received LIHEAP in the year
prior to enrollment, and 45 percent received LIHEAP in the year after enrollment, a
gross increase of nine percentage points. The average net change was not significant.
PGW could improve bill coverage rates by increasing the percentage of CRP
participants who receive LIHEAP benefits. While they already have extensive outreach
procedures, CRP participants currently do not have a personal incentive to apply for
LIHEAP if they understand how the benefits are credited to their CRP subsidy. To
reduce the CRP subsidy, PGW could integrate the LIHEAP benefit with the CRP
payment. For example, PGW could add 1/12 of the expected LIHEAP grant to the
monthly bill for customers with income below 135 percent of the Federal Poverty
Level.

6. Terminations and collections actions

‘Customers receive fewer terminations and collections actions when they are
participating in the CRP. The gross change in the average number of terminations was
a decline of 0.12 and the net change was a decline of 0.14 terminations. The gross
change in the average number of collections actions was not significant, but the net
change was a decline of 1.4 collections actions. .

7. Usage impacts

The CRP did not have a significant impact on gas usage. Customers increased their
weather-normalized gas usage by less than one percent of pre-enrollment usage.
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C. Customer Perspectives

The customer survey reinforced that the CRP is important in helping customers afford their
_.gas bills. The survey also pointed to the importance of increased_customer education on the
availability of arrearage forgiveness for customers who pay their bills on time and in full.

1. Arrearage forgiveness

When asked how much they receive in arrearage forgiveness each month when they pay
their bills on time, only 12 percent of the current program participants provided a
response. Seventeen percent said that they do not receive any arrearage forgiveness, 57
percent said that they did not know how much arrearage forgiveness they received, and
14 percent said that they did not have an arrearage. PGW may be able to increase
customers’ incentives to pay their bills if they make sure that customers are educated
about the CRP arrearage forgiveness at the time of program enrollment.

2. Impact of the CRP

Current and past CRP participants reported that the program had a large impact on their
ability to pay their bill. While 63 percent of current participants and 68 percent of past
participants said that it was very difficult to pay their gas bill prior to participating in the
program, only 15 percent of current participants and 24 percent of past participants said
it was very difficult to pay their bills while participating in the program. Respondents
reported that the program has been very important in helping them to meet their needs. .

3. Program satisfaction

Most current participants were very or somewhat satisfied with the CRP and said that
they would continue to participate as long as they were income-eligible.

D. Financial Analysis

The financial analysis showed that CRP customers did not cover the variable costs of gas
service and that it is more costly for PGW to serve low-income customers through the CRP
than through other bill payment mechanisms. Several options are provided for increasing
the contributions of CRP customers.

1. CRP customers’ coverage of the costs of gas service

CRP customers covered 96 percent of the short-run variable costs, and did not cover
any of the fixed costs of gas service in 2004. This implies that the other PGW
customers provided a small subsidy to cover the costs of serving CRP customers.
However, changes in gas prices, weather, and the availability of LIHEAP benefits could
affect these calculations. Gas prices increased from an average of $8.0789/Mcf in 2004
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to $9.8127 in 2005. If customer payments remained at the same level, customers would
only cover 79 percent of the short-run variable costs-of gas service. Given total costs of
$20.4453/Mcf in January 2006, customers covered 39 percent of the total costs of gas
service.

2. - CRP cost-benefit analysis

We compared the change in bill coverage, administrative costs, and collections costs for
CRP customers to those payments and costs for the non-CRP customers to determine
whether it is more cost effective for PGW to have its low-income customers participate
in the CRP. Administrative costs are approximately equal for CRP and non-CRP
customers. While collections and shutoff costs decreased by approximately $16 per
customer when they participated in the CRP, shortfall increased by $194, resulting in a
net cost increase of $178 for CRP customers.

3. Options to limit costs of the CRP

The financial analysis showed that CRP customers do not cover the variable costs of gas
service, and that CRP customers are more expensive for PGW than non-CRP customers.
PGW has several options. for reducing the costs of the CRP. Below we describe each
option and summarize the advantages and disadvantages of each.

a) Integrate LIHEAP benefit into the CRP payment formula

The analysis showed that less than half (45 percent) of the CRP participants
received LIHEAP and that LIHEAP grants averaged $240. PGW could reduce the
cost of the CRP subsidy by integrating the LIHEAP grant into the payment formula
for those customers who qualify for the program. One mechanism by which PGW
could implement this approach would be to add 1/12 of the expected LIHEAP
benefit to the monthly CRP bill. The LIHEAP grant would then be credited to the
customer’s account when it was received.

Table VII-1 shows that if PGW added the LIHEAP benefit to the customer’s
responsibilities, CRP costs would be reduced by $6.89 million.

Table VII-1
Potential Reduction in CRP Costs
Through Implementation of LIHEAP Penalty

Percent of Projected Number | Reduction in CRP Subsidy
CRP Recipients | of CRP Recipients {$240 LIHEAP grant)
<135% of Poverty,
No LIHEAP 49% 28,701 56,888,240
<135% of Poverty,
LIHEAP 45% . 26,358 50
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Percent of Projected Number Reduction in CRP Subsidy
. CRP Recipients | of CRP Recipients {$240 LIHEAP grant)
>135% of Poverty 6% 3,514 30
o[ TOTAL, 100% ____ 58573 _ | $6.888.240

The benefit of this approach is that it would reduce the CRP subsidy. Currently,
customers do not have an incentive to apply for LIHEAP because the grant is
directed toward the costs of the CRP subsidy, rather than their outstanding bills.
PA Code §69.265 states that “A utility may impose a penalty on a CAP participant
who is eligible for LIHEAP benefits but who fails to apply for those benefits.” A
disadvantage of this design feature is that it may be difficult to incorporate into
PGW'’s computer system, and therefore impose costs on PGW.

b) Introduce credit limits that vary by CRP tier

The BCS states that utilities should implement control features to limit program
costs. One of the control features that is cited is an annual CAP credit limit of
$840. We found that 37 percent of the 2003 CRP enrollees had a discount of over
$840 in the year following enrollment. However, lower income customers are most
likely to have the highest discounts. While 67 percent of those with the $18
minimum payment and 62 percent of those in the 8 percent payment had credits
over $840, only 39 percent in the 9 percent payment and 21 percent in the ten
percent payment had credits over $840. Therefore, a flat credit limit would
disproportionately hurt those in the lowest income groups.

A graduated credit limit may be a more equitable solution for PGW. For example,
Table VII-2 shows that a $840 limit for those in the ten percent plan, a $1,000 limit
for those 1n the nine percent plan, and a $1,500 limit for those in the 8 percent or
$18 minimum plan would reduce the cost of the CRP subsidy by nearly $9.2

million.
Table VII-2
Potential Reduction in CRP Costs
Through Implementation of CRP Credit Limits
percent | olCE | A
2004 CRP Proposed Over CRP ° Averagel Reduction in
Recipients | Credit Limit | Credit o~ mount | ~RP Subsidy
Limit Recipients Over
Over Limit Limit
$18
minimum 2,192 $1.500 27% 592 $516 $305.472
8% 13,127 $1,500 26% 3413 $571 $1,948,823
9% 30,749 $1,000 30% 9,225 $575 $5,304,375
10% 12,075 $840 21% 2.536 3643 $1.630,648
TOTAL 58,143 15,766 $9.189,318
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¢)

The advantage of this policy change would be that some customers would increase
their bill contributions in response to their increased CRP bills. The disadvantage
of this change would be that it would increase customers’ energy burden, and that
customers may be less likely to succeed on the CRP.

Increase charge for arrearage reduction

PGW currently adds $3 to each CRP bill for payment toward the arrearage. PGW
could potentially increase customer contributions by increasing this arrearage
contribution, for example by requiring customers in the eight percentage plan to
contribute $5 toward arrearages, requiring customers in the nine percentage plan to
contribute $7 toward arrearages, and requiring-customers in the ten percentage plan
to contribute $9 toward arrearages. Table VII-3 shows that the predicted increase
in customer charges would be $2.2 million.

Table VII-3
Potential Increased CRP Revenue
Through Increased Arrearage Charge

Increased Annual
Average Number Percent with Increased Annual | Revenue Across
Ofrél:g tom Arrears of At Revenue Per Average Number
ustomers Least $200 Customer of CRP
Customers
$18 Minimum 2,192 83% 50 $0
3% 13,127 86% $24 $270.,941
9% 30,749 81% $48 $1,195.521
10% 12,075 86% $72 $747,684
Total 58,143 84% $2,214,146

The advantage of this change is that it is a small increase in payments that CRP
customers may be able to bear. The disadvantage is that it increases customers’
energy burdens, and may make custemers less likely to pay their CRP bills.

d) Enforce CWP requirement for customers with the highest usage

Currently the CWP requirement is not enforced for CRP customers. PGW could
reduce subsidies for the highest usage customers by requiring those with the
highest usage to participate in the CWP as a condition for continued participation in
the program.

¢) Require a wait-out period

This analysis of CRP participation and enrollment statistics showed that CRP
participation is generally higher in the winter months when subsidies are positive,
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and that this is at least partially due to the fact that enrollment is lower in the
summer.

PGW may be able to reduce administrative costs of the CRP and increase customer
contributions if it could increase the retention rate in the program and the
percentage of CRP customers that continue to participate in the program throughout
the summer. They may be able to do this by requiring a one-year wait out period
after customers exit the program. While the BCS has looked unfavorably at such a
requirement in the past, they may allow a pilot of this requirement as chumning
appears to an impediment to program cost-effectiveness.

D Create other procedures to prevent customers from leaving the CRP in the
summer and the re-joining

According to new Iegis]ation48, customers with income below 135 percent of the
poverty level have only one option, which is the CRP. This is true for all
customers except where the budget bill is more affordable than the CRP¥.
Previously, customers could have a Level 1 payment arrangement and would not
have to pay off all of the missed CRP payments. This new requirement should
reduce the number of customers who leave the CRP in the summer and then rejoin.
However, customers who do not have arrears can still leave the CRP in the summer
and then rejoin again in the winter. PGW could require these customers to remain
on the CRP throughout the summer, or require that they make up the negative CRP
discount that they would have paid in the summer if they rejoin the program in the

winter,
Table VII-4
Options for Limiting CRP Costs
. . . Potential CRP
Potential Benefits Potential Disadvantages Cost Reduction
Inc (¢ . .
neorpora’e Straight-forward method of | May be costly to implement
LIHEAP into g . . $6,888,240
Payment Formula reducing CRP costs. in PGW’s computer system
. Some customers may Would increase energy
Etr;oiiuce Credit increase their contributions | burden. Some customers $9,189,318
to their GS energy bills. may not increase payments.
Small increase in customer Would increase energy
I
;:gzszoﬁzzzaie payments that they may be burden. Some customers $2,214,146
£ able to comply with. may not make payments.
Enfi C s . .. .
nrorce WP Reduce subsidies to those Increase in administrative .
Requirement for . . Minor
Highest Users with the highest usage. COSts.
Require CRP Reduce administrative costs | May impose hardships on Moderate
Wait-Out Period of the CRP. some customers.
“ Senate bill 677, effective December 15, 2004.
* This would be true for non-heating customers.
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Potential Benefits

Potential Disadvantages

Potential CRP
Cost Reduction

Encourage Year-

Reduce net CRP discount if

Difficult to predict

Moderate

Round CRP customers pay negative effectiveness of this
Participation discount in the summer. measure.
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Re: Investigation into Financial : Docket Nos. P-00042090 905"/4%
Collections Issues Regarding the : R-00049157 61‘, 8
Philadelphia Gas Works : M-00021612 (4
: P-00032061
% PETITION FOR RESCISSION AND -JLUME NT
NOV- 21 2006 AMENDMENT OF PRIOR ORDER | ~0OLDE R

Philadelphia Gas Works ("PGW" or "the Company") hereby petitions the Pennsylvania
Public Utility Commission ("PUC" or "Commission") pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 703(g) and 52
Pa. Code § 5.41, to partially rescind or amend its Order entered October 27, 2004, in the
proceeding styled as Investigation into Financial and Collections Issues Regarding the
Philadelphia Gas Works (hereinafter respectively the "Consolidated Proceeding” and the
"Consolidated Proceeding Order"; relevant portions of the Consolidated Proceeding Order are
attached hereto as Attachment "A") and requests elimination of the paragraph in the Order which
requires PGW to meet monthly with the PUC's Bureau of Consumer Services ("BCS"),
Community Legal Services ("CLS") and the Office of the Consumer Advocate ("OCA").
Alternatively, in the event that the Commission determines that the continuation of such
meetings is currently necessary, PGW requests that the Commission issue an order which: (1)
reaffirms or establishes that the purpose of these meetings is to discuss PGW's efforts to improve
its collections practices and to monitor PGW's progress in making such improvements; (ii)
modifies the meeting schedule to once every three months; (iil) direct that only those deemed to
be required by the Commission shall attend; and (iv) establishes that the meetings will continue
for only 12 more months, absent a subsequent order from the Commission otherwise.

Pursuant to the Consolidated Proceeding Order, PGW has conducted monthly meetings

with BCS, OCA and CLS for approximately two years. While the PUC's singling out of PGW's
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collections practices for special review may have been justified in 2004, PGW's collection results
have stabilized and its collections practices have now been fully reviewed and discussed .by BCS
(and others) in a substantial number of meetings. Accordingly, there is no longer any need to
continue to impose upon PGW (and the PUC) the costly and time consuming obligation of
meeting face-to-face every month on this 1ssue, an obligation which to PGW's knowledge 1s not
imposed upon any other public utility in the Commonwealth. Moreover, the current meetings
have frequently strayed out of the collections area and are used by BCS, OCA and CLS to
djscuss a variety of matters including Chapter 56/Act 201 compliance issues and even local
newspaper articles. While PGW understands that its obligation to provide adequate service
requires regular interactions with its regulators, these meetings — which are always attended by at
least one lawyer representing a private potential litigant that has no statutory authority to regulate
PGW (i.e., CLS) — are not the appropriate forums in which to have such discussions. PGW is, of
course, perfectly willing to meet with BCS - and only BCS — when the Bureaw has a legitimate
compliance issue and to meet with other parties whenever such meetings would be appropriate
and necessary, but it should not be mandated to do so on a monthly basis.

In support of this Petition, PGW states as follows:

Background

1. As noted, the PUC issued a final Opinion and Order in the Consolidated -
Proceeding on Qctober 27, 2004, which, inter alia, concluded a PUC-initiated investigation into
the adequacy, cost effectiveness and management of PGW's collection practices. The PUC's
investigation was prompted by the actual cash collections experienced by the Company in 2002
and 2003 and the levels it was projecting in 2004. During that time, PGW's projected collections

levels were so deficient that the Company had requested a special adjustment clause mechanism
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(the "Cash Receipts Reconciliation Clause” or "CRRC") that would have adjusted PGW's
revenues 1f its actual cotlections levels fell below the fevel on which its base rates were
established.’ In partial response to PGW's CRRC filing, the PUC directed an investigation of
whether PGW's inadequate collections levels could be improved.?

2. In the Consolidated Proceeding, PGW submitted extensive evidence detailing the
steps it had taken to improve its collections practices.” In addition, PGW noted that it had
voluntarily initiated monthly meetings with BCS and other parties to the proceeding to provide
progress reports and other data and to answer questions about its collections practices.” (In
approximately 2001, prior to the establishment of full PUC jurisdiction over PGW, the Company
had started monthly meetings with BCS to work on PUC regulatory compliance and transition
issues. When the collections crisis arose, PGW modified these meetings to focus on collections
practices.)

3. Upon review of the evidence submitted by PGW and the absence of a contrary
opinion from any other party, the ALJ determined that PGW had made "significant progress"

with its collection efforts. He also recommended that the monthly meetings to provide progress

: The PUC rejected that mechanism. Opinion and Order entered July 8, 2004.

2 Opinion and Order entered June 2, 2004, P-00042090, et seq. at 4 ("Some of the
witnesses who testified against PGW's proposed CRRC argued that PGW's collection
process was flawed; this supports placing PGW's collections efforts — and steps that may
be necessary to improve it — at issue in this investigation. Therefore, the proceeding
should be expanded to investigate the adequacy, cost effectiveness and management of
PGW's collection practices."). ‘

PGW presented extensive testimony detailing the various steps it had taken up to that
point to improve its collections practices, and explained that the Company had
implemented a Collections Renewal Initiative which resulted in major revisions and
improvements of its collections practices. Consolidated Proceeding, PGW St. CP-1 and
accompanying exhibits.

Consolidated Proceeding, Rec. Dec. at 51.
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reports on PGW's collections practices "have proved useful” and recommended that the meetings
continue.” No time period for ending the meetings was articulated.®

4. In its final Consolidated Proceeding Order, the Commission adopted the findings
of the ALIJ:

We agree with the ALJ's assessment of the improvements
made by PGW and his recommendations for updated reports and
analyses. PGW's improved focus and execution of a collections
process already has produced benefits for the Company. We urge
PGW to continue its efforts and look for additional ways to
improve efficiency and effectiveness of its collections practices.’
In addition, the Commission accepted the ALJ's recommendation and ordered:

That [PGW] shall continue to meet on a monthly basis with
[BCS], [OCA] and Community Legal Services for the purpose of
providing progress reports and other data and answering questions
about its collections practices.®

5. Since the entry of the Consolidated Proceeding Order in October 2004, PGW has
dutifully complied with the directive, meeting monthly with various individuals representing

BCS, OCA and CLS. Each month for the past two years, PGW's representatives have provided

3 R.D. at 51.

In other proceedings where the Commission has directed a utility to work with Staff,
timeframes were imposed and a clear purpose was delineated. For example, in August
2004, the Commission directed Verizon Pennsylvania to work with Staff regarding how
Verizon presented information related to broadband availability on its website., Staff was
directed to inform the Commission about the results of these efforts within 30 days after
the entry date of the Order. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.’s Third Supplement to Network
Modernization Plan Revised Pursuant to Commission Order Entered September 17,
2003, and Verizon Pennsylvania’s Compliance with Ordering Paragraph 12 of Order
Entered September 17, 2003, Docket No. P-00930715F0002 (Order entered August 3,
2004).

Consolidated Proceeding Order at 19-20. (Relevant portions of the Commission's Order
are attached as Attachment "A").

Consolidated Proceeding Order at 63. Presumably, CLS was included because, at the
time it was a legal representative of a handful of senior citizen and consumer groups who
had mtervened in the proceeding.
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updated statistics on several management collections metrics and discussed new internal
initiatives, Notably, much of the collections data that is shared at these monthly meetings is now
mandated to be provided as part of the Chapter 56 requirements.’

6. However, due to what appears to be the view of BCS, OCA and CLS that all of
PGW's business practices are somehow connected to PGW's collection practices, the scope of
these monthly meetings now includes not only a discussion of potential improvements to PGW's
collections practices, but significant discussion of PGW's performance and policies
implementing Chapter 56 and Act 201 as well as other matters. BCS (and, particularly, CLS)
have used the meetings as a forum to obtain information and explore complaints and inquires
about all of PGW's policies and practices, without any reference to improving PGW's collections
practices. Based upon the minutes of these meetings, the following subjects have been
discussed: the content of a news article in the Philadelphia Daily News that criticized the
Company's voice mail message on its customer call line;'® billing issues;'' deposit policies;12

s . .. . . . . 15
termination notices and policies; * medical certifications;'* users without contracts; * PGW's

Biennial Report to the General Assembly and Governor Pursuant to Section 1415,
M-00041802F0003 (Opinion and Order entered July 24, 2006). That Order requires
utilities to provide data on residential collections including annual collection operating
expenses, residential billings and write-offs, and statistics on residential arrearages,
terminations, reconnections and security deposits, as well as CAP information.

i See, ¢.g., Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held Januvary 12, 2006. The relevant portion
of this and the other quoted documents is attached as Attachment "B.”

& See, e.g.. Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held July 18, 2006.

12 See. e.o., Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held February 16, 2006: January 12, 2006.

13 See, e.g., Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held February 16, 2006; January 12; 2006.

14 See, e.g.. Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held June 14, 2005.

15 See, e.p.. Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held April 13. 2006: May 26. 2006.
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Customer Responsibility Program;'® service provided at PGW's District Of] fices;'” Chapter 14
implementation;'® PGW non-basic service charges;19 PGW's Senior Citizen Discount program;>’
installation of curb boxes;?! PGW's restoration policies;** and formal and informal complaints
and backlogs.23

7. It is important to note that with just a few notable exceptions (e.g., May 26, 20006),
the Minutes of Monthly meetings (which are prepared by BCS with an opportunity for comment
by PGW) do not set forth questions and requests for further information by representatives of
CLS and the BCS and frequently reflect a summarization of much longer conversations.
Nevertheless, a review of these meetings demonstrates the number and frequency of issues
discussed which plainly had nothing to do with improving PGW's collections results. Many of
these discussions do not focus on how these various matters have or could improve PGW's
collections, the ostensible purpose of the meetings, but instead serve as informal hearings on

whether PGW is complying with one of the parties' view of the requirements of Chapter 14 or 56

or are complying with some participant's view of what is required to provide adequate service.

See, e.g.. Minutes of Monthly PGW Meecting held February 15, 2005,

17 See, e.g.. Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held April 14, 2005; May 19, 2005.

8 See, e.g., Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held January 11, 2005: February 15, 2005;
May 19, 2005,

See, e.g., Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held April 14, 2005.
20 See, e.p.. Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held November 22, 2005,

2 See, e.g2.. Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held September 20, 2005.

22

See, e.g., Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held October 20, 2005; July 18, 2006.

23 See, e.g., Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting held March 10, 2005: June 27, 2006;
August 18, 2005: December 13, 2005.
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Meetings To Review PGW's Collections Practices Are No Longer Necessary

8. Regular meetings to discuss PGW's "collections practices" are no longer
necessary, and the costs to PGW and the Cominission outweigh any benefits. The PUC's
original directive to PGW to meet monthly with BCS, OCA and CLS was made at a time when
PGW was in the midst of a collections crisis in which its recently experienced collections as a
percentage of billed revenues were at all time lows, with projections of future collections
percentages at similarly dire levels and was enacted under the assumption that regular méetings
with BCS and other parties could result in ideas to improve PGW's collections.

0. In the Order rejecting PGW's proposed CRRC, the PUC pointed to PGW's own
efforts to improve its collections practices as a reason why there no longer was a need for the
CRRC:

[T]he CRRC proposal and the OTS alternative thereto, were
proposed to assist PGW to meet its financial obligations and
prevent another downgrade of PGW's bond rating. The evidence
of record indicates that changes in circumstance during the
pendency of this proceeding have changed the decision making
environment. Among those changes are the concessions, discussed
supra, made by the City and also the improvement in collection
performance reported by PGW. We find that these factors together

obviate the need to waive regulatory laws and standards in order to
raise cash on an emergency basis.*

10. A few months later the Commission concluded, based upon the evidence

presented in the CRRC as well as in the Consolidated Proceeding, that PGW's collections

practices were adequate and reasonable:

PGW presented extensive testimony regarding its increased efforts
toward its collections practices and process. PGW anticipates
collecting 93-94% of its billings this fiscal year, which would
exceed PGW's historic rate of 92%. (Tr. at 345; PGW St. CRRC-5

** PUC CRRC Order at 29 (July 8, 2004) (emphasis added).
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at 10). In fiscal year 2004, PGW has improved its collections rate
by 4%. (PGW St. CP-1 at 11).

PGW attributes its improvements to the implementation of a
"Collection Renewal Initiative," correction of problems associated
with its Billing, Collections and Customer Service system,
installation of automated meter reading devices and improvements
in its Call Center. (PGW St. CP-1 at 3-5). As a result, PGW has
experienced increased collection employee productivity, a
dramatic increase in the payment of past due bills by phone,
reminders to CRP customers that their bills must be paid to remain
on the program, and an increase in field collections. (PGW St.
CP-1 at 8-10).

* ok %

The Philadelphia Public Officials noted improvement in PGW's
collection practices that have resulted in greater efficiencies.
(Philadelphia Public Officials at 7-8).

The ALJ determined that record evidence demonstrates that PGW
has made "significant progress" with its collection efforts. (R.D. at
51). The ALJ also found that PGW's monthly meetlings with the
Commission's Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS), the OCA and
Philadelphia Community Legal Services have proved useful and
recommended that the meetings continue. The ALJ further
recommended that, in its next base rate case filing, PGW submit a
progress report "on the adequacy, cost-effectiveness and
management of its collection practices." (R.D. at 52).

& %k K

We agree with the ALJ's assessment of the improvements made by
PGW and his recommendations for updated reports and analyses.
PGW's improved focus and execution of a collections process
already has produced benefits for the Company. We urge PGW to
continue its efforts and look for additional ways to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of its collection practices.?®

11.  These excerpts from the Commission's CRRC and Consolidated Proceeding
Orders show that the Commission's directive of continued meetings to provide to BCS, OCA and

CLS collections progress reports and additional updates on the Company's Collections Initiative

25 Consolidated Proceeding Order at 18-20.
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were specifically focused on PGW's efforts to improve its collections results. The goal of the
meetings was to provide a forum in which BCS and the other parties could leam of PGW's
progress in improving collections, make suggestions for continued improvement, and help the
Commission stay informed to ensure that if there was to be a reoccurrence of the collections
problem BCS would have adequate notice and an opportunity to make suggestions to avoid the
problem.

12. The available statistics show that these regular meetings are no longer necessary.
PGW's practices have continued to show results and no reoccurrence of the collections crisis has
taken place. Attachment "C" to this Petition shows PGW's aﬁnual collections percentages for the
past four years. While there have been individual months which were cause for concern, and
while PGW continues to face financial difficulties for other reasons, these data show that PGW's
Collections Initiative has put in place a stabie collections program which is producing results that
exceed the Company's historical results. PGW's collections level for FY 2006 (12 months
ending August 31, 2006) was 95.19%; a result made even more impressive by the fact that
PGW's total billings to customers were roughly $60 million higher than the previous year. PGW
believes it is on track to expenence similar results in FY 2007.

13, Moreover, PGW believes that BCS is completely aware of and conversant with

the Company's existing Collections Initiative and practices. Each month, for over two years,

PGW has presented to BCS, the OCA and CLS statistics which track the success of PGW's
collections practices and has discussed virtually every aspect of its collections activities. Those
statistics regularly include:

e 12 month rolling collection rate

o Customer Deposits collected
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¢ (Collection Call Volume - Inbound and Qutbound
¢ Field Collections
o Phone Payments

¢ Non-payment shutoff report (including shutoffs for other regulated
requirements)

PGW has also provided information on any new techniques and programs.

14. In addition, and as explained above, for a considerable period, the monthly
meetings have gone well beyond the purpose for which the Commission originally ordered
them — to discuss PGW's collections practices. As indicated above, the meetings have included
discussion of a variety of Chapter 56 and Act 201 issues, including the Winter Survey, PGW's
policies on winter termination, termination notice procedure and content, the practices of its field
servicés group, the adequacy of service at the Company's District Offices, PGW's policies on
restoration of customers and even the content of a local newspaper article complaining about one
of PGW's recorded messages. Unfortunately, when these issues have been discussed, these
meetings have begun to resemble informal hearings or open discovery sessions. In order to
avoid making the meetings wholly adversarial in nature, PGW has generally answered questions
regarding non-collections information in the meetings even though it has expressed its view that
these subjects are not appropriately raised at these meetings.

15. Some may argue that the Commission's original interest was to direct monthly
meetings on both collections improvements issues and on other subjects, including PGW's
compliance with Chapter 56/Act 201 and adequacy of service issues. The language and
discussion in the Order clearly contradicts any such suggestion: "[PGW] shall continue to meet
on a monthly basis with [BCS, etc.] . . . for the purpose of providing progress reports and other

data and answering questions about its collections practices." Moreover, nothing in the record of
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the Consolidated Proceeding justifies this type of intense scrutiny of PGW's customer service
operations. Indeed, while the topic of comphance with Act 201 has been raised on more than a

few occasions at the meetings, it 1s well to recall that Act 201 had not even been enacted at the

time the PUC entered its Order. Nor is there any other public utility regulated by the PUC that is
subject to such regular and detailed face-to-face interrogations about every aspect of their
customer service operation. |

16.  Some may also argue that any issue mvolving Chapter 56, Act 201 or adequacy of
service 1s about collections, since all such compliance issues could somehow affect PGW's
collections results. But the Commission's Order directing meetings about "collections practices”
cannot and was not intended to mean any action by PGW that has (or could have) any effect
whatsoever on the'Company's collections. The testimony submitted in the Consolidated
Proceeding, as well as the discussion by the ALJ in his Recommended Decision clearly was
focused on activities and practices by PGW to improve its collections results (such as the use of
electronic bill payment or credit scoring. The Chapter 56 and Chapter 14 issues raised by BCS
and the other parties in past meetings extend far beyond that context. Indeed in most cases the
behavior that one or another party advocated as allegedly "required" by regulation or law would
have (or did) decrease PGW's collection results.? Therefore, interrogating PGW about whether it
is complying with a party's view of the requirements of Chapter 14 or Chapter 56 cannot, by any
reasonable measure, be construed as advancing better collections by PGW, and, thus, are outside.

the purview of these meetings.

26 For example, in once instance, BCS used the CSI meeting to discuss limitations on

PGW's issuance of winter termination notices (January 12, 2006 Meeting) or claims by
BCS that PGW was demanding too much in upfront payments from terminated customers
seeking restoration (October 20, 2005).
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17.  Even assuming for the sake of argument that the Commission had intended more
wide ranging discussions at the mandated meetings, there is certainly no justification for-
continuing such a requirement now, more than two years after its collections crisis. Moreover, to
the extent that new 1ssues have arisen since the passage of Act 20, those issues either affect the
entire industry or to the extent they are PGW specific, have been resolved, or can be resolved
without the need to meet 12 times a year with multiple parties.

18. PGW, of course, understands BCS's interest in maintaining a continuing dialogue
with PGW on Chapter 56 and Act 201 practices and policies and fully recognizes its right to ask
for such meetings as part of BCS's advisory role to the Commission. However, such discussions

should occur in the same way that they do with every other subject utility, when and if needed —

not every month, and not with the mandatory participation of outside parties, such as CLS and

OCA, which do not have the same statutory enforcement and advisory obligations. As far as
PGW is aware, BCS does not meet with any other utility on a perpetual, Commission ordered,
monthly basis to discuss the utility's Chapter 56/Act 201 performance, and certainly not in
meetings with potential opponents or litigants. Most importantly, no other utility is required to
meet monthly with a community legal services group which has no statutory authority to oversee
1t and which can use the information obtained in those meetings in adversary pleadings and
filings, and otherwise.”’

19.  Accordingly, the monthly "collections practice” update meetings ordered by the

Commission in the Consolidated Proceeding Order should be ended. Ending such meetings will

277 It should be noted that PGW has what it believes to be a good working relationship with

OCA, which is, of course, mandated by the General Assembly to represent the interests
of utility customers (including PGW customers) before the Commission, and would
ordinarily voluntarily meet with it whenever it had any customer service or other issue.
However, while PGW has at times in the past voluntarily met with CLS to address
various cases or issues, CLS has no such status.
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not in any way limit the Commission's access to information about PGW's collections efforts.
PGW already is under an obligation to provide to the Commission relevant collections data that
will enable BCS and other bureaus within the Commission to keep abreast of PGW's collections
success. 1f further meetings on PGW's collections practices are needed, they can be convened on
an "as needed" basis. In addition, to the extent that BCS has issues with PGW's Chapter 56 or
Act 201 practices.or policies, it, again, may schedule separate meetings as necessary.

If the Commission Declines to End the Mandated Meetings, it Should Confirm
Their Limited Scope, Limit Their Frequency and Set A Date for Their Termination

20.  While PGW believes that there is absolutely no necessity to continue these

mandated meetings, at the very least, the PUC should clarify that the monthly meetings are only

for the express purpose of discussions about practices and procedures that will improve or

maintain PGW's collections. As discussed above, that was without a doubt the purpose of

ordering the meetings in the first instance.

21. If the Commission chooses this alternative course, it should also reduce the
meetings to once a quarter and establish an end date for the remainder of the collections practices
meetings. PGW believes that a one year period is all that is justified at this time. At the end of
that period, the Commission should direct that the mandatory meetings shall end unless one of
the parties successfully petitions the Commission to continue the meetings, for good cause
shown. Having an open-ended requirement for meetings about PGW's collections practices,
without any provision to review and terminate the meetings, will only impose unnecessary cost
and burden on PGW — which is weighed down with enough issues — as well as the PUC and the

OCA, and simply cannot be justified.
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22.  Finally, if the Commission decides to continue the meetings, it should review
those who are authorized to participate and, beyond BCS, include only those who continue to be

necessary and appropriate, in light of the passage of time and the clarified focus of the meetings.
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WHEREFORE, Philadelphia Gas Works hereby petitions the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission to:

1. Partially rescind its Order entered October 27, 2004, in the proceeding styled as
Investigation into Financial and Collections Issues Regarding the Philadelphia Gas Wor_ks :
(hereinafter "the Consolidated Proceeding" and the "Consolidated Proceeding Order") by

rescinding paragraph 17 of the Order; or, in the alternative,

2. If the PUC declines to partially rescind its Consolidated Proceeding Order
directing the monthly meetings, amend its Order and declare that:

(a) the only legitimate subject of said meetings is to discuss activities and
procedures the purpose of which is to improve PGW's collections activities and practices; and

(b} the meetings will continue on a quarterly basis for a period of one year
from the entry of the Commission's Order and will terminate at that time unless otherwise
ordered by the PUC upon petition and good cause shown; and

(c) discussions of any issue that BCS may have with PGW compliance with
Chapter 56, Chapter 14 or any aspect of the adequacy of PGW's service, unless it is directly
related to improving PGW's collections results, shall occur at separate meetings with BCS at
which only BCS and PGW shall be entitled to attend, while other parties shall have the right to
request meetings with PGW on 1ssues of concern to them as necessary and appropriate.

3. Grant other such relief as is in the public interest.

Respectfully submitted,

@banw/\/(»mlw

Daniel Clearfield

Deanne M. O'Dell

Wolf, Block, Schorr and Solis-Cohen LLP
213 Market Street, 9th Floor

P.O. Box 865

Harmisburg, PA 17108-0865

(717) 237-7160

Of Counsel:

Denise Adamucci, Esq.

Philadelphia Gas Works

800 West Montgomery Ave., 4" Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19122
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Date: November 20, 2006
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VERIFICATION

I hereby state that: a) I am Vice President, Customer Affairs for Philadelphia Gas Works
("PGW"); and b) the facts set forth in the attached Petition for Rescission are true and correct to
the best of my knowledge, information and belief and that I expect to be able to prove the same
at a hearing held in this matter.

I understand that the statements herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S.

§ 4904 (relating to unsworn falsification to authorities).

Date: ///7/94, Z/g /71_‘
;o Randy %/y ﬂﬁ/
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PENNSYLVANIA
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Public Meeting held September 30, 2004

Commussioners Present:

Terrance J. Fitzpatrick, Chairman, Dissenting Statement attached
Robert K. Bloom, Vice Chairman

Glen R. Thomas, Statement attached

Kim Pizzingrilli

Wendell F. Holland, Concurring & Dissenting in part

Investigation into Financial and Collections Issues P-00042090
Regarding the Philadelphia Gas Works R-00049157
M-00021612
P-00032061
P-00042117
OPINION AND ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:

Before the Commission for consideration are the Recommended
Decision of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Charles E. Rainey, Jr., issued in this
proceeding on August 13, 2004, and the Exceptions filed with respect thereto.

History of the Proceeding

On March 1, 2004, Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW) made its annual
Gas Cost Rate (GCR) filing pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §1307(f) with the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission or PUC). On March 1,

2004, PGW also filed a Petition to Establish a Cash Receipts Reconciliation




111. PGW Collection Practices
A. Positions of the Parties

PGW presented extensive testimony regarding its increased efforts
toward its collections practices and process. PGW anticipates collecting 93-94%
of its billings this fiscal year, which would exceed PGW’s historic rate of 92%.
(Tr. at 345; PGW St. CRRC-5 at 10). In fiscal year 2004, PGW has improved its
collections rate by 4%. (PGW St. CP-1 at 11).

PGW attributes its improvements to the implementation of a
“Collection Renewal Initiative,” correction of problems associated with its Billing,
Collections and Customer Service system, installation of automated meter reading
devices and improvements in its Call Center. (PGW St. CP-1 at 3-5). As a result,
PGW has experienced increased collection employee productivity, a dramatic
increase in the payment of past due bills by phone, reminders to CRP customers
that their bills must be paid to remain on the program, and an increase in field

collections. (PGW 5St. CP-1 at 8-10).

The OCA suggested requiring electronic funds transfers (EFT) asa
precondition for payment arrangements for residential customers at or above 250%
of the federal poverty level and placing all residential customers on levelized

budget billing plans. (OCA St. FCI-1 at 10-11 and 12-13).

The Philadelphia Public Officials noted improvement in PGW’s
collection practices that have resulted in greater efficiencies. (Philadelphia Public

Officials at 7-8).
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B. The ALJ’s Recommendation : ' -

The ALJ determined that record evidence demonstrates that PGW
has made “significant progress” with its collection efforts. (R.D. at 51). The ALJ
also found that PGW’s monthly meetings with the Commission’s Bureau of
Consumer Services (BCS), the OCA and Philadelphia Community Legal Services
have proved useful and recommended that the meetings continue. The ALJ further
recommended that, in its next base rate case filing, PGW submit a progress report
“on the adequacy, cost-effectiveness and management of its collection practices.”

(R.D. at 52).

The ALJ determined that there was insufficient evidence to institute
a mandatory EFT proposal, but he recommepded that PGW include 1n its next base
rate case filing, a cost-benefit analysis of the OCA’s proposed mandatory EFT
proposal. (R.D. at 50). The ALJ also rejected the OCA’s proposal of mandatory
budget billing, finding that requiring all customers to be placed .on budget billing
would not be just and reasonable. (R.D. at 51). The ALJ recomménded that PGW
review with BCS its efforts to educate consumers about the budget billing plan,
consider any BCS recommendations and submit a report with its next base rate

case filing. (R.D. at 51).

There were no Exceptions filed to this portion of the ALJ’s decision.

C.  Disposition

We agree with the ALJ’s assessment of the improvements made by
PGW and his recommendations for updated reports and analyses. PGW’s
improved focus and execution of a collections process already has produced

benefits for the Company. We urge PGW to continue its efforts and look for
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additional ways to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of its collection
practices. In addition, we urge PGW to examine whether its lack of curb valves
has contributed to the Company’s reluctance to terminate service to certain 7

customers. See PGW Exc. at 33-34.

1V. Universal Service
A.  Positions of the Parties

The main components of PGW’s Universal Service program -are its -

Customer Responsibility Program® (CRP), Conservation Works Program (CWP),
and Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) outreach. PGW-

St. CP-2 at 12. PGW'’s current (non-means-tested) Senior Citizen Discount (SCD)
| program is also funded through the Universal Service program; although the SCD
1s addressed as a separate matter. Due to the demographics. unique to PGW, the.
company requires a larger assistance program than other Natural Gas Distribution
Companies (NGDCs) if it is to comply with the statutory standard to maintain

appropriate Universal Service policies. 66 Pa. C.S. § 2203(8).

PGW serves only the City of Philade]}\)hia: 1t serves no suburban.
customers and few large commercial or industrial customers. (PGW St. CP-2 at
12). The City of Philadelphia has the largest low-income population in the
Commonwealth, including one-half of all Pennsylvania’s welfare recipients.
(PGW St. CP-2 at 12). Of the estimated 90,000 customers eligible for PGW’s
CRP, currently 65,000 customers are enrolled. (PGW St. CP-2 at 14). PGW has

been working on reducing the administrative costs associated with the program.

6 PGW defines the CRP as “a-percentage of income plan open to ail residential

customers with a household income of 150% or less than the federal poverty standard.”
PGW St. CP-2 at 13,

. ¢ 1 A B e —.‘%20—-*-—.— ERPUIT S—" = NPT I SN S RISV S S S ST P T



14.  That in reference to ordering paragraphs 10 and 11,
Philadelphia Gas Works may file pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §62.6(c) a companion
report to the independent evaluator’s report, aiso to be filed no later than

December 31, 200_5 and to be included in its March 1, 2006 Gas Cost Rate filing.

I5.  That Philadelphia Gas Works, after consulting with the
Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services, shall prepare a Report on its
Conservation Works Program (CWP) that it will file with the Commission in April
2005, and that will include a cost-benefit analysis of Philadelphia Gas Works’ -
present CWP, as well as cost-benefit analysis of CWPs that incorporate more of
the usage reduction measures referénced in the Commission’s LIURP regulations

and that also include more eligible customers.

16.  Thatin reference to ordering paragraph 13, the April 2005
CWP Report shall be included in the review of the annual Gas Cost Rate filing
Philadelphia Gas Works will make in March 2005.

17.  That Philadelphia Gas Works shall continue to meet on a
monthly basis with the Bureau of Consumer Services, the Office of Consumer -
Advocate and Philadelphia Community Legal Services for the purpose of
providing progress reports and other data and answering questions about its

collection practices.

18.  That the Recommended Decision of Administrative Law
Judge Charles E. Rainey, Jr. is adopted, in part, and reversed, 1n part, consistent

with this Opinion and Order.
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19.  That the records at Docket Nos. P-00042090, R-00049157,
M-00021612, P-00032061 and P-00042117 be marked closed.

BY THE COMMISSION,

/ /ad
- dsre
ﬁfﬂw ;’f{«i—if x?

James J. McNulty ;
Secretary

(SEAL)
ORDER ADOPTED: September 30, 2004

ORDER ENTERED: October 27, 2004
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ATTACHMENT B




Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held January 11, 2005

Attendance: BCS: Joe Farley, Mike Smith, Karen Graves

PGW: Thomas Knudsen, Randy Gyory, Ann Strishock, Ray Kempinski, Cristina Coltro,
Denise Adamucci, Laureto Farinas, Joe Welte, Joe Stengel, Kevin O’Brien, Steve
Hershey.

CLS: Phil Bertocci

OCA.: Christy Appleby, Lori Herman

Chapter 14 Implementation

The company indicated that they plan to {ile a Chapter 14 compliance tariff within the
next 30 days. PGW will be starting training on Chapter 14. Field office training will

start this week.

CLS inquired as to what kind of payment arrangement will be available for customers
whose service has been terminated. Mr. Gyory replied that PGW will still ask for up-
front restoration payments. For instance, if the customer is in the one-year repayment
bracket, the company will want 1/12" of the bill prior to restoration.

BCS advised the company that the Commission would prefer to see a filing with a 60-day
effective period rather than a one-day effective period.

Winter Terminations

PGW will begin winter terminations starting with Level 4 customers. They will use
income based on previous payment arrangements — generally within the past year. Ten-
day notices will go out beginning this week. The number of customers who may receive
notices is not avaitable. PGW will check households for senior citizens and children in
order to comply with Chapter 14. They will make definite personal contact to see if there
are seniors or children in the house. After Level 4, PGW may go to lower income levels.
PGW will provide further information about their spring collection effort at the next
monthly meeting.




Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held February 15, 2005

Attendance: BCS: Joe Farley, Mike Smith, (Mike Riley & Janice Hummel during
Universal Services portion of the meeting)

PGW: Randy Gyory, Ann Strishock, Cristina Coltro

CLS: Thu Tran (phone)

OCA: Christy Appleby, Tanya McCloskey

Universal Services Program Activity

Janice Hummel requested clarification of the company’s handling of CRP customers who
do not pay repair charges when assessed. CRP customers must pay all elements of the
CRP bill in order to receive arrearage forgiveness. BCS pointed out that PGW should be
referring these customers to Crisis because these customers can use Crisis money to help
pay repair charges. Cristina Coltro pointed out that if they actually speak to the customer
they can advise the customer, but that PGW’s BCCS system does not show if the
customer 1s behind on only the repair charges.

PGW’s 2004 Cold Weather Survey - The total shut-off had been reduced as of February
4, 2005 to 4,278 residential customers. The company has begun the 2" round of calls
and visits. Janice Hummel pointed out that PGW has significantly more customers
without service because the company has refused to accept Crisis as sufficient payment to
restore service. Cristina Coltro pointed out that despite the difficulty in Philadelphia in
coordinating both the LIHEAP and CRISIS grants for service restoration, PGW has
implemented a plan for obtaining the two grants simultaneously and has successfully
attained the grants for several customers. The company did not bring information to the
‘meeting on the number of accounts without service for which they required a co-pay in
order to accept a Crisis grant. Cristina Coltro will obtain that figure and distribute it to all
parties. (Note: The company later provided the following information: "# of customer we
declined a CRISIS grants due to co-pay = 1,160. We accepted 2,172 grants.”')

Cristina Coltro also explained that the company is working with the city, who has a small
fund available, to get funds to some of these customers. They are trying to pinpoint the
customers that were previously rejected so that additional money from the city can be
added to the LIHEAP and Crisis amounts to help get service restored. PGW will
continue to provide BCS/Janice Hummel with updates on the Cold Weather Survey.
PGW has also partnered with ACORN who will begin to do outreach via field visits in
approximately one week.

Complaints Opened Prior to December 14, 2004

The BCS explained that it will use the “Company Position” as reported on the utility
company report to close the pre-12/14 cases even though that Company Position may not
be the same as what the Company position would be if the report would have been
completed after 12/14/04. The BCS will not issue a decision, but will send a letter
advising the customer that the company has agreed to the terms in the letter. The




company may review any of the pre-12/14 cases and send a revised report for any case in
which the company does not want to be held to the Position stated in the original report.

Janice Hummel explained how BCS would handle the CRP cases opened prior to 12/14.
She will distribute a written explanation of the procedure. (Copy attached)

Chapter 14 Implementation

All company reps have completed training on Chapter 14. (Note. the company later
provided the following information: “Start and end date for Chapter 14 training -
January 14— 22.")

The company is no longer charging the $500 security deposits. They are now assessing
deposits in accordance with Chapter 14. (Note: The company later provided the
Jollowing information: "Date we started the new deposit per Chapter 14 = January 22.")
The BCS noted that the vahidity of charging the $500.00 deposits remains an open
question.

The BCS questioned the company aboult the 10-day termination notice information the
company is required to send to the Commission for customers in the 150-250% FPL
range in accordance with §1406(E)(3). The company responded that they are sending
regular 10-day notices to these customers, but the company is not completing the
termination process. (The company has not terminated any residential customers yet this
winter.} In addition, the company has not yet begun to send the notice information to the
Commission. BCS advised the company to send the notice information to the
Philadelphia BCS office and to send the information only for customers in the 150-250%
FPL range. The company stated that they will start sending the information to the
Commission, but they cannot yet 1dentify and separate customers according to income
level prior to issuing a termination notice. (Note: The company later provided the
Jollowing information: 1406 (L) - 10-Day notice files to customers between 150 - 250%
of FPL. PGW will need to build special reporting capabilities to collect and submit these
Jiles. We are planning o start this process in May 2005 and will provide updates to BCS
as to the exact date. ") They try to gather income data whenever they have contact with a
customer, but they are not always sure of a customer’s income or circumstances when
they issue a notice. BCS advised the company to eliminate, to the extent possible, any
notice information for customers not in the 150-250% range. The company will check on
what they are able do in this regard.

)




MINUTES OF MONTHLY PGW MEETING HELD MARCH 10, 2005

Attendance:

BCS: Joe Farley, Mike Smith, Karen Graves, Terrence Buda, and Derrick Thomas
PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock, Ray Kempinski, Joe Welle, Kevin
O’Brien

CLS: Phil Bertocci

OCA: Christy Appleby

Informal and Formal Complaints

The company reported the number of informal complaints received February 2005 were
563, compared to the same period last year there were 432. This is an increase of 30% for
the month of February.

The company aiso reported the total number of informal complaints this year is 1,121
compared to 873 last year. This is an increase of 28% for the year. According to the
company’s records, high bill complaints for February 2005 are up.

The company further reperted that each Customer Review Unit (CRU) staff member is
working an additional 12 hours per week to assure that the approximately 1,500 decision
currently being received from the BCS each week are entered timely. These decisions
are.a result of the backlog of PUC complaint received prior to December 14, 2004, The
company has contracted work to NCO (National Collection Corporation) for handling
payment! arrangement complaints. They have completed phase 1 of the training process
and phase 2 is in progress.

The company reported the number of formal complaints received February 2005 were 26
compared to 19 for the same period last year. This is an increase of 37% for the month of
February. The total number of formal complaint for this year is 39 compared to 40 last
year. This is a decrease of 3% for the year.




Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held April 14, 2005

Attendance: BCS: Mitch Miller, Joe Farley, Mike Smith, Karen Graves, Terrance Buda
and Derrick Thomas

PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock, Ray Kempinski, Joe Welte and
Kevin Q’Brien

OCA: Christy Appleby (intercom call)

Long Delays and Failure to Provide Service at District Offices

According to reports from PGW customers to the Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS)
customers are experiencing long delays at the company’s district offices. The wait times
reported range from 2 to 4 hours. BCS requested an explanation from the company on the
long delays at their district offices.

Mr. Gyory indicated that they have many delinguent customers and this may be a
contributor to the problem. He also indicated that the company will be sending out
30,000 notices to delinquent customers in April 2005 and this process may also increase
the number of customers going {o the district offices. Mr. Gyory further indicated that the
district office does have an expedited walk-in service to help speed up the wait time.

Mr. Gyory continued and reported that the company 1s undertaking a study on the wait
time in the district offices and the company is planning to find other ways to defer the
traffic. He said the Saturday district office opening will not address the application for
service issues, bul will only handle restoration of service requests and collect payments.
He also said the company does not have a short term solution for this problem at this
time.

Abbreviated Utility Reports for PAR Cases

BCS staff would allow PGW to submit an abbreviated report on PAR cases if the
company does not challenge the BCS right to issue a decision. However 1if the company
does challenge that right the company must submit a full report. Ms. Coltro reported that
the company’s system may not be prepared for abbreviated reporting. She indicated that
she would do a follow up on this matter and report back to BCS.

Late Utility Reports

Ms. Coltro indicated that National Collection Corporation (NCO) is working on the 800
case backlog and other new projects for the company. She also indicated that the
company is coordinating with BCS on pre-December 14, 2004 complaints. She further
indicated that BCS is showing 355 closed complaints that are still open in PGW’s system.
Mr. Gyory indicated that the company 1s visiting other utilities to observe their operation
to help discover new ways to improve their services.




56.231 Toss Reports

BCS staff reported to the company that they were not incompliance with 56.231 Toss
report requirements. BCS staff also reported that Janice Ragonese sent the company a
letter stating they were not incompliance with this regulation in February 2005. Mr.
Gyory indicated that their February’s report addressed part of this issue and he would do
a follow up on this matter and report back to BCS.



Minutes of Monthly CSI Meeting Held May 19, 2005

Attendance: BCS: Joe Farley, Mike Smith, Karen Graves, Terrance Buda
PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock, James Devlin
OCA: Christy Appleby (intercom call)

Act 201 Training - Phase 1]

BCS inquired about revisions to the company’s Act 201 training manual in light of the
interpretations made by the PUC in the Implementation Order. The company will send a
drafi copy of the training package to BCS when it is completed.

PGW District Offices

BCS informed the company that they had made several visits to all of the company’s
district offices during the past month. Preliminarily, BCS advised the company that
many customers wailed in the offices for up to 2 hours, that the offices were rather
dreary, and that Saturday hours are inadequate. PGW responded that they have been
trying to improve the appearance of the offices for quite a while, but have had difficulty
obtaimng funding lor renovations. BCS will formally provide PGW with its findings in a
letter.




Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held June 14, 2005

Alttendance: BCS: Joe Farley, Mike Smith, Karen Graves and Derrick Thomas
PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ray Kempinski, Laureto Farinas and Joe Welte
OCA: Christy Appleby (intercom)

PGW Medical Certification Procedures

BCS also inquired about the company’s medical certification procedures. The company
indicated that customers are presently eligible for one medical certification and two
renewals. Mr. Farley pointed out that the company’s procedures of allowing a customer a
maximum of three medical certifications over the lifetime of an account, as stated in Ms.
Coltro’s letter of June 9, 2005, is, in the view of the BCS a violation. The company
should petition the Commission for a waiver if they do not want to honor a medical
certification. The company indicated that they will file a petition for a fourth medical
certification, as stated in the letter. The company estimated that they would probably file
50-75 such petitions per year,

BCS also pointed out that if a customer pays an account in full, the medical certification
process would start anew. Any medical certification submitted on an arrearage that has
been retired would not count as part of the customer’s total.

Mr. Farley will find out the procedure for filing a petition for waiver and will inform the
company. Mr. Farley also stated that he would respond in writing to the letter of June 9™,

Review Unit (CRU) so that information from BCCS can be ¢lectronically populated onto
utility company reports.




Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held August 18, 2005

Attendance:

PUC: Joe Farley, Terry Buda, Mike Smith, Karen Graves, Derrick Thomas

PGW: Thomas Knudsen, Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Les Fyock, Ann Strishock, Ray
Kempinski

CLS: Phil Bertocci

OCA: Christy Appleby

Informal and Formal Complaints

The company reported the number of informal complaints for July 2005 compared to July
2004 deceased by 38%. However, the yearly total number of informal complaints
increased by 1%. Also, the company reported that with the help of NCO and with a
decrease in informal complaints to BCS, they have improved their backlog on informal
complaint reports. As of July there were just over 500 informal complaints and
approximately 250 PAR complaints for which reports were overdue.

The company report the number of formal complaints for July 2005 compared to July
2004 increased by 50%. Also, the company reported the yearly 1otal number of formal
complaints increased by 25%.

Mr. Gyory indicated that the company has received advanced notice from the Secretary’s
Bureau of a backlog in assigning formal complaints. Instead of the actual complaints, the
Secretary’s Bureau is sending a list of customers who have filed formal complaints. The
company has been putting holds on the accounts included on the list so that they would
not experience any collection activity. He further indicated that other utility companies
are experiencing increased number with their formal complaints.



Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held September 20, 2005

Attendance:

PUC: Joe Farley, Terry Buda, Mike Smith, Karen Graves, Derrick Thomas
PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock

CLS: Thu Tran

OCA: Christy Appleby

PGW’s Dig and Curb Box Process

BCS staff requested information on PGW'’s dig crew and curb box policies. The company
indicated that as of 2 weeks ago the dig crew was receiving training on following the dig
crew and curb box policy. The company also indicated that the dig crew was instructed to
knock on the customer’s door and try and make contact with the customers. The company
further indicated that if the dig crew is notified that someone in the household had a
medical condition the dig crew was instructed to leave a 72 hour notice so the customer
could get a medical form completed by a medical professional. Mr. Gyory indicated the
dig crew will follow a 3 step process when terminating service and installing a curb box.
The crew will install a road way and foot way opening and install the curb box. The dig
crew will then fill the hole with a temporary asphalt {illing. The dig crew has 30 to 60
days to come back and complete the job by replacing the concrete or road way. Mr.
Gyory also indicated that the company has a spread sheet to complete the jobs in a timely
manner. He further indicated that the company is very serious about these situations
because this process takes away from other company resources.



Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held October 20, 2005
BCS Conference Room, Harrisburg

Attendance:

PUC: Joe Farley, Terry Buda, Mike Smith, Mitch Miller, Lou Sauers

PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock, Denise Adamucci, Dan Clearfield
CLS: Phil Bertocci,

OCA: Christy Appleby, Steve Keene

Restoration Amounts for Off Accounts

The Bureau of Consumer Services requested an update of PGW’s restoration procedures
in light of the Commission’s requirements stated in the second Implementation Order.
The Commission has said that companies must restore service for upfront payments of
1/12" or 1/24™ of the customer’s balance, plus the $123.23 reconnection fee, plus a
deposil, 1f applicable. The company reported that they are still requiring 20%, 40%,
50%, or 100% depending on the customer’s income and prior arrangements. The
company claimed that the Implementation Order explained how the Commission would
handle off accounts, was just a Commission interpretation, and was not binding on the
company. The Commission stalf disagreed with this assessment. The company indicated
that they did not plan to revise their procedures.



Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held November 22, 2005

Altendance:

PUC: Joe Farley, Terry Buda, Mike Smith, Derrick Thomas

PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock, Ray Kempinski, Laureto Farinas,
Greg Stunder, Denise Adamuccei

CLS: Phil Bertocci:

OCA: Christy Appleby, Steve Keene (telephone)

Senior Citizen Discount (Senior UWAC)

The company indicated that as of October 5, 2005 they have mailed out 3,003 letters
targeting customers who did not comply with the requirements for updating their senior
citizen discount. The company will pursue the 72 hour shut off notices for customers who
did not respond to the letters.



Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held December 13, 2005

Attendance:
PUC:.Joe Farley, Terry Buda, Mike Smith, Derrick Thomas

PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock, Ray Kempinski, Denise Adamucci,

Greg Siunder
CLS: Phil Bertocct (telephone)
OCA: Christy Appleby (telephone)

Informal and Formal Complaints

The company reported a 21% decrease in informal complaints for November 2005
compared to November 2004; also the yearly total number of informal complaints

decreased by 27%.

The company received 32 formal complaints in November 2005 compared 1012 in
November 2004. Aliso the yearly total number of formal complaints increased by 61%;
however, these complaints are being resolved swiftly through the (ALJ’s) system.



Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held January 12, 2006

Attendance:

PUC: Mitch Miller, Joe Farley, Terry Buda, Mike Smith, Lou Sauers,
PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock, Dan Clearfteld
CLS: Phil Bertocci

OCA: Christy Appleby, Steve Keene

There was a discussion of the Daily News article that criticized the company for the voice
message that advised customers to call back because the lines were too busy. The article
mentioned that only after a “very long pause” is the customer given the opportunity to
talk to a customer service representative. Mr. Gyory explained that the pause is supposed
to be no longer than 4 seconds. He said the message has been in place for 1% years, but
that the company is reviewing the message 1o determine if it should be revised.

The company explained that at no time does the call disconnect from or hang up on the
customer. Also, the call would be counted as an abandoned call if the customer hangs up
without talking to a customer service representative.

The Weekly Grade of Service statistics were not included in this month’s report. Mr.
Gyory will send these figures out next week.

Later Payer Deposit Enhancement

The Later Payer Deposit ts ready to be implemented, however some adjustment are still
needed for the Web/IVR.

PGW Winter Termination Notice Process

There was a discussion about how the company would comply with the law requiring the
company to provide notice to the Commission when issuing 10-day termination notices
during the winter. The company is not currently sending out any notices, but anticipates
being ready to do so within the next week. Mr. Gyory explained that they do not yet
know how many notices they will be sending. The company is trying to determine how
many notices they believe they will be able to work based on the resources they will have
available. They will try to come up with some figures and contact BCS next week.




Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held February 16, 2006

Attendance:

PUC: Joe Farley, Mike Smith, Derrick Thomas, Terry Buda

PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock, Ray Kempinski, Joe Welte, Greg
Stunder

CLS: Phil Bertocci

OCA: Sieve Keene (telephone)

Customer Deposits Collected

The company reported an increase of 21% in deposits collected for the fiscal year 2006
compared to fiscal year 2005. The money collected went from $2.0 million to 2.4 million.
The company also reported moving 15 Field Collector’s to assist Distribution.

Termination Notices

The company has issued 35,000 termination notices to low-income customers. The
company says the notices were intended to help to get the customers to apply for Crisis
grants. During this mailing, the company inadvertently sent termination notices to 3,088
customers who did not have an overdue balance. This problem occurred because the
company intended the notices to go to any customer whose account was overdue by even
one day. This query picked up any customer within the 21-30 day “bucket”
Unfortunately, the termination notice does not pick up any amount that is less than 30
days old, so the customers in the 21-30 day bucket received notices with ain overdue
amount of $0.00. The company intends to fix this by sending these customers a letter
advising them to disregard the notice. The company plans to have the letters mailed by
tomorrow, February 17.

Security Deposits

The company also explained that with the use of the revised termination notices, the
company began using revised security deposit amounts. The company’s termination
notices did not previously include deposit amounts. The company decided to charge flat
deposit amounts temporarily due to computer system limitations. Once the required
system changes are implemented, the notices will include a deposit amount based on the
customer’s historical usage. In the meantime, the company is charging the following
amounts: Heating&domestic - $300; PHA tenants - $300; heating only - $200; domestic
only - $100. The company set the amounts low to avoid the risk of overcharging. If a
customer is terminated, and then contacts the company for restoration, the company will
calculate the true deposit amount and allow the customer to pay the lower of the two
amounts.



Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held April 13, 2006

Attendance:

PUC: Joe Farley, Mike Smith,

PGW: Randy Gyory, Ann Strishock, Cristina Coltro
CLS: Phil Bertoccei

OCA: Christy Appleby

UWAC Campaign

In February the company began sending “Dear Occupant” letters to accounts thal have
shown consumption on the meter after a “sofi-off”. There has been a 15% success rate in
oblaining a ratepayer in response to the letters.

Next Steps

The company is in the process of installing laptop computers for field personnel that will
enable them to see and enter account information in real time.



Minutes of Monthly PGW Meeting Held May 26, 2006

PUC: Joe Farley, Mike Smith, Lisa Weary, Terry Buda, Derrick Thomas
PGW: Randy Gyory, Cristina Coltro, Ray Kempinski, Joe Welte, Greg Stunder
CLS: Phil Bertoccei

OCA: Christy Appleby (telephone)

User Without Contract Campaign

In February 2006 the company began sending letters to “occupants” who may be users
withoult contracts. The company reports a 15-10% success rate in obtaining ratepayers
after mailing the letters. They have acquired 2,000 ratepayers since beginning the
campaign.




Minutes of Monthly PGW Held June 27, 2006

PUC: Joe Farley, Mike Smith, Lisa Weary, Terry Buda, Derrick Thomas
PGW: Randy Gyory, Denise Adamucci

CLS: Phil Bertocci

OCA: Christy Appleby (telephone)

Informal and Formal Complaints

The company reported a decrease of 4% inn informal complaints for May 2006 compared
to May 2005. Also, there is a 27% decrease in total informal complaints for this year
compared to the same time last year. The company attributed the decrease in informal
complaint to the effective job they are doing.

The number of formal complaints decreased by 14% for May 2006 compared to the same
period last year. The total number of formal complaints for 2006 increased by 29%.



Minutes of Monthly PGW Held July 18, 2006

Attendance:

PUC: Joe Farley, Mike Smith, Lisa Weary, Terry Buda, Mitch Miller
PGW: Randy Gyory, Denise Adamucci, Cristina Coltro, Ann Strishock
CLS: Phil Bertocei

Joe Farley requested information concerning the number of formal complaints that were
settled, and Phil Bertocct requested information concemning the number of formal
complaints that were appeals of BCS decisions. Cristina Coltro will get this information
and distribute it to all parties.

PGW Reports for BCS Complaints

The company reported a 38% decrease in informal complaint over 30 days. The company
attributed this improvement to the decrease in informal complaints and the company’s
ability to complete backlog cases.

High Bills

The company reported a 53% decrease in high bil} complaints for June 2006 compared to
the same period last year.

Universal Service Program Activity

The company reported that as of June 30, 2006, there were 75,038 CRP agreements.
Also, 75% of the CRP customers are current with their payments or less than one
payment behind, and 24% of the agreements are in defaulted status.

The company reported that as of June 30, 2006 they received $15.3 million for 65,280
LIHEAP cash grants. This is a record high number of grants, but the total dollar amount
is less. The average grant amount is $236.00. Also, the company received $7.68 million
for a total of 19,798 Crisis grants.

The company also received a total of $550,000 in city grant funds from the city. All of
the recipients of the city grant {unds are CRP customers.

Refund Letter Update
As of July 10, 2006, the company has mailed 26,000 refund letters to customers who may

have been due a refund when they discontinued service. There have been no responses (o
20,617 of those letters. The company is on track to finish the matlings tn August 2006.



July True-Up Process for Budget Billing Customers

The company has begun issuing the annual true-up bills for approximately 20,000 budget
billing customers. The billings are not complete yet, but the company estimates that
about one-half of the customers will receive true-up bills of $100 or tess. The company
says that any customer with a true-up bill of $200 or more will be given 3 months to pay
the bill, and that any customer with a true-up bill of $300 will be given 6 months to pay.
These periods will be extended to 6 months and 12 months, respectively, if the customer
claims an inability to pay. The company provided a notification of this policy to all
budget billing customers.

"The company announced that they consider the true-up payment extension to be a

company payment arrangement, but not necessarily a Chapter 14 agreement. The

company has not yet analyzed this Chapter 14 question. The company says the extension

must be considered a form of company payment arrangement because it has no other way
to bill the customer using the current system. Mitch Miller informed the company that
BCS would take the matter under review.

Customers who have been on the budget billing plan for less than 12 months do not go
through the true-up process.

Security Deposit Calculations for Customers Seeking Restoration of Service

Several days prior to this meeting the Bureau of Consumer Services forwarded several
informal complaints to the company in which it appeared as though company reps were
not recalculating deposit amounts for customers seeking restoration of service. The
company’s stated policy was to allow the customer to pay the lower of a flat rate deposit
or a deposit amount authorized by Chapter 14. The company agreed that in all of the
cases the company reps had not recalculated the customers’ deposits in accordance with
the company policy. As a result, the company says that they have initiated a new training
program for all reps who have contact with customers. The training will consist of
reprinting the company’s policy in the Fire Flyer which is distributed to all reps, and
reiterating the policy at all Stand Up meetings which all reps attend on a regular basis.



ATTACHMENT C



September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April

May

Jung

July

August
Total To-Date

September
October
Novernber
December
January
February
March
April

May

Jung

Juiy

August
Total To-Date

“Estimate

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS
TOTAL CUSTOMER BILLINGS & RECEIPTS

FISCAL YEAR 2003.2004

Customer Customer Receipts as a .
Blllings Receipts % of Billlngs Curnulative %
$ 31,209,804 $ 34,000,000 108.94% 108.94%
38,507,554 42,300,000 109.85% 109.44%
58,199,473 39,300,000 87.53% 90.37%
103,424,908 58,900,000 56.95% 75.43%
131,186,023 77,600,000 59.15% 69.54%
140,102,186 94,400,000 67.38% 68.94%
102,698,850 116,700,000 113.63% 76.52%
79,048,951 85,100,000 $07.65% 80.12%
45,280,483 65,700,000 145.10% 84,15%
34,950,578 54,200,000 155.08% 87.39%
31,950,278 46,000,000 143.97% 89.66%
30,477,714 41,800,000 137.15% 91.41%
$ 827,036,812 _$ 756,000,000 91.41%
$ 29,659,110 & 65500000 FY 2004 vs FY 2003
FISCAL YEAR 2002-2003
Customer Customer Receiptsasa
Billings Recelpts % of Billings Cumulative %
$ 26,182,460 $ 28,500,000 108.85% 108.85%
31,904,170 37,700,000 1i8.17% 113.97%
59,250,515 31,600,000 53.33% 83.35%
97,223,161 49,900,000 51.33% 68.84%
123,367,115 77,600,000 62.90% 66.67%
126,171,112 76,300,000 60.47% 64.99%
110,590,909 102,900,000 93.05% 70.39%
76,170,718 85,400,000 112.12% 75.27%
48,784,964 68,800,000 141.03% 79.85%
37,696,707 50,500,000 134.32% 82.63%
31,157,358 44,600,000 143.14% 85.09%
28,978,513 36,700,000 126.65% 86.60%
$ 797,377,702 $ 690,500,000 86.60%

FISCAL YEAR 2004-2005
Customer Customer Receipts as a
Billings Receipts %of Billings Cumulative %
$ 30,451,466 $ 37,196,000 122.15% 122.15%
37,744,977 48,840,000 129.39% 126.16%
66,452,629 50.086.000 75.37% $01.08%
101,256,043 67,916,000 67.08% 86.49%
145,777,715 81,324,000 55.79% 74.76%
150,104,835 140,580,000 73.68% 74.46%
127,825,126 134,159,000 104.96% 80.37%
81,262,118 100,500,000 123.67% 85.12%
47,894,980 72,562,945 151.50% 89.15%
38,051,867 54,194,884 142.42% 91.60%
32,429.775 44,531,266 137.32% 93.33%
33,188,281 44,680,058 134.66% 94.86%
$ 892,439,812 § 845,593,153 94.86%
$ 65,403,000 $ 90,593,153 FY 2005 vs FY 2004
$ 95,062,110 $ 156,093,153 FY 2005 vs FY 2003
$ 359,252
EISCAL YEAR 2005-2006
Customer Customer Recelpts as a
Billings Receipts % of Billings Cumulative %
$ 32775913 $ 38,328,283 116.84% 116.94%
37,883,129 47,200,000 124.59% 121.04%
74,953,879 54,179,000 72.28% §5.94%
136,195,814 67,275,443 49.40% 73.45%
155,851,173 106,475,406 68.32% 71.62%
143,128,243 109,600,000 76.57% 72.84%
131,907,358 132,283,314 100.29% 77.92%
83,822,109 98,784,817 117.85% 82.12%
49,205,195 90,638,798 184.21% 88.06%
38,109.677 62,182,508 158.00% 91.20%
34,082,491 51,176.106 150.15% 93.38%
32,738,238 47,801,251 145.01% 85.19%
$ 951,653,219 * § 905,924,927 * 95.19% *
$ 59,213,407 $ 59,331,774 FY 2006.vs FY 2005 To-Date

$ 124,616,407
$ 154,275,517

$ 149,924,927
$ 215,424,927

FY 2006 vs FY 2004 To-Date
FY'2006 vs FY 2003 To-Date



PROOY OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that [ have on this day, served a true copy of the foregoing document of

Philadelphia Gas Works® upon the participants listed below in accordance with the requirements

of § 1.54 (relating to service by a participant).

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL
Tanya McCloskey, Esq.

James Mullins, Esq.

Office of Consumer Advocate
5th Floor, Forum Place Bldg.
555 Walnut Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1921
E-mail: TmcCloskev({@paoca.org

Johnnie Simms, Esq.

Richard A. Kanaskie, Esg.
Office of Tral Staff

PA Public Utility Commisston
P.0O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-32065
E-mail: josimms@state.pa.us

Steven Gray, Esq.

Officé of Small Business Advocate
Commerce Building, Suite 1102
300 North 2nd Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101

E-mail: sgrav{@state.pa.us

Bohdan Pankiw, Esq.

PA Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Bldg., 3rd F1. W
PO Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

E-mail: bpankiw@state.pa.us

‘Charis.Mincavage, Esquire _
McNEES, WALLACE, NURICK
100 Pine Street

P.O. Box 1166

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166
E-mail: Cmincavage@niwn.com

Dated: November 20, 2006

HAR:69750.1

Philip Bertocci, Esq.

Edward A. McCool, Esq.
Community Legal Services
1424 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Fax: (215) 981-0434

E-mail: pbertocciiclsphila.org

Renardo L. Hicks, Esq.
Anderson Gulotta & Hicks, PC
1110 N. Mountain Rd.
Harrisburg, PA 17112

Email: rhicks@aghweb.com

Ward Smith, Esquire

Exelon Business Services Company
2301 Market Street, S23-1
Philadelphia, PA 19103
ward.smith@exeloncorp.com

Philip L. Hinerman, Esqg.

A. Wesley Bridges, Esq.

Fox Rothschild L.LP

2000 Market Street, 10th Fl.

Philadelphia, PA 19103-3291

E-mail: phinerman(@foxrothschild.com
abridges@foxrothschild.com

0

Deanne M. O'Dell, Esq.



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

DATE: November 21, 2006

SUBJECT: P-00042090

R-00049157
M-00021612
P-00032061
TO: Office of Special Assistants
FROM: James J. McNulty, Secretary 1546

Investigation Into Financial Collections Issues Regarding the Philadelphia Gas Works.

1

Attached is a copy of a Petition for Rescission and Amendment of
Prior Order pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S § 703(g) and 52 Pa. Code § 5.41, filed
by Philadelphia Gas Works in connection with the above docketed

proceeding.

This matter is assigned to your Office for appropriate action.

Attachment

ksb - DOCUMENT
FOLDER




