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Yes, I would. Affordability and providing appropriate safety nets to customers who are
struggling economically has long been recognized at Peoples. As 1 noted on page 28 of my
rebuttal testimony, Peoples expanded its CAP eligibility threshold more than a decade ago,
beyond the standard definition of 150% of federal poverty level (“FPL”) that 1s utilized by
energy CAPs in Pennsylvania, to provide more support to this households in this income
group. The Company developed a strong Consumer Education and Outreach Plan
(“CEOP™), the current version which is provided as Exhibit A in my direct testimony, to
provide a comprehensive approach to outreach with the goal of increasing participation in

available programs for income eligible households.

ON PAGES 9 AND 10 OF HIS TESTIMONY REGARDING THE GAS BURDEN
ANALSYIS PREPARED BY COMPANY WITNESS CYNDEE FANG, MR
COLTON DISCUSSES THE INCOME USED IN THE ANALYSIS AND STATES
ON PAGE 10, BEGINNING WITH LINE 1, THAT “THERE IS NO BASIS, IN
OTHER WORDS, TO DETERMINE THAT THE INCOME INFORMATION
USED BY MS. FANG IS ACCURATE, LET ALONE TIMELY.” WOULD YOU
LIKE TO RESPOND TO THIS STATEMENT?

Yes, [ would. As described in my rebuttal testimony, I explained the many opportunities at
which customers are asked if they would like to provide their income mformation. I would
like to further clarify that income information is asked from any residential customer
starting service with Peoples. This information not only screens customers for eligibility to
participate in umversal service programs, 1t also allows the income-eligible customers to

avoid certain fees or charges, such as reconnection fees and security deposits. As a result
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of this initial income screening of all customers who choose to provide therr income,
Peoples has amassed, over time, income information for more than 400,000 of its
customers, as described in Ms. Fang’s gas burden analysis. This information is also updated
at other pomts in trme when the Company interacts with customers, such as in the
negotiation of a payment arrangement. The income information that the Company has
obtained is not only reflective of low-income households, but any households who agreed
to share mcome mformation with the Company. The mcome used by Ms. Fang in her

analysis is the most recent known income information available.

LET’S MOVE ON TO MR. COLTON’S RESPONSE TO YOUR TESTIMONY
REGARDING THE TARIFF PROVISION THAT RESTRICTS THE USE OF GAS
FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES. MR. COLTON PROVIDES FOUR ISSUES
THAT HE SAYS YOU DID NOT ADDRESS IN YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY
PERTAINING TO THIS ISSUE. PLEASE BRIEFLY EXPLAIN THOSE ITEMS
AND RESPOND TO THEM.
First, he states that [ did not provide an explanation on how the tanff provision would be
enforced. He goes on to state that 1 did not explain how the Company determines the
customer 18 actually using the recreational appliance. He says that [ do not quantify the
extent of the problem or document the cost of providing the CAP credits 1s more than the
cost of identifying this situation. He then closes this discussion with the statement that the
tarift provision proposal should be rejected.

As pool heaters are the key apphiance for which this provision is targeted, 1 will

explain the Company’s process regarding identifying these situations. Natural gas in
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Pennsylvania is used in a seasonal manner. We see usage begin to chimb n the fall, reach
its highest point in the coldest part of winter, then gradually reduce in the spring. Summer
usage 15 low in comparison to winter usage and is base load only usage for appliances such
as gas stoves, gas dryers and gas water heaters. When high summer usage mdicates the
presence of a pool heater, or if there is a prior pool heater flag on the account that was
present before the customer enrolled in CAP, a letter is sent to the customer advising our
records mdicate use of a pool heater which 1s prohibited while participating in CAP.
Customers have the ability to restore participation in CAP by providing documentation
from their medical provider that the pool heater is necessary. Therefore, if the pool heater
were not being used, the customer would not be flagged for removal from CAP. Mr. Colton
appears to ignore the enforceable provision in the Company’s Universal Service and
Energy Conservation Plan (“USECP”) on this topic in his testimony. It 1s not the
Company’s option fo weigh the costs of enforcement of the USECP provision against the
cost of CAP credits that may be given when a pool heater is used by a CAP participant.
CAP is intended to assist income eligible households obtain necessary natural gas service
for home heating, water heating, cooking and laundry purposes, all of which are important
needs. Non-CAP customers subject to the Rider should not be asked to subsidize

unnecessary uses of natural gas by CAP participants, unless such use 1s medically required.

MR. COLTON ALSO PROVIDED TESTIMONY REGARDING THE SECOND

PROPOSED TARIFF PROVISION PERTAINING TO THE FRAUDULENT USE

OF CAP BENEFITS., WOULD YOU LIKE TO RESPOND?
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Yes. Mr. Colton describes the level of fraudulent use as de minimis because I provided
one example of what the Company sees as a misuse of CAP benefits and noted that the
majority of customers use CAP appropriately. He goes on to conclude that because the
Company has not quantified the costs of this behavior along with the costs of implementing
this tariff provision, the proposed tariff language should be rejected. He also recommends
revisiting Mr. Cicero’s recommendation that the USAG be consulted on this issue. As |
stated earlier in my response to Mr. Cicero, | do not believe a delay in the taniff language
approval 1s necessary to allow for the engagement of the USAG before the tariff provision
is implemented into practice. To delay this tariff provision is to allow customers to obtain

benefits to which they are not entitled while non-CAP ratepayers subsidize their behavior,

MR. COLTON DISCUSSES HIS CONCERNS REGARDING TERMINATION OF
CONFIRMED LOW-INCOME (“CLI”y HOUSEHOLDS AND CLI HOUSEHOLDS
CARRYING DEBT ON PAGES 17-19 OF HIS TESTIMONY. WOULD YOU LIKE
TO RESPOND?

Yes. Mr. Colton uses a number of statistics that are reflected 1 the Universal Service and
Collections Report published by the PUC’s Bureau of Consumer Services (“BCS”) on an
annual basis, using data reported by the utilities using the BCS data dictionary. To gain a
clear picture of Peoples” statistics and how 1t compares to its peer utilities for termination
rates, it 1s helpful to look at the three-year review and average termination rate for CLI as

provided in the Report.
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