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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS, AND IDENTIFY FOR WHOM YOU
ARE PRESENTING TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING.

A My name is Barbara R. Alexander. 1 use the title of Consumer Affairs Consultant. | have
an office at 83 Wedgewood Dr., Winthrop, ME 04364. | am appearing as a witness on
behalf of the Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. (PULP). PULP is a nonprofit
organization representing the interests of utility customers in matters affecting universal
service, affordability, and consumer protection. Since its formation in 1981, PULP’s
consumer education and legal advocacy has focused primarily on the rights of low
income utility consumers.

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR BACKGROUND AND QUALIFICATIONS.

A. | opened my consulting practice in March 1996, after nearly ten years as the Director of
the Consumer Assistance Division of the Maine Public Utilities Commission. While
there, | managed the resolution of informal customer complaints for electric, gas,
telephone, and water utility services, and testified as an expert witness on consumer
protection, customer service and low-income issues in rate cases and other investigations
before the Commission.

My current consulting practice focuses on regulatory and statutory policies
concerning consumer protection, service quality and reliability of service, customer
service, and low-income issues associated with both regulated utilities and retail
competition markets. | have testified in rate cases, rulemaking proceedings, and

investigations before over 15 United States and Canadian federal and state regulatory
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agencies. My recent clients include the state public advocate offices and state consumer
advocates in Massachusetts, Illinois, Pennsylvania, Washington, Maryland, Maine, Ohio,
Arkansas, Oregon, California, and West Virginia, as well as AARP in many states
(Montana, New Jersey, Maine, Mississippi, Ohio, Virginia, Illinois, Maryland,
Oklahoma, and the District of Columbia).

| have testified in rate cases, rulemaking hearings, proceedings to consider
proposed mergers and acquisitions, and with respect to specific petitions or applications
by public utilities relating to low income programs, consumer protections associated with
investments in the “smart grid,” and service quality programs and policies. | have also
published papers and articles on utility issues that explore and make recommendations
with respect to retail competition, default service, regulation of alternative energy
suppliers, and smart metering proposals and dynamic pricing programs.

| am a graduate of the University of Michigan (B.A. in Political Science With
Honors, 1968) and I received a J.D. from the University of Maine School of Law (1976).
| attach my resume with a list of my publications and testimony as Exhibit BA-1.
DO YOU HAVE EXHIBITS TO YOUR TESTIMONY?
Yes. | attach three exhibits:
> Exhibit BA-1 is my Resume with list of publications and testimony since 1996 when |

opened my consulting practice;
> Exhibit BA-2 is a compilation of selected data responses by Niagara Mohawk that |
reference in my testimony and that contain support for evidence in my testimony; and

> Exhibit BA-3 is a National Grid consumer pamphlet that describes the Massachusetts

Arrears Management Program.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE NIAGARA MOHAWK'’S PROPOSED RATE INCREASE
REQUEST.

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. d/b/a National Grid (Niagara Mohawk) filed a one-year
rate case application on April 27, 2012 for both its gas and electric service with rates to
be effective April 2013 through May 2014. With regard to its electric service, Niagara
Mohawk proposed to increase delivery service revenues by $130.7 million, but due to the
expiration of an electric deferral surcharge of approximately $190 million, the requested
increase would be more than offset. NIMO is proposing to reduce customer bills as a
result of this offset even though delivery or distribution rates would increase. With
regard to its gas service, Niagara Mohawk proposed to increase gas base rate revenues by
about $39.8 million, again proposing to offset a portion of that revenue increase by the
elimination of approximately $15.3 million of deferred recovery from base rates. In
addition, the Company has proposed to amortize $14.3 million per year of regulatory
liabilities to customers for three years, resulting in a net increase in gas revenues of $10.4
million. These rates were suspended by the Public Service Commission (PSC or
Commission) pending its review.

On July 16, 2012, Niagara Mohawk filed corrections and updates for both its gas
and electric rate filings. The impact of this filing was to increase Niagara Mohawk’s
revenue requirement for its electric business from $130.682 million to $145.422 million,
which still would be offset by the expiration of the deferral surcharge, resulting in a
proposed electric revenue reduction of $2,084,636 for the Rate Year.

With regard to its gas business, this update increases the gas revenue requirement

from $24.516 million to $28.984 million, resulting in a net gas delivery rate increase of

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
On Behalf of PULP
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$14.603 million, a 40% increase from its original filing.! According to the Corrections
and Updates Testimony of the Revenue Requirement Panel, these increased revenue
requirements are due in part to higher uncollectible expenses than originally forecasted.?
Q. WHAT IMPACT WOULD THESE RATE FILINGS HAVE ON RESIDENTIAL
CUSTOMER BILLS IF THEY TOOK EFFECT WITHOUT MODIFICATION?
A. Even though the Company has proposed that customer bills would decrease due to the
operation of the deferral mechanism, Niagara Mohawk has proposed an increase in the
minimum monthly customer charge for residential customers from $16.21 to $17.00 and
a base rate delivery charge increase of 6.5% for a residential customer using 600 kWh,
stating that these rate increases would be offset by the deferral mechanism. With the
proposed offset, the residential customer bill for electric delivery service would decrease
$2.36%.°
With regard to gas service, Niagara Mohawk has proposed an increase in the
monthly minimum charge from $18.21 to $20.77, a 14% increase and a 2.7% increase in

delivery charges.”

! For the gas business, the Company’s original filing reflected a Rate Year revenue deficiency of $39.840 million,
which was partially offset by the elimination of a base rate allowance of $15.324 million of deferral recovery, for a
net base rate increase of $24.516 million. The corrections and/or updates increase the gas revenue requirement for
the Rate Year from $24.516 million to $28.984 million. As explained in the original filing, to partially offset the rate
increase to gas customers, the Company is proposing to amortize its net gas deferral account balances over three
years, outside of base rates, resulting in a $14.104 million credit to gas customers in each of those years. Based on
updated pension expense, the Company has revised the pension deferral account balance, resulting in a change in the
credit. The revised credit to gas customers is $14.381 million per year over three years. The result is a net base gas
delivery rate increase of $14.603 million.

% See, Exhibit __ E-RDP-4CU and Exhibit ____ G-RDP-2CU.

% See, e.g., Exhibit ___E-RDP-6 showing bill impacts for proposed electricity rates with and without the
application of the elimination of the deferred amounts.

* Exhibit  G-RDP-4, Schedule 4 and 5.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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DID NIAGARA MOHAWK PROPOSE ANY CHANGES TO ITS CURRENT
LOW INCOME BILL PAYMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AS PART OF
THIS RATE CASE?

Yes, in part. Niagara Mohawk proposes to increase the monthly rate reduction that
appears as a credit on the bill for its low income gas customers from $7.50 to $10.
However, the Company did not propose any changes to its Electric low income programs
because they had recently been reviewed in the 2010 Electric Rate Case.” | will describe
Niagara Mohawk’s current low income programs below in more detail.

DID NIAGARA MOHAWK PROPOSE CHANGES TO ITS CUSTOMER
SERVICE AND RELIABILITY PERFORMANCE METRICS?

Yes. By way of background, in the Company’s last electric rate case (Case No. 10-E-
0050) the Commission ordered the end of Niagara Mohawk’s multi-year rate plan (begun
in 2002), but did require that the parties collaborate on a proposal to continue certain
merger-related provisions, including service quality and the “incentive” or penalty
mechanism. The Collaborative Report to continue these “rate plan provisions” was
submitted in in January 2011 and the Commission approved those recommendations,
with some changes, on July 12, 2012 . The Service Quality and Reliability Reporting
provisions are basically unchanged from the merger rate plan, but any adjustments due to
service quality failures are now addressed as “negative revenue adjustments.” The
Collaborative recommended and the Commission approved potential negative revenue
adjustments of $37.8 M, reflecting previously ordered increases to this amount for certain

metrics. However, the revised plan removed the penalty doubling feature for successive

® PULP was not a party to that proceeding.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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year failures because there is no longer a long term rate plan. The Plan reflects
adjustments to some metrics that were discussed and adopted in 10-E-0050, Niagara
Mohawk’s previous electric rate case. The gas service metrics have been in place since
the 2008 Gas base rate case order.

As a result of this July 2012 Order, the current Service Quality Assurance Plan is
as follows:

Customer Service Measures (gas and electric):

. Annual PSC Complaint Rate: complaint rate per 100,000 customers; separate
performance targets for electric and gas reflect changes in most recent electric and
gas cases, but the calculation is based on the total sum of all charged complaints
received regardless of whether an electric or gas complaint.

. Residential Customer Transaction Satisfaction: a monthly telephone survey of
residential customers with one or more of identified transactions or interactions
with the Company.

. Small/Medium Commercial and Industrial Transaction Satisfaction Survey

. Percentage of Meters Read (annual performance)

. Percentage of calls answered within 30 seconds: reflecting all inbound call
centers, excluding calls answered by the automated voice menu system.

. Affordability Program: annual enrollment target that ranges from 3,402 or less to

3,591 or more.

Reliability (Electric):

. SAIFI

. CAIDI

. Estimating accuracy for capital projects

. Standardized Interconnection Requirements

In testimony filed with the pending gas and electric rate case, the Shared Services and

Customer Panel® stated that Niagara Mohawk had met all their required targets since

® Exhibit (SSCP-9) is a summary of the current customer service metrics and recent performance results.
Exhibit (SSCP-10) presents the proposed changes to the customer service metrics recommended in this case.
|

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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2009, including 2011, and made the following recommendations with respect to
Customer Service Performance metrics:

e Eliminate the gas service metrics associated with percent of meters read and
the Low Income Customer Affordability Program enrollment target, similar to
the changes made in the Electric rate case in 2010. With regard to the gas
low-income program enrollment, the company states that it has met and
exceeded targets for this program by a significant amount and the risk of not
meeting target is not likely to occur;

e Modify annual PSC complaint rate for gas to realign the gas metric with
electric complaint metric revised in 2010 rate case; and

e Modify small to medium commercial and industrial customer transaction
satisfaction metric.

The Electric Infrastructure and Operations Panel recommended the continuation

of the current Electric reliability metrics without change.

Q. ARE THERE DEFERRED BALANCES IN THE SERVICE QUALITY AND LOW
INCOME PROGRAM ACCOUNTS?

A. Yes. The testimony of the Revenue Requirements Panel identifies all Deferral Accounts
with balances as of 12/31/11 and forecast deferral balances as of 3/31/13. With regard to
the service quality plan, the following balances were identified for these two dates:

Electric Customer Service Penalties: $1.999 million;

Gas Customer Service Penalties: $0.084 million;

Electric Low Income Allowance Discount Program: $0.396 million as of

12/31/2011 and forecast as $$0.028 million as of 3/31/2013,;

Electric Affordability Program: $0.510 million and $1.233 million, respectively;

and

Gas Low Income Program: ($2.602 million) and ($4.538 million), respectively.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF PULP?

My testimony will address Niagara Mohawk’s low income programs, their program
design and benefit levels, Niagara Mohawk’s credit and collection practices, and certain
aspects of Niagara Mohawk’s customer service performance metrics. In addition, |
provide additional background information to support the recommendations of Mr.
William Yates on behalf of PULP with regard to the participation of low income
customers specifically and residential customers generally in the retail electric and
natural gas supply markets.

PLEASE INTRODUCE YOUR TESTIMONY ON THESE SPECIFIC ISSUES
WITH A SUMMARY OF THE ECONOMIC PROFILE FOR NIAGARA
MOHAWK'’S RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS.

Niagara Mohawk serves 949,930 residential electric customers, 32,322 residential gas
only customers, and 513,540 combined residential gas and electric customers in its
upstate New York service territory.” Under current rates, a residential electric customer
using 600 kWh has a delivery bill of $52.61 and a commaodity bill of $30.19, for a total of
$82.80. This bill calculation requires the explanation of 14 separate components,
surcharges, or adjustments. A residential natural gas heating customer using 83 therms
pays $43.39 for delivery charges and $42.39 for commaodity charges for a total of $86.02.
This bill calculation requires the explanation of 12 separate components, surcharges, or
adjustments.® Furthermore, the formulas to determine some aspects of the bill change

monthly, particularly with respect to commaodity charges.

” Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 24 (GN-24).
® Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 97 (GN-97).

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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These charges (which of course are higher for higher use customers) have a
significant impact on affordability of essential electricity and natural gas service,
particularly for those with low and fixed incomes, unemployed, and those with medical
expenses that exceed available resources. In Syracuse alone, 23% of households receive
Social Security benefits, 12% receive Supplemental Security Income, and 27.4% receive
Food Stamps. 13% of the civilian population not in institutions has no health insurance
coverage. Approximately 22% of all families have a total income of less than $15,000
and 28% of families have income in the last 12 months below 100% of the federal
poverty level (a calculation that takes into account both income and family size).’

Onondaga County® reflects similar evidence of significant indices of poverty:

e Almost 13% households with income less than $15,000

e 29.1% with Social Security (with a mean income of $16,312)

e 9.9% receiving Food Stamps

e 9.6% of families living below 100% of federal poverty guidelines

Oswego County™ reflects similar results:

e Almost 15% of households with income and benefits less than $15,000.

e 30.8% living on Social Security

e 11.9% receiving Food Stamps

e 10.4% of families living below 100% of federal poverty guidelines
Schenectady County*? has 20% of all families with income below the 100% of

federal poverty level and 31% of households receive Social Security.

° U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Demographic Profile Data, Syracuse City, New York.
19U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates, Onondaga County, New York.

1 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates, Oswego County, New York.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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Niagara Mohawk provides electricity to residents of Buffalo, New York.** The
high level of unemployment there has contributed to the incidence of poverty and
reliance on social assistance programs:

= 18.8% of households rely on income of less than $10,000, with an
additional 9.3% with income between $10,000 and $14,999

= 27.6% of households have Social Security income;

= 9.5% receive Supplemental Security Income

= 26.5% of households receive Food Stamps;

= 25.2% of families live below 100% of the federal poverty guidelines

Based on the average electric and gas bills currently paid by Niagara Mohawk’s
residential customers, a combined electric-gas customer would pay $2,025.84 for 12
months of service. This amount represents 20% of income for a household with an
income of $10,000 and 13.5% for a family with income of $15,000. This level of
household income, which a substantial portion of Niagara Mohawk’s customer rely upon
based on the U.S. Census data summarized above, represents 100% of 2012 HHS Federal
Poverty Guidelines™ for a household of 2. Even a family with income at $20,000 (100%
of HHS Federal Poverty Guidelines for a household of 3), which is slightly below the
median household income in some of Niagara Mohawk’s counties and towns, would have
to pay 10% of their annual income to Niagara Mohawk for essential electricity and gas

service and an even higher amount if their usage was higher due to the condition of their

12 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates, Schenectady County, New York
3 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey, 5-year Estimates, Buffalo, New York.

 The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services publishes its HHS Poverty Guidelines annually. This
calculation relies on the same poverty threshold calculations used by the U.S. Census and form the basis for
eligibility criteria for HEAP and other means-tested financial assistance programs. The most recent version for 2012

was published in January 2012. See http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/12poverty.shtml
Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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housing unit. This percentage of household income required to pay for essential electric
and natural gas service is far in excess of what middle and upper income families pay for
these services in terms of percentage of household income and is unaffordable without
serious adverse implications for other necessities for these lower income families.™

Even those customers only taking electric service from Niagara Mohawk would be
required to pay 9.9% of their annual income for electricity, which does not of course
reflect the need for payments to another natural gas or fuel provider for heating.

For a poor family with medical expenses, food, shelter, and transportation costs,
paying the Niagara Mohawk bill becomes a massive hurdle and is likely to result for a
much higher potential for nonpayment of the full amount, the imposition of late fees,
collection actions, terminations, and the build up of large arrears balances compared to
higher income families, all of which is reflected in Niagara Mohawk’s monthly collection
activity reports.

My testimony reflects the needs of these customers and the importance of reforms to
Niagara Mohawk’s existing low income rates and programs, as well as the adoption of
reforms to current credit and collection practices to correctly provide disclosures to
customers and implement the existing consumer protections required by law.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.
A. Based on my evidence and analysis which are discussed in further detail in my testimony,

| recommend the following:

1> Based on the same U.S. Census data, this annual cost of gas and electric service for Niagara Mohawk’s average
usage residential customers would represent 3% of the median family income for Onondaga County, 3.6% for
Oswego County, and 2.9% for Schenectady County.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
On Behalf of PULP
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customers who receive these benefits can rely on the implication of an explicit
rate reduction program that Niagara Mohawk is obligated to implement. This
approach would also allow simpler revenue allocation among customer classes
and subclasses, as well as more effective regulatory oversight and better targeted
consumer advocacy for referrals and program evaluation. For example, while
Niagara Mohawk’s website allows residential customers to explore rate options
and explains the calculation of typical monthly bill components, low income
customers are not provided with any explicit description of the monthly bill
reductions they may qualify for. I acknowledge that Niagara Mohawk’s website
and customer materials promote the existence of low income bill payment
assistance programs and explains how to qualify for these programs, but the
website does not in fact identify the dollar amount of benefits that are available
for either electric or gas service customers.

(2) With regard to the low income electric rate reductions, | recommend that if

Niagara Mohawk’s proposals for an increase in the minimum monthly charge is
accepted, that the $5.00 (non-heating) and $15.00 (heating) monthly discounts be
increased by at least a commensurate amount.

(3) Niagara Mohawk’s proposal for an increase in the gas rate reduction from $7.50

to $10.00 is a welcome reform, particularly in light of the proposal to increase the
minimum monthly charge to over $20.00. However, this proposal only retains the
percentage discount that is available under current rates and does not provide any
incremental assistance to these customers and their families. | recommend that
the monthly reduction be increased to at least $15.00 so that 75% of the minimum
monthly charge is covered.

(4) Niagara Mohawk should implement a per therm rate reduction for low income

heating customers, similar to what is provided to similar customers by National
Grid in Brooklyn and Long Island. The per therm reduction should equal at least
40% of the next rate block’s otherwise applicable rate. This recommendation is
crucial to the assurance of affordability for essential natural gas heating service.
The reduction in the monthly bill that is provided with the current credit that is
related to a portion of the minimum monthly charge has a relatively minor impact
on affordability. For example, the existing $7.50 discount only reduces the
overall energy burden by $90 per year, a 4.5% reduction in the overall annual gas
and electric bill for a Niagara Mohawk customer. While this credit is useful and
important, it is not sufficient to make the overall energy burden affordable and

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
On Behalf of PULP
Case 12-E-0201 and 12-G-0202 Page 12
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allow the family to obtain and retain these essential utility services without severe
sacrifice.

(5) I recommend that Niagara Mohawk provide both a gas and an electric rate

reduction to qualified customers so that a combined gas/electric customer would
receive the appropriate rate reduction for each service since the combined impact
of both services has a significant impact on the affordability of Niagara
Mohawk’s service. This is particularly important in light of Niagara Mohawk’s
practice (that I will discuss later in my testimony) to disconnect electric service
for nonpayment of overdue natural gas charges on a unified single balance bill.

(6) I recommend that Niagara Mohawk widen its program eligibility to include the

categorical low income programs also relied upon by National Grid’s other gas
utilities and use the same methodology to determine eligibility and enrollment in
those programs, all of which rely on a means-tested analysis of household income.
Customers who for whatever reason have not applied for HEAP but who are
clearly “low income” based on their enrollment in the programs relied upon by
National Grid for its other New York utilities should be solicited and enrolled in
Niagara Mohawk’s programs.

(7) With regard to the implementation of energy efficiency and weatherization

services for low income customers, the existence of both NYSERDA and Niagara
Mohawk sponsored efficiency programs and their different modes of delivery for
these programs is likely to contribute to an efficient targeting for Niagara
Mohawk’s low income customers of important and needed services to help reduce
the overall bill and contribute to more affordable bills for Niagara Mohawk’s gas
and electric service. | recommend that the Commission undertake a thorough
review of the delivery of low income efficiency and weatherization programs to
increase the coordination and availability of these programs for low income
customers.

(8) With regard to the arrears management program, | recommend that Niagara

Mohawk be required to consider the design and effectiveness of this program in
light of a recent evaluation conducted of National Grid’s On Track programs
implemented in New York and Long Island, as well as the best practices
concerning low income arrears management programs adopted in Massachusetts.

With regard to certain of Niagara Mohawk’s credit and collection program and
policies, | recommend reforms that should be adopted to address the following

concerns:

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
On Behalf of PULP
Case 12-E-0201 and 12-G-0202 Page 13



O© 00 NOoO Ol WN -

e e ol el
~No o wNERERO

=
(0 0]

19

20
21

22
23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

I1.

(1) Niagara Mohawk’s customer rights disclosures do not in several cases comply
with their obligations under HEFPA and should be revised,;

(2) Niagara Mohawk’s disconnection process for its combined gas/electric customers
relies on a single balance overdue notice and, as a result, discriminates against
retention of essential electric service. Customers should be able to protect their
essential electric service with partial payments allocated first to that service;

(3) Niagara Mohawk’s downpayment requirements for certain applicants for service
do not appear to comply with HEFPA; and

(4) Niagara Mohawk’s customer behavioral scoring methodology and its impact on
collection activities for low income customers needs reform to track and take into
account a customer’s low income status when implementing collection actions. |
recommend that Niagara Mohawk identify low income program customers in its
Customer Behavior Scoring Methodology and track and report its credit and
collection activities for those customers as part of its annual Low Income Program
reporting requirements.

Niagara Mohawk’s Customer Service Performance metrics should be reformed to
better reflect customer service call performance and the rate of involuntary service

terminations for low income and residential customers:

NIAGARA MOHAWK'’S CURRENT LOW INCOME PROGRAMS

NEED REFORM AND EXPANSION

PLEASE DESCRIBE NIAGARA MOHAWK’S CURRENT ELECTRIC AND GAS

LOW INCOME PROGRAMS.

Niagara Mohawk provides a number of programs that provide assistance to low income

customers. In all cases, Niagara Mohawk identifies “low income” customers as those

that receive a regular or emergency benefit or grant from the Home Energy Assistance

Program (HEAP) in the previous 14 months.

Once Niagara Mohawk receives a HEAP benefit, the Company automatically enrolls

the customer in the low income discount program for 14 months:

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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The Low Income Gas Program provides a $7.50/month credit, equal to 42% of the
current monthly minimum charge. In 2011, an average of 68,800 customers per
month received this credit which totaled $6.1 million.® There is no reduction on the
otherwise applicable delivery service per therm charge.

The Low Income Electric Program provides a $5.00/month credit for basic electric
service (16.7% of current customer charge) and $15.00/month for electric heat
customers (92.5% of current customer charge). The low income customer served on
the optional Large Time of use Rate also receives this credit, but the $15/month credit
is only equal to 50% of the $30 monthly minimum charge for this rate class.” In
2011, an average of 152,100 elecctric customers received this credit for a total of
$10.1 million."® There is no reduction in the otherwise applicable distribution service
kWh charge.

A combined gas/electric customer only receives one credit.

Niagara Mohawk also implements a Low Income Customer Assistance Affordability

Program (Affordability Program) which is a much smaller program targeted to low

income customers (HEAP recipients) with high arrears balances. A customer is eligible

if he/she has defaulted on a $10 minimum payment agreement, has an arrears balance

which does not exceed $1,500 for gas only or combined gas/electric service or an arrears

balance which does not exceed $1,200 for electric-only service, and has an average

monthly bill that exceeds $72 for electric-only service or $140 gas only or combined

16 Njagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 45 (GN-45) provided information for both the Gas and Electric Low
Income Discount programs.

" However, only approximately 4,000-4,500 residential customers have selected this rate option.

'8 Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 45 (GN-45) provided information for both the Gas and Electric Low
Income Discount programs.
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gas/electric service. Further, there is a requirement that the customer has “demonstrated
some attempt to make payments on at least one-third of the account bills in the past year
or period for which the account has been opened if the account is less than one year
old.”*® Specifically, a customer enrolled in this program is placed on a 24-month
payment agreement in which the customer must pay a percentage of their total average
bill each month and in return receives a portion of their arrears forgiven. An electric
customer is required to pay 95% of their average monthly bill. A customer with
combined gas/electric service or gas only service must pay 92.5% of average monthly
bill. The balance of the monthly bill is deferred to the customer’s arrears balance. The
amount of the arrears forgiven is equal to $30 per month and is triggered by the
customer’s obligation to make regular monthly payments. At month 25 the customer is
offered a deferred payment plan on any remaining arrears balance. As of June 30, 2011,
there were 4,097 customers participating in the program.?® However, enrollment in the
Affordability program has dropped since 2010, from 5,000 as of August 2010 to 3845 as
of May 2012.2!  There is a high default rate on the program, typically 40-45% of those
enrolled. However, for those who complete the program (approximately 25-30% based
on historical information), the average arrears when leaving the program, while not
eliminated, is substantially reduced. In 2011, the average arrears balance at enrollment
was $474.54 and this was reduced to $230.55 at the time of leaving the program.?? As of

June 2011, the total year to date arrears forgiveness was $500,949 for 2,208 electric

9 Annual Program Evaluation Report on National Grid’s Low Income Affordability Program, page 3, provided in
response to PULP No. 42 (GN-42), attachment 2.

2 As of May 2012, 3,845 customers were enrolled in the program. See, Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 40
(GN-40).

#! Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 40 (GN-40).

%2 Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 42, attachment 2, at 8.
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customers and 750 gas/electric customers. Finally, Niagara Mohawk reported that the
expense budget for this program was $1.263 million, almost 77% of which was the cost
of the arrears forgiveness, and the balance due to administrative costs.?® The annual
budget for this program was set at $1.296 million.

Finally, Niagara Mohawk provides a waiver for the reconnection fee for HEAP
customers, which, according to its filing, resulted lost fee electric revenue during the
historic test year of $109,000, far in excess of the estimated cost of $10,000 reflected in
the 2010 Electric rate case.?* Clearly, low income customers are being terminated at a
faster rate than predicted.

None of these low income bill payment assistance programs are reflected in Niagara
Mohawk’s tariffs. Rather, they are a product of settlement negotiations and orders
approving settlement proposals in previous base rate cases and it is, therefore, not
possible to easily identify each program and the benefits that each provides to qualified
customers.

DO ANY OF THESE PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTED BY NIAGARA MOHAWK
INCLUDE ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS TARGETED SPECIFICALLY
TO LOW INCOME CUSTOMERS?

No. Niagara Mohawk does operate a few energy efficiency programs for its residential
customers, but these are primarily rebate programs associated with Energy Star
appliances that require the customer to purchase the new appliance to obtain a rebate. As
a result of the obvious requirement that a customer must buy a new appliance to trigger

the rebate, these are not programs that most low income customers can or do participate

% Ibid., at 9.
2 Testimony of Shared Services and Customer Panel at 42.
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in even though their rates reflect the subsidies necessary to support these programs.®
Even though participation in these efficiency programs by low income customers is
relatively low, it is of concern that HEAP customers, all of whom are presumably
qualified for the EmPower New York and federally funded Weatherization Assistance
Program for no cost efficiency measures, are participating in these programs which
require a substantial customer investment to trigger the rebate or other service associated
with Niagara Mohawk’s residential programs. However, residential customer bills
include a System Benefits Charge that is equal to 1.2% of the average bill and would be
equal to 1.5% under proposed rates in this case for electric service and 2% of the average
residential gas bill under current rates and 1.9% of the bill under proposed rates.”® Asa
result, low income customers pay far more to support these programs compared to their
ability to participate in them and subsidize the programs that are primarily used by higher
income customers.

Niagara Mohawk informs all the low income customers participating in these bill
discount and Affordability programs to New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority’s (NYSERDA) EmPower New York programs and transmits this
information to NYSERDA as well. NYSERDA implements targeted weatherization and
efficiency programs for low income customers through third party contractors. According

to NYSERDA’s EmPower New York website, this program has provided assistance to

% Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 50 (GN-50) states that 46 HEAP customers participated in the
Company’s Enhanced Home Sealing Incentives Programs, 372 HEAP customers participated in the Energy Star
Products Program, and 302 HEAP customers participated in the Residential Heating, Water Heating and Controls
Program. This participation rate by low income customers is 5% or less of all residential participants in the
programs. Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 85 (GN-85)

“6 Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 49 (GN-49).
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61,000 low income households since its inception.?” A qualified customer gets a no-cost
energy audit and various efficiency and weatherization services, again at no cost, based
on the results of the audit.?® In addition, the federally funded Weatherization Assistance
Program which targets weatherization services to low income households is implemented
by still a different New York state agency, the New York State Division of Housing and
Community Renewal through its network of regional Community Action Program
agencies. Based on the EmPower New York program participation information provided
by NYSERDA, there is no question that this program serves a very small percentage of
the low income customers that are being served not only by Niagara Mohawk, but other
New York gas and electric utilities as well.

Q. HOW DOES NIAGARA MOHAWK RECOVER THE LOSS IN REVENUES AND
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS OF ITS LOW INCOME BILL PAYMENT
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS?

A. The majority of the foregone revenues for the electric and gas low income programs are
recovered through base rates and a portion of the Affordability Programs is recovered
through commaodity related uncollectible costs included in the Merchant Function
Charge. Based on the budgets established in the most recent rate cases, rates reflect the
following estimated revenue impacts for these programs:

Electric Gas
Affordability Program $1,296,000 $190,000

" According to NYSERDA’s 2010 Annual Report, “During 2010, EmPower provided electricity demand reduction
and home energy performance improvements to more than 6,334 low-income households.” Clearly, this program,
while valuable, does not deliver its low income energy performance improvements to even a small percentage of the
low income customers participating in New York’s gas and electric low income bill assistance programs. Report at
23. Available at www.nyserda.ny.org

%8 http://www.nyserda.ny.gov/Page-Sections/Residential/Programs/Low-Income-Assistance/ EmPower-for-

Residents.aspx
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Low Income Discount Program $10,536,000 $4,500,000
Waiver of the Reconnect Fee $8,738

All customer classes pay for these programs. The average residential electric
customer pays $0.43 per month due to the reallocate of revenues under these programs
and the average residential gas customer pays $0.68 per month. As a result, the rate
impact for these programs represent a minimal impact on the monthly bill for most
customers, but it should be noted that low income customers also pay for these programs
in their rates.® This is a strong reason to strive for the fullest possible participation by
eligible customers in low income programs.

HOW DOES THE PROGRAM DESIGN FOR THESE LOW INCOME BILL

ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS COMPARE TO OTHER NATIONAL GRID LOW

INCOME PROGRAMS IN NEW YORK?

Niagara Mohawk is the only electric National Grid company in New York. With regard

to gas programs, however, National Grid’s Brooklyn Union Gas Co. (KEDNY) and

KeySpan Gas East Corp. (KEDLI) operate low income gas programs.®

e KEDNY’s Reduced Residential Rate provides a $2.50 monthly bill reduction for
residential non-heating low income customers (equal to 18 % of the minimum
customer charge) and a $9.50 monthly reduction for residential heating low income
customers (equal to 57.5% of the minimum customer charge). In addition, there is a
reduction of the per therm charge for residential heating service customers equal to
46.9% of the “block 2 rate” for November 1 through April 30. KEDNY also operates

an On Track program that targets customers with arrears balances. The reduced rates

% Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 43 (GN-43).
%0 Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 87 (GN-87).
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for low income customers are reflected in the Company’s tariffs as identified
subclasses of residential customers.

KEDLI provides a $4.82 monthly rate reduction for general residential service (equal
to 35%3% of the current minimum charge) and a $13.02 monthly rate reduction for
residential heating service (equal to 78,2% of the current minimum charge). In
addition, there is a rate reduction on the per therm charge for residential heating
service customers equal to 41.4% of the “block 2 rate” for November 1 through April
30. KEDLI also operates an On Track program that targets customers with arrears
balances. These rate reductions are reflected in the Company’s tariffs.

Both downstate National Grid companies have expanded the availability of these
programs beyond HEAP participation and include recipients of other categorical low
income programs, such as Medicaid, Food Stamps, TANF, Supplemental Security
Income, Veteran’s Disability Pension, and Public Assistance. The application
requires the customer to show a photocopy of the identification card associated with
one or these programs and allows National Grid to contact the issuing agency to
verify the information.**

Both of these downstate National Grid gas utilities implement an On Track
affordability program targeted to customers at risk of service termination for
nonpayment and high arrears balances, similar to Niagara Mohawk’s Affordability

Program.

! KEDNY’s Residential Reduced Rate Application is available on its website.
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Q. HOW DO NIAGARA MOHAWK’S LOW INCOME BILL PAYMENT
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS COMPARE TO LOW INCOME PROGRAMS

PROVIDED BY OTHER NEW YORK GAS AND ELECTRIC UTILITIES?

A There is a wide range of low income programs in effect throughout New York’s gas and

electric utilities, all of which appear to be the reflection of base rate orders and approved

rate case settlements. These programs are similar to those operated by Niagara Mohawk

and National Grid’s gas utilities in New York and Long Island, but the amount of the rate
reduction and whether or not a per therm or per KWh discount is also provided varies:

e Consolidated Edison reports that 372,728 electric customers are receiving a low
income rate.** Gas customers also receive a reduced minimum charge discount and a
per therm rate reduction. Low Income gas heating customers are served under a
tariffed low income rate that provides a $7.65 discount o the minimum monthly
charge (3 therms) and a 49% reduction off the otherwise applicable per therm rate for
the next 87 therms.** For program year April 2011 through May 2012, the electric
rate reduction totaled $36.1 million. For the program year ending September 2011,
the low income gas reductions totaled $6.747 million.

¢ Orange and Rockland provides natural gas residential heating low income customers
a monthly bill reduction of $17.40. Electric low income customers will receive a
monthly bill reduction of $7.00, $8.00, and $9.00 for rate years 1 through 3.%*

e New York State Electric and Gas and Rochester Gas and Electric both substantially

expanded their gas and electric low income programs in a settlement of a 2010 rate

% Consolidated Edison’s current low income programs were approved in Case 09-E-0428 and 09-G-0795 (multi
year rate plans). The reported data is from its June 30, 2012 Low Income Report.

* See Consolidated Edison tariffs, Service Classification No. 2 and No. 3 (October 1, 2011).

% Case 11-E-0408.
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case. According to the Commission’s Order approving a settlement on these program

29 ¢¢

expansions, the “need is indisputable,” “current participant levels were inadequate,”
and “increases are demonstrably reasonable and necessary.”* Based on the total

participants and costs reported in the 2011 Report, the monthly bill reduction appears

to average $16.77 for NYSEG and $11 for RG&E customers.*®

IN LIGHT OF THIS INFORMATION AND YOUR PRIOR DESCRIPTION OF

THE ECONOMIC INDICATORS OF POVERTY IN NIAGARA MOHAWK’S

SERVICE TERRITORY, WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND IN THIS

PROCEEDING?

| have several recommendations designed to enhance Niagara Mohawk’s low income

rates and programs and participation in them.

Niagara Mohawk’s low income bill payment assistance programs should be reflected
in its tariffs so that customers who receive these benefits can rely on the implication
of an explicit rate reduction program that Niagara Mohawk is obligated to implement.
This approach would also allow simpler revenue allocation among customer classes
and subclasses, as well as more effective regulatory oversight and better targeted
consumer advocacy for referrals and program evaluation. For example, while
Niagara Mohawk’s website allows residential customers to explore rate options and
explain the calculation of their monthly bill components, low income customers are
not provided with any explicit description of the monthly bill reductions they may

qualify for. Tacknowledge that Niagara Mohawk’s website and customer materials

% Cases 09-E-0715, 09-G-0716, 09-E-0717 and 09-G-0718. The Commission issued its order approving the rate
plan and expanded low income programs on September 21, 2010. See pp. 61-62.
* NYSEG’s Low Income Report for 2011.
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promote the existence of low income bill payment assistance programs and explains
how to qualify for these programs, the website does not in fact identify the dollar
amount of benefits that are available for either electric or gas service customers.
With regard to the low income electric rate reductions, | recommend that if Niagara
Mohawk’s proposals for an increase in the minimum monthly charge is accepted, that
the $5.00 (non-heating) and $15.00 (heating) monthly discounts be increased by at
least a commensurate amount.

Niagara Mohawk’s proposal for an increase in the gas rate reduction from $7.50 to
$10.00 is a welcome reform, particularly in light of the proposal to increase the
minimum monthly charge to over $20.00. However, this proposal only retains the
percentage discount that is available under current rates and does not provide any
incremental assistance to these customers and their families. | recommend that the
monthly reduction be increased to at least $15.00 so that 75% of the minimum
monthly charge is covered.

Niagara Mohawk should implement a per therm rate reduction for low income
heating customers, similar to what is provided to similar customers by National Grid
in Brooklyn and Long Island. The per therm reduction should equal at least 40% of
the next rate block’s otherwise applicable rate. This recommendation is crucial to the
assurance of affordability for essential natural gas heating service. The reduction in
the monthly bill that is provided with the current credit that is related to a portion of
the minimum monthly charge has a relatively minor impact on affordability. For
example, the existing $7.50 discount only reduces the overall energy burden by $90

per year, a 4.5% reduction in the overall annual gas and electric bill for a Niagara
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Mohawk customer. While useful and important, this rate reduction it is not sufficient
to make the overall energy burden affordable and allow the family to obtain and
retain these essential utility services without severe sacrifice.

| recommend that Niagara Mohawk provide both a gas and an electric rate reduction
so that a qualified combined gas/electric customer would receive the appropriate rate
reduction for each service since the combined impact of both services has a
significant impact on the affordability of Niagara Mohawk’s service. This is
particularly important in light of Niagara Mohawk’s practice (that I will discuss later
in my testimony) to disconnect electric service for nonpayment of overdue natural gas
charges on a unified single balance bill.

| recommend that Niagara Mohawk widen its program eligibility to include the
categorical low income programs also relied upon by National Grid’s other gas
utilities and use the same methodology to determine eligibility and enrollment in
those programs, all of which rely on a means-tested analysis of household income.
Customers who for whatever reason have not applied for HEAP but who are clearly
“low income” based on their enrollment in the programs relied upon by National Grid
for its other New York utilities should be solicited and enrolled in Niagara Mohawk’s
programs.

With regard to the implementation of energy efficiency and weatherization services
for low income customers, the existence of both NYSERDA and Niagara Mohawk
sponsored efficiency programs and their different modes of delivery for these
programs is likely to contribute to an efficient targeting for Niagara Mohawk’s low

income customers of important and needed services to help reduce the overall bill and
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contribute to more affordability bills for gas and electric service. | recommend that
the Commission undertake a thorough review of the delivery of low income
efficiency and weatherization programs to increase the coordination and availability
of these programs for low income customers.
HAVE YOU CALCULATED THE REVENUE IMPLICATIONS ASSOCIATED
WITH YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS TO EXPAND NIAGARA MOHAWK’S
LOW INCOME RATES AND PROGRAMS?
No because such a calculation would depend on the number of customers enrolled in the
program. However, just as the Company has shown how revenue implications of its rate
proposals could be offset by applying deferrals in different ways or over different periods
of time, the Company could accommodate the revenue reallocation shifts for a more
robust low income rate and other programs with minor bill impacts to other customers.
DO YOU HAVE ANY RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO NIAGARA
MOHAWK'’S AFFORDABILITY OR ARREARS MANAGEMENT PROGRAM?
This program is relatively small and is not the “answer” for assuring affordability of
service for the large number of low income households enrolled in the current discount
program. While | appreciate the intent of this and similar programs to address the
situation of customers at risk of termination who have broken deferred payment
agreements with minimum payment requirements, by attempting to incent regular
payments in return for a reduction in the customer’s arrears balances, these more “one on
one” programs would need to be significantly expanded to have the desired broader
impact on affordability and, as currently structured, Niagara Mohawk’s program does not

provide sufficient rate reduction or bill payment assistance to assure that result. 1 do not
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have any specific proposal for changing the design or implementation of this program at
this time. However, | do not recommend that it be expanded without additional
evaluation and analysis of its effectiveness. Unfortunately, Niagara Mohawk does not
undertake a regular review of the performance and effectiveness of this program outside
of its obligations to provide annual reports.®” Based on the most recent annual report, this
program has a high degree of failure due to the customer’s inability to make the required
monthly payments. The amount of the bill reduction is relatively small and, in my
opinion, is probably insufficient to trigger affordable and regular payments. However, |
do recommend that Niagara Mohawk be required to consider the design and effectiveness
of this program in light of a recent evaluation conducted of National Grid’s On Track
programs implemented in New York and Long Island. In its recent report on the Process
Evaluation of National Grid’s Long Island Low Income Rate Discount and On Track
Programs,38 Navigant Consulting concluded that the On Track program “requires more
proactive management, aided by better data about participants and their progress through
the program.” This recommendation is primarily a reflection of the high failure rate in
the current program as well as the lack of any automated data reporting or analysis about
program participants by the utility’s management. Further, this Report recommended
more aggressive and intensive outreach to seek enrollment in the programs because of an

ongoing failure to reach authorized participation levels.

% Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 39 (GN-39). Also, there is no regular reporting or obligation to consider
the combined effectiveness of the gas and electric program or those programs in combination with the Affordability
Program.

%8 This Report is dated May 2, 2012 and provided in Niagara Mohawk’s Response to PULPBAINF-1, attachment 5.
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IS THERE A MODEL FOR A LARGER SCALE ARREARS MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR ADOPTION BY NEW
YORK UTILITIES IN GENERAL AND NATIONAL GRID IN PARTICULAR?
Yes. The Massachusetts gas and electric utilities, including National Grid, operate a
large-scale arrears management program along with a more substantial rate reduction for
their low income customers. For example, National Grid in Massachusetts offers an
Arrears Management Program for low income customers already participating in the Low
Income reduced rate if the customer has an arrears balance of $300 or more that is at least
60 days overdue. The customer who makes payments on their current discounted bill
under a budget payment plan can get arrears forgiveness equal to 1/12™ of their arrears
balance over a 12 month period up to a maximum of $1,500 (or for a longer period of
time if the arrears balance is higher). Importantly, a customer who is enrolled in this
program and makes their monthly budget payment is shielded from disconnection of
service. | attach a description of National Grid’s AMP as Exhibit BA-3. This program is
implemented statewide in Massachusetts. It is simply designed and widely viewed as
successful by both utilities and advocates.

ARE THERE OTHER BEST PRACTICES THAT ARE IMPLEMENTED IN
MASSACHUSETTS THAT SUPPORT YOUR PROPOSED REFORMS?

Yes. In connection with my proposal to expand the categorical low income programs
that would trigger a participation in Niagara Mohawk’s low income discount and rate
relief benefits, Massachusetts has adopted a statewide means of enrolling low income
customers in their rate discount programs that should be adopted in New York and that is

reflected in the excellent approach that National Grid is using in its New York and Long
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Island gas service areas. This approach requires the customer to identify the program for
which the customer or member of the household receives benefits (using the same list
that National Grid uses for its New York and Long Island customers), show proof of
enrollment in the program, at which point the utility enrolls the customer in the program.
There is no need for further investigation or additional bureaucracy unless the utility has
some reason to doubt the authenticity of the document provided by the customer and
follows up with confirmation from the agency in question. This approach reduces costs,
enhances the potential of enrollment for needy families, and streamlines the utility’s role
in determining eligibility. Finally, it is my understanding that Consolidated Edison in
New York has, in addition to a manual enroliment process, implemented a method to
automatically enroll qualified customers in its low income rate reduction programs based
on data transfer protocols with social assistance agencies. Niagara Mohawk should also
be required to explore this approach once the categorical programs are approved for
enrollment in these vital programs.

ARE THERE OTHER CONCERNS ABOUT NIAGARA MOHAWK’S
INTERACTIONS WITH ITS LOW INCOME CUSTOMERS THAT ARE
SUPPORTIVE OF YOUR PROPOSALS TO EXPAND EXISTING LOW INCOME
BILL PAYMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS?

Yes. In the next section of my testimony I identify some aspects of Niagara Mohawk’s
credit and collection programs that should be reformed and that, given their current
structure and implementation, have an adverse impact on the ability of low income
customers to obtain and retain essential electricity and natural gas service. Furthermore,

my recommended reforms to the bill payment assistance programs, if adopted, may result
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in lower uncollectible and other collection related costs since it is likely that customers
with more affordable bills will not require the degree of credit and collection attention
and expenses currently experienced by Niagara Mohawk and documented in its rate

filing.

III. NIAGARA MOHAWK'’S CREDIT AND COLLECTION
PROGRAMS AND POLICIES SHOULD BE REFORMED

PLEASE IDENTIFY THE CREDIT AND COLLECTION POLICIES YOU WILL

DISCUSS IN YOUR TESTIMONY.

| will address the following issues in my testimony relating to Niagara Mohawk’s credit

and collection practices because these practices inevitably have a significant impact on

low income and payment troubled customers:

e Niagara Mohawk’s customer rights disclosures do not in several cases comply with
their obligations under HEFPA,;

e Niagara Mohawk’s disconnection process for its combined gas/electric customers
discriminates against retention of essential electric service in situations where
customers make partial payments;

e Niagara Mohawk’s downpayment requirements for certain applicants for service do
not appear to comply with HEFPA; and

e Niagara Mohawk’s customer behavioral scoring methodology and its impact on
collection activities for low income customers needs reform.

PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR CONCERN WITH NIAGARA MOHAWK’S

CUSTOMER DISCLOSURES.
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A Niagara Mohawk is required to comply with the Home Energy Fair Practices Act with
regard to sending written notices to customers for certain key actions associated with its
credit and collection actions against residential customers. While I have not sought to
engage in an “audit” of Niagara Mohawk’s practices in this regard, there are several
indicators based on my review of various customer documents | have reviewed that
indicate a concern that should, at a minimum, should result in revised customer
disclosures:

e For example, the “RESIDENTIAL DEFERRED PAYMENT AGREEMENT”®
appears to be a written confirmation of a deferred payment agreement once such
agreement has been negotiated. The disclosure has a very narrow view of how the
customer can obtain potential bill payment assistance by referring customers to
“Public Assistance or Supplemental Security Income.” Inexplicably, there is no
mention of HEAP or Niagara Mohawk’s own low income discount and affordability
programs. Any such payment arrangement confirmation notice should include a
reference to these (and perhaps other) programs to aid customers who demonstrably
have payment troubles.

e The “NOTICE OF SERVICE DENIAL”* is deficient and fails to properly inform
customers of their rights. The reference to the right to “request assistance” from the
Public Service Commission is not a proper notification of the customer’s rights.
While the availability of “assistance” may be helpful to mediate a dispute, this is an

insufficient disclosure of the customer’s right to dispute the utility’s actions and get

% Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 58, attachment 4.
“0 |bid., Attachment 2.
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an adjudication of their dispute by the neutral fact finder. Under HEFPA the
Commission is required to adjudicate certain disputes with payment plans and, with

respect to denial of service states that the written notice must:

Advise[s] the applicant of the right to an investigation and review of the denial by the

commission or its authorized designees if the applicant considers the denial to be

without justification. The distribution utility shall advise the applicant of the

appropriate address and telephone number of the commission, including the

commission's hot-line number and the times of its availability.

16 NYCRR 11.3(b) (2).**
. Niagara Mohawk’S “FINAL DISCONNECTION NOTICE”* contains a front
and back. Obviously, most customers will focus on the front of the notice. The front of
Niagara Mohawk’s disconnection notice is written to emphasize payment of bill in full is
required to avoid disconnection. The customer is directed to a 1-800 number “to discuss
the possibility of payment arrangements.” But, this vague reference is followed by the
statement that, “To avoid termination of service, your payment of $ must reach us
on or after .7 As a result, the front of the Notice does not properly state the
required disclosures about a customer’s right to negotiate a payment plan based on the
customer’s individual financial circumstances. While | recognize that a more accurate

disclosure appears on the back of the Notice*® that informs customers that they should

contact Niagara Mohawk to negotiate a payment plan “you can afford.” However, the

*I The New York Public Service Law prescribes that "[t]he commission shall maintain regulations for complaint
handling procedures including complaints with respect to the negotiation of a deferred payment agreement which
shall include, ata minimum: (a) provision for investigation and informal review and for appeal to the
commission in its discretion. . . ." (Emphasis added).

*2 Ibid., attachment 3.

** Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 82 (GN-82), attachment.
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failure to properly describe this basic and important customer right in a conspicuous
location on the front of the Notice should be correctly promptly.

DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCERNS ABOUT HOW NIAGARA MOHAWK
IMPLEMENTS ITS DISCONNECTION PROCESS FOR COMBINED GAS AND
ELECTRIC CUSTOMERS?

Yes. National Grid, similar to many other combined gas/electric utilities issues a single
balance overdue amount on disconnection notices to combined gas/electric customers.
When customers pay less than the full amount of the combined bill, payments are
allocated on a prorated basis to reflect the percentage of the bill for gas and electric
service.** As aresult, there is no priority given to allocating partial payments to electric
service which is the essential service required to operate any natural gas or other central
heating system. This concern is heightened by Niagara Mohawk’s practice of
disconnecting the electric service for such customers because it is the easier service to
connect and reconnect.*® The disconnection of electric also has the impact of effectively
disconnecting the natural gas heating system. Of Niagara Mohawk’s 1,484,485
residential customers, 513,540 are combined gas and electric service. This practice
discriminates against a customer who makes partial payments under the assumption that
at least the gas heating service will be protected from disconnection. Furthermore this
practice means that a combined gas/electric customer has essentially fewer protections
than those who take only electric service from Niagara Mohawk and natural gas service
from another utility. | recommend that Niagara Mohawk allocate partial payments first to

electric service to protect that vital service and prevent disconnection of that service

* Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 25 (GN-25).
** NIMIO Response to PULP No. 24 (GN-24).
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because of its importance to retaining natural gas or other non-utility heating systems that
the customer may rely upon. Alternatively, the utility should notify its combined
gas/electric customers of its payment allocation practices and offer customers the option
to allocate partial payment to either gas or electric service.
PLEASE DISCUSS NIAGARA MOHAWK’S PRACTICES WITH REGARD TO
SEEKING PAYMENT OF A PREVIOUSLY INCURRED DEBT WHEN A
CUSTOMER SEEKS SERVICE AT ANEW LOCATION.
According to Niagara Mohawk, when a customer seeks service for a previously closed
account with an unpaid balance, all residential applicants must pay half of their arrears or
three times the average bill at the pending/new address, whichever is less, as a
downpayment. The remaining balance is then transferred to the new active account and
is eligible for a payment agreement based on a discussion of the customer’s financial
statement.*® This does not appear to comply with the HEFPA provisions relating to
application for service. Specifically, 16 NYCRR 11.3 (a) states:
a) Extension of service. (1) Consistent with the provisions of paragraphs (2)-(4) of
this subdivision, every distribution utility shall provide residential service to an
applicant upon his or her oral or written request.
(2) A distribution utility shall not be obligated to provide service to an applicant
who owes the distribution utility money for residential service provided to a prior

account in his or her name unless:

(i) the applicant makes full payment for residential service provided to any such
prior account in his or her name;

(ii) the applicant agrees to make payments under a deferred payment plan of any
amounts due for service to a prior account in his or her name, pursuant to section
11.10 of this Part;

*® Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 56 (GN-56).
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(i) the applicant has pending a billing dispute pursuant to section 11.20 of this
Part with respect to any amounts due for service to a prior account in his or her
name and has paid any amounts required to be paid pursuant to those provisions;

(iv) the applicant is a recipient of or an applicant for public assistance,
supplemental security income benefits or additional State payments pursuant to
the Social Services Law, and the distribution utility receives from an official of
the social services district in which the applicant resides, or is notified by such an
official that it is entitled to receive, payment for services due to a prior account in
the applicant's name together with a guarantee of future payments to the extent
authorized by the Social Services Law; or

(v) the commission or its authorized designee directs the provision of service.

Section 11.10 of HEFPA relating to Deferred Payment Agreements specifically

requires the utility to negotiate a payment plan that is “fair and equitable” and takes the

customer’s “financial circumstances” into account. At no point in this regulation is a

utility allowed to establish a “rule” that the customer must pay three times the average

bill at the new location as a downpayment. In fact, the only reference in this section

[subsection (d) (2)(ii)] to a predetermined downpayment is with regard to a downpayment

up to 15% of the amount covered by the agreement or one-half of one month’s average

usage, whichever is greater. Niagara Mohawk should be required to reform its practices

and disclosures to conform to HEFPA.

Q. PLEASE DISCUSS NIAGARA MOHAWK’S BAD DEBT MITIGATION PLAN

AND ITS CUSTOMER BEHAVIOR BASED COLLECTION SYSTEM.

A. Based on my preliminary review of this program,*’ 1 do not object to the theory of

evaluating customer payment behavior and targeting collection actions based on such

analysis. | understand and endorse the objective of more targeted collection actions to

focus the most serious actions relating to termination of service on those who can pay,

T A number of key documents explaining this program were provided in Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP Nos.

1, 6, and 19.
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but do not do so. | have not, however, reviewed this program in sufficient detail to
determine if the system-wide costs incurred National Grid and allocated to all its
subsidiaries in the U.S. are offset by the benefits to Niagara Mohawk’s customers. My
concern here is how Niagara Mohawk’s customer behavior program fails to take a
customer’s low income status into account. Niagara Mohawk does not, for example,
differentiate in its collection actions based on the customer’s receipt of HEAP or
participation in its low income discount programs.*® | am concerned that the inability of
many low income customers to pay their bill in full every month will trigger even faster
and more frequent disconnections compared to other customers that may have the ability
to pay and choose not to do so. Therefore, in my opinion this treatment strategy fails to
properly take the low income customer’s circumstances into account when pursuing
disconnection of service.

HAVE YOU REVIEWED NIAGARA MOHAWK’S DISCONNECTION
ACTIVITY PURSUANT TO THIS BAD DEBT MITIGATION PLAN AND THE
CUSTOMER BEHAVIOR BASED SYSTEM?

Yes. National Grid tracks field visits, terminations, and certain payment statistics for
each of its U.S. gas and electric utilities as part of its Bad Debt Initiative. According to
the analysis of this program for FY 2010 compared to FY 2009 (the year prior to the
implementation of the program), Niagara Mohawk reported a lower level of field visits, a

higher level of terminations, and a reduced amount of payment dollars collected in FY

*® Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 8 (GN-8). This Response states that while there is the possibility of
creating a special collections treatment strategy for customer accounts with “low income” designation, there is no
such treatment strategy current in effect and low income customers are “treated no differently than other
customers...”
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2010 compared to 2009.* This experience, whether or not all National Grid companies
showed improvement or not, does not bode well for Niagara Mohawk’s low income
customers. In fact, Niagara Mohawk’s terminations for residential gas and electric
customers remain very high in recent years, totally 53,805 in 2010, 50,988 in 2011, and
in the summer months of 2012, terminations are higher than in prior years.™® When asked
to provide terminations for known low income customers, Niagara Mohawk reported that
37% of all residential terminations of service were targeted to known low income
customers. Furthermore, terminations for these customers increased in 2011 compared to
2010, although the termination rate for the summer months of 2012 are below those
experienced in the summer of 2011.>*

Q. IN LIGHT OF YOUR CONCERNS ABOUT THE IMPACT OF THE BAD DEBT
MITIGATION PLAN ON LOW INCOME CUSTOMERS AND THE INCIDENCE
OF DISCONNECTION FOR SUCH CUSTOMERS, WHAT DO YOU
RECOMMEND?

A. First, I recommend that Niagara Mohawk identify low income program customers in its
Customer Behavior Scoring Methodology and track and report its credit and collection
activities for those customers as part of its annual Low Income Program reporting
requirements. Second, | recommend that Niagara Mohawk include a disconnection ratio
for such customers in its Service Quality Assurance Mechanism, which I will discuss in

more detail in the next section of my testimony.

*° Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 9, attachment.

*% Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 80 (GN-80), attachment.

%! Niagara Mohawk Response to PULP No. 81 (GN 81), attachment. The terminations of known low income were
19,928 in 2010 and 21,082 in 2011. This is almost 40% of all terminations reported in PULP No. 80.
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IV. NIAGARA MOHAWK'’S CUSTOMER SERVICE PERFORMANCE

METRICS SHOULD BE REFORMED

PLEASE IDENTIFY THE SPECIFIC REFORMS YOU RECOMMEND WITH
RESPECT TO NIAGARA MOHAWK’S CUSTOMER SERVICE
PERFORMANCE METRICS.
| recommend that the Commission approve two reforms to the current Customer Service
performance metrics.
e The Call Center Performance metric is deficient because it does not include a Call
Abandonment Rate or a Busy Out Rate.
e The metrics should include a new measurement of the rate of disconnection or
termination for nonpayment for low income and residential customers.
PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR RECOMMENDATION WITH RESPECT TO THE
CALL CENTER PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS.
Niagara Mohawk reports the percentage of calls answered within 30 seconds, a
measurement that | support. However, a true picture of customer call center performance
should also measure the Call Abandonment Rate, which is a measure of the percentage of
calls that are abandoned by the customer after entering the queue to speak to a live
customer service representative. Niagara Mohawk tracks the Call Abandonment Rate
and reports that the annual average was 2.89% in 2009, 4.22% in 2010, and 2.67% in
2011, and 2% for 2012 through June.®* In my opinion and based on my experience with

the development of this type of metric in other states, the 2010 annual average is

*2 Niagara Mohawk response to PULP No. 33 (GN-33).
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unacceptable and suggests that this metric should be included in the service quality
assurance plan and integrated to the “negative revenue adjustment” mechanism. Based
on Niagara Mohawk’s historical performance and my experience, I recommend a target
of no higher than 3%. As an example, the Pennsylvania electric and gas utilities report
this Call Abandonment Rate annually. While the recent performance of the Pennsylvania
electric and gas utilities has varied, the larger gas and electric utilities report an annual
average of 3% or less.>

In addition, Niagara Mohawk should report the Busy Out Rate. Attempted
contacts to a call center initially have one of two results: They are either “received” by
the company, or they receive a busy signal and thus are not “received” by the company.
Calls in the “busy-out rate” represent those attempted calls that received a busy signal or
message; they were not “received” by the company because the company lines or trunks
were at capacity. Requiring three separate measures averts the possibility of masking
telephone access problems by presenting only one or two parts of the total access picture.
For example, a company could report that it answers every call in 30 seconds or less. If
this were the only statistic available, one might conclude that the access to the company
is very good. However, if there are only a few trunk lines into this company’s call
distribution system, other callers attempting to contact the company will receive a busy
signal once these trunks are at capacity. The callers that get through wait 30 seconds or
less for someone to answer, but a large percentage of customers cannot get through to the
company; thus, telephone access is not very good at all. Therefore, it is important to look

at both percent of calls answered within 30 seconds and busy-out rates to get a clearer

%% pennsylvania PUC, 2011 Annual Customer Service Performance Report, available at:
http://www.puc.state.pa.us/general/publications_reports/pdf/Quality Of Service Rpt 11.pdf
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picture of the telephone access. When asked to provide this important performance
metric, Niagara Mohawk responded that it does not track this indicator.>* As a result, it is
not known whether or when customers may receive a busy signal when trying to call the
Company’s call center. | recommend that the Commission require Niagara Mohawk to
track and report this important indicator of call center performance. Based on my
experience, | recommend that the Busy Out Rate should not exceed 1% of all calls.™
PLEASE DICUSS THE PROPOSED METRIC TO MEASURE THE
RESIDENTIAL DISCONNECTION OR TERMINATION RATE.

Service terminations of essential gas and electric service for nonpayment carry a high risk
of adverse impact of family health and welfare. This is an action by a monopoly utility
that should be the last resort, not the first resort. Furthermore, involuntary termination is
a regulated action by electric and natural gas utilities for exactly these reasons. Any
proper measurement of “customer service” should include a measurement of the
frequency that a utility makes use of this collection tool so that it is minimized. |
recommend that Niagara Mohawk add a new metric to its service quality assurance plan
that tracks and reports the termination rate for residential and low income customers.
This metric should calculate a baseline level of terminations for residential customers and
known low income customers and require Niagara Mohawk to conduct its collection
activities in a manner that does not exceed that baseline level. | recommend that the
baseline level should be expressed as a percentage of all residential customers, rather than
a strict numerical level, to accommodate the potential for growth in the overall customer

base.

> Niagara Mohawk response to PULP No. 33 (GN-33).
% See, e.g., the Pennsylvania PUC 2011 Service Quality Performance Report.
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As of January 2011, Niagara Mohawk served 949,930 electric only customers,
32,322 gas only customers, and 513,540 combined gas/electric customers for a total of
1,495,792 residential customers. Using these customer counts (which are reasonable
since they reflect the early part of 2011 and should not vary significantly from 2010
averages), 3.6% of these customers were terminated for nonpayment.®® Viewed as a
percentage of the residential customer base, 1.3% of all customers who were terminated
for nonpayment were identified as low income based on receipt of assistance.”” The
known low income customers represent 37% of the 2010 terminations.This no doubt
significantly underestimates those low income customers who were terminated, due to the
narrow focus of Niagara Mohawk’s definition of “low income” in its customer records.

| recommend that the baseline of 3.6% of residential customers be adopted to
measure Niagara Mohawk’s termination rate for the rate effective year and that a baseline
of 1.3% of residential customers be adopted to measure the Company’s termination rate
for known low income customers. Any upward deviation from this termination rate
should result in a negative revenue adjustment.

HAVE YOU CALCULATED AND PRESENTED A FORMULA FOR THE
OPERATION OF A NEGATIVE REVENUE ADJUSTMENTS FOR THE
ADDITIONAL CUSTOMER SERVICE PERFORMANCE METRICS YOU
RECOMMEND BE ADOPTED?

No. Rather, I recommend that if these additional metrics are ordered to be included that

the Commission then order the parties to consult and present a compliance filing to

% Calculated based on the termination information provided in response to PULP No. 80.
> Calculated based on the low income termination information provided in response to PULP No. 81.
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reflect a methodology for measuring and calculating a negative revenue adjustment if the

Company fails to comply with the recommended new metric baseline performance levels.

V. NIAGARA MOHAWK SHOULD DO MORE TO ALLOW
CUSTOMERS TO COMPARE THEIR MONTHLY COMMODITY
COSTS WITH ESCO OFFERS

DO YOU HAVE ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO SUPPORT THE
TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM YATES ON BEHALF OF PULP?

Yes. | have participated in a number of state proceedings and published widely on
consumer protection policies and programs that should accompany the move to retail
electric and gas competition for residential customers.®® One of the key consumer
protections that | have recommended be adopted is to ensure that customers are presented
with disclosures and information resources that allow a comparison between their
utility’s gas or electric supply rates and prices with those being quoted and offered by
alternative energy suppliers (known as ESCOs in New York). It is an axiom of consumer
protection policy in competitive markets that consumers must be given the factual
information that will allow a comparison of prices and other material terms for a rational
market to develop. One needs to only look at uniform supermarket pricing disclosures,
the annual percentage rate for all credit transactions, and new and used car price
disclosures to understand that many competitive markets operate with a regulatory

oversight of price and material terms disclosure obligations.

58 See, e.g., Alexander, Barbara, Retail Electric Competition: A Blueprint for Consumer Protection, U.S.
Department of Energy, Office of Energy and Renewable Energy, Washington, D.C., October, 1998; Oppenheim,
Gerald (NCLC) and Alexander, Barbara, Model Electricity Consumer Protection Disclosures, A Report to the
National Council on Competition and the Electric Industry, April, 1998.
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In fact, a number of states in the early years of retail competition adopted
regulations that require alternative energy suppliers to present a standardized disclosure
of their price expressed in a format that would allow easy and comparable comparisons
with other supplier prices.> In addition, many states have now adopted directives to their
gas and electric utilities to state the “price to compare” on their bills so that customers
have a reference point to compare their current default service prices with those offered
by various suppliers.*® Typically, such an approach requires the regulatory commission
to define and state exactly what is included and not included in “price to compare” or
“standard offer” so that there is a fair and publicly known methodology that utilities must
use to calculate and present this information. The lack of this information means that
customers cannot make a rational choice and they are then subject to the potential of
relying on marketing ploys and assumptions about prices that may not be accurate.

| understand that the New York Commission has not adopted uniform disclosure
requirements that would establish a methodology to provide a “price to compare” or
“standard offer” on electric and gas customer bills. I understand as well that such a
reform cannot be adopted in this rate case proceeding. However, as a minimal and
important first step, the recommendation by Mr. Yates that Niagara Mohawk provide a
bill calculator on its website should be adopted. Such a tool should then be widely
promoted by Niagara Mohawk and the Commission as a means to compare ESCO and

utility prices and bills.

% See, e.g., the Maine PUC’s Chapter 306, Uniform Information Disclosure and Filing Requirements, applicable to
competitive electric suppliers licensed by the Commission.

% For example,, the Pennsylvania PUC has adopted regulations that require electric and natural gas utilities to state
the Price to Compare on customer bills. See, e.g, Order, National Gas Distribution Companies and Promotion of
Competitive Retail Markets, Docket No. L-2008-2069114 (Order Entered June 23, 2011) and 66 Pa. Code Section
62.223.
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gas utilities): consumer protection; consumer education; code of conduct, before the Pennsylvania PUC, October, 1999-
April, 2000.

Comments on Draft Rules addressing Slamming and Cramming (Docket No. RMU-99-7) on behalf of the lowa Office of
Consumer Advocate, before the Towa Utilities Board, October, 1999.

Alexander, Barbara, “Door to Door Sales of Competitive Energy Services,” LEAP Letter, January-February, 2000 [Wm. A.
Spratley & Associates, Columbus, OH]

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate, Central Maine Power Company Alternative
Regulation Plan [Docket 99-666] on service quality issues, before the Maine PUC, May, 2000.

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP, Universal Service Programs and Funding of low-income programs for electric and
natural gas service, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. EX000200091, July, 2000.

Comments (on behalf of NASUCA and AARP) on Uniform Business Practices Reports, May and September, 2000.

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania OCA, Verizon-Pennsylvania Structural Separation Plan on service quality,
customer service and consumer protection issues [Docket No. M-00001353] before the Pennsylvania PUC, October, 2000.

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate, Verizon-Maine Alternative Form of
Regulation on service quality issues [Docket No. 99-851] before the Maine PUC, January and February, 2001.

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Citizens Utility Board, Nicor Gas Customer Select Pilot Program, on
consumer protection and regulation of competitive natural gas suppliers [Docket Nos. 00-0620 and 00-0621] before the
Ilinois Commerce Commission, December, 2000 and February, 2001.

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate on consumer protection and
service quality issues associated with the pending merger between GPU Energy and FirstEnergy, before the Pennsylvania
PUC, Docket Nos. A-110300F0095 and A-110400F.0040 (February and March, 2001)

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate on consumer protection,
service quality, and universal service issues associated with the pending merger between GPU Energy and FirstEnergy,
before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. EM00110870 (April, 2001).

Alexander, Barbara, “Default Service: What Should be Done when the Experiment Goes Awry?” April 2001

Responsive Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate on service quality issues associated
with a Plan for Alternative Regulation by Verizon-New Jersey, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No.

T001020095 (May 2001).

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate on service quality,
consumer protection, and universal service issues associated with the pending merger between Conectiv and Pepco, before
the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, BPU Docket No. EM101050308 (September and November 2001).

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Public Interest Advocacy Centre (and others) on service quality regulation in the context
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of price cap rate plans, before the Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, Docket No. CRTC
2001-37 (August 2001).

Alexander, Barbara, “Default Service: What Should be Done when the Experiment Goes Awry?” An Update to the April
2001 paper, October 2001.

Expert Witness Report, Sparks v. AT&T and Lucent Technologies, October 2001 [National class action lawsuit concerning
the leasing of residential telephones]

Expert Witness Report, Brown v. Reliant Energy, November 2001 [Claim of negligence in death of elderly resident after
disconnection of electric service]

Comments on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate on consumer protection, disclosure, and education
program Guidelines applicable to local exchange telephone competition, before the Pennsylvania PUC, January 2002.

Alexander, Barbara, “Default Service for Retail Electric Competition: Can Residential and Low-Income Customers be
Protected When the Experiment Goes Awry?” (April 2002) Available at www.ncat.org/liheap/pubs/barbadefault3.doc

Comments on behalf of AARP before the California PUC on CARE (low income program) concerning Rapid Deployment,
Rulemaking 01-08-027 (2001 and 2002).

Comments on behalf of Citizens Utility Board before the Illinois Commerce Commission on Proposed Rule to Allow the
Use of Credit Scoring to Determine When a Deposit May be Required, ICC Docket No. 01-0644, June 24, 2002.

Comments on behalf of Consumer Groups before the Texas PUC on Rulemaking Proceeding to Amend Requirements for
Provider of Last Resort Service, Docket No. 25360, June 28, 2002.

Direct Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the Board of Public Utilities on Joint
Petition of New Jersey-American Water Co. and Thames Water Aqua Holding for Approval of a Change in Control of New
Jersey-American Water Co., Docket No. WMO01120833, July 18, 2002.

Alexander, Barbara, Consumer Education Programs to Accompany the Move to Retail Electric Competition, prepared for
the National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates (NASUCA), July 2002. Available at www.nasuca.org

Direct Testimony on behalf of New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the Board of Public Utilities on Petition
of NUI Utilities d/b/a Elizabethtown Gas Co. for Approval of Increased Base Tariff Rates and Charges for Gas Service,
Docket No. GR02040245, September 6, 2002.

Alexander, Barbara, An Analysis of Residential Energy Markets in Georgia, Massachusetts, Ohio, New York, and Texas,
prepared for the National Energy Affordability and Accessibility Project, National Center for Appropriate Technology,
September 2002. Available at www.ncat.org/neaap

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania
PUC on Philadelphia Gas Works’ Gas Restructuring Filing, Docket No. M-00021612, September 2002 and November

2002.

Direct Testimony on behalf of Consumer Groups before the Texas PUC on Notice and Request of Mutual Energy CPL and
Mutual Energy WTU for Approval of Changes in Ownership and Affiliation, Docket No. 25957, October 15, 2002.

Comments on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Advanced Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking for Revision of Chapter 54 Pertaining to Electric Generation Supplier Licensing, Docket No. L-
00020158, March 5, 2003.



Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the New Jersey BPU
on Jersey Central Power & Light’s base rate case proceeding (service quality and reliability of service), Docket No.
ER02080506, ERT02080507, and ER02070417, December 2002 and February 2003.

Alexander, Barbara, “Managing Default Service To Provide Consumer Benefits In Restructured States: Avoiding Short-
Term Price Volatility” (National Center for Appropriate Technology, June 2003). Available at:
http:/neaap.ncat.org/experts/defservintro.htm

Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of New Jersey AARP before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities on Basic
Generation Service, Docket No. EO03050394 (August and September 2003).

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of the Ratepayer Advocate before the New Jersey
BPU on rate case proceedings for New Jersey-American Water Co., Elizabethtown Water Co., and Mt. Holly Water Co.
(service quality and low-income programs and policies), Dockets Nos. WR03070509-WR03070511 (December 2003).

Comments on behalf of the Texas Legal Services Center and other Consumer Groups before the Public Utility Commission
of Texas, Proposed Revisions to Chapter 25, Substantive Rules Applicable to Electric Service Providers, Project No. 27084
(December 2003).

Alexander, Barbara, “Natural Gas Price Volatility: Regulatory Policies to Assure Affordable and Stable Gas Supply Prices
for Residential Customers,” (2004), available at http://www.ncat.org/liheap/news/Feb04/gaspricevol.htm

Alexander, Barbara, “Montana’s Universal Systems Benefit Programs and Funding for Low Income Programs:
Recommendations for Reform: A Report to AARP” (January 2004).

Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel before the Public Utilities
Commission of Colorado, In the Matter of the Proposed Repeal and Reenactment of all Rules Regulating Gas Ultilities
(Docket No. 03R-520G) and Electric Utilities (Docket No. 03R-519E) (February and September 2004).

Direct, Rebuttal, and Supplemental Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of Duquesne Light Co. for Approval of Plan for Post-Transition Period POLR Services, Docket

No. P-00032071 (February-April 2004).

Comments on behalf of AARP before the California PUC, Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own Motion
to Establish Consumer Rights and Consumer Protection Rules Applicable to All Telecommunications Utilities, R. 00-02-
004 (March 2004).

Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of AARP before the Maine PUC, Inquiry into Standard Offer Supply
Procurement for Residential and Small Commercial Customers, Docket No. 2004-147 (April 2004).

Comments on behalf of Wisconsin Citizens’ Utility Board before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission’s Gas Service
Standards, Docket No. 1-AC-210 (July 2004).

Comments on behalf of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel before the Public Utilities Commission of Colorado, In
the Matter of the Proposed Repeal and Reenactment of all Rules Regulating Telephone Utilities and Providers (Docket No.
03R-524T) (September 2004).

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Investigation
if Metropolitan Edison Co., Pennsylvania Electric Co. and Pennsylvania Power Co. Reliability Performance, Docket no. I-
00040102, [customer service and reliability performance] (June 2004).

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Vermont Department of Public Service before the Vermont Board of
Public Utilities, Investigation into Successor Alternative Regulatory Plan for Verizon Vermont, Docket 6959 [Service
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Quality] (November 2004 and March 2005).

Alexander, Barbara, “Vermont Energy Programs for Low-Income Electric And Gas Customers: Filling The Gap”
(November 2004), Prepared for AARP Vermont.

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Wisconsin Citizens’ Utility Board before the Wisconsin Public Service
Commission, Application of Wisconsin Power and Light Co. for Authority to Increase Retail Electric, Natural Gas and
Ripon Water Rates, Docket No. 6680-UR-114 [customer service, credit and collection programs and expenses, low income
programs, fixed bill program] (April 2005).

Comments on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Inquiry into
Revisions to Chapter 81, Residential Utility Service Standards for Credit and Collection Programs, and Chapter 36,
Disconnection and Deposit Regulations for Nonresidential Utility Service, Docket No. 2005-005 (April and May 2005).

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of AARP Montana before the Montana Public Service Commission, Northwestern
Energy Electric Cost Tracker, Docket No. D2004.6.90 [Default Service cost recovery policies and integration with low
income programs] (December 2004 and July 2005).

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utilities
Commission, Joint Application of PECO Energy Co. and Public Service Electric and Gas Co. for Approval of the Merger
of Public Service Enterprise Group, Inc. with and into Exelon Corporation, Docket No. A-1 10550F0160 [customer service,
reliability of service, low income programs] (June 2005).

Direct Testimony on behalf of Illinois Citizens’ Utility Board, City of Chicago, and Community Action for Fair Utility
Practice, before the [1linois Commerce Commission, Petition to Initiate Rulemaking with Notice and Comment for
Approval of Certain Amendments to Illinois Administrative Code Part 280 Concerning Deposit Requests and Deposit
Refunds by Utilities, Docket No. 05-0237 (June 2005).

Direct Testimony on behalf of The Utility Reform Network (TURN) before the California Public Utilities Commission,
Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own Motion to Establish Consumer Rights and Consumer Protection
Rules Applicable to All Telecommunications Utilities, Docket R-00-02-004 (August 2005).

Alexander, Barbara, Red Flags for Consumer Protection Policies Governing Essential Electric and Gas Utility Services:
How to Avoid Adverse Impacts on Low-Income Consumers, prepared under contract with Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Energy Division (October 2005).

Comments on behalf of Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel, Texas Legal Services Center, Texas Ratepayers’
Organization to Save Energy and AARP Texas, before the Texas PUC, Evaluation of Default Service for Residential
Customers and Review of Rules Relating to the Price to Beat and Provider of Last Resort, Project No. 31416 (March 2006)

[Default service policies]

Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania
PUC, In the Matter of the Petition of the Pennsylvania Power Co. for Approval of an Interim Provider of Last Resort
Supply Plan, Docket No. P-00052188 [Default Service policies] (December 2005 and January 2006).

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate before the Maine PUC, Investigation into
Verizon Maine’s Alternative Form of Regulation, Docket No. 2005-155 [Retail Service Quality] (January and May 2006).

Alexander, Barbara, “State Developments Changing for Default/Standard Retail Electric Service,” Natural Gas &
Electricity, September 2006.

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Government and Consumer Parties (CUB, Attorney General of Illinois)
before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Petition to Initiate Rulemaking with Notice and Comment for Approval of
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Certain Amendments to Illinois Administrative Code Part 280, Docket No. 06-0379 (May and September 2006).
[Consumer Protection rules]

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, In Re
Application of UGI Utilities, Inc., UGI Utilities Newco, Inc., and Southern Union Co., Docket Nos. A-120011F2000, A-
125146, A-125146F5000 (June 2006). [Customer Service, Service Quality, and Universal Services]

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel before the Maryland PSC, In The
Competitive Selection of Electricity Supplier/Standard Offer or Default Service for Investor-Owned Utility Small
Commercial Customers and, Delmarva Power and Light and Potomac Electric Power Residential Customers, Case No.
9064 (August and September 2006). [Default Service policies]

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel before the Maryland PSC, In The
Matter of the Optimal Structure of the Electric Industry of Maryland, Case No. 9063 (October and November 2006).
[Default service policies]

Comments on behalf of AARP Maine before the Maine PUC on various dockets and notices concerning the implementation
of Standard Offer Service for residential customers, Docket Nos. 2006-3 14, 2006-557, and 2006-411 (July-November
2006). [Default service policies]

Comments on behalf of AARP District of Columbia before the District of Columbia PSC, In the Matter of the Development
and Designation of Standard Offer Service in the District of Columbia, Case No. 1017 (2006). [Default service policies]

Comments on behalf of AARP New Jersey before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, In the Matter of the
Establishment of a Universal Service Fund Pursuant to Section 12 of the Electric Discount and Energy Competition Act of
1999, Docket No. EX00020091 (August 2006) [Recommendations for USF program changes]

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC,
Joint Application of Equitable Resources, Inc. and the People’s Natural Gas Co., d/b/a Dominion Peoples, for Approval of
the Transfer of All Stock Rights of the Latter to the Former and for the Approval of the Transfer of All Stock of Hope Gas,
Inc., d/b/a/ Dominion Hope to Equitable Resources, Inc., Docket No. A-122250F5000 (September and October 2006).
[Customer Service, Service Quality, and Universal Service issues)

Direct Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Pennsylvania
PUC v. Natural Fuel Gas Distribution Corp., Docket No. R-00061493 (September 2006) [Supplier Purchase of Receivables
Program]

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP Montana before the Montana Public Service Commission, Joint Application of
NorthWestern Energy and BBI to purchase NorthWestern Energy, Docket No. 2006.6.82 [December 2006] [Conditions for
approval of merger; low income and customer service programs)]

Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Petition by
PPL Electric Utilities Corp. for Approval of a Competitive Bridge Plan, Docket No. P-00062227 (December 2006) [Default

Service policies]

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC,
Application of Duquesne Light Company for a Certificate of Public Convenience Under Section 1102(a)(3) of the Public
Utility Code Approving the Acquisition of Duquesne Light Holding, Inc. by Merger, Docket A-110150F0035 (December
2006 and January 2007) [Conditions for approval of merger; low income and customer service programs]

Testimony before the House Least Cost Power Procurement Committee, [llinois General Assembly, on HB 1510, on behalf
of AARP [March 22, 2007]
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Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC,
Petition of Duquesne Light Co. for Approval of Default Service Plan for January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2010, Docket
No. P-00072247 [April 2007] [Default Service policies]

Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of AARP New Jersey before the Board of Public Utilities BGS Working Group
concerning BGS procurement policies and proposed demand response program, (March-May 2007) [Default Service
policies]

Comments on behalf of AARP New Jersey to the New Jersey BPU Staff on draft proposed USF regulations (May 2007)
[Low income program design and implementation]

Alexander, Barbara, Smart Meters, Real Time Pricing, And Demand Response Programs: Implications For Low Income
Electric Customers (May 2007)

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Maine Office of Public Advocate before the Maine Public Utilities
Commission, Re: Joint Application for Approvals Related to Verizon’s Transfer of Property and Customer Relations to
Company to be Merged with and into FairPoint Communications, Inc., Docket 2007-67 (July and September 2007)
[Service Quality and Customer Service Conditions for Merger]

Testimony on behalf of AARP Montana before the Montana Public Service Commission, In the Matter of Montana Dakota
Utilities Co., Public Service Commission Investigation and Direction on Electric and Natural Gas Universal System
Benefits, Docket No. D2006.1.2 (July 30, 2007) [Design and funding for low income programs]

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Maine Office of Public Advocate before the Maine Public Utilities
Commission, Central Maine Power Co. Chapter 120 Information (Post ARP 2000) Transmission and Distribution Ultility
Revenue Requirement and Rate Design And Request for Alternative Rate Plan, Docket No. 2007-215 (August 30, 2007 and
February 2008) [AMI deployment]

Direct and Reply Testimony on behalf of AARP Maryland before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter
of the Commission’s Investigation of Investor-Owned Electric Companies’ Standard Offer Service for Residential and
Small Commercial Customers in Maryland, Case No. 9117, Phase I and 11 (September 2007) [Default Service policies]

Testimony on behalf of AARP Maryland before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the
Commission’s Investigation of Advanced Metering Technical Standards, Demand Side Management Competitive
Neutrality, and Recovery of Costs of Advanced Meters and Demand Side Management Programs, Case 9111 (November 2,
2007) [Default Service policies; AMI deployment]

Comments on behalf of AARP District of Columbia before the D.C. Public Service Commission, In the Matter of The
Application Of Potomac Electric Power Co. For Authorization to Establish A Demand Side Management Surcharge and an
Advanced Metering Infrastructure Surcharge And to Establish a DSM Collaborative and an AMI Advisory Group, Formal
Case No. 1056 (August 10, September 10, November 13, 2007, April 2008) [Default Service policies; AMI deployment]

Comments on behalf of AARP District of Columbia before the D. C. Public Service Commission, Re: The Petition of the
Office of the People's Counsel for the District of Columbia for an Investigation into the Structure of the Procurement
Process for Standard Offer Service, Formal Case No. 1047 (November 2007) [Default Service policies]

Direct, Rebuttal and Surrebuttal testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of the West Penn Power Co. d/b/a Allegheny Power for Approval of its Retail Electric Default
Service Program and Competitive Procurement Plan for Service at the Conclusion of the Restructuring Transition Period,
Docket No. P-00072342 (February-March 2008) {Default service procurement policies]

Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Virginia Commission on Electric Utility Restructuring in the General Assembly
on HB 1523 and SB 311 (January 2007) [Electric Utility Integrated Resource Planning]
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Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Ohio House of Representatives on SB 221 (February 2008) [Default Service
procurement policies for post-transition period]

Alexander, Barbara, The Federalization Of Energy Prices: How Policies Adopted By The Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission Impact Electricity Prices For Residential Customers: A Plain Language Primer (March 2008)

Comments on behalf of AARP before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, In the Matter of the Universal Service
Fund, Docket Nos. EO07110888 and EX00020091 (April 2008) [low income program; automatic enrollment]

Direct and Surrebuttal testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania
Public Utility Commission, PUC v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. R-2008-2011621 (May and June
2008) [rate case: retail gas competition and Purchase of Receivables program}

Direct Testimony on behalf of Public Counsel and the Energy Project before the Washington Utilities and Transportation
Commission, WUTC v. Puget Sound Energy, Inc., Docket Nos. UE-072300 and UG-072301 (May 2008) [revisions to
Service Quality Index; storm cost recovery; fixed customer charge; low income program funding]

Direct Testimony on behalf of Public Counsel and the Energy Project before the Washington Ultilities and Transportation
Commission, In the matter of the Application of Puget Holdings LLC and Puget Sound Energy for an Order Authorizing
Transaction, Docket No. U-072375 (June 2008) [Conditions for Sale: customer service; low income programs]

Direct Testimony on behalf of Local 223, UWUA before the Michigan Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the
application of Detroit Edison Co. for authority to increase its rates, Case No. U-15244 (July 2008) [Customer Service
standards; Advanced Metering proposal]

Reply Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Mississippi Public Service Commission, Proceeding to Review Statewide
Energy Generation Needs, Docket No. 2008-AD-158 (August 2008) [Integrated Resource Planning]

Comments on behalf of Local 223, UWUA before the Michigan Public Service Commission, In the matter, on the
Commission’s own Motion, to investigate the development of minimum functionality standards and criteria for advanced
metering infrastructure (AMI), Case No. U-15620 {August 2008) [Advanced Metering policies and standards]

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Illinois Citizens Utility Board and AARP before the Illinois Commerce
Commission, Citizens Utility Board, Citizens Action/Illinois and AARP vs. Illinois Energy Savings Corp. d/b/a U.S.
Energy Savings Corp., Complaint pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/19-110 or 19-115, Docket 08-0175. (August and November
2008) [Investigation of marketing activities and licensing conditions of an alternative gas supplier]

Direct Testimony on behalf of Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio on
filings by electric utilities pursuant to SB 221: Market Rate Option plan filed by FirstEnergy (Case No. 08-936-EL-SSO),
Electric Security Plan filed by FirstEnergy (Case No. 08-935-EL-SSO), and Electric Security Plan filed by AEP Ohio
(Case No0.08-917-EL-SSO & Case No. 08-918-EL-SSO) (September-November 2008) [Default Service procurement
policies; energy efficiency and smart meter proposals]

Reply, Surrebuttal, and Supplemental Testimony on behalf of Maryland Office of People’s Counsel before the Maryland
Public Service Commission, In the Matter of Appropriate Forms of Regulating Telephone Companies, Case No. 9133
(August and October 2008; July 2009) [service quality performance conditions for alternative rate regulation of Verizon-

MD]
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, In the Matter of the Application Of Idaho

Power Co. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to Install Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”)
Technology Throughout its Service Territory, Case No. IPC-E-08-16 (December 2008) [Smart Meter costs and benefits]
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Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania
Public Utility Commission, Joint Application for the Authority and Necessary Certificates of Public Convenience to
Transfer all of the Issued and Outstanding Shares of Capital Stock of the Peoples Natural Gas Co. d/b/a Dominion Peoples,
Currently owned by Dominion Resources, Inc. to Peoples Hope Gas Companies LL.C, an Indirect Subsidiary of Babcock &
Brown Infrastructure Fund North America LP, and to Approve the Resulting Change in Control of the Peoples Natural Gas
Co. d/b/a Dominion Peoples, Docket No. A-2008-2063737 (December 2008 and July 2009) [Proposed conditions relating
to Service Quality and Universal Service programs]

Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of PPL
Electric Utilities Corp. for Approval of a Default Service Program and Procurement Plan, Docket No. P-2008-2060309
(January 2009) [Retail Market Programs]

Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of
PECO Energy Co. for Approval of its Default Service Program and Rate Mitigation Plan, Docket No. P-2008-2062739
(January 2009) [Retail Market Programs]

Comments on behalf of AARP before the Mississippi Public Service Commission, In Re: Order Establishing Docket to
Consider standards established by the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, Docket No. 2008-ad-477 (February
2009) [PURPA Policies; Integrated Resource Planning; Time-Based Pricing]

Co-Author of Comments on behalf of The Utility Reform Network (TURN) before the California Public Utilities
Commission, Order Instituting Rulemaking to consider Smart Grid Technologies Pursuant to Federal Legislation and on the
Commission’s own Motion to Actively Guide Policy in California’s Development of a Smart Grid System, Docket R. 08-
12-009 (2009 and 2010) {Smart Grid policies]

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts before the
Department of Public Utilities, Investigation by the Department of Public Utilities on its Own Motion into the Preparation
and Response on Fitchburg Gas & Electric Co. d/b/a Unitil to the December 12, 2008 Winter Storm, D.P.U. 09-01-A
(March and April 2009) [Investigation of storm restoration practices]

Testimony on behalf of UWUA Local 132 before the California Public Utilities Commission, Southern California Gas Co.
Advanced Metering Infrastructure, Docket No. A.08-09-023 (April 2009) {Advanced metering deployment]

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Delaware Public Service Commission Staff before the Delaware Public
Service Commission, In the Matter of the Investigation into the Business and Marketing Practices of Horizon Power and
Light, LLC, Docket No. 355-08 (April and June 2009) [Investigation into marketing and contract practices of licensed
electricity supplier]

Testimony on behalf of AARP before the District of Columbia Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the
Application of Potomac Electric Power Co. for Authority to Establish a Demand Side Management Surcharge and an
Advanced Metering Infrastructure Surcharge and to Establish a DSM Collaborative and an AMI Advisory Group, Formal
Case No. 1056 (June 2009) [Advanced Metering proposal]}

Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission, Petition of Metropolitan Edison Co. and Pennsylvania Electric Co. for Approval of its Default Service
Program, Docket Nos. P-2009-2093053 and P-2009-2093054 (June 2009) [Default Service policies]

Alexander, Barbara, with the Assistance of Mitchell, Cynthia and Court, Gill, Renewable Energy Mandates:
An Analysis Of Promises Made And Implications For Low Income Customers, Prepared under contract with Oak Ridge
National Laboratory UT-Battelle, LLC, Purchase Order No. 4000091296 (June 2009).

Direct Testimony on behalf of the People of the State of 1llinois and AARP before the Illinois Commerce Commission,
Petition of Commonwealth Edison Co. to Approve and Advanced Metering Infrastructure Pilot, Docket No. 09-0263 (July
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2009). [Advanced Metering pilot design and scope]

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts before the Massachusetts
Department of Public Utilities, Massachusetts Electric Company & Nantucket Electric Company d/b/a
National Grid, Smart Grid Pilot Proposal, Docket No. 09-32 (August 2009) [Advanced Metering pilot design]

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts before the Massachusetts
Department of Public Utilities, Fitchburg Gas and Electric Co., d/b/a/ Unitil, Smart Grid Pilot Proposal, Docket No. 09-31
(August 2009) [Advanced Metering pilot design]

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter of Potomac Electric
Power Company and Delmarva Power and Light Company Request for the Deployment of Advanced Meter Infrastructure,
Case No. 9207 (October 2009) [Advanced Metering deployment costs and benefits; dynamic pricing proposals]

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, Application of Baltimore Gas and
Electric Company for Authorization to Deploy A Smart Grid Initiative and to Establish a Tracker Mechanism For the
Recovery of Costs, Case No. 9208 (October 2009) [Advanced Metering deployment costs and benefits; dynamic pricing
proposals]

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation Requesting Approval of a Voluntary Purchase of Accounts Receivables Program and
Merchant Function Charge, Docket No.P-2009-2129502 (October 2009) [Retail competition policies: purchase of
receivables programs]

Direct and Cross Reply Testimony on behalf of The Energy Project (Washington) before the Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission, In the Matter of the Petition of Avista Corporation, D/B/A Avista Utilities, For an Order
Authorizing Implementation of a Natural Gas Decoupling Mechanism and to Record Accounting Entries Associated With
the Mechanism. Docket No. UG-060518 (consolidated) (August and September 2009) [Natural gas decoupling proposal;
impact on low income customers]

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts before the Massachusetts
Department of Public Utilities, NSTAR Electric Co. Smart Grid Pilot Proposal, Docket No. 09-33 (November 2009)
[Advanced Metering pilot design]

Direct Testimony on behalf of Public Counsel Section, Attorney General of Washington, before the Washington Utilities
and Transportation Commission, In the Matter of the Joint Application of Verizon Communications Inc. and Frontier
Communications Corporation For an Order Declining to Assert Jurisdiction Over, or, in the Alternative, Approving the
Indirect Transfer of Control of Verizon Northwest Inc., Docket No. UT-090842 (November 2009) [Service Quality
Conditions]

Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of
Dugquesne Light Company for Approval of Default Service Plan for the Period January 1, 2011 through May 31, 201,
Docket No. P-2009-2135500 (January 2010) [Retail Competition policies]

Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of The Citizens Utility Board (CUB), The City Of Chicago, and The
People Of The State Of Illinois (Attorney General), before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Revision of 83 Ill. Adm.
Code 280, Docket No. 06-0703 (January 2010, October 2010, February 2011) [Consumer Protection policies governing
electric, natural gas, and water utility service]

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Maine Office of Consumer Advocate, before the Maine PUC, Central Maine
Power Co., Petition Requesting That the Commission Issue an Order to Modify CMP’s Service Quality Indicators by
Eliminating Or Changing the Current MPUC Complaint Ratio and to Waive Penalties, Docket No. 2009-217 (February and
July 2010) [Evaluation of Request for Waiver of Penalty]
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Direct, Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of UGI Utilities, Inc.—Gas Division for Approval to Voluntarily Implement a Purchase of
Receivables Program and Merchant Function Charge And Of a Potential Affiliated Interest Agreement Between UGI
Utilities, Inc.—Gas Division And Affiliated Entities, Docket No. P-2009-2145498 (April and May 2010) {Purchase of
Receivables Program Conditions]

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Massachusetts Attorney General, before the Massachusetts Department of Public
Utilities, Western Massachusetts Electric Co. Smart Grid Pilot Proposal, Docket D.P.U. 09-34 (May 2010) [Smart Meter
and Pricing Pilot evaluation and conditions]

Direct, Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of PECO Energy Company for Approval of its Natural Gas Supplier Purchase of Receivables
Program, Docket No. P-2009-2143588 (March, April, and May 2010) [Purchase of Receivables Program Conditions]

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the Pennsylvania PUC,
Petition of Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. for Approval to Voluntarily Implement a Modified Purchase of Receivables
Program Pursuant to SEARCH Filing Requirement and Interim Purchase of Receivables Guidelines, Docket No. P-2009-
2099333 (February and March 2010) [Purchase of Receivables Program Conditions]

Direct, Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of PECO Energy Company for Approval of its Revised Electric Purchase of Receivables
Program, Docket No. P-2009-2143607 (February and March 2010) [Purchase of Receivables Program Conditions]

Alexander, Barbara, “Dynamic Pricing? Not So Fast. A Residential Consumer Perspective,” The Electricity Journal (July
2010) (http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tej.2010.05.014) [Opposition to Mandatory Time-Based Pricing for residential
customers}]

Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the
Pennsylvania PUC, Joint Application of West Penn Power Company doing business as Allegheny Power Company, Trans-
Allegheny Interstate Line Company and FirstEnergy Corporation for a Certificate of Public Convenience Under Section
1102(A)(3) of the Public Utility Code Approving a Change of Control of West Penn Power Company and Trans-Allegheny
Interstate Line Company, Docket Nos.A-2010-2176520 and A-2010-2176732 (August, September and October 2010)
[Service Quality, Customer Service, and Universal Service Program Conditions]

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of
T.W. Phillips Gas and Oil Co. for Approval of Purchase of Receivables Program, Docket No. P-2009-2099192 (August
2010) [Purchase of Receivables Program Conditions]

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP, before the Maryland PSC, Application of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company for
Authorization to Deploy a Smart Grid Initiative and to Establish a Tracker Mechanism and For the Recovery of Costs,
[Petition for Rehearing] Case No. 9208 (August 2010) [Smart Meter Costs and Benefits; Consumer Protections]

Alexander, Barbara, Who Owns And Can Monetize The Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions That Result From the DOE
Low-Income Weatherization Assistance Program? Prepared under contract with Oak Ridge National Laboratory UT-
Battelle, LLC, Purchase Order No. 4000091296 (September 2010)

Direct Testimony on behalf of Consumer Advocate Division before the Public Service Commission of West Virginia,
Monongahela Power Co. and the Potomac Edison Co., both doing business as Allegheny Power Co., and FirstEnergy Corp.
and Trans-Allegheny Interstate Line, Case No. 10-0713-E-PC (October 14, 2010) [Merger: Service Quality, Customer
Service, and Universal Service Program Conditions]
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Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Office of People’s Counsel, before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the
Matter of the Merger of FirstEnergy Corp. and Allegheny Energy, Case No. 9233 (October 22, 2010) [Default Service
Policies]

Direct Testimony on behalf of Consumer Advocate Division before the Public Service Commission of West Virginia,
Appalachian Power co. and Wheeling Power Co., Case No. 10-0699-E-42T (November 10, 2010) [Base Rate Case:
reforms to ameliorate rate impacts on low income customers; remote disconnection tariff proposal]

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of AARP, before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Commonwealth Edison Co.
Petition for Approval of an Alternative Rate Regulation Plan, Docket No. 10-0257 (November and December 2010)
[Analysis of consumer protections and risks in alternative rate plan]

Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission,
Pennsylvania PUC v. Peoples Natural Gas Co., LLC 2010 Base Rate Proceeding, Docket No. R-20102201702 (February
23, 2011) [Purchase of Receivables program]

Expert Report of Barbara Alexander on Behalf of Plaintiffs, Benjamin Berger, individually and on behalf of all other
similarly situated and the general public, vs. The Home Depot USA, Inc, U.S. District Court, Central District of California,
Western Division, Case SACV 10-678 SJO (PLAX), March 1, 2011 (Negative Option Sales Method for “tool rental
protection™)

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Joint
Application for all the Authority and the Necessary Certificates of Public Convenience to Transfer All of the Issued and
Outstanding Shares of Capital Stock of T.W. Phillips Gas and Oil Co., currently owned by TWP, Inc., to LDC Holdings II
LLC, an indirect Subsidiary of SteelRiver Infrastructure Fund North America LP, and to Approve the Resulting Change in
Control of T.W. Phillips Gas and Oil Co., Docket No. A-2010-2210326 (March 31, 2011) [Service Quality, Customer
Service, and Universal Service Program Conditions]

Comments on behalf of AARP before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, Pepco’s Proposed AMI
Consumer Education Plan, Formal Case No. 1056 (March 30, 2011)

Comments on behalf of AARP before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, Reliability of Service, Formal Case No. 766, 982, 991, and 1002 (April 11, 2011) [Restoration of Service for

Major Outage Events]

Direct and Rebuttal testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of Arkansas before the Arkansas Public Service
Commission, In The Matter Of The Application Of Oklahoma Gas And Electric Company For Approval Of The
Deployment Of Smart Grid Technology In Arkansas And Authorization Of A Recovery Rider And Regulatory Asset,
Docket No. 10-109-U (May and June 2011) (Smart Grid costs and benefits; cost recovery; conditions)

Alexander, Barbara, “Retail Electric Competition: Default Service Policies and Residential Customer Migration,” Report
to AARP (May 2011).

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter of Potomac Electric
Power Co and Delmarva Power and Light Co. Request for the Deployment of Advanced Meter Infrastructure,
Case No. 9207 (June 16, 2011) (Analysis of amended AMI business case; costs and benefits; conditions)

Direct and Reply Comments on behalf of Citizens Utility Board of Oregon before the Public Utility Commission of
Oregon, Docket No. UM 1415 (September and October 201 1) (Rate Design; time-varying rates)

Alexander Barbara, “The Status of AMI and Dynamic Pricing Programs In Georgia, Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,
Louisiana, And Mississippi,” Report for AARP (October 2011).
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Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission, In The Matter Of The Application of
Oklahoma Gas And Electric Company, For An Order Of The Commission Authorizing Applicant To Modify Its Rates,
Charges, And Tariffs For Retail Electric Service In Oklahoma, Cause No. PUD 201100087 (November 9, 2011 and
November 16, 2011) (revenue requirement and rate design)

Comments on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, Proposed Revisions to Reliability and
Customer Service Regulations, RM 43 (November 16, 2011) (reliability performance standards and customer call center
standards)

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, In the Matter of
The Application for Potomac Electric Power Co. for Authority to Increase Existing Retail Rates and Charges for Electric
Distribution Service, Formal Case No. 1087 (December 14, 2011) (AMI cost recovery, Reliability Infrastructure
Mechanism surcharge, customer care costs)

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP and the People of the State of Illinois before the [llinois Commerce Commission,
Commonwealth Edison Company, Approval of Multi-Year Performance Metrics Pursuant to Section 16-108(f) and (f-5) of
the Public Utilities Act, Docket No. 11-0772 (January 30, 2012) (Performance Metrics relating to AMI deployment; remote
disconnection of service)

Direct Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission, Joint Petition of Metropolitan Edison Company, Pennsylvania Electric Company, Pennsylvania Power
Company, West Penn Power Company, Approval of Default Service Programs, Docket Nos. P-2011-2273650, et al.
(February 17, 2012) (Retail Opt-in Auction, Customer Referral Programs)

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General before the Massachusetts Department of
Public Utilities, Western Massachusetts Electric Co. 2011 Winter Storm Investigation, Docket No. D.P.U. 11-119-C
(March 9, 2012) (Analysis of communications with customers and state and local officials in storm restoration)

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP and the People of the State of Illinois before the Illinois Commerce Commission,
Ameren Utilities, Approval of Multi-Year Performance Metrics Pursuant to Section 16-108(f) and (f-5) of the Public
Utilities Act, Docket No. 12-0089 (March 19, 2012) (Performance Metrics for AMI Deployment; remote disconnection of

service)

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General before the Massachusetts
Department of Public Utilities, National Grid 2012 Smart Grid Pilot Proposal, Docket No. D.P.U. 11-129 (April and May
2012) [Analysis of proposed smart meter and dynamic pricing pilot proposal]
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Presentations and Training Programs:

Presentation, Smart Grid Future, Brookings Institute, Washington, DC [July 2010]

Participant, Fair Pricing Conference, Rutgers Business School, New Jersey [April 2010]

Presentation on Smart Metering, National Regulatory Conference, Williamsburg, VA [May 2010]
Presentation on Smart Metering, Energy Bar Association Annual Meeting, Washington, DC [November 2009]
Presentation at Workshop on Smart Grid policies, California PUC [July 2009]

National Energy Affordability and Energy Conference (NEAUC) Annual Conference

NARUC

NASUCA

National Community Action Foundation’s Annual Energy and Community Economic Development Partnerships
Conference

Testimony and Presentations to State Legislatures: Virginia, New Jersey, Texas, Kentucky, Illinois, and Maine
Training Programs for State Regulatory Commissions: Pennsylvania, Georgia, Kentucky, llinois, New Jersey
DOE-NARUC National Electricity Forum

AIC Conference on Reliability of Electric Service

Institute of Public Utilities, MSU (Camp NARUC) [Instructor 1996-2006]

Training Programs on customer service and service quality regulation for international regulators (India and
Brazil) on behalf of Regulatory Assistance Project

Georgia Natural Gas Deregulation Task Force [December 2001]

Mid Atlantic Assoc. of Regulatory Utility Commissioners [July 2003]

Illinois Commerce Commission’s Post 2006 Initiative [April 2004]

Delaware Public Service Commission’s Workshop on Standard Offer Service [August 2004]
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Date of Request: August 6, 2012 NYPULP No. 97 (GN-97)
Due Date: August 16, 2012 NMPC Req. No. 735

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. — Gerald Norlander

TO: Shared Services and Customer Panel
Request:
22.  Provide an excel spreadsheet containing residential bill calculation formulas for each

factor affecting the amount of a residential bill for full electric service and for full gas service
(including commodity and delivery service) under the current rate plan, with a key describing

each factor and the formula for its determination.

Response:

Please see Attachment 1 for the calculation of a typical full service electric residential bill. Please

see Attachment 2 for the calculation of a typical full service gas residential heating bill.

Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:

Pamela Dise/ Melissa Nairn August 9, 2012



Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201

Attachment 1 to PULP-97 (GN-97)
Page 1 of 2

Typical SC 1 Electric Residential Full Service Customer
Average Monthly Bill Under Current Rate Plan

Average Monthly Usage (kWh): 600
Typical Residential Electric Bill:

Line Item 600
Delivery
1 Basic Service Charge $16.21 $16.21
2 T&D Energy Charge $0.04206 $25.24
3 Deferral Recovery Surcharge $0.01057 $6.34
4 LTC $0.002102 $1.26
5 NYPA Hydro Benefit -$0.003787 -$2.27
6 SBC/RPS $0.005511 $3.31
7 TRAC 0 $0.00
8 ISAS $0.00307 $1.84
9 RDM -$0.00149 -$0.89
$51.03
10 Delivery GRT (assuming 1% municipality adder) 3.09278% $1.58
Total Delivery $52.61
Commodity
11 Electricity Supply Charges $0.04730 $28.38
12 Merchant Function Charge:
a) Uncollectible Expense Factor 1.96% $0.56
b)Working Capital on Purchased Power Factor 0.344% $0.10
¢) Supply Procurement Charge 0.00017 $0.10
d) Credit and Collection Charge 0.00076 $0.46
13 ESRM $0.00049 $0.29
$29.89
14 Commodity GRT (assuming 1% municipality adder) 1.01010% $0.30
Total Commodity $30.19
TOTAL BILL $82.80

NOTE: Please See KEY to the above on Attachment 1, Page 2 of 2
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Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201

Attachment 1 to PULP-97 (GN-97)
Page 2 of 2

Basic Service Charge - Leaf No. 349 of PSC No. 220 Electricity.

T&D Energy Charge-Leaf No. 349 of PSC No. 220 Electricity. Current T&D rates approved

in Case 10-E-0050. (Rate * kWh)

Deferral Recovery Surcharge - Rule No. 59 as approved in Case No. 10-E-0050 recovers $240.9 M

in Deferral Recoveries. (Rate * kWh)

Legacy Transition Charge ("LTC") - Rule No. 46.2 of PSC No. 220 collects the costs and benefits associated
with the net market value of purchased power contracts executed prior to June 1, 2001. Rate changes monthly
and is filed on statements three days before the effective date. Assessed on all delivery

customers and appears on delivery side of bill. (Rate * kWh)

NYPA Hydro Benefit is included in the LTC and includes the benefits of NYPA Rural and Domestic power
and the benefit of the monthly Residential Consumer Discount Program payment ("RCD" payment).

This factor changes on a monthly basis on Statements filed with the PSC. (Rate * kWh)

System Benefits Charge (SBC) per Rule No. 41 of PSC No. 220. Recovers costs associated

with public policy programs. (Rate * kWh) (Case Nos. 05-M-0090 and 07-M-0548)

Renewable Portfolio Sucharge (RPS) per Rule No. 49 of PSC No. 220 Electricity and provides financial
incentives for the development of renewable resources in NYS. (Rate * kWh) (Case No. 03-E-0188)
Transmission Revenue Adjustment (TRA)(assumed to be zero) - Rule No. 43 of PSC No. 220 compares the
actual monthly transmission revenue with the monthly forecast transmission revenue that is reflected

in base rates, changes monthly. (Rate * kWh)

Incremental State Assessment Surcharge ("ISAS") per Rule No. 56 of PSC No. 220 Electricity recovers

the Temporary State Energy and Utility Service Conservation Assessment. (Rate * kWh)

(Case No. 09-M-0311)

Revenue Decoupling Mechanism per Rule No. 57 of PSC No. 220. Reconciles actual billed delivery service
revenues for the RDM reconciliaiton period to annual target revenues for delivery service as approved in the
Company's most recent rate case (10-E-0050) for each Reconciliation Group. (Rate * kWh)

Gross Revenue Taxes (GRT) - Rule No. 32 of PSC No. 220 Electricity. Delivery muitiplied by respective rate.
Factor assumes 1% municipality adder.

Electricity Supply Charges per Rule No. 46.1 of PSC No. 220. Electricity Supply Costs are forecasted on a
monthly basis and statements filed with the PSC. (Rate * kWh)

Merchant Function Charge - Rule No. 42 of PSC No. 220 permits the Company to recover from customers
receiving electric commodity service from the Company costs associated with Electricity Supply Procurement
(Rate * kWh), Electricity Supply Credit and Collections (Rate * kWh),

Electricity Supply Uncollectible Expense (percentage * Electricity Supply Cost), and Working Capital on
Purchased Power Costs (percentage * Electricity Supply Cost)

Electricity Supply Reconciliation Mechanism (ESRM) - Rule No. 46.3 of PSC No. 220 Electricity. Applies to all
all customers receiving supply services from the Company and filed with the PSC on a monthly basis.

(Rate * kwh)

Gross Revenue Taxes (GRT) - Rule No. 32 of PSC No. 220 Electricity. Total Commodity charges * respective
rate. Factor assumes 1% municipality adder. ’



Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-G-0202

Attachment 2 to PULP-97 (GN-97)
Page 1 of 2

Typical SC 1 Gas Residential Heating Sales Customer
Average Monthly Bill Under Current Rate Plan

Average Monthly Usage (Therms): 83.0

Line Block Max Block Monthly

Item Charge Type Limits Usage (therms) Rates Charge
Delivery

—

Delivery Rates

First Block 3 3 $17.85 $17.85
Second Block 50 47 $0.41890 $19.69
Third Block N/A N/A $0.06385 $2.11
Total Delivery Rates $39.65
Delivery Service Adjustments $/therm
2 Net Revenue Sharing Surcharge $0.000010 $0.00
3 Research & Development Surcharge $0.000471 $0.04
4 Late Payment Reconciliation Charge $0.001246 $0.10
5 Revenue Decoupling Mechanism Credit ($0.006474) (80.54)
6 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Refund ($0.001490) ($0.12)
7 Incremental State Assessment Surcharge $0.025640 $2.13
8 System Benefits Charge $0.015308 $1.27
Total Delivery Service Adjustments $2.88
9  Delivery Gross Receipts Tax 2.04082% $0.87
Total Delivery Charges $43.39
Commodity
10  Monthly Cost of Gas $0.487950 $40.50
11 Merchant Function Charge
Commodity Related Uncollectible Expenses 2.30% $0.93
Gas Supply Procurement Expenses $0.002630 $0.22
Commodity Related Credit and Collection Expenses $0.004190 $0.35
Return Requirement on Gas Storage Inventory $0.007600 $0.63
Total Merchant Function Charge $2.13
12 Commodity Gross Receipts Tax 0.00% 0.00
Total Commodity Charges $42.63

Total Monthly Bill $86.02



Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-G-0202

Attachment 2 to PULP-97 (GN-97)
Page 2 of 2

Key
1 Basic Service Charge - Leaf No. 124 of PSC No. 219 Gas
2 Estimated annual reconciliation surcharge under the Net Revenue Sharing Mechanism - Leaf No. 111.2 of PSC No. 219 Gas
3 Estimated surcharge to fund Research and Development Programs per Commission Order in Case 99-G-1369
- Leaf No. 122 of PSC No. 219 Gas
4 Estimated late payment charge reconciliation to true up for the difference between late payment charge revenues in delivery
and estimated late payment charge revenues - Leaf No. 122.7 of PSC No. 219 Gas
5 Estimated annual reconciliation surcharge under the Revenue Decoupling Mechanism - Leaf No. 122.2 of PSC No.219 Gas
6 Refund from Tennessee Pipeline Company per Commission Order in Case 10-G-0251
7 Estimated surcharge to recover the Temporary State Energy And Utility Service Conservation Assessment
per Commission Order in Case 09-M-0311- Leaf No. 95 of PSC No. 219 Gas
8 Estimated System Benefits Charge to recover the cost of energy efficiency programs per Commission Order in
Cases 07-M-0548 and 09-G-0363 - Leaf No. 122.1 of PSC No. 219 Gas
9 The aggregate percentage rate for taxes imposed on the Company's delivery revenues for other municipalities - Statement of
Revenue Tax Surcharges, PSC No. 219 Gas, Statement No. 4 , Page 2 of 6, Delivery Surcharge Factor for All Other Municipalities
10 Estimated monthly cost of gas as filed in the Monthly Cost of Gas Statement including gas commodity
and demand charges - Lear No. 90 of PSC No. 219 Gas
11 Estimated Merchant Function Charge consisting of: commodity related uncollectible charge, gas supply procurement charge,
commodity related credit and collections charge and return requirement on gas storage inventory - Leaf No. 122.4 of PSC No. 219 Gas
12 The aggregate percentage rate for taxes imposed on the Company's delivery revenues for other municipalities - Statement of
Revenue Tax Surcharges, PSC No. 219 Gas, Statement No. 4 , Page 2 of 6, Commodity Surcharge Factor for All Other Municipalities



Date of Request: July 2, 2012 NYPULP No. 40 (GN-40)
Due Date: July 12, 2012 NMPC Req. No. 420

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. — Gerald Norlander

TO: Shared Services and Customer Panel

Request:

Provide a copy of the qualifications for the Affordability Program as issued internally to
Company employees and identify the number of customers enrolled in the program by month
for 2010, 2011 and 2012 to date.

Response:

Attachment 1 to NYPULP-40 (GN-40) is a copy of the qualifications for the
AffordAbility Program issued internally to company employees. Please note that this document
is not actively used by the Company for training purposes, however, and is currently being
updated (ex: Customer Arrears, HEAP qualifications etc.). Employees that administer and
discuss the program with customers are trained separately with the most recent eligibility criteria.

The number of customers enrolled in the program are as follows:

2010 Numbers of Participants
Jan-10 4083
Feb-10 3892
Mar-10 3773
Apr-10 4065
May-10 4469
Jun-10 4578
Jul-10 4863
Aug-10 5053
Sep-10 5224
Oct-10 5090
Nov-10 4610

Dec-10 4186




2011 Numbers of Participants

Jan-11 3817
Feb-11 3582
Mar-11 3697
Apr-11 3708
May-11 4221
Jun-11 4097
Jul-11 4436
Aug-11 4619
Sep-11 4712
Oct-11 4698
Nov-11 4482
Dec-11 4258
2012 Numbers of Participants
Jan-12 3786
Feb-12 3736
Mar-12 3772
Apr-12 3836
May-12 3845
Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:

Rudolph L. Wynter Jr July §, 2012



Niagara Power Corporation

d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202

Attachment 1 — PULP IR June 30, 2012 #40

Page 1 of 3

LICAP
(Afford/Ability)

Purpose:

A program that enables qualified customers to make more affordable monthly payments based on a
percentage of their monthly budget amount on the condition that they fulfill certain requirements.

Scope:

This policy applies to all Contact Center representatives/Collection-NCl/Account Processing.

General;

The program consists of:

e Special affordable payment agreement based on a percentage of the budget.

s  Customers must receive HEAP every heating season.

¢ Energy Use offerings are supplied by NYSERDA thru Empower, NY program.
e Weatherization measures for some of the participants’ homes

* Energy-efficient appliance replacement program (e.g., refrigerators, lighting) for some of the
participants

Questions from non-participants:

e Customers should not be advised of the LICAP program if they become eligible they will be contacted.

Questions from LICAP participants:

¢ For payments, defaults or any other Collection issues Refer caller to Collections at 1-800-443-1837 (NCI).

* Questions concerning appliances from customers enrolled before 02/09/09 should be referred to the LICAP.
enrollment extension. A senior will investigate and have the customer provided with the correct phone number to
call.

¢ Honeywell (aka EmPower) is the managing contractor for NYSERDA's energy (weatherization) services and is a
requirement of any newly enrolled Afford/Ability (LICAP) customer. When a new LICAP enroliment takes place,
NYSERDA is notified by us and they, in turn, will contact the customer to discuss free energy services to assist
in decreasing usage.

o If a customer calls to discuss their concerns or displeasure of energy services that have not been
completed or addressed, you may direct our customer's to contact Honeywell at 1-800-263-0960. This
ONLY pertains to a customer who were previously enrolled and contacted by NYSERDA before.

e |f a customer was newly enrolled in the past few weeks and states NYSERDA (Honeywell) has not
contacted them as of yet, please advise caller "we have notified NYSERDA of your enrollment and
someone from the energy services program will contact you."

The 1-800-263-0960 number is not to be provided under any other circumstances other then
what is outlined above. Any issues brought up to you by the customer referring to any appliances
provided by Honeywell, MUST be directed to contact the manufacturer/ warranty of this product. (e.g.
refrigerators)



Niagara Power Corporation

d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202

Attachment 1 — PULP IR June 30, 2012 #40

Page 2 of 3

Eligibility Requirements:

e Customers cannot be enrolled based on referral or request.
» If customers become eligible, they will be contacted by the Syracuse Contact Center.
s Eligibility and availability for program candidates will be established by LICAP management.

LICAP Enroliment Criteria

e  Customer must have defaulted from a $10.00 Minimum Payment Agreement (Last DPA)
e  Customer must NOT have previously been on LICAP (at same address).
e Customer of Record cannot be on Direct Voucher or Guarantee (DV or GU) they may receive other Cash Public
Assistance such as food stamps or Aid to Dependent Children as an example.
e Customers also agree to apply for and receive regular HEAP on their heating account.
e [fthey are not eligible for Regular HEAP on their National Grid account they must provide yearly proof
of receiving HEAP.
e The customer's arrears must be:
e Less than $750 if an Electric only account
e Less than $1000 if a Electric & Gas account
s The customer's budget amount must be:
e Equal or greater than $72 for Electric Only account
e Equal or greater than $140 if Electric & Gas account
e The customer must have made monthly payments equal or greater than 33%.
e This is determined based on how many months they were billed on their defaulted Minimum
Agreement.

For Example: Customer set up on a Minimum DPA 3/1/04. Customer was billed 11 times since the start of
the $10 plan. Customer or EAF payments made during that time equal 5 payments (The amounts paid are
NOT relevant any longer). 11 bills x 33% = 3.63 or 4 payment (always round up the payments).

The 33% = 4 customer or EAF Payments made since start of Minimum DPA. In this scenario above, the
customer made 5 payments and, therefore, meets THIS criteria for new enroliment.

Note: If two or more of the payments were returned due to NSF using the above scenario, then this customer
is NOT eligible for the program.

Affordability & HEAP:
Enrolling a "New Affordability” Customer:

* A new Affordability customer must have a current season HEAP award to be eligible for the Affordability
program. The HEAP on the customer’s account can be Emergency HEAP, Regular HEAP or both
e Electric-only customers may be eligible for a small regular HEAP grant even if they are not electric-heat



Niagara Power Corporation

d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202

Attachment 1 -~ PULP IR June 30, 2012 #40

Page 3 of 3

customers if they can regulate the temperature in their home
* Ask the customer if they are eligible for HEAP; if not, they will tell you
e Ifthey do not know, advise them to go to the_local HEAP office and apply
» Ifthey are not eligible for HEAP they are not eligible to participate in the Affordability program

Note: Customers on this program cannot be enrolled on the Bill Extender.
Enrolled/Current Affordability customer:

e Are not eligible for EMERGENCY HEAP

¢ Once enrolled on the Affordability program, new customers are only eligible for REGULAR HEAP and they must
apply and receive this benefit each year to retain their eligibility for the Affordability program

* Do not advise the customer to default their Affordability agreement to get a disconnect notice and apply for
EMERGENCY HEAP

¢ A $30 forgiveness credit will be applied to the account every month that the agreed upon payment amount has
been paid in full and on time.

Note: If you receive a call from a current Affordability customer in the WEST advising that they have written
confirmation of the Regular HEAP benefit applied to their National Fuel Gas account or NYSEG account, they
can remain on the program. Have the customer fax a copy of their HEAP guarantee letter to:

Attention: LICAP
Fax # 315-460-7008

Note: Customers on this program cannot be enrolled on the Bill Extender.



Date of Request: July 2, 2012 NYPULP No. 50 (GN-50)
Due Date: July 12, 2012 NMPC Req. No. 430

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. — Gerald Norlander

TO: Shared Services and Customer Panel

Request:

Is the Company aware of any information concerning the enrollment or participation of its
low income customers in the Company’s Energy Efficiency Programs? If so, provide this
information at least with regard to HEAP customers.

Response:

An analysis of 2009-2011 residential participants in Niagara Mohawk’s residential energy
efficiency portfolio standard (“EEPS”) programs receiving Home Energy Assistance Program
(“HEAP”) benefits identified 46 HEAP customers that participated in the Company’s Enhanced
Home Sealing Incentives Programs, 372 HEAP customers that participated in the ENERGY
STAR® Products Programs, and 302 HEAP customers that participated in the Residential
Heating, Water Heating and Controls Program.

Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:
Ed White July 10,2012




Date of Request: August 6, 2012 NYPULP No. 87 (GN-87)
Due Date: August 16, 2012 NMPC Req. No. NM 725

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. — Gerald Norlander

Shared Services and Customer Panel

Request:

Compare and contrast Niagara Mohawk's current electric and gas low income
programs with others offered by National Grid companies in New York by providing
the following information:

Electric Programs:

a. Amount of monthly customer electric discount on the customer charge (calculate as
percentage of current monthly charge)

b. Amount and structure of any discount on the kWh charge for distribution service

c. Current annual average participation level

d. Underlying financial assistance Programs that qualify for this program

e. Copy of most recent annual report

Gas Programs:

a. Amount of monthly customer electric discount on the Minimum Charge (calculate as
percentage of current monthly charge)

b. Amount and structure of any discount on the therm charge for distribution service

c. Current annual average participation level

Underlying financial assistance programs that qualify customers for this program

Copy of most recent annual report



Response:

Electric Programs:

a.  Niagara Mohawk is the only National Grid electric company in New York. The amount of
customer discount on the electric customer charge (as a percentage of currently monthly charge)
is:

Service Classification No. 1-Residential

Percentage of Current
Customer Charge

Current Customer Charge: $16.21

Income Eligible Basic Service Credit: $5.00 30.8%
Income Eligible Basic Service Credit:

(Electric Heat Customers) $15.00 92.5%

Service Classification No. 1C-Optional Large Time of Use Rate (Residential)

Percentage of Current
Customer Charge

Current Customer Charge $30.00

Income Eligible Basic Service Credit $5.00 16.7%
Income Eligible Basic Service Credit

(Electric Heat Customers) $15.00 50.0%

b.  There is not a discount on the kWh charge in distribution service for electric low income
programs for either SC1-Residential and Farm Service or SC No. 1C-Optional Large Time of
Use Rate (Residential).



¢.  Current annual average participation level:

New York State Low Income Electric Programs

Annual Average Participation

Program 2011 2012
$5/$15 Low Income Electric Credit Program 152,111 150,247

d.  Receipt of a HEAP payment to the customer account is the only qualification for this
program.

€. An annual report for this program is not filed.

Gas Programs:

a.  The following is a summary of the gas low income programs that are offered by National
Grid’s gas distribution companies in New York: Niagara Mohawk, The Brooklyn Union Gas
Company d/b/a National Grid NY (“KEDNY”) and KeySpan Gas East Corporation d/b/a
National Grid (“KEDLI”).

The amount of customer discount on the gas customer charge (as a percentage of current monthly
charge) for each National Grid gas distribution company is as follows:

Niagara Mohawk

Service Classification No 1 Residential

Percentage of Current
Customer Charge

Current Customer Charge: $17.85
Income Eligible Customer Credit: $7.50 42.0%



KEDNY

Service Classification No 1A Residential Non-Heating Service

Percentage of Current
Customer Charge

Current Customer Charge: $13.51
Income Eligible Customer Credit: $2.50 18.5%

Service Classification No 1B Residential Heating Service

Percentage of Current
Customer Charge

Current Customer Charge: $16.51
Income Eligible Customer Credit: $9.50 57.5%
KEDLI

Service Classification No 1 General Residential Service

Percentage of Current
Customer Charge

Current Customer Charge: $13.66
Income Eligible Customer Credit: $4.82 35.3%

Service Classification No 1 Residential Heating Service

Percentage of Current
Customer Charge

Current Customer Charge: $16.66
Income Eligible Customer Credit: $13.02 78.2%



b.  The amount and structure of any discount on the per therm usage charge for distribution
service is as follows:

Niagara Mohawk
There are no discounts on the per therm usage charge for the income eligible customers.

KEDNY

Service Classification No 1A Residential Non-Heating Service

There are no discounts on the per therm usage charge for the SC 1A income eligible customers.

Service Classification No 1B Residential Heating Service

Current 2™ Block Charge: $0.5644 per therm
Income Eligible Customer Credit (each Nov 1* to Apr 30™) $0.2646 per therm
Percentage of Current 2" Block Charge 46.9%

KEDLI

Service Classification No 1 General Residential Service

There are no discounts on the per therm usage charge for the SC 1 income eligible customers.

Service Classification No 1 Residential Heating Service

Current 2™ Block Charge: $0.8739 per therm
Income Eligible Customer Credit (each Nov 1% to Apr 30™) $0.3622 per therm
Percentage of Current 2™ Block Charge 41.4%



c.  Current annual average participation level:

New York State Low Income Gas Programs

Annual Average Participation

Program 2011 2012
$7.50 Low Income Gas Credit Program 68,797 67,527
KEDNY Low Income Discount Rate 66,349 64,139
KEDLI Low Income Discount Rate 12,265 12,436

On Track - NYC 1,205 957

On Track - Long Island 358 343
d. Receipt of a HEAP payment to the customer account is the only qualification for this

program.

€. Copy of the most recent annual report: Responded previously in NY PULP No. 42 (GN-
42)

Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:

Evelyn Kaye August 13, 2012



Date of Request: July 2, 2012 NYPULP No. 58 (GN-58)
Due Date: July 12,2012 NMPC Req. No. 438

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. — Gerald Norlander

TO: Shared Services and Customer Panel

Request:

Provide a copy of the company’s customer complaint review procedures for customers who
complain regarding denial of service, termination of service, terms of a proposed deferred
payment plan, billing disputes, and other matters.

Response:

The complaint review procedure is contained in the Rights and Responsibilities
communication that is sent to new customers at the time of service initiation and also to
existing customers on an annual basis. Please see Attachment 1 GN-58. This document is
also available on the company’s web site which is accessible to the public. Applicants who
are denied service are sent a letter containing contact information should they have any
unresolved questions or concerns. Please see Attachment 2 GN-58. Appropriate contact
information is also contained in disconnect notices, indicated in Attachment 3 GN-58, and in
deferred payment agreement offers as shown in Attachment 4 GN-58.

Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:

Paul S. Leo July 11, 2012
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Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202
Attachment 1 GN-58
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Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid
Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202
-* Demensiration Powered by HP Exstream 0771972011, Version 7.0.604 -~ Attachment 2 GN-58
Page lof 1
NOTICE QF SEAVICE DENIAL =
=
Your appfication for service at has been denied al this time because e
of. money owed for srevicus residential service providet i your neme, %
=
The: tolal arroust owed & §2.352 19 =
==

in grder to resoive this metter, we require the full payment of the unpaid balance OR scceplable
arrangemeants with National Grig.

Flease diract payment (e Nationat Grid at the sadress fistec Dolow;
Nationai Grid
B0 Box 11742
Newark, NJ 0710%-4742

_ orunpaid bill ebligations of for other assistance, call 1-800-443-1857.
Please refer 1o the "NOTICE OF SERVICE DENIALY. ¥We will be happy to ass'st vou.

i you consider this denial unjusified, you may reguest essistance from the New York Siate Pubfic
Setvice Commission (PSCY or direct your inguiny by mail to:

New Yark State Pubiic Service Commission
Office of Consutner Services

3 Empire State Plazs

Albany, NY 12228

Phane: Monaay - Froay, 8:80 aum. 1o 400 g 1-800-342-3377
I necegsary, you may call thay emargenrcy numper at 1.800-342.3385 fram 7130 am 1o 7:80 pm.



Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202
Attachment 3 GN-58

Page 1 of 1

THIS IS & FNAL DISCONNECT NCTICZ =
EER TO THIS NOTICE WHEN PAYING THIS B1LL
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s =
heational Grid
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femouni o Avo Digtonnet
# your sr::fficz & shut off, nicase be gware tral & may take up 10 24 hows to ure & Dack on alter you have
oaid the bl
Hyou 4 unatis (o oy Ine pasi dug haanse iy iUl comac Colsetiss Seraces ol *-B00-M 31837 io disctas ine

vassibilily of paymon: arrsngemeni,

dnitios sre bwied on (e 1eVRIBE SITE e" .' 5 nolice. Piogse raal this
# you are covated by anv of Bre special prolactions snown,

A summarny of vour nghls and resoor
ormaton and lat u <now irnmadiatay

TG avoid sermination ol setvine, your paymen: of § 877 85 must reach us on o befors 0072272508
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~ AN 67260 $ 570,596

Mavcnal G

B Box :
MaweTE ‘q.; e Xt B TS




Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202
Attachment 4 GN-58

Page 1 of 1

RESIDENTIAL DEFCRRED PAYMENT AGREEMENT

Customer inguives Tel 5433

splane Mwroer 1-200-843-1837

{iF FULL PAYMENT HAS ALREADY BEEN MADE. PLEASE DISREGARD THIS QFFER)

Name: SNSRI Acceunt Numbe: SRS
Service Address: (NN Date: April 23, 2012

PAYMENT AGREEMENT BULES AND INFORMATION

PLEASE HEAD THE FOLLOWING CAREFLLLY BEFCRE YOU SIGN THIS AGREEMENT:
1. Natenal Grid i required to offer you & payment agreemen: that you wre abio 1o pay.
2. Nomally. payment agroements require thet you make & downpeyrient, pay your current bills on bive and
make an nsiaiment pavmert each moath toward vour arrears dalance. H vou can show that vour oy
firancial clicumstances wilt not allow vou to make such peyments, we gro prapared fwhere appro s
uffer agresmens that do st raquire & down paymen: with monthly inztalments as ‘ow as $20 00 atove the
amount of vour curren tll.
3. Mawephons nleriew takes plhce, we may ssk guesbons regarcing your inoorme, expenses, and
available assels, You wouie be required o provide such information and, I reouired, reasonable
stibstantiation the! the informsdion you provide is scourele
4. Recipiards of Puble Assisiance or Supplemental Seatrtty ineerme (B3I may wish to consider contacting
thelr locat Sacial Service office a3 they may be eigible for utiity ok pavment assistance,

After roviewing the specific termns of tnis agreement (stated ooiow) 1f vou foel you are rot able 1o make the
reured paymenis, ¢o nol sign ths agreement. Fyou have any guestons ot wish 1o discuss the lorms with &

+ ks

Naliozal Gnd reoresertative, cal 3-800-443-1837.

Az of DSEF2012. you owe & previous balance of § 8836 anc & curent Bl amount o' 5 50,78 or & tots! owing
of § 118,74, & dowr pavmont of § 37.5C must be made by 05,03/2012 leaving & balance 0f 5 82.24. This
remainng baignee s to be paid v 002 monihly instalimendis) as follows: 807 paymeriis) 21§ 37.5C and a
final { 2nd) payment of 8 44,74, Al ipsislment payments sowerod by ths agreament arn¢ all biks you wit be
receiving for current charges while the agreement & in 2fiest must be pad by the due dates shown on the

bilis
To accept this agreemant, sign and date the reverse s«de of one copy. snclose the required down

payment, and mail using the envelope encloged. To avoid terminalion of serveg. the agreerart o dowr
saymant mus! reans us py 09052012

Bl Acoan Sawdes D Drae Fust Thie Brlance Downpavinerst Aineom

S B33 3 68,9 § 3750

FNTER ANMOUNTY ERCE

N R s

NEWARK Ko 470088

COUOEaEs 9808557 0080001973 5 1y




Page 1 of 2

Date of Request: July 2, 2012 NYPULP No. 25 GN-25
Due Date: July 12, 2012 NMPC Req. No. 405

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. - Gerald Norlander

TO: Shared Services and Customer Panel

Request:

25. Describe the collection activities undertaken for a residential customers with both gas and
electric service when the electric bill is paid on time but the gas bill is overdue:

a. Are partial payments allocated between gas and electric service? How?

b. What does the disconnection notice state with regard to the overdue amount? Is
the electric overdue amount identified separately from the gas overdue amount or
is there a single balance presented?

¢. Does the Company physically disconnect electric service for nonpayment of gas

service?
Response:
a. Yes. First, unpaid charges are satisfied from the oldest date billed to the most recent date

billed. If arrears on an account includes charges for both gas and electric service that were billed
on the same day, any partial payment received will be prorated and allocated so that each service
receives a portion of the payment equivalent to its percentage of the total bill. For example, if
the gas charges on a customer’s May bill equaled 45% of the total bill, and the electric charges
equaled 55% and the customer does not pay enough to cover the entire bill, 45% of the payment
will be allocated towards the gas charges and 55% towards the electric charges.

b.  The notice statement is as follows:

Your electric and/or gas service may be shut off anytime after xx/xx/xx for non-payment
of past due bills of $00.00. (See itemized listing below.)

National Grid $00.00
Suspended Charges/Credits $00.00
Amount to Avoid Disconnect $00.00

The overdue amount includes both electric and gas charges for combination customers. The
charges are not identified separately. A single balance is presented as described above.



Page 2 of 2

c. Since payments are prorated and allocated between electric and gas, when an account
becomes eligible for termination, the Company may terminate both electric and gas service. In
most cases, the Company chooses to affect the electric service first since the reconnect process
is more timely for the customer.

Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:

Paul S. Leo July 6, 2012



Date of Request: July 2, 2012 NYPULP No. 56 (GN-56)
Due Date: July 12, 2012 NMPC Req. No. 436

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. — Gerald Norlander

TO: Shared Services and Customer Panel

Request:

What are the down payment requirements for an applicant for service who owes money for
service to a previously closed account?

Response:

Residential: All Applicants are required to pay half of their arrears or three times the average
bill (at the pending address), whichever is less, as a down payment. The remaining balance
will be transferred to the new active account and the customer will be set up on a payment
agreement based on their financial statement.

Non-residential: Customers are expected to make full payment of any outstanding account
balances that are not the subject of a billing dispute or part of an existing payment agreement
that is in good standing. However, should the customer inquire about a payment agreement
for a balance transfer, the Company will consider offering a payment arrangement if the
customer meets the eligibility requirements in the Niagara Mohawk rate tariff, PSC No. 207,
or it is reasonable and prudent to do so. In those instances, consideration will be given to the
size of the transferred balance, the financial condition of the customer, and any special
situations impacting the customer’s ability to pay. The Company strives to limit payment
agreements to no more than three months.

Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:

Paul S. Leo July 11, 2012






Date of Request: August 6, 2012 NYPULP No. 80 (GN-80)
Due Date: August 16, 2012 NMPC Regq. No. 718

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. — Gerald Norlander

TO: Shared Services and Customer Panel

Request:

Provide the disconnection for nonpayment totals for each month in 2010, 2011 and 2012
separately for gas and electric residential customers.

Response:
Please see Attachment NYPULP GN-80.

Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:

Paul S. Leo August 14, 2012
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Date of Request: August 6, 2012 NYPULP No. 81 (GN-81)
Due Date: August 16, 2012 NMPC Req. No. 719

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. — Gerald Norlander

TO: Shared Services and Customer Panel

Request:

Provide the disconnection for nonpayment totals for each month in 2010, 2011 and 2012
separately for those customers enrolled in each of NIMO’s gas and electric low income
programs.

Response:

Please see Attachment NYPULP GN-81. Because low income customers may not have been
enrolled in one of the Company’s low income programs at the time of termination, the following
criteria was used in the analysis to define a low income customer: the existence of any open
Regular HEAP Suspend or any open Emergency HEAP Suspend or the receipt of any HEAP
payment (Regular, Emergency, or Supplemental) — all within the 14 months prior to the cut out
for non-payment (CONP). This implies that a HEAP Suspend may or may not have been open at
the time of the CONP.

Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:

Paul S. Leo August 14,2012
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Date of Request: July 2, 2012 NYPULP No. 33 (GN-33)
Due Date: July 12, 2012 NMPC Req. No. 413

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION d/b/a National Grid

Case 12-E-0201 — Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation d/b/a National Grid

Request For Information

FROM: Public Utility Law Project of New York, Inc. — Gerald Norlander

TO: Shared Services and Customer Panel

Request:

With regard to customer call center performance, provide the monthly and annual average
Call Abandonment Rate (percent of calls that enter the queue to speak to a customer service
representative but are dropped prior to being answered) and the Busy Out Rate (number of
calls that receive a busy signal when calling the toll free number) for 2009 through 2011 and
2012 to date. Provide this information separately for each call center used by the Company
for Niagara Mohawk’s customers.

Response:

Call Abandonment Rates are found in Attachment 1 to NYPULP-33(NG-33). The company
does not track the Busy Out Rate.

Name of Respondent: Date of Reply:

Rudolph Wynter, Jr. July 5, 2012



Niagara Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202
Attachment 1 - NYPULP-33 (GN-33)

Page 1 of 4
Monthly & Annual Abandoment Rate
01/01/2009-12/31/2009
Agent Calls

Date Offered Calls Abandoned Calis Abandoned Rate
January 336,130 20,732 6.17%
February 307,563 8,404 2.73%
March 325,950 4,233 1.30%
April 319,281 3,487 1.09%
May 350,883 7,850 2.24%
June 364,788 6,536 1.79%
July 344,806 5,629 1.60%
August 350,424 11,544 3.29%
September 349,746 8,390 2.40%
October 361,538 8,077 2.23%
November 284,316 5,663 1.99%
December 304,125 5,260 1.73%

Totals 1,751,856 50,683 2.89%



Monthly & Annual Abandoment Rate
01/01/2010-12/31/2010

Date

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Totais

Agent Calls

Offered Calls

301,468
295,057
329,205
313,914
329,717
345,964
339,052
349,217
338,598
346,984
309,784
302,519

1,645,324

Niagara Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202
Attachment 1 - NYPULP-33 (GN-33)

Page 2 of 4

Abandoned Calls Abandoned Rate
7,002 2.32%
12,817 4.34%
15,387 4.67%
5,034 1.60%
6,806 2.06%
9,139 2.64%
10,847 3.20%
9,054 2.59%
7,079 2.09%
5,920 1.71%
4,961 1.60%
3,814 1.26%
69,482 4.22%



Niagara Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202
Attachment 1 - NYPULP-33 (GN-33)

Page 3 of 4

Monthly & Annual Abandoment Rate
01/01/2011-12/31/2011
Agent Calls

Date Offered Calls Abandoned Calls Abandoned Rate
January 308,848 4,995 1.62%
February 289,242 5,339 1.85%
March 338,710 9,746 2.88%
April 310,621 5,137 1.65%
May 329,565 5,147 1.56%
June 355,546 5,136 1.44%
July 336,756 5,099 1.51%
August 413,613 8,694 2.10%
September 372,104 32,387 8.70%
October 363,797 17,839 4.90%
November 309,577 4,739 1.53%
December 306,804 3,488 1.14%

Totals 4,035,183 107,746 2.67%



Monthly & Annual Abandoment Rate
01/01/2012-6/30/2012

Date

January
February
March
April
May
June

Totals

Agent Calis

Offered Calls

344,178
300,174
315,123
303,082
329,993
311,789

1,904,339

Niagara Power Corporation
d/b/a National Grid

Cases 12-E-0201 & 12-G-0202
Attachment 1 - NYPULP-33 (GN-33)
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Abandoned Calls Abandoned Rate
11,905 3.46%

4,743 1.58%

5,333 1.69%

4,400 1.45%

5,735 1.74%

6,014 1.93%

38,130 2.00%
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The National Grid Arrears Management Program

The National Grid Arrears Management Program (AMP) is a program designed to help customers manage their
current energy bills while resolving past-due debt.

Through AMP, customers who have a balance of at least $300 that is more than 60-days past-due have the
opportunity to eliminate the entire past-due balance over the course of 12 or more months, depending on how
much they owe.

The AMP Program:

» National Grid will review the customer’s account billing history and set a monthly budget payment amount
based on the average of their monthly bills. Once a payment amount is set, this amount will need to be paid on
time each month in order to remain in the program.

» When an AMP monthly payment is made, a portion of your past-due balance will be eliminated, or “forgiven,”
thus reducing the amount owed to National Grid.

» The amount that will be forgiven each month is calculated by taking the total past-due balance and dividing it
by the number of months in the agreement.
Example:

» A budget amount of $150 per month and a past-due balance of $1,200. For every month that a required
$150 budget payment is made towards the current bill, National Grid will reduce your past-due balance by
$100 (calculated as $1,200 + 12 = $100).

¥ As long as a customer continues to make their AMP budget payment each month, 1/12th of the past-due
balance will be eliminated. After 12 months on the program, your past-due balance will be reduced to zero.

» The AMP program allows forgiveness of up to a maximum of $1,500 per year. If the arrears are greater than
$1,500, the length of the AMP agreement may be extended for more than 12 months to accommodate the

full balance.

» If the customer remains actively enrolied in the program and makes monthly AMP payments on time, their
service will not be shut off for non-payment.

Eligibility:

¥ The customer must be a National Grid residential customer in Massachusetts with active service.
» The account balance must be $300 or more and at least 60 days overdue.,

¥ The account must have confirmed enroliment in our National Grid Low Income Rate (R2).

» The customer must pay their monthly budget amount each month and on time.

» The customer must not have previously participated in our AMP program.

- :
{ If you believe you may be eligible for this program, please contact the Customer Service phone number on .
i your bill for more information.

nationalgrid

The power of action.

CM46768 3410




