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I.
INTRODUCTION

Q1.
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND POSITION.

A1.
My name is James D. Williams.  My business address is 10 West Broad Street, 18th Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215-3485.  I am employed by the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) as a Senior Consumer Protection Research Analyst.

Q2.
PLEASE BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE?

A2.
I am a 1994 graduate of Webster University, in St. Louis, Missouri, with a Masters in Business Administration, and a 1978 graduate of Franklin University, in Columbus, Ohio, with a Bachelor of Science, Engineering Technology.  My professional experience includes a career in the Air Force and over 16 years of utility regulatory experience with the OCC. 


Initially, I served as a compliance specialist with the agency and my duties included the development of compliance programs for the natural gas and water industries.  Later, I was appointed to manage all of the agency compliance specialists who were developing compliance programs in each of the utility industries.  After six years, my role evolved into the management of the OCC’s consumer hotline, the direct service provided to consumers to resolve complaints and inquiries that involve Ohio utilities.  Most recently, my responsibilities have expanded further and I am now a Senior Consumer Protection Research Analyst.  In this capacity, I am responsible for researching and recommending policy positions on a host of policy issues that affect residential consumers.  I have been directly involved in the development of comments in various rulemaking proceedings at the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“Commission” or “PUCO”) and the Ohio Department of Development advocating for the provision of reasonable access to essential utility services for low-income consumers, a major policy issue in the state.  

Q3.
HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

A3.
Yes.  The cases in which I have submitted testimony can be found in attachment JDW-1.  However, the cases in which I have testified before the PUCO include:  In the Matter of the Cincinnati Gas and Electric Company for an Increase in its Rates for Gas Service to All Jurisdictional Customers, Case No. 95-0656-GA-AIR; In the Matter of the Commission’s Investigation into the Policies and Procedures of Ohio Power Company, Columbus Southern Power Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company, Ohio Edison Company, The Toledo Edison Company, and Monongahela Power Company Regarding the Installation of New Line Extensions, Case No. 01-2708-EL-COI; In the Matter of a Settlement Agreement Between the Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, The Office of the Consumers’ Counsel and Aqua Ohio, Inc. Relating to Compliance with Customer Service Terms and Conditions in Stipulation And Recommendation in Case No.07-564-WW-AIR and The Standards for Waterworks Companies and Sewage Disposal System Companies, and Case No. 09-391-WS-AIR, In the Matter of the Application of Ohio American Water Company to Increase its Rates for Water and Sewer Services Provided to its Entire Service Area. 

II.
PURPOSE OF MY TESTIMONY

Q4.
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

A4.
I am providing testimony to support OCC’s and the City of Marion’s objections to the Staff Report in regards to certain consumer protection issues that I identified through the review of the application to increase its rates filed by the Ohio-American Water Company (“OAW” or the “Company”).  As a result of my analysis and review, I have made several recommendations that, if implemented, will help reduce costs and result in better services for the Company’s residential consumers.  These recommendations include that the Commission reject the PUCO Staff’s proposal to increase the current charges for reconnection, account activation, and dishonored checks.  In addition, I recommend that the Commission take further steps to address the high customer dissatisfaction levels with the overall water quality in several service areas.  Finally, I recommend continuance of all service commitments that were required by the Commission in previous OAW rate cases. 

Q5.
WHAT DOCUMENTS HAVE YOU REVIEWED IN THE PREPARATION OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

A5.
I have reviewed the application related to my area of testimony, including the direct testimony of several Company witnesses, the current and proposed tariffs, the Company’s responses to discovery requests by the OCC and PUCO Staff Data Requests, Opinion and Orders from previous cases, water customer survey results, and the Staff Report in this case. 

iii.
Miscellaneous Charges

Q6.
CAN YOU BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE THE INCREASES THAT ARE BEING RECOMMENDED BY THE PUCO STAFF IN REGARD TO MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES?

A6.
The Company’s application to increase rates did not include any request to increase miscellaneous charges.  But the PUCO Staff proposed increasing the Reconnection Charge from $61.00 to $70.83 (a 16% increase),
 the Account Activation Charge from $23.10 to $25.91,
 and the Dishonored Payment Charge from $17.25 to $18.73.
  However, the Commission should not increase those charges for the reasons that I explain below.

Q7.
PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF THE RECONNECTION CHARGE, THE ACCOUNT ACTIVATION CHARGE, AND THE DISHONORED PAYMENT CHARGE?

A7.
OAW filed for an increase in rates; however, the Company did not request to increase miscellaneous charges.  Increases in miscellaneous charges can result in customers experiencing difficulty in maintaining water service.
  Furthermore, for example, OAW’s current $61.00 reconnection charge is considerably higher than the reconnection charges for any other similarly sized water utilities in the State.  Table 1 compares the current and the PUCO Staff’s proposed rate for the OAW reconnection charge with the reconnection charges of Aqua Ohio.  Aqua Ohio’s reconnection charges were used in this comparison because Aqua Ohio is proceeding with acquiring the common stock of OAW.
 

Table 1: Comparison of OAW’s Reconnection Charge with Aqua Ohio’s Reconnection Charges

	Aqua Division
	Aqua Ohio Reconnection Charge
	OAW Reconnection Charge
	OAW Percentage Increase Compared to Aqua Ohio
	PUCO Staff Proposed Reconnection Charge
	PUCO Staff Proposed Increase Compared to Aqua Ohio

	Aqua Ohio  Lake Erie
	$48.28
	$61.00
	26%
	$70.83
	47%

	Aqua Ohio Stark 
	$25.00
	$61.00
	144%
	$70.83
	183%

	Aqua Ohio Masury
	$43.00
	$61.00
	42%
	$70.83
	65%


As can be seen in Table 1, the reconnection charge for OAW is 26% higher than the reconnection charges for the Aqua Ohio Lake Erie Division.  The difference in OAW’s reconnection charge is even further pronounced when compared with the Aqua Stark Division reconnection charge (a 144% increase).  The PUCO Staff’s proposed increase to OAW’s reconnection charge will only further exacerbate the differences at the expense of consumers who pay these charges.  For example, the proposed increase would mean that OAW customers would pay 183% more in reconnection charges than customers in the Aqua Stark Division.  Table 1 above illustrates that is it unreasonable to increase the charge that OAW’s customers have to pay for reconnecting their water service. 

Q8.
DOES THE PROPOSED INCREASE IN OAW’S MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES CONTRADICT THE FINDING AND ORDER THAT APPROVED THE AQUA OHIO PURCHASE OF OAW?

A8.
Yes.  Labor and benefit rates are two components of operations and maintenance expense.  In Case No. 11-5102-WS-ATR, the Commission determined that OAW’s Operation and Maintenance Expense should remain at the same level as approved in Case No. 09-391-WS-AIR).
  Yet, the PUCO Staff’s calculations of miscellaneous charges in this proceeding relied on Operations and Maintenance expenses different from those approved for the Commission in Case No. 09-391-WS-AIR.  Table 2 below provides a comparison of the labor and benefit rates that were approved in the last rate case (and approved in this case) compared with the labor and benefit rates that the PUCO Staff is using for purposes of increasing miscellaneous charges.

Table 2: Comparison of Hourly and Benefit Rates for Different Labor Categories

	
	09-391-WS-AIR
	
	11-4161-WS-AIR
	

	Labor Category
	Hourly Rate

	Benefit Rate

	Hourly Rate

	Benefit Rate


	CSR
	$12.03
	1.4262
	$13.62
	1.554

	On/ Off Person
	$21.80
	1.4262
	$22.93
	1.553


As shown in Table 2 above, the PUCO Staff relied upon OAW’s proposed (and higher) labor and benefit rates in its Application to support its recommendation that the Commission authorize higher miscellaneous charges.  Including the recovery of Operations and Maintenance expenses (labor and benefits) in charges above the amounts that the Commission authorized is not appropriate.
  

Q9.
WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES?

A9.
I recommend that the Commission maintain those charges at their current rates.  

iv.
WATER SERVICE QUALITY

Q10.
ARE YOU CONCERNED WITH THE MANNER IN WHICH THE PUCO STAFF REPORT ADDRESSED WATER QUALITY? 

A10.
Yes.  I am concerned that the Staff Report did not adequately address water quality issues for customers in this case.  The Staff Report states that:  

Staff is generally pleased with the Company’s overall water service and its efforts to maintain and improve water purveyance.

While the PUCO Staff may be satisfied with the overall quality of water received, OAW customers expressed dissatisfaction when surveyed by the PUCO in 2010.  Specifically, the PUCO Staff conducted customer surveys in each of the service areas served by OAW (herein attached as JDW-4).  The results of the survey showed that a number of customers in six of OAW’s service areas rated their overall water quality as being either poor or unsatisfactory.
  Table 3 below provides a summary of the ratings for overall water quality.

Table 3:  Overall Water Quality (In Percentage Terms)

	Service Area
	Excellent
	Good
	Fair
	Poor
	Unsatisfactory

	Ashtabula
	18.3
	55
	16.7
	6.7
	3.3

	Aurora East
	11.1
	48.1
	31.5
	7.4
	1.9

	Beechcrest
	7.7
	46.2
	34.6
	9.6
	1.9

	Blacklick
	.9
	10.3
	15.4
	38.5
	35

	Ford Road
	40
	60
	-
	-
	-

	Greenridge 
	16.7
	44.4
	27.8
	11.1
	-

	Halibrin
	28.6
	57.1
	14.3
	-
	-

	Harpcrest
	14.9
	47.3
	28.4
	6.8
	2.7

	Huber Ridge
	-
	30.7
	41.2
	24.6
	3.5

	Imperial Sys#2
	4.1
	39.7
	39.7
	12.3
	4.1

	Imperial Sys#3
	17.6
	58.8
	17.6
	2.9
	2.9

	Lake Darby
	2.7
	24.8
	36.3
	23
	13.3

	Lake White
	3.8
	35.9
	28.2
	23.1
	9

	Lawrence County
	30.2
	50.8
	15.9
	3.2
	-

	Little Valley
	40
	40
	-
	-
	20

	Madison
	15.8
	47.4
	31.6
	1.8
	3.5

	Marion
	17.3
	46.7
	29.3
	5.3
	1.3

	Mohican
	25
	50
	12.5
	12.5
	-

	Tiffin
	20.5
	63.9
	13.3
	1.2
	1.2

	Timberbrook
	3.2
	24.7
	37.6
	17.2
	17.2

	Walcrest
	8.3
	25
	58.3
	8.3
	-

	Worthington Hills
	5.7
	31.9
	33.3
	19.1
	9.9


Table 3 above demonstrates that while customers in some of the Company service areas appear to be satisfied with their overall water quality, and that there continues to be customer dissatisfaction with overall water quality in Blacklick, Huber Ridge, Lake Darby, Lake White, Timberbrook, and Worthington Hills in 2010.  In each of these areas, more than 25 percent of the survey respondents rated overall water quality as being poor or unsatisfactory.  The survey results suggest that the water quality in several of OAW’s service areas needed improvement in 2010 and may still need improvement today.  Accordingly, the PUCO Staff should investigate this issue further.

Q11.
HAVE OAW CUSTOMERS RECENTLY INDICATED THAT THEY ARE NOT SATISFIED WITH THEIR WATER QUALITY?

A11.
Yes.  Letters have been filed in this case from several residential consumers who are continuing to express concern with their water quality.
 

Q12.
DO YOU HAVE OTHER CONCERNS WITH HOW THE STAFF REPORT ADDRESSES WATER QUALITY?
A12.
Yes.  I am concerned that the Staff Report may not accurately reflect the resolution for the survey results showing a 73.5% poor or unsatisfactory rating from water customers in the Blacklick area.  The PUCO Staff indicates that the high level of water quality dissatisfaction will likely continue until the community installs central water softening.
  However, this conclusion may not be accurate given that the survey results from other communities that have installed central water softening
 or reverse osmosis
 are still reporting high dissatisfaction levels with the overall water quality.    

Q13.
WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING OVERALL WATER QUALITY?

A13.
Given the dissatisfaction that customers have voiced about overall water quality in Blacklick, Huber Ridge, Lake Darby, Lake White, Timberbrook, and Worthington Hills, it is imperative that further investigations be conducted.  Consistent with the recommendation that I made in Case 09-391-WS-AIR,
  I continue to support the need for the Commission to require the PUCO Staff to conduct an investigation into the water quality for each of these six operating areas and provide a report detailing any needed improvements within 180 days of the Finding and Order. The PUCO Staff should coordinate its investigation with the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency “Ohio EPA,” community leaders, and other interested stakeholders. 

v.
sERVICE commitments FOR CUSTOMERS

Q14.
HOW DOES THE STAFF REPORT ADDRESS SERVICE COMMITMENTS THAT ARE REQUIRED FROM PREVIOUS CASES TO SERVE CUSTOMERS?

A14.
The PUCO Staff reviewed and updated the status of several, but not all, of the commitments that were required pursuant to Case 09-391-WS-AIR and Case No. 07-1112-WS-AIR.
  These commitments stemmed from a history of concerns within the communities served by OAW about water and service quality.  

Q15.
HOW DID THE PUCO STAFF ADDRESS OAW’S COMMITMENT FOR LEAK REPAIR THAT WAS MADE FOR CUSTOMERS IN THE PREVIOUS CASES?

A15.
The Company had previously agreed to repair service affecting leaks within 24 hours of confirmation of the leak, non-service affecting leaks within 7 days of confirmation, and minor non-service affecting leaks within 30 days of confirmation.
  The PUCO Staff recommended that the Company be ordered to continue the leak repair commitment that was made in the previous case and to submit quarterly leak logs.

Q16.
HOW DID THE PUCO STAFF ADDRESS OAW’S COMMITMENT FOR COMMUNICATIONS WITH CUSTOMERS THAT WAS MADE IN THE PREVIOUS CASES?

A16.
The PUCO Staff provided the date and type of communications that the Company had with its customers and made no further recommendations.

Q17.
HOW DID THE PUCO STAFF ADDRESS OAW’S COMMITMENT FOR LAKE DARBY CUSTOMERS?

A17.
OAW committed in Case 07-1112-WS-AIR, to operate and maintain the Lake Darby Water Treatment Plant Iron Exchange softening process to produce a finished hardness range of between 90 and 150 mg/l at least 95 percent of the time, and to provide credits to customers if the standards are not met.  The PUCO Staff determined that the Company was in substantial compliance with the previous commitment.
  Further, the PUCO Staff recommended that the Company continue to use the online monitor and recorder to produce finished treated water with hardness in the above range.

Q18.
HOW DID THE PUCO STAFF ADDRESS OAW’S COMMITMENT FOR HUBER RIDGE CUSTOMERS?

A18.
OAW committed in Case 07-1112-WS-AIR to produce finished water that has an iron concentrate less than or equal to 0.3 mg/l, and a manganese concentration less than or equal to 0.05 mg/l for 95 percent of the samples on a monthly basis.  OAW also committed to provide credits to customers if the standards were not met.  The PUCO Staff found that the Company was in substantial compliance with the previous commitments.
  The PUCO Staff recommended that the Company continue to produce finished water as measured at the Huber Ridge Water Treatment Plant tap at the above levels. 
  The PUCO Staff also recommends that the Company perform at least two unidirectional flushings per year.

Q19.
HOW DID THE PUCO STAFF ADDRESS OAW’S COMMITMENT FOR FRANKLIN COUNTY CUSTOMERS?

A19.
OAW committed in Case 07-1112-WS-AIR to actively solicit third party vendors to receive customer payments and to operate an ancillary customer service function in Franklin County.  The PUCO Staff noted that the Company has established one authorized agent in Franklin County and that the Company continues to operate an ancillary customer service function in the Franklin County district office.
  The PUCO Staff provided no further recommendations.

Q20.
HOW DID THE PUCO STAFF ADDRESS OAW’S COMMITMENT FOR ASHTABULA CUSTOMERS?

A20.
OAW committed in Case 07-1112-WS-AIR to address the issue of emergency operations and procedures necessary to operate the Ashtabula water system in the event the Bunker Hill ground storage tank were out of service for an extended period of time.  The PUCO Staff reported that the Company completed and implemented the Emergency Operations Plan and that more permanent solutions are underway with improvements being made to the treatment plant.
  The PUCO Staff also reported that the Company failed to meet the requirements for filtration and disinfection of surface water, pursuant to Ohio Adm. Code 3745-81-72, when the chlorine contact time failed to meet standards in 2010.
  In addition, the PUCO Staff reported that the Company was in non-compliance with water turbidity standards defined in Ohio Adm. Code 3745-81-73(C) in December 2010.
  Finally, the PUCO Staff reported that the Ashtabula County Commissioners expressed concern about being among the last to know about boil alerts that resulted from the above events.
  The PUCO Staff provided no specific recommendations other than strongly recommending that the Company promptly notify customers and public officials when significant events occur.

Q21.
HOW DID THE PUCO STAFF ADDRESS OAW’S COMMITMENT FOR MANSFIELD’S CUSTOMERS?

A21.
The PUCO Staff noted that approximately 74 percent of the Mansfield customers and five of the ten systems are now metered with Company-owned meters.
  The PUCO Staff also reported that approximately 42 main breaks have occurred in the Biscayne System #2 between 2003 and 2011.
  The PUCO Staff recommended that the Company develop a plan for replacing the balance of the Biscayne System #2 mains within 60 days of the opinion and order from this case.

Q22.
DID THE STAFF REPORT IDENTIFY ANY AREAS WHERE NEW COMMITMENTS ARE NECESSARY FOR CUSTOMERS?

A22.
Yes.  The PUCO Staff reported that the most recent lead and copper monitoring for the Tiffin District revealed a ninetieth percentile lead concentration level of 0.013 mg/l.
  According to Ohio Adm. Code 3745-81-86, a lead action level is met if the concentration of lead is greater than 0.015 mg/l.  The PUCO Staff indicated that the Ohio EPA has recommended that the Company replace its lead service lines.  The PUCO Staff recommended that the Company expand its lead services elimination practices (meaning OAW’s practices to eliminate lead from drinking water for consumers) to include main replacements, main relocations, service leaks, and main breaks where lead service lines are exposed.
  

Q23.
WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING LEAD SERVICES ELIMINATION PRACTICES FOR CUSTOMERS IN THE TIFFIN DISTRICT?

A23.
I support the PUCO Staff’s recommendation that the Company expand its lead services elimination practices.  However, the potential public health concerns that are related to exposure to lead indicate that a more programmatic approach is needed to eliminate lead services.  My recommendation is that the Company should prepare and file a plan within 60 days of the opinion and order in this case identifying the most common areas where lead services are currently being provided, a method to prioritize the replacement of lead pipes in conjunction with other on-going Tiffin construction projects, and necessary public education.

Q24.
PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE COMMITMENTS DESCRIBED ABOVE FOR CUSTOMERS?

A24.
Table 4 below includes a listing of my recommendations that the Commission should adopt for each of the commitments.

Table 4:  Recommendations Concerning Commitments

	Commitment
	Recommendation(s)



	Leak Repair
	The leak repair commitment for customers should continue and the Commission should specify financial consequences if standards are not met.

	Communications with Customers
	Quarterly communications with customers should continue.  The emphasis of the communications should include topics such as customer rights and responsibilities, water quality, planned investments in the communities, conservation, and other topics raised in the local public hearings.

	Lake Darby
	The consequences to the Company for failure to meet the hardness standards should continue including an aggregate credit of $1,000 to Lake Darby customers for every month where water hardness standards are not met.  Lake Darby water quality should be considered as part of an investigation to examine the high percentage of customers who are dissatisfied with overall water quality. 

	Huber Ridge
	Water quality requirements from the current stipulation should continue including an aggregate credit of $3,000 to Huber Ridge customers for each month in which iron and/or manganese do not meet standards.  Huber Ridge should be considered as part of an investigation to examine the high percentage of customers who are dissatisfied with overall water quality.

	Franklin County
	The walk-in center in Westerville needs to continue for customers.  In addition, the Company should continue to explore ways to have more bill payment locations available in each service area. 

	Ashtabula
	The Company should be held responsible for failure to comply with water standards concerning contact time and finished water turbidity standards in place to protect customers.  To the extent that the Company failed to provide water that complies with federal and state requirements for drinking water as required by Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-15-20(C)(1), the PUCO Staff should be required to file a report that verifies compliance and to propose sanctions.  Further, the Commission should order the Company to modify emergency procedures so that local public officials are notified when major plant problems occur. 

	Mansfield Unmetered Service
	OCC should be included in the review of the plan outlining replacement of the Biscayne distribution mains.

	Tiffin Lead Services
	The Company should file a plan within 60 days of the opinion and order from this case outlining methods to prioritize the replacement of lead services, and public education.


VI.
CUSTOMER CONTACTS

Q25.
WHAT DID THE STAFF REPORT INDICATE IN REGARDS TO THE NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS WHO HAVE CONTACTED THE PUCO WITH COMPLAINTS AND INQUIRIES REGARDING OAW’S SERVICE?

A25.
The Staff Report states that there were 695 contacts between OAW customers and the PUCO “Hotline” between July 1, 2010 and October 31, 2011.
  Within these contacts, the Staff Report mentions that 168 contacts involved disconnection issues or payment arrangements, 154 contacts involved billing issues, 78 contacts involved service issues, twelve contacts involved customers who were unable to reach the Company, and eight customers complained about water quality.
  The Staff Report did not include any further analysis of the complaints and inquiries that it received in regards to the services provided by OAW.  

Q26.
DID THE STAFF REPORT PROVIDE ANY RECOMMENDATIONS TO ADDRESS THE COMPLAINTS AND INQUIRIES THAT THE PUCO HAS RECEIVED REGARDING OAW’S SERVICE?

A26.
No.

Q27.
DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCERNS ABOUT THE MANNER IN WHICH THE STAFF REPORT ADDRESSED THE COMPLAINTS AND INQUIRIES FROM OAW’S CUSTOMERS?

A27.
Yes.  I view the customer complaints and inquiries that are made with the PUCO hotline as being an opportunity to identify the issues that are most affecting consumers.  The manner in which the PUCO hotline is able to resolve complaints and inquiries can also help identify where there are opportunities for improvements in the Company’s customer service policies and procedures.  Knowing only the total number of complaints and inquiries doesn’t reveal how the complaints and inquiries are used to influence more positive customer services practices from OAW.    

Q28.
WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING HOW THE PUCO STAFF SHOULD BE USING THE CUSTOMER CONTACT DATA?

A28.
I recommend that the Commission require the PUCO Staff to provide a more comprehensive analysis of the customer complaints and inquiries that it receives in the next Staff Report involving this Company.  Also, the PUCO Staff should be required to include all necessary recommendations aimed at improving OAW’s customer service policies and practices.

VII.
LOW INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Q29.
PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE HELP TO OTHERS LOW INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AND HOW THE STAFF REPORT ADDRESSED REVIEW OF THIS PROGRAM?

A29.
The Staff Report did not address the OAW Help to Others or “H2O” low-income assistance program.  H2O is a matching contributions assistance program where OAW will match dollars contributed by employees and customers to provide bill payment assistance in the community.
  OAW has previously committed to inform customers about their opportunity to contribute to the program and for OAW to match up to $500 per month in contributions.

Q30.
DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCERNS REGARDING THE FUTURE OF THE H2O PROGRAM?

A30.
Yes.  

Q31.
PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR CONCERNS REGARDING THE FUTURE OF THE H2O PROGRAM?

A31.
I am concerned about the future of this funding commitment given the pending acquisition of OAW by Aqua Ohio.  To help ensure that some bill payment assistance is available for OAW customers, I recommend that the Commission order the continuance of the OAW H2O program with the existing program guidelines and structure. 

VIII.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Q32.
PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS INCLUDED IN THIS TESTIMONY?

A32.
I have consolidated the recommendations from each major section of this testimony into Table 5 below.
Table 5:  Summary of Recommendations

	Section
	Recommendation

	Miscellaneous Charges
	Maintain the reconnection charge at the current level.

	
	Maintain the account activation charge at the current level.

	
	Maintain the dishonored payment charge at the current level.

	Water Service Quality
	Require the PUCO Staff to investigate water quality and customers’ dissatisfaction with overall water quality in the Blacklick, Huber Ridge, Lake Darby, Lake White, Timberbrook, and Worthington Hills areas. 

	Service Commitments
	Continue the leak repair commitment for customers and expand the commitment to include financial consequences if the standard is not being met.

	
	Continue quarterly communications with customers.  The emphasis of the communications should include topics such as customer rights and responsibilities, water quality, planned investments in the communities, conservation, and other topics raised in the local public hearings.

	
	The consequences to the Company for failure to meet the hardness standards should continue including an aggregate credit of $1,000 to Lake Darby customers for every month where water hardness standards are not met.  

	
	Water quality requirements from the current stipulation should continue including an aggregate credit of $3,000 to Huber Ridge customers for each month in which iron and/or manganese do not meet standards.  

	
	Include OCC in the review of the Marion revised procedures to help ensure timely application of excavation permits.

	
	Require the PUCO Staff to verify that the Ashtabula plant is in compliance with Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-15-20 (C)(1) concerning federal and state drinking water standards and to propose sanctions for previous non-compliance. 

	
	Include OCC in the distribution of the plan for replacement of the Biscayne System mains.

	
	Require the Company to develop and file a plan (including public education) with priorities and schedule for lead replacement services in Tiffin.

	Customer Contacts
	Require the PUCO Staff to provide more analysis of customer contacts including recommending improvements in customer service policies and practices.

	Low Income Assistance Program
	Require the Company to continue the H2O program with shareholder matched contributions up to $6,000 per year ($500 per month).


IX.
CONCLUSION

Q33.
DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?


A33.
Yes.  However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may subsequently become available through outstanding discovery or otherwise.  Additionally, I also reserve the right to supplement my testimony in the event that the PUCO Staff fails to support the recommendations made in the Staff Report and/or changes any of its positions made in the Staff Report filed with this Commission on January 31, 2012. 
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