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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Five-Year Review of )

Natural Gas Company Uncollectible ) Case No. 08-1229-GA-COl
Riders. )
JOINT COMMENTS
BY

THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL,
THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL COALITION, THE
EMPOWERMENT CENTER OF GREATER CLEVELAND,
CLEVELAND HOUSING NETWORK, THE CONSUMERS
FOR FAIR UTILITY RATES, COMMUNITIES UNITED FOR ACTION, AND OHIO
POVERTY LAW CENTER

L INTRODUCTION

The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”), Citizens Coalition,' Communities
United for Action (“CUFA”) and Ohio Poverty Law Center (“OPLC”) (collectively “Consumer
Advocates™) subrmits these Initial Comments pursuant to the Attorney Examiner’s November 3, 2010
and January 10, 2011 Entries and in response to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO” or
“Commission *) request for comments concerning the Northstar Consulting Group (“Northstar™)
Audit Report (“Northstar Report”) filed in this docket on December 9, 2010. Interested persons were
provided the opportunity to file Comments and Reply Comments concerning the Audit Report by
Janvary 14, 2011 and February 11, 2011 respectively.? The Consumer Advocates appreciate the
opportunity to provide comments on behalf of the approximate 3.1 million residential consumers

served by Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. (“Columbia™), East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East

! Citizens Coalition is comprised of the Neighborhood Envirenmental Coalition, the Empowerment Center of Greater
Cleveland, the Cleveland Housing Network, and the Consumners for Fair Utility Rates.

2 Entry (November 3, 2010) at 4.



d/bfa Dominion East Ohio (“Dominion™), Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio (“Vectren”), and Duke

Energy Ohio (“Duke”).3

I PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On May 27, 2003, Columnbia, Dominion, Vectren, Northeast Ohio Natural Gas Corp.
(“Northeast”), and Oxford Natural Gas Company (“Oxford”) filed an Application (“Joint
Application”), pursuant to R.C. 4929.11, which sought approval of an automatic mechanism to
recover uncollectible expense (“UEX™).*

On August 8, 2003, OCC filed Comments opposing the Joint Application raising several
issues for Commission consideration including the potential that 100 per cent automatic recovery of
uncollectible expenses would reduce the utilities” incentives to diligently manage credit and collection
activities resulting in higher costs for customers.

On December 17, 2003, the Commission issued its Finding and Order which ordered an
investigation into the automatic adjustment mechanisms, including the impact of any changes to the
companies’ credit and collection policies and procedures after the UEX was in effect for five years.®

On February 5, 2009, the PUCO Staff filed a report (“Staff Report”) concerning the five year

review of the uncollectible riders. The Staff Report included a number of recommendations including

? September 2010 Ohio Statistical Customer Account Receivable (“OSCAR”) Report.

* In the Matter of the Joint Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d.b.a. Dominion East Ohio, Columbia Gas of Ohio
Inc., Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Northeast Ohic Natural Gas Corp., and Oxford Natural Gas Company for Approval
of an Adjustment Mechanism to Recover Uncollectible Expenses, Case No. 03-1127-GA-UNC, Application (May 27, 2003}
atl.

% 1d. OCC Comrments (August 8, 2003) at 2.
® Id. Finding and Order (December 17, 2003) at 15.



the extension of the UEX rider mechanism for an additional five years (without an additional Staff
investigation) and an annual reporting requirement by the utilities.” On March 23, 2009, OCC filed
Comments in which OCC noted that the Staff Report failed to discuss, review, analyze, or make any
recommendations concerning the credit and collection practices and policies of the gas utilities.®

On August 19, 2009, the Commission issued a Finding and Order in which the PUCO ruled
that a better understanding of the companies’ credit and collection policies was necessary in order to
determine the effectiveness of the policies in minimizing uncollectible expense. In the August 19,
2009 Finding and Order the Commission stated:

To assist the Commission with the evaluation of the companies’
collection policies, practices, and performance, the Commission
will issue the request for proposal (RFP) for consulting services
attached to this entry. Our intention is to select a consultant to:
audit, evaluate, and recommend improvements in the collection
policies, practices, and performance of the four largest natural gas
companies, Vectren, Dominion, Duke Energy Ohio (Duke), and
Columbia; [1] evaluate whether these four companies’ collection
practices and polices are effective in minimizing uncoliectible
expense; [2] ascertain benchmarks to be used by the Commission
to monitor the effectiveness of all Ohio natural gas companies’
collection policies, practices, and performance; and [3] recommend
“best practices” to be employed by natural gas companies in the
state of Ohio to minimize uncollectible expense.’

On September 30, 2009, the Commission issued an Eatry selecting Northstar to perform the
audit of the credit and collection practices of the four major natural gas utilities in Ohio that have

implemented UEX recovery mechanisms: Columbia, Dominion, Vectren and Duke.!?

? In the Matter of the Five-Year Review of the Natural Gas Company Uncollectible Riders, Case No. 08-1229-GA-COI,
Staff Report (February 5, 2009) at 5.

# OCC Comments (March 23, 2009) at 4.
® Finding and Order (August 19, 2009) at 6.
 Entry (September 30, 2009) at 1.



On May 3, 2010, the Northstar Report was filed with the Commission, and specifically
evaluated the credit and collection policies and practices of the Columbia, Dominion, Vectren and
Duke.

On January 5, 2011, the OCC filed a Motion for a two-week Extension of the Deadline for
Initial and Reply Comments and Request for Expedited Ruling. The Motion was granted by an Entry
issued on January 10, 2010.

Consumer Advocates hereby file these Initial Comments (“Comments™) on the Northstar

Report as provided for by the Commission’s November 3, 2010, and January 10, 2011 Entries.

OI. RESERVATION OF RIGHTS.

Rather than repeating arguments made in previous pleadings in this case, the OCC notes for
the record that it served discovery on Columbia, Dominion, Vectren and Duke in an attempt to obtain
substantive factual support for positions taken by OCC in this docket.!! However, the Companies’
refusal to respond to discovery coupled with the PUCQO’s failure to rule on OCC’s outstanding Motion
to Compel Discovery has forced OCC to proceed with these Comments without data that the
Companies have readily available. The Companies refusal to provide the data sought by OCC raises
conjecture that such data would demonstrate that these Companies have failed to act in a reasonable
manner in the pursuit of an ordinary business expense through their credit and collection practices and
policies. Therefore, Consumer Advocates reserve the right to modify its stated positions in these |

Commenis should this additional data come to light at a later date.

11 See OCC’s Motion to Compel (August 31, 2010) at Exhibits A, B, C and D (QCC’s Discovery requests are attached to
the pleading),



In as much as the Companies did not respond to OCC discovery, OCC has largely relied upon
the Ohio Statistical Accounts Receivable Report (‘OSCAR”) Report data.'> OSCAR Reports are
provided monthly by Columbia, Dominion, Duke, and Vectren to the PUCO Staff. These Comments
demonstrate the value of the OSCAR Reports which should continue to be routinely provided to the

OCC.

IV. SUMMARY OF CONSUMER ADVOCATES RECOMMENDATIONS.
Consumer Advocates propose the following recornmendations intended to establish the best
credit and collection practices:
A The Commission should adopt benchmarks (i.e. Limit UEX recovery to a percent of
billed revenues) as a tool o assure the natural gas utilities are effectively managing
their credit and collection policies and practices. (Comments at 15-16).
B. The Commission should order another UEX review in 5 vears (Comments at 12),
C. The Commission should delay implementation of Northstar’s recommendation to
exclusively use credit scores for determining a customer’s credit worthiness.
Furthermore, the Commission should assure that the Companies are not over-relying
on deposits when addressing credit worthiness. The Companies should give their
customers access to all options, and report, to the Commission, on a monthly basis in
the OSCAR Report the number of customers who are demonstrating financial

responsibility using each method. (Comments at 17-18).

12 In the Matter of the Commission’s Review of Chapters 4901:1-17 and 9901:1-18, and Rules 4901:1-5-07, 4901:1-10-
22,4901:1-13-11,4901:1-15-17, 4901:1-21-14, and 4901:1-29-12 of the Qhio Administrative Code, Case No. 08-723-AU-
ORD, Entry of Rehearing, April 1, 2009, at 45-46.



The Commission should require the utilities to file cost-benefit studies prior to
implementing requirements for collecting mid-stream deposits. (Comments at 19-20).
The Commission should require the utilities to adjust the level of the late payment fees
to the extent that the implementation of mid-stream deposits mitigates the collection
risk for the utility. (Comments at 20),

The Commission should order the natural gas utilities to provide disconnection
notices scparate from the monthly billing statement. (Comments at 26-27).

The Commission should order the natural gas utilities to offer extended payment plans
on terms agreeable to customers. (Comments at 30-32).

The Commission should require the utilities to disclose all available payment plans
and to disclose the least cost option to the customer. (Comments at 32).

The Commission should adopt the Northstar recommendation concerning the utilities
filing reports with credit and collection information with the Commission. Consumer
Advocates further suggest that such reports include information concerning the length
of time that customers are without service and that the reports be filed quarterly.
(Comments at 32-33).

The Commission should require the utilities to adjust bill due dates to help customers
who have fixed incomes better manage their utility payments. (Comunents at 33).

The Commission should require the utilities to annually file a meter reading plan.
(Comments at 34).

The Commission should evaluate the effect of the additional costs that customers incur
to pay gas bills through credit cards and electronic payments to determine if these

costs are affecting customer payment patterns, (Comments at 34-35).



The Commission should evaluate if there are differences in the level of bad debt for
choice customers compared to non-choice customers and if so, what actions can be
taken to mitigate the difference. (Comrent at 35-36).

The Commission should order a review of the credit and collection policies and
practices of the smaller local distribution companies in Ohio and adopt the best
practices for implementation by the larger LDCs in Ohio. (Comments at 36-39),

The Commission should disallow recovery of any bad debt expense that results from
the Companies’ customers who were not placed on payment plans as required
pursuant to the Winter Reconnection Order. (Comment at 43).

The Commission should not change the eligibility criteria for the Winter Reconnection
Order as suggested by Northstar, but rather, ensure that the utilities are complying with
the Order. (Comments 43-44)

The Commission should codify the temperature thresholds in the rules for weather
based moratoriums and suspend disconnections when the extended weather forecast is
projecting below freezing temperatures over the next five-days. (Comments at 45).
The Commission should initiate a foram with all stakeholders to discuss the possibility
for initiating additional conservation and weatherization programs. (Comments at 45-
46).

The Commission should help mitigate the effect of the reductions in LIHEAP funding
and the potential increase in write-offs by encouraging all of the gas utilities to sponsor

shareholder-funded community assistance programs. (Comments at 46-47).



V. COMMENTS
A, The Northstar Report Demonstrates That These Four Companies’ Collection
Practices And Polices Are Not Effective In Minimizing Uncollectible
Expense.

The impetus for the investigation into the credit and collection policies of the gas utilities
stemns from Comments filed by OCC."* OCC has raised concemns with the structure and the
fundamental unfairness of the UEX riders since the UEX recovery mechanisms were first proposed by
the Joint Applicants. OCC asserted that the potential exists for the gas utilities to maximize
shareholder value by reducing their collection costs because they are being held harmless for the
affects of the resulting bad debt through the UEX recovery mechanism. It is difficult to identify any
other industry or business that can cut costs related to bad debt collection -- thereby increasing its
profit -- despite collecting less of the debt owed to it by customers. The Joint Applicants™ responded
to OCC’s concem about the lack of incentives and the need for an investigation into their credit and
collection practices and policies by stating:

OCC implies that approval of Application might somehow cause
Applicants io relax their credit and collection efforts. But OCC
ignores the fact that Applicants propose to collect through the rider
only those amounts associated with final accounts. Thus, because
there can be no disconnection unless the company has already
vigorously pursued collection efforts, Applicants cannot collect

through the rider any amounts associated with accounts on which there
has not been such collection efforts. °

12 In the Matter of the Joint Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d.b.a. Dominion East Ohio, Columbia Gas of Ohic
Inc., Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Northeast Ohio Natural Gas Corp., and Oxford Natural Gas Company for Approval
of an Adjustment Mechanism to Recover Uncollectible Expenses, Case No. 03-1127-GA-UNC, OCC Comments (August &,
2003) ar 2.

' Joint Applicants consist of Dominion, Vectren, Cohumbia and Duke.

5 In the Matter of the Joint Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d.b.c. Dominion East Ohie, Columbia Gas of Ohio
Inc., Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Mortheast Ohio Natural Gas Corp., and Oxford Natural Gas Comparny for Appraval
of an Adjustment Mechanism to Recover Uncollectible Expenses, Case No. (3-1127-GA-UNC, Joint Applicant Reply
(August 19, 2003) at 7-8 (emphasis added).



The Northstar Report; however, disputes this claim while validating OCC’s concerns by
concluding:
The use of 100 percent recovery riders, rather than bad debt
recovery through base rates, also eliminates any risk of non-

recovery for the utility. Together, these factors create the
potential for higher total rates for customers. '°

The Northstar Report includes data and analysis that supports the above conclusion. Specifically, the
UEX rider rates have not declined proportionate with the drop in natural gas prices and the warmer
than normal weather patterns that were experienced in Ohio. In addition, there has been a significant
increase in the number of service disconnections.!” In other words, ratepayers are experiencing the
worst of both worlds. First, because there has been a decling in natural gas commodity prices and
there has been warmer than normal weather, these events should be resulting in the gas utilities
experiencing uncollectible debt at the same, or potentially lower rate than was experienced prior to the
approval of the UEX. After all, the utilities justified the UEX solely on the basis of volatile gas prices
and unpredictable weather patterns. Second, the number of service disconnections are not an end-all
measure of the reasonableness or the effectiveness of the utilities credit and collection program. These
trends demonstrate that the guaranteed dollar-for-dollar recovery of uncollectible expense afford the
utilities, through the UEX Riders, an opportunity not only to limit resources/costs, but also to profit

from this action. This combination should convince the Commission to adopt the Northstar

18 Northstar Report at T1-1. (Prior to Commission approval of the Joint Application, the gas utilities recovered uncollectible
expenses as a commpopent within their distribution rates.) (Emphasis added).

17 According to the OSCAR Reports, for the 12 months ending in October 2010, there were 263,404 natural gas company
disconnections including Duke Energy. For the 12 months ending October 2003, there were 172,969 natural gas
disconnections including Duke Energy. The increase in service disconnections does not imply that the utilities are
adequately managing credit and collection activities. In fact, the Northstar Report identifies major gaps in the gas wility
credit and collection programs.



recommendations intending to improve the natural gas Companies’ credit and collection policies and
practices.'®

The Northstar Report clearly demonstrates the inequity that can occur when good-paying
customers are being held responsible for debt that is not being reasonably managed by the utility. This
issue is especially pronounced in the natural gas industry where the utilities recover bad debt through
both the UEX rider and the Percentage of Income Payment Plan (“PIPP”) rider and are able to
effectively shift the collections risk from the utility to the customer.'” Because the credit and
collection policies and practices of the gas utilities directly impact the level of the PIPP and UEX
riders, Table 1 demonstrates the significant -~ and increasing - obligation that has been placed on an
average residential customer in each of the natural gas utilities” service territories (assuming 95 Mcf
annual usage and current prices). Between 2003 and 2010, the average residential customers in all
four of the service territories served by Columbia, Dominion, Vectren, and Duke have experienced
uncollectible debt increases between 1,849 percent and 206 percent.

These unprecedented increases occurred despite that fact that current natural gas commodity
rates are significantly below the rates in 2006.%° These increases also highlight OCC’s concerns and
further support the Northstar recommendations that will better balance the risk for bad debt account

management between utility sharcholders and customers.

'8 OCC served data requests upon the individual Joint Applicants which would have fully documented this trend. The Joint
Applicants refusal to provide this information is indicative of the veracity of this position.

¥ Northstar Report at VIII-1 {emphasis added).

% As seen in Table 3, Ohio Wellhead Prices were $7.75 in 2006 and $4.36 in 2009.
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Tablel: Annual Cost of UEX Riders for Residential Customers

2003 2010 Percent
Change
Columbia $4.68 $14.30 206%
Gas of Ohio
Dominion $5.80 $13.03 125%
East Ohio
Duke $7.70 $24.77 222%
Energy
Vectren $3.63 $12.86 254%
Energy
Delivery

Table 2 provides a summary of the UEX rider rates that customers have been charged since

the initial rate was removed from base rates through and including UEX rates that were in effect in

2010.
Table 2: UEX Rider Rates
Columbia Dominion | Duke Energy ;| Vectren Energy |
Initial $.0493 $.0601 (East) $.0810 $.0382
Rate®! $.0782 (West)
2004 $.2076 $.1877 - $.1567
2005~ $.1338 $.2531 - $.0923
2006~ $.2116 $.2906 - $.1468
2007~ $.1631 $.5674 - $.1882
20087 $.2265 $.4662 - $.1165
2009 $.1866 $.2133 - $.2115
2010° $.1512 $.1372 $.2607 $.1354

! Northstar Report, at 1-7.
21,

2.

% See Attachment 1.

B

% Id.

7 d.
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A comparison of the Ohio wellhead price by year and weather variances by year is provided in
Table 3.

Table 3;: Ohio Wellhead Prices and Weather Summary

2003 [2004 [2005 |2006 [2007 {2008 [2009
Ohio Wellhead [ $590 [36.65 [$9.03 [$7.75 [$7.59 [$7.88 |[$4.36
Prices $MCE?
Weather Variance -182° | -872% | 462 | 97" | 273%

The significant drop in the natural gas commodity prices and warmer than normal weather patterns™ -
- factors completely outside the Companies’ control’’ -- rather than improvements in the natural gas
companies’ credit and collection policies and practices —factors completely within the Companies’
control, have played an important role in the declining UEX rates in 2010.

B. The Northstar Report Proposes Benchmarks To Be Used By The Commission

To Monitor The Effectiveness Of All Ohio Natural Gas Companies’
Collection Policies, Practices, And Performance,

Prior to selecting a consultant to review the credit and collection policies and practices of the

gas utilities, the Comsmission articulated the requirements for the audit in a Request for Proposal

* Annual Ohio Natural Gas Wellhead Price, www.eia.gov/dnav/ng/hist/nal 140.

* The weather variance is based upon the sum of the number of heating degree days by year for Columbus, Cincinnati,
Dayton, Toledo and Cleveland as an average for each year compared with the normal number of heating degree days for
these five cities expressed as an average for {he five cities. See Attachment 2.

312005 Weather Variance = 5640 - 5822 = -182.

32 2006 Weather Variance = 4959 - 5822 = -863.

*3 2007 Weather Variance = 5360 - 5822 = 462.

34 2008 Weather Variance = 5725 - 5822 = -97.

35 2009 Weather Variance = 5549 - 5822 = -273.

3 Annual Ohio Natral Gas Welihead Price, www.eia.gov/idnav/ng/ist/nal 140.

¥ In the Matter of the Joint Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d.b.a. Dominion East Ohio, Columbia Gas of Ohic
Inc., Vectren Energy Delivery of Chio, Northeast Ohio Natural Gas Corp., and Oxford Natural Gas Company jfor Approval
of an Adjustmens Mechanism to Recover Uncollectibie Expenses, Case No. 03-1127-GA-UNC Joint Application (May 7,
2003) at 2 {The Companies acknowledged this very fact.).
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(“RFP”).*® Specifically, the Commission required that the consultant:
Recommend an industry benchmark for uncollectible debt as a

percentage of total revenue (or similar measure) based on the best
practices of natural gas utilities in other states.”

The Commission stated its intent to use the Northstar Report as a tool to help create benchmarks that
the Commission could then use to monitor the effectiveness of the utility collection practices in
minimizing uncollectible expense.*® Consumer Advocates support the development of benchmark
standards for uncollectible debt and asserts that such benchmarks, if properly designed, could serve as
an important tool towards ensuring that the utilities are actually and effectively managing their credit
and collection activities instead of simply relying on the UEX Rider for collection.

The Northstar Report recommended a benchmark for Commission consideration that would
have the effect of limiting the natural gas utility’s recovery of bad debt expense. The Northstar Report
recommends:

a range of 1.5 to 2.5 percent for non-PIPP bad debt expense

{depending on the service territory) would represent a reasonable

target; however, as the economy improves or gas prices increase,

this range may no longer be appropriate.
Consumer Advocates concur that Northstar has presented a reasonable range for a benchmark for the
Commission to implement that would give the utility a chance to recover a reasonable level of

expense, but would also hokl the utility accountable for failure to manage its debt account portfolio in

a reasonable manner.

* Pinding and Order (August 19, 2009) at Request for Proposal No. $ 08-CC-1 p. 2.
PH.
* Finding and Order {August 19, 2009) at 6.
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A comparison of the projected bad debt write off as provided in the annual gas utilities” UEX
filings with the total revenues provided in the annual reports can be found in Table 4*' which
demonstrates the bad debt write-offs have grown substantially since the utilities were given the
authority to recover bad debt through the UEX riders.

The level of the bad debt write-off is directly related to the effectiveness of the credit and
collection policies and practices used by the utilities. It is noteworthy that, in 2003, when the recovery
of bad debt was embedded in the base rates, the percentage of bad debt compared to total revenues
was considerably less than it is now. The implementation of a maximum UEX recovery level based
upon a percentage of total revenues (e.g. 1.5% to 2.5%) would prdvide an incentive for the natural gas
utilities to focus efforts and company resources on the efficient management of its bad debt accounts
instead of being able to sit back and collect the bad debts through the UEX Riders.

The Northstar Report looked at a modified benchmark approach that is being reviewed
in Michigan. The Michigan Model is described in the Northstar Report as follows:

Michigan is moving towards adoption of a bad debt tracker
mechanism for its utilities MichCon Gas has had a bad debt
tracker account for several years that establishes a base level of
bad debt in a rate case, with an annual up/down adjustment
mechanism if actual bad debt differs from the adopted level.
The MichCon program provided a 90/10 split both above and
below the rate case level - if bad debt was higher than the
adopted level, the company was only allowed to recover 90
percent of the difference through the tracker, and if it was
low[er] than adopted, the company was able to retain 10
percent of the savings. The commission has nine rate cases
open currently, all but one of which has proposed a similar bad
debt tracker mechanism. In these open cases, the commission is
moving towards an 80/20 split both above and below the level
of bad debt set in the rate cases. The “target” bad debt level in
the initial MichCon case was set as the average of the prior
three years experience. The open rate cases are shortening the
look-back period, but the actual period varies case by case. Bad

#1 See Bxhibit 1.
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debt expenses for utilities in Michigan have doubled, and in
some cases tripled, in the past few years, motivating the
utilities to propose the tracker mechanism so they can obtain
more rapid recovery of the increasing bad debt write-offs. **

C. Consumer Advocates Recommended Benchmark

The Consumer Advocates support the establishment of a target level of between 1.5 and 2.5
percent of total write-offs compared to billed revenues, as recommended by Northstar.*? For example,
if the utility experiences greater than 2.5 percent write-offs, then the utility could recover the target
level plus 80 percent of the write-offs in excess of the 2.5 percent target in year one. The recovery
amount above the 2.5 percent target would then decrease during the subsequent four years. In year
two, the Companies could recover 60 percent of the write-offs greater than the 2.5 percent target. In
year three, the Companies could recover 40 percent of the write-offs greater than the 2.5 percent
target. In year four, the Companies could recover 20 percent of the write-offs greater than the 2.5
percent target. Finally, in year five, the Companies could recover none of the write-offs greater than
the 2.5 percent target. However, if during the next five years, the utility experiences write-offs of less
than 2.5 percent of total billed revenues, then the utility could keep 10 percent of the savings
experienced during any year during that five year period. The implementation of such a mechanism
would place a reasonable limit on dollar-for-dollar recovery under the existing UEX recovery
mechanisms, and would only reward the utility for credit and collection practices that resulted in
minimizing write-offs. The Commission should consider scheduling another UEX review in five

years,

*2 Narthstar Report at A-2.
* Norshstar Report at I-18, See also VIII-2 (Discussion of the Michigan Model for bad debt trackers).
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A benchmark system offers an additional benefit for the Commission to consider. The
Objectives and Scope section of the RFP used by the Commission in this case included the following
bullet listing the objectives of this andit: “[t]rain selected Commission Staff to perform similar audits
in the future.”* The benchmark system provides the Staff with a manageable and efficient means of
reviewing the recovery under the UEX riders. Finally, the benchmark also serves as a tool that limits
the utility’s recovery, and puts the onus on the utility to implement the best credit and collection
policies and practices designed to minimize write-offs.

D. The Northstar Report Recommended “best practices” to be Employed by

Natnral Gas Companies in the State of Ohio to Minimize Uncollectible
Expense.

1. Strategy and Organization.

Consumer Advocates aver that much of the increase experienced in the UEX rates these past
five years is a direct result of the business decisions that these Companics have made. Because the
Companies get dollar for dollar recovery of this bad debt through a rider they have no incentive to
invest the necessary capital in the reasonable effort to collect that very same bad debt, Much of
OCC’s discovery requests that were directed to Columbia, Dominion, Vectren and Duke were geared
to understanding the resources that these companies allocated to the collection of bad debt prior to the
implementation of the UEX Riders and resources that are employed today. Because the requested
information was not provided, and the PUCO did not rule on OCC’s Motion to Compel; therefore,
OCC is not in a position to address this issue further, at this time.

The Commission should grant OCC’s Motion to Compel, and order the Companies to respond

to OCC's discovery; thus OCC reserves the right to supplement these Comments.

* Finding and Order {August 19, 2009) at Request for Proposal No. S 09-CC-1 p. 3.
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2. Deposits.

Northstar recommends that third-party credit scores be integrated in the assessment for when
10 require customers to pay a deposit.” While the use of “quick and inexpensive” credit checks are
permitted by Ohio Adm. Code 4501:1-17-03, the preference of one means to demonstrate credit
worthiness (e.g. payment of a deposit) over another (i.c. guarantor arrangement) is not supported by
the rules and may not be in the public interest. While Consumer Advocates are not encouraging the
increased imposition of security deposits, the gas utilities do need however, to comply with the
creditworthiness requirements in Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-17.

Deposits can be expensive and can hinder customers from obtaining access to essential utility
services.”® To the extent that customers are unable to afford deposits, the lack of access to essential
utility service can threaten public health and safety.*’ In addition, Customers who do not have a credit
score, or have a credit score that is based on a history of payments for non-utility services can be
negatively impacted by having to pay a deposit. Furthermore, while Northstar prefers the use of third-
party credit scores, Northstar did not demonstrate how reliance on credit scores -- and the requirement
of a deposit -~ are any more effective than any of the other alternative means that are available
pursuant to the Commission rules for customers to demonstrate financial responsibility.

Use of credit scores alse raise another concem because credit scores are based on payment

records for non-utility product purchases. Thus, the use of credit scores in determining when to assess

45 Northstar Repart at [V-8 and [V-10.

% Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-17-03 enables deposits to be calculated based on 130% of an average monthly residential
naiural gas bill.

¥ Access to Utility Service, 3.8.1, Page 100.

2 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-17-02 provides for five alternative methods in which customers can demonstrate financial
responsibility including the use of a financially responsible freeholder of property, creditworthiness with a similar wtility, use
of a guarantor, a quick and inexpensive credit check, or a deposit.
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deposits can potentially undermine the utilities duty to provide service.” Payment history for non-
utility goods and services are not necessarily representative of what the customer’s payment history
will be for utility service. When balancing a family budget, many customers will choose paying
utility bills first to keep vital services and pay additional interest on credit card debt pushed further
into the future.

Another consideration is that the use of credit scores can have a disparate impact on certain

vulnerable customers.>® Studies have shown that African-Americans and Latinos are more likely then
whites to have lower credit scores and many minority customers lack the credit history that is needed
to even generate a credit score.”! Given the current levels of poverty in Ohio and the changing ethnic
population in the state, the use of credit scores should be approached with considerably more diligence
than what is recommended by Northstar. At a minimum, Consumer Advocates recommend that the
Commission delay consideration of preferring the use of credit scores in determining when deposits
are to be imposed until the credit rules prescribed in Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-17 are reviewed again
pursuant to the five year review required by the Joint Committee on Agency Rule Review.
Consumer Advocates note that there are considerable differences in the collection practices of deposits
between the utilities. As found later in the report, 2% of Dominion customers were assessed a deposit
last year compared with 4.1% of Columbia customers, 4.5% of Vectren customers, and 14.4% of
Duke customers.

Moreover, Northstar observed that Columbia and Vectren do not have the capability to assess

mid-siream deposits as supported by rules and recommends that both evaluate the cost effectiveness of

¥ Access to Utility Service, Regulated, National Consumer Law Center, Fourth Edition, 2008, Section 3.7.4.4 at 92.
0 1d. at 93.
51 1d.
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implernenting such changes in their billing systems.”* However, Northstar did not evaluate the
effectiveness of mid-stream deposits or the impact that collection of mid-stream deposits will have on
the UEX rate and balance. While Consumer Advocates do not intend to reargue the merits of mid-
stream deposits in this venue, there are several aspects of using mid-stream deposits that should be
considered before requiring the utilities to implement collection of such deposits.

First, the utilities have long-claimed that the complexity of their billing systems and expense
involved in modifying their billing systems to meet Commission requirements preclude such action.>
In a recent case, the Commission gave the utilities almost a year and a half to implement changes in
the percentage of payment levels and arrearage crediting provisions for lJow-income customers on the
PIPP.>* Implementation of mid term deposit requirements can be significant and include costs that the
Companies already pass through to all ratepayers.® Therefore, before the Commission requires the
Companies to assess mid-stream deposits, the Commission should conduct an investigation into the
utility billing systems to better understand the costs associated with such requirements.

Second, to the extent that customers are unable to pay the mid-stream deposit, their natural gas
service is placed at risk and the gas utilitics forego revenues that are lost when service is disconnected.
This is especially true for those customers who pay, but may be inclined (for whatever reason) to pay
after the due date. To the extent that the overall risk for non-payment and permanent loss of revenues

of natural gas service is low, the mid-stream deposit is not mitigating any real risk for the utility.*® In

32 Northstar Report at 1-9 and I-17.

% In the Master of the Commission's Review of Chapters 4901:1-17 and 4901:1-18, and Rules 4901:1-5-07, 4901:1-10-22,
4901:1-13-11, 4901:1-15-17, 4901:1-21-14, and 4901:1-25-12 of the Ohia Administrative Code, Case No. (08-723-AU-
ORD, Entry on Rehearing (April 1, 2009} at 40 (the Commission acknowledges the arguments of the gas utilities who are
proposing an 18 month delay in implementation of requirements).

* Id. Second Entry on Rehearing, (June 3, 2009) at 2.
%3 Northstar Report, at 1-9.
58 Acoess to Utility Service, Section 3.8.3, at 101,
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fact, the revenues that the utilities collect in late payment fees and charges may be more than sufficient
to make the utilities whole.”’

If the Commission considers ordering the utilities to imnplement mid-stream deposits,
Consumer Advocates recommend that at a minimum, the Commission should first require the utilities
to perform and file a cost-benefit study in this docket. The cost-benefit study should identify only
those revenues that it expects to collect with a mid-stream deposit that it would otherwise be unable to
collect without a mid-stream deposit. In addition, the utilities should only be collecting mid-stream
deposits if they are able to demonstrate that they actually face a permanent collection risk. A slow or
late paying customer does not necessarily pose a collection risk, and such customers compensate the
Company through the assessed late fee. Therefore, to the extent the Company collects a mid-stream
deposit, for the perceived collection risk, the utility should be required to reduce the level of the late
payment charges to the extent that its collection risk is mitigated through the use of mid-stream
deposit.

While the payment of deposits is one method in which the Commission rules allow customers
to demonstrate financial responsibility, there are other methods prescribed in the rules.”® The other
methods also include demonstration that the customer is a financially responsible freeholder of
property, creditworthiness with a similar utility, a credit check, or a guarantor.

For reporting purposes however, the gas utilities are only required to provide the number of
deposits that are collected each month in the OSCAR Reports. Without knowing the number of

accounts in which customers demonstrated financial responsibility using one of the other methods

57 The gas wtilities are able to assess late payment charges at a rate of 1.5% on unpaid balances afier the due date on the bill
or 18% anpually.

*# Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-17 Creditworthiness for Residential Utility Consumers.



prescribed in the rules, there is a lack of data that is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of the credit
program.

Table S provides the number of deposits that were collected by the gas utilities during select
years. The number of deposits collected in these four years indicate a declining trend for Columbia
Gas and Dominion whereas Vectren and Duke have apparently increased reliance on security
deposits, However, the ability to accurately evaluate the effectiveness of the risk mitigation by the
utilities is limited because data is not available for the number of customers who demonstrate financiat

responsibility as a freeholder of property, creditworthiness with a similar utility, through credit check,

Or guarantor.
Table 5: Number of Deposits Collected hg'Gas Utilities
(2003, 2003, 2007, and 2009)

Columbia Dominion Vectren Duke |
2003 86,963 37,000 NA 30064 ?
2005 108,690 11,5340 13,300 42,088
2007 69,748 12,514 13,405 54,337
2009 56,436 3,166 17,643 73,684

As part of the annual UEX filings, the Commission should require the Companies to

demonsirate how they are using the credit worthiness tools that are provided in the Cornmission rules
to reduce write-offs. Monthly OSCAR Reports should be expanded to include the methods and total
number of customers who are using each method to demonstrate financial responsibility. The
Commission should disallow recovery of any bad debt expense through the UEX Rider where the gas

utilities are not adequately managing the credit and worthiness requirements pursuant to Commission

rules.

%% See attachment 3.
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Finally, the utilities should be required to mitigate, to the extent possible, the effect that initial
deposits, as well as, mid-stream deposit will have on customers. In this regard, Consumer Advocates
recornmend that the deposits be billed in three equal installments rather than in a single payment.

3. Termination and Payment Arrangements.
a. Disconnection Issues.

Disconnection shonld be a collection remedy of last resort, and evaluation of a company’s
credit and collection practices should include a determination as to how effectively and how
aggressively the company uses alternative measures -- including extended payment arrangements — to
minimize the necessity for disconnection. Furthermore, these Comments should NOT be construed as
a recommendation for the Companies to increase their disconnection activities. The Companies
should dedicate corporate resources to earlier intervention, and liberalized/customized payment plans
intended to give customers a realistic opportunity to address their utility obligation in a timely manner
before the arrearage grows to unmanageable levels. It is apparent from the Northstar report that some
companies offer no payment arrangements other than the minimal six-month plan® required by Ohio
Adm.Code 4901:1-18. Companies have and should use the flexibility to go beyond that minimum six-
month payment plan option.*’

Disconnection notices should be accompanied by a clear and affirmative offer by the utility to
implement a realistic and affordable exfended payment plan. The more important criteria for

evaluating credit and collection practices are early intervention in the collection process and clear and

% 1 accordance with the latest amendments, this would now be 9 months instead of 6 months.
®! This is discussed more extensively in the next section, “Payment Plan Issues.”



consistent communications with customers are imperative. The following analysis demonstrates that
these criteria have not been included in the Companies’ credit and collection practices.

Disconnection practices are an integral component in the success of the utility collection
activities and is a tool that must be diligently managed. However, the public interest is not served
when the utilities are communicating inconsistent and arbitrary credit and collection polices to the
public. The Commission should take steps to discourage collection policies that result in
disconnection notices being provided with unrealistic shut-off dates (e.g. threatening shut off in 14
days when the Company knows that it does not intend to disconnect pursuant to the notice). After
receiving multiple such notices, customers may mistakenly believe that natural gas service will not be
disconnected. When the time finally arrives and the utility decides to take disconnection action, the
arrearage is typically so great that the customer has little -- if any -- opportunity to maintain service.
Effective credit and collection policies and practices include early and consistent intervention
collection efforts.

Table 6 illustrates this point. Summary data including disconnections for select months and
different measures of the level of delinquency customers experienced , as well as, Commission-
ordered payment plans for each month, the number of disconnection notices rendered and the average

amount of delinquency.



Table 6: Disconnection and Arrearage Data
(2003-2010)

Date Disconnections™ | Average # Customer| Average Disconnect | Percent of Average
Disconnectiof non-PIPP | Arrears Notices® Disconnects to | Delinque;
Amount® T Payment | 60 days“ Notice®™ Amount®
Plan®™
Mar. 2003 10422 $565.29 72,116 $629..06.94 245,977 4.2 $399.691.
Sept. 2003 21,321 51272 83,662 511.66 225215 9.5 322.86
Mar, 2004 33,542 18543 82,670 736.44 381,914 5.1 326.155
Sept. 2004 | 19,602 652.58 67,116 622.54 186,858 10.5 36747
Mar. 2005| 9,692 559.23 85,096 836.70 345,317 28 393.86
Sept. 2005 10,689 961.90 73,872 697.31 183,861 58 434.14
Mar. 2006 11,291 664.40 97,767 922.51 396,376 28 479.99
Sept. 2006| 21,164 734.27 99,788 745.36 217,184 9.7 396.51
Mar. 2007 11,052 795.42 85,036 957.02 381,355 29 469.34
Sept. 2007 | 20,395 1083.36 88,4287 778.21 195410 104 402.50
Mar. 2008| 10,270 52524 92,945 1,009.32 | 370,949 28 465.40
Sept. 2008 23,636 653.93 82,476 870.783 | 208,524 113 423.88
Mar 2009 | 18,241 470.07 10,7492 1,11890 | 393427 4.6 490.02
Sept. 2009| 25,907 418.53 00,188 91043 205,710 12.6 33945
Mar. 2010 17,972 397.26 96,539 1,06643 | 337,542 53 391.11
Sept. 2010 24,970 $495.47 63,005 $1,028.82 | 217,187 11.5 $388.68

The data presented in Table 6 demonstrates there is liitle correlation between the number of

disconnections and the number of disconnection notices rendered in a given month -- as only

62 See Attachment 4, Column 8.01 on OSCAR Report.
€3See Attachmment 4, Column 9.01 + by Column 8.01 on OSCAR Report.
8 See Attachment 4, Column 1.04 on OSCAR Report.

8 See Attachment 4, Column 1.07 = by Coluran 1.06.

5 See Attachment 4, Columnn 10.01 on OSCAR Report.

57 See Astachment 4, Column 8.01 + by Column 10.1 (x 100).
% See Attachment 4, Column 10.02 + by Column 10.01.



approximately between 2.8 percent — 12.6 percent of disconnection notices actually result in
disconnections. While Consumer Advocates are concerned with even the smallest percentage level of
disconnections, a greater concem lies with the significant number of notices that the Companies have
sent customers with no intention to disconnect. This calls into question the effectiveness of the
disconnection notices as a tool in helping customers avoid disconnection. In addition, the 140 percent
increase in service disconnection® demonstrates the failure of the utilities to diligently manage the
uncollectibie accounts because during the same period of time the average arrearages for customers
greater than sixty days past due have increased, 101 percent from September 2003 to September
2010.7° Therefore, customers are experiencing the worst of both worlds - increased disconnections
and increasing UEX Rider rates.

The Northstar Report appears to have reached the same conclusion albeit based on an
evaluation of different data. The Northstar Report included a discussion of issues surrounding the
utilities’ disconnection practices that were not deemed to be considered a “best practice.” Northstar
observed delays in the disconnection practices beyond the time frames provided for in the
Commission’s rules.”! Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-06(A) provides for at least fourteen-day advance
notice prior to disconnection of service for sitwations involving non-payment. Ohio Adm. Code
4901:1-18-04(A)(1) defines delinguency as when an unpaid previous balance for regulated service is
not paid by the due date of the following bill. During the winter months, Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-
18(BX1) requires an additional 10-day advance notice. Northstar observed circumstances in which

the gas utility collection policies and practices would result in a resetting of the disconnection process

% 24,970 - 10,422 = 14,548 (14,548 + 10,422) x 100 = 140%.
™ $1028.82 - 511.66= $517.16 (517.16 = $51 1.66) x 100 = 101%%.
™ Northstar Report at Exhibit TT1-2,



every 60 days, thereby significantly extending the time frame for disconnection of otherwise
delinquent accounts -~ and likely increasing the amount owed by customers to even greater and more
unmanageable levels,”” Northstar’s evaluation of Duke’s performance, for example, is specifically
critical of Duke’s inability to address account delinquencies in a timely manner.”

The Northstar Report also identifies issues with Dominion’s collection policies and practices,
and determined that Dominion is not effective at managing its uncollectible accounts, Northstar
added that Dominion does not have an effective collection strategy to guide its collection efforts.™
This is especially noteworthy in light of the fact that Dominion UEX and PIPP Riders combined are a
staggering $1.85 per Mcf.”” The Northstar Report affirmed a belief that Dominion is not intervening
early enough in the collection process in order to help customers avoid loss of service, but instead, is
allowing the arrearages to build to unmanageable 90-plus day arrears levels.”® Even more remarkable,
Dominion appears to have no rationale for their credit collection policies and practices. When asked,
by Northstar, why the Company resets the termination clock each time a customer is billed, the
Company responded “it was instructed to do so by the PUCO Staff."’

This issue reaches the core of a long standing concern by Consumer Advocates that
disconnection notices should be provided separately from the bill.”® Dominion and perhaps other gas

utilities provide reminder notices on bills when certain delinquency dollar thresholds are not met and

" Northstar Report at [TT-13 and 11I-19.
7 Northstar Report at ITI-25.

™ Northstar Report at I[1-19.

™ See Attachment 1,

7 Northstar Report at 111-19.

7 Northstar Report at III-19, (9).

® In the Matter of the Commission’s Review of Chapters 4901:1-17 and 4901:1-18, and Rules 4901:1-5-07, 4901 :1-10-22,
4901:1-13-11, 4901 :1-15-17, 4901:1-21-14, and 4904 :1-29-12 of the Ohio Administrative Code, Case No 08-723-AU-
ORD, Consumer Group Initial Comments (September 10, 2008) ar 91.
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no further action is taken on these accounts.” Reminder notices do not comply with the Commission
standard for disconnection notices and may not include the information custorners need to help avoid
disconnection.®

The use of dollar thresholds in determining collection action may be appropriatc. However,
the thresholds should not be used as a reason for not pursuing collections. Early intervention by the
utilities with a goal of working with customers to obtain delinquent payment can prove invaluable to
reducing UEX costs.

The American Gas Association (AGA) recently produced a survey of arrearages and
disconnection data of its members as shown in attachment 5.5' The survey provided a geographical
comparison of the changes that have occurred in arrearages and disconnection data over the last year
for different regions in the country. Ohio is represented in the East North Central Regjon along with
Wisconsin, Jllinois, Indiana, and Michigan. Consumer Advocates compared arrearage and
disconnection data that is provided by the gas utilities in the OSCAR reports for Angust, September,
October 2009 with the same data set provided by the utilities in August, September, and Qctober
2010. Table 7 provides a comparison of the 2009 to 2010 Ohio arrearage and disconnection data with

the East North Central Region summary provided in the AGA survey.

™ Naorthstar Report at I-15.

8 Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-D6{A)(5) specifies the content of disconnection notices including the requirement that a
disconnection notice be prominently identified accordingly.

8 American Gas Association Utility Customer Arrearage and Disconnect Survey (Fall 2010) Attached hereto as
Attachment 5.
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Table 7: Comparison of Arrearage and Disconnection Data

East North Central | Ohio (August — October
Region 2009 Compared with
Qctober — August 2010)"

Change in Dollar Amount of -182% 13.4%>
Customer Arrearages
Change in Number of Customers 8.3% 4.1%>
with Arrearages
Percent of Customers Currently in 14.2% 17.9%>
Arrears
Change in Amount Owed By -22% 154%%
Disconnected Customers
Change in the Number of 2.2% -5%"
Disconnections
Customers Currently Disconnected 5.1% 2.1%™

While the total customer arrearages dropped in the East North Central Region by -18.2 percent
from 2009 to 2010, the average 60 day customer arrearages in Ohio grew by 13.4 percent for the
period August — October 2009 compared with August — October 2010. In addition, while the number
of customers who were in arrears by 30 days decreased by 8.3 percent for the East North Central
Region, Ohio experienced a 4.1 percent increase in the total number of customers who were in arrears
by at least 30 days and who received disconnection notices.

In the East North Central Region, 14.2 percent of the customers were in arrears at the time the
survey was conducted. In Ohio, 17.9 percent of the natural gas customers were in arrears and

receiving termination notices during the August to October 2010 time period. Concerning

% See Attachment 6.

% $1109 - $978 = $131 /$978 x 100 = 13.4%.

% 482,117 - 462,997 = 19,120 / 462,997 x 100 =4.1%.
482,117/ 2,687,839 = 17.9%.

% $643 - $557 = 86/ 557 x 100 = 15.4%.

% 55,766 - 56,054 = -288 / 56,054 x 100 = 0.5,

% 55,766/ 2,687,839 = 2.1%
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disconnection data, the East North Central Region experienced a 2.2 percent reduction in the number
of disconnections between 2009 and 2010. Ohio experienced a (.5 percent reduction in
disconnections.

The East North Central Region experienced a 22 percent reduction in the amount
disconnected custorners owed between the two years. Ohio natural gas customers who were
disconnected realized a 15.4 percent increase in the amount owed. These statistics demonstrate that
the Ohio Companies are not as effectively managing their credit and collection efforts as utilities in
other states in Ohio’s region. Consumer Advocates are not advocating for the Companies to more
aggressively disconnect customers, but rather more diligently and selectively notice customers who
are realistically subject to disconnection, as well as, proactively manage these accounts earlier in the
collection process.

Northstar provided some comparative data of the bad debt recovery mechanisms in
Pennsylvania, Kentucky, Indiana, and Michigan.® Pennsylvania, Indiana, and Kentucky recover
generally recover bad debt through base rates; however, there are trends towards recovery through gas
cost riders.”® Pennsylvania also collects bad debt data as a percentage of total revenues and makes the
information publicly available on their Commission website. Michigan provides for bad debt
recovery through a UEX, but there are some incentives for the utilities to manage the bad debt.

b. Payment Plan Issnes.
The Nortstar Report does not evaluate the effectiveness of the extended payment plans that are

required by the Commission or recommend improvements in the types of payment plans that may

% Northstar Report at A-1.
* Northstar Report A-1.
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help reduce UEX costs. The Comrnission rles require that the gas utilities offer a one-ninth, one-
sixth, one-third, and budget payment plan for non-PIPP residential customers.”’ However, the gas
utilities seem to be promoting primarily the one-sixth payment plan rather than allowing customers to
choose from all of the available payment plan options.

For example, in January 2009, Columbia had 20,344 customers on the one-sixth payment
plan.’? By comparison, Columbia had only five customers on the one-ninth payment plan, and 1,534
customers on the one-third payment plan. This level of participation is appalling in light of the fact
that Columbia negotiated the right to offer the one-ninth payment plan in October 2008 (well abead of
the implementation date in the rules) in exchange for approval to lengthen the amount of time it had to
reconnect services.” The only conclusion that can be reached from this analysis is that Columbia is
not offering payment plans that are tailored to help customers avoid delinquency. Columbia is merely
doing the bare minimum to comply with its interpretation of the Commission rules. The impact of
Columbia’s actions on its UEX is that if the one-sixth payment plan is not the most effective payment
plan to help customers avoid disconnection, then Columbia write-offs increase and these costs are
passed to all customers through the UEX. To amplify this even more, in January 2009, Columbia had
883 customers on a basic extended payment plan (a few days extension of the due date) and three
customers on a more customized generic payment plan.

Northstar noted that prior to 2004 Vectren offered more customized payment plans for

%! Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-18-05(B).
%2 Northstar Report at V-20.

% In the Matter of the Commission's Review of Chapters 4901:1-17 and 4901:1-18, and Rules 4901:1-5-07, 4901:1-10-22,
4901:1-13-11, 4901:1-15-17, 4901:1-21-14, and 4901:1-29-12 of the Ohio Administrative Code, Case No. (8-723-AU-
ORD, Application by Cohunbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for a Waiver (August 25, 2009) at 9.



customers.>* However, through a Stipulation with Staff,”* the Company reduced the number of
customized plans and instead began only offering the Commission-ordered payment plans. Perhaps
this explains why approximately 68 per cent of the Commission-ordered plans Vectren entered into in
2009 were broken. In developing best practices, Consumer Advocates have hoped that the Northstar
Report would provide a more comprehensive evaluation into the effectiveness of different payment
plans and options. Not only are ineffective payment plans counter-productive in reducing UEX costs,
the payment plans are not helping customers avoid disconnection and all the additional associated
costs.

Table 8 shows the number of customers who were disconnected for non-payment during
October for each year since 2003 and the average amount owed when services were disconnected.

Table 8: Ten Year Summary of Disconnections for Customers on Extended Payment Plans™
(October, 2001-2010)

Disconnections| Extended Payment | Average Amount Owed | Percent of
Plan Disconnections¥ On Payment Plan When| Disconnects’®
Disconnected®’
2001 16,517 6,340 $635.83 384%
2002 22,2461 9,880 527.11 44.4%
2003 20,564 8,379 494.66 40.7%
2004 13,386 2,630 1,015.94 19.6%
2005 12,218 1,374 511.04 11.2%
2006 14,106 3,015 801.09 21.4%
2007 13,817 1,575 848.33 11.4%
2008 19,9524 5,405 688.67 27.1%
2000 18,331 4,806 583.80 26.2%
2010 20,564 4,879 $576.97 23.7%

* Excludes Columbia Gas Data that has not been provided for over a decade even thaugh it is required to provide the data to
Staff on a monthly basis.

% Northstar Report at V-40.

% Northstar Report at V-40.

% See Attachment 7 for disconnections and extended payment plan Disconnections data 2001 through 2010.
% Column 903 + Cohunn 8.03.

% Column 8.03 + Column 8.01.
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In addition, Table 8 demonstrates that a high percentage of customers on the Commission-
ordered payment plans are still being disconnected. In addition, the high amounts that are owed when
disconnection occurs reflect how unaffordable and inadequate the payment plans are.

Consumer Advocates recommend that the gas utilities that have a UEX be required to offer
extended payment plans on terms that are more agreeable to customers. The installment payment
amount should be no more than $50 per month plus current charges (including budget payments).
The utilities should be required to offer customers that are behind in payment the option of each of the
Commission-ordered payment plans and the custom payment plan and to disclose the plan with the
least out of pocket expense to enter the plan. Monthly reports should be provided to Staff and the
OCC reflecting the number of customers on each of the Commission-ordered extended payment plans
{(including the custom payment plan}, the number of disconnects on each plan, and the dollars owed at
the time of the disconnection. Northstar recommended that the gas utilities file quarterly or annual
reports providing specific information on collection activities and the effectiveness of these
activities.”® Specifically, Northstar recommends that the utilities report bad debt as a percentage of
total billings, the delinquency aging of accounts, the net write-off and recoveries, and the PIPP
Arrearages.

In addition, Northstar recommends that the utilities report the number of bankruptcies, number
of PIPP customers, and number of delinquent customers. Finally, Northstar recommends that the
utilities report on the number of deposits, number of bills sent, number of delinquent accounts,
number of accounts eligible for notice, number of notices sent, number of customers eligible for
disconnection following notice, number of payment arrangements made and number broken by type,

number of accounts scheduled for termination and the number actually terminated, and the number

% Northstar Repart at VIII-3.
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collected. Consumer Advocates support the Northstar recommendation; however, Consumer
Advocates propose that the recommended reporting requirements also include reconnection data
including the number of accounts reconnected within 1 day, 7 days, 30 days, 90 days, and after 90
days. The Commission should require the reports to be filed quarterly.

Finally, the utilities should be required to offer adjusted due dates to help custorners avoid
being routinely delayed in paying natural gas bills. Adjusted due dates can help customers who are on
fixed incomes better manage their monthly budget by coinciding the due date on their natral gas bill
to routinely be a few days after the date in which they receive retirernent checks or other regular
assistance income.

4, Recovery Activities.

Consumer Advocates aver that much of the increase experienced in the UEX rates these past
five years is a direct result of the business decisions that these Companies have made. Because the
Companies get dollar for dollar recovery of its bad debt through a rider they have no incentive to
invest the necessary capital in the reasonable effort to seck recovery of bad debt that has been written
off. Much of OCC’s discovery requests that were directed to Columbia, Dominion, Vectren and Duke
were geared to understanding the resources that these companies allocated to the collection of bad
debt prior to the implementation of the UEX Riders and resources that are employed today. Because
those discovery requests were not answered, the PUCO did not rule on OCC’s Motion to Compel, and
Northstar did not perform such an analysis: thus OCC does not have data to support its theory.
Therefore, OCC neither agrees nor disagrees with Northstar’s findings in this area. Because the
requested information was not provided, Consumer Advocates are not in a position to address this
issue further, at this time.

The Commission should grant OCC’s Motion to Compel, and order the Companies to respond

to OCC’s discovery, thus Consumer Advocates reserve the right to supplement these Comments.
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3. Meter Reading, Billing and Payments,
According to the Northstar Report, over 10,100 meters have not been read on an annual basis
by the gas companies as required by the Commission nules.'™ Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-13-04

1 Consumer

requires that all natural gas meters be read on at least an anitual basis by the gas utilities.
Advocates are troubled that despite the length of time the gas utilities have had to perform annual
meter reads and the large investment made in Automatic Meter Reading equipment, there continues to
be approximately 9,924 meters that are not being actually read on an annual basis.'*

Northstar also implies that the gas utilities have a requirement to annually file a meter reading
plan with the Commission. While OCC has advocated that the meter reading plans be annually filed,
the actual requirement is for the gas utilities to provide copies of the meter reading plan to the PUCO
Staff, While the meter reading plans can probably be obtained through public record requests, an
annual filing requirement would certainly lead to more public openness and transparency.'®

Northstar summarized the different methods available to customers to pay natural gas bills
which included payments by cash, check, credit or debit card, e-check, and gift certificates.'**
However, Northstar did not review the additional costs that can be associated with payments made

through authorized agents, credit cards, and via other electronic means. For customers who do not

have a checking account, the cost for paying gas bills at authorized agents is $0.86. The cost of

% Northstar Report at VII-5 indicates 6,000 meters for Columbia, VIT-9 indicates 3,000 meters for Dominion, VII-13
indicates 800 for Duke Energy, and VII-16 indicates 324 for Vectren.

1 Ohio Admin Code 4901:1-13-04(GX1).

1% Northstar Report at VII-5 (states that 6,000 Columbia meters were not read). See also, Northstar Report at VI1-9 (states
that 2,200 Dominion meters were not read for more than 12 months.) See also, Northstar Report, at VII (states that
approximately 200 Duke meters were not read for more than 12 months.) See also, Northstar Report at VII-16 (stated that
324 Vectren meters were not read for more than 12 months.).

1% In the next rules review, the Commission should amend Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-13-04(G)(1)(a) to require annual
filings of the meter reading plans.

1 Nocthstar Report at VII-3,



money orders to be mailed to the company can cost several dollars. The cost for paying via credit
card or electronic check varies depending upon the Company anywhere between $3.95 and $6.95,1%
For Columbia, approximaiely half the payments made on a monthly basis are made by US Mail and
the other half using the methods explained above.'® For Vectren, approximately 60 per cent of the
payments are received via US Mail and the balance of payments received used other methods.'”’ The
gas utilities have generally closed ail of their bill payment centers that were at one time available to
make utility payments at no cost to the customer, and most of the remaining bili payment methods add
additional costs to customers.

Consumer Advocates are concerned that the additional costs for paying utility bills may hinder
a customer’s ability to make timely payments and thus potentially impact the UEX. An evaluation of
these costs are needed to determine if the potential exists to lower the costs for paying bills and if this
can increase bill payments.

E. Additional Areas Of Concern That Warrant Commission Consideration In The

Development of ""Best Practices" to be Employed by Natural Gas Companies
in the State of Ohio to Minimize Uncollectible Expense

1. The Northstar Report notes that the LDC’s are at risk for bad debt
related to choice customers, but fails to recommend any ways in which
this risk can be mitigated.

The Northstar Report noted that the Ohio gas atilities are at risk for the bad debt associated
with customers who participate in the gas choice programs. However, Northstar did not investigate if
there are differences in the level of debt associated with choice customers compared with the debt

patterns of other customers.”® This could have a significant impact in Ohio where approximately 2

105 1 evel of the fee is determined by the third part provider and is not widely publicized; nor have the fees been subject to
review or approval.

196 Northstar Repost at V-6,
¥ Northstar Report at VII-17.
1% Northstar Report at 1-4.
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million customers are served through choice suppliers or various Standard Choice Offers (“SCO”) or
Standard Service Offers (“$S0”).'® Since the gas utilities generally perform the billing and purchase
the accounts receivables of the competitive retail natural gas (“CRNG”) suppliers of natural gas, any
associated third-party bad debt is included in the UEX riders. To the extent that the rates being
charged by the CRNG suppliers are higher than the rates being charged by the incumbent gas utility,
the uncollectible debt write-off could be higher than it otherwise would be.

Therefore, the Commission should evaluate if there are differences in the level of bad debt for
choice customers compared to non-choice customers and if so, what actions can be taken to mitigate
the difference.

2. Credit and collection policies and practices of the smaller LDC’s appear
to be more effective than the policies and practices of the larger LDC’s,

The Northstar Report was limited to a review of the credit and collection practices and policies
of the four largest natural gas companies.''® However, by Entry dated September 1, 2010, the
Commission ordered all energy companies subject to Revised Code 4933.123 to file annual reports of
service disconnections for non-payment with the Commission and the OCC by October 1, 2010.'!!
The reports address disconnections for the twelve month period between June 1, 2009 and May 30,
2010. While Northstar did not look specifically at the credit and collection policies and practices of
the smaller gas utilities in the state, Consumer Advocates reviewed the disconnection reports filed by
the small and large gas utilities to evaluate differences that might impact the uncollectible riders.

Table 9 compares the average disconnect amount, the average amount that was owed on final

bills, the average arrearage greater than 60 days, and the percentage of residential customers that were

109 http:/fwww.puco.ohio.gov/emplibrary/filesfutil/UtilitiesDeptRepons/Sept201 0% 20Gas%20Choice.pdf.
" Einding and Order (August 19, 2009) at 6.

" In the Marter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised
Code, Case No. 10-1222-GE-UNC, Entry (September 1, 2010) at 2.
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assessed a security deposit. The statistics relating to this comparison is very enlightening. The
smaller LDCs - even those with a UEX Rider -- are demonstrating much better credit and collection
results. It would appear that the credit and collection policies and practices of the smaller LDCs are
better than the larger LDCs. The Commission should order a review of the credit and colflection
policies of the smaller LIDCs to find the best practices that should ultimately be implemented by the
larger LDCs.

The average disconnect amount for the small LDC’s is $417 compared to an average
disconnect amount of $608 for the 4 largest gas utilities. The average amount owed for customers
who received final notices for disconnection of the small gas utilities was $193 compared to $363 for
the larger gas utilities. The average arrearage for accounts that were more than 60 days old was $155
for the smaller gas utilities and $1,020 for the larger gas utilities. Duke claimed that it does not track
the number of accounts in arrears by more than 60 days,’'* even though Revised Code 4933.123 has
required Duke to track such data since 1986.""” Rather than limit the development of best credit and
collection practices to just the large gas utilities, the Commission should also consider the credit and
collection policies of the smaller gas utilities who seem to be doing a much better job in managing

collections.

2 1y the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised
Code Case No. 10-1222-GE-UNC, Duke Report (October 7, 2010) at 2,

113 p C. 4933.123(B)(3) (Effective December 23, 1986, requires the utilities to report the total mumber of residential
customer accounds in arrears by more than sixty days and the total dollar amount of such arrearages.
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Table 9: Comparison of the Arrearage Statistics for Ohio LDC’s

(More than 1000 Customers)*
Company’ Average Average Average % Customers
Disconnect Amount on Arrearages Assessed
Amount''® Final Notice'” | (> 60 days)''® Securit
Deposit'
Orwell* $622 $246 $74 0.5
Adington 425 142 112 42
Piedmont 437 191 114 4.5
Ohic Gas* 437 191 114 10.0
NEONG* 320 292 155 4.7
KNG 493 206 183 9.5
Suburban* 245 165 188 3.0
Sheldon 358 111 303 5.8
Average of $417 $193 5155
Small LDC’s
Columbia* 525 411 557 4.1
VEDO* 624 263 666 4.5
Duke* 586 315 Not Reported 144
DEQ#* 698 462 1,838 0.2
Average of $608 $366 $1,020%
Large LDC’s

* Company collects bad debt expense through a UEX Rider
*# Average for Columbia, VEDO, and DEO since Duke did not report the data

As shown in Table 9, there are considerable differences in the criteria used to assess security
deposits. As a percentage of total number of customers, Ohio Gas has required security deposits from

approximately 10% of its customers; whereas, Dominion imposed deposits on .2% of its customers.

' Ses Attachment 8.

113 The utilities that are included within this table filed reports with the PUCO. However, reports were not filed by Eastern
Natural Gas, Ohio Cumberland, Ohio Valley Gas Company, Glenwood Energy, Pike Natural Gas, Southeastern Natural
Gas, and Waterville Gas Company.

"6 Total dollar amount of unpaid bifls of disconnected customers + by the total number of disconnections.

7 Total dollar amount of unpaid bills that are part of a final notice + by the total number of final notices.

128 Total dollar amount of arrearages that are more than sixty days + by the total number of residential accounts in arears by
more than sixty days.

12 Total number of deposits received from residential customers + by the total number of residential customers x 100.
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While Consumer Advocates are not encouraging the imposition of security deposits, the gas utilities
do need to assure that they are in compliance with the creditworthiness requirements in Ohio Adm.
Code 4901:1-17. In addition, the Commission should disallow the recovery of any Duke uncollectible
expense until such time as Duke complies with the reporting requirements in Ohio Revised Code
4933.123.1° These reporting requirements are not onerous; therefore, the Commission should follow-
up with all of the utilities that should have filed the annual reports and ensure that the reports are
filed.'*! Compliance with the law should be a prerequisite to any recovery of any additional UEX
eXpenses.

3 The Northstar Report should have balanced the needs for adequate
consumer protections in recommending enhancements in credit and
collection policies and practices.

a Winter Reconnection Order

Northstar tecommended that the annual Winter Reconnection Order (“WRO™)'* be limited to

income eligible customers only and that a tiered payment amount be initiated based on income

120 2 €. 4933.123 (B) Annually, on or before the thirtieth day of June, each epergy company shall file a written report
on service disconnections for nonpayment with the public utilities commission and the consumers’ counsel. The
report shall include the following information for the twelve-month period ending on the preceding thirty-first day
of May, by month:

(1} Total number of service disconnections for nonpayment and the totat dollar amount of unpaid bills represented
by such disconnections;

{2) Total number of final notices of actnal disconnection issued for service disconnections for nonpayment and the
total dollar amount of unpaid bills represented by such notices;

(3) Total number of residential customer accounis in arrears by more than sixty days and the total dollar amount of
such arrearages;

(4) Total number of security deposits received from residential customers and the total dollar amount of such
deposits;

(5) Total number of service reconnections;
(6) Total mmmber of residential customers.
12 The Commission may consider the imposition of civil forfeitures under R.C. 4905.54.

122 For the last twenty five years, the Commission using its emergency statutory authority has issued a wintes reconnect
order that prescribes special procedures for having services reconnected or o avoid disconnection during the winler months,
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level.'** Northstar acknowledges the importance of consumer protections like the winter reconnect
order in helping customers avoid loss of natural gas service or to have services restored in the winter;
however, Northstar is concerned that the WRO may enable customers “to game the system”. 12
Northstar provided no analytical or anecdotal evidence that customers are gaming system and in fact,
the entire premise for Northstar’s conclusion is that:

A portion of the customers availing themselves of the moratoriuins
may have adequate financial resources to pay their bill.'”

The Winter Reconnection Order requires further examination and significant public input prior to
implementation by the Commission.

The WRO enables customers who either have a disconnection notice or have already lost
natural gas service to pay an amount not to exceed $175 plus a reconnection charge that may not
exceed $36 to prevent disconnection or to have services restored.'® The WRO requires customers to
enroll in a payment plan to reconcile the difference between the actual balance and the $175
payment.'” Furthermore, the WRO is explicit that customers can enroll in one of the standard
extended payment plans described earlier (1/3™, 1/6™, 1/9™), PIPP if income-eligible, or another
more customized payment plan that may be more effective in helping customers maintain

service:

12 Norttstar Report at VII-9.
124 Northstar Report, at VITI-7.
125 Northstar Report at VIII-7.

128 n the Matter of the Commission's Consideration of Solutions Concerning the Disconnection of Gas and Flectric Service
in Winter Emergencies, Case No. 10-1336-GE-UNC Finding and Order (September 22, 2010) at 2.

12714 e 3.



A plan offered by the gas or electric distribution company,

whichever is the most appropriate for the customer, provided, of

course, that the customer will ultimately be able to maintain

service,'?®
Consumer Advocates are concemed that the gas ulilities are only offering the extended payment plans
that are explicitly required by the Commission, and are not offering the more customized plans that
could help customers maintain essential natural gas service, reduce disconnections, and prevent
subsequent write-offs.

Northstar reported that Columbia may not be enrolling customers in extended payment plans

129
However, Consumer

at the time the winter reconnect order is being used to avoid disconnection.
Advocates are concerned that this may not just be an issue with Columbia. Based upon data that OCC
reviewed that was provided pursuant to the Special Data Request identified in the WRO that was

issued for the 2007/2008 heating season.'** Table 10 provides a summary of the number of customers

that used the WRO to avoid disconnection or re-establish service during this winter heating season '*!

1B1d.at 1.
1% Northstar Report at V-21.

0 In the Matter of the Investigation into Long-term Solutions Concerning Disconnection of Gas and Electric Service in Winter
Emergencies, Case No. (7-938-GE-UNC, Entry (September 5, 2007) at 10,

131 Data was provided to OCC by the PUCO Staff as part of a public records request in Case No. 08-723-GE-ORD,
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Table 10: Winter Reconnection Order Data Summary 2007/2008'*

Number | Number | Number on | Number | New New 1/3™ | Number
of WRO | of PIPP 1/3%or noton | Enrollment | or 1/6% Where
Users | Customers | 16" Payment | on PIPP | Payment | Payment
Payment Plan Plans Plan was

Plan not
Provided

Electric | 158,574 | 85,43 15,733 57,733 10,564 49,603 0
Gas 155,554 | 32,216 4462 118,876 | 6,036 33,930 78,910""
Duke |23716 |[10570 761 22385 | 399 17408 4,578
Total 347844 | 127,829 21,021 198,994 | 16,999 100,941 83,488

Table 10 demonstrates that of the 347,844 gas and electric customers who used the WRO in

2007/2008, approximately 43 per cent were either on PIPP or one of the Commission-ordered

extended payment plans when the WRO was used. For the 32,216 gas PIPP customers or 4,462 gas

customers who were on the 1/3° or 1/6" plan, a payment of up to $175 was required, and then the

customers would either resume making PIPP payments or enter a extended payment plan.

More instructive; however, is observing the other 118,876 gas customers who were not on a

payment plan when the WRO was used. Of these customers, 6,036 enrolled on PIPP and 33,930

enrolled on a 1/3™ or 1/6™ payment plan when they used the WRO. The remaining 78,910 customers

who used the WRO but were not enrolled on PIPP or a 1/3™ or 1/6™ payment plan, in violation of the

WRO.

The electric utilities (who coincidentally do not have uncollectible debt trackers), do a better

job in managing credit and collection activities for customers who use the WRQ. The gas utilities

132 Qee Attachment 9.
133 118,876 — (33,930 + 6,036) = 78.910.
13492385 _ (17,408 + 399) = 4,578.
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should be more diligent in ensuring that customers who use the WRO are also on either PIPP or
another extended payment plan as required by the Commission’s WRO.

Northstar made the same observation for yet another heating season that not all customers who
are using the Winter Reconnect Order are actually enrolling on PIPP or another payment plan.'** For
the 2008 — 2009 winier heating season, 17 percent of the Dominion customers who used the WRO, 26
percent of the Vectren customers who used the WRO, and 26 percent of the Duke customers who
used the WRO were not enrolled on PIPP or another plan when the WRO was used.'*® The Northstar
Report excluded Columbia data from Exhibit V-2 because Columbia has apparently had experienced
problems that affected the accuracy of the data.

Going forward, Consumer Advocates recommend that the Commission disallow recovery of
any uncollectible expense in the UEX riders where the gas utilities used the WRO to either prevent
disconnection or to reconnect services without also enrolling the customer on a payment plan, as is
required under the WRO. In addition, Consumer Advocates recommend that the Commission enforce
the reporting requirements within the WRO and order Columbia Gas to file corrected data for each of
the last five winter heating seasons.

Finally, Consumer Advocates oppose the Northstar recommendation to make any further
changes in the WRO af this time. The data as reflected in Table 10 indicates that the WRO is working
fine if the gas utilities would enroll customers in a payment plan at the time the WRO is used. Less
than three per cent of the natural gas customers who used the WRO were on a non-PIPP payment plan
at the time the WRO was used as required by the Commission. This factor alone suggests that

customers are not gamming the system. In addition, the changes made in the PIPP Plus rules

"% Northstar Report at V-7.
13 14, at Exhibit V-2, p V-9.
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concerning making missed PIPP payments and the criteria for obtaining arrearage credits are expected
to reduce the number of PIPP Plus customers who are using the WRQ."*’ These changes to PIPP Plus
should be given an opportunity to operate in order to determine whether the new rules demonstrably
affect customer payment behavior, which is, to at least some degree, their intent.
b. Moratoriums
The Northstar Report recommended that the Commission consider eliminating mandatory

138 Northstar reasoned that the gas companies maintain internal disconnection

winter moratoriums.
policies to suspend disconnections when temperatures are below 20 degrees and these internal policies
mitigate the need for state mandated moratoriums. However, OCC and other consumer groups argued
for such a moratorium in a recent credit and disconnection rule-making case before the

139 One of the primary reasons for the temperature-sensitive moratoriums is to protect

Commission.
consumer health and welfare during times where economic conditions in the state, high fuel costs, or
expectations of dangerously cold weather are needed.

The 2007 moratorium was in fact precipitated by a letter from Governor Ted Strickland to the
PUCO as a result of the loss of life in an Ohio family during exceptionally cold weather when the
family did not have electric service."® The avoidance of such tragic loss of life should not be

relegated to discretionary infernal weather moratorium policies of the gas companies that ultimately

could be modified or terminated without Commission review.

137 Ohio Admin. Code 4901:1-18-13 and 4901:1-18-14.
138 Northstar Report at VIII-9.

39 i the Matter of the Commission's Review of Chapters 4901:1-17 and 4901:1-18, and Rules 4901 :1-5-07, 4901:1-10.22,
4901:1-13-11, 4901:1-15-17, 4901:1-21-14, and 4901:1-29-12 of the Ohio Administrative Code, Case No. 08-723-AU-
ORD Consumer Group’s Initial Commenits (September 10, 2008) at 16.

10 I the Matter of the Investigation into Long- Term Solutions Concerming Disconnection of Gas and Electric Service in
Winter Emergencies, Case No, 07-938-GE-UNC, Letter from Governor Strickland (December 20, 2007).



Northstar refers to the difference in the number of shut-offs ordered compared to the shut-offs

! Northstar claims

executed in the winter months as reason for not mandating winter moratoriums.
that there was a moratorium in the winter of 2008/ 2009,"*? however, weather had no impact because
there were over 21,000 natural gas and Duke (gas and electric customer) disconnections made
between November 1, 2008 and March 30, 2009.'* Even for the winter of 2007/ 2008 where there
was an income-based moratorinm on disconnections,™* 15,965 natural gas disconnections occurred
between January 1, 2008 and March 2008.'** Weather had very little impact on the gas utilities
abilities to shut-off service. Columbia cited weather as being the reason why 3 percent of the shut-offs
were not completed in 2009; however, weather moratoriums had no impact on the remaining 97
perrcent of shutoffs."* Therefore, it is disingenuous to claim that the Company internal weather
moratoriums are a reasonable surrogate for temperature-sensitive moratoriums that may be ordered.
The Commission should not eliminate consideration of winter moratoriums and in fact, should codify
in the rules that services will not be disconnected when temperatures fall below freezing.
c. Conservation Incentives

Northstar observed that PIPP customer usage tends to be higher than non-PIPP usage.'*’

According to information DEO provided Northstar, PIPP usage can be between 125 and 130 MCF per

year compared with approximately 99 MCF for non-PIPP residential customers. An impact

evaluation of the Home Weatherization Assistance Program (HWAP) indicates that PIPP customers

M Northstar Report at VIH-8,
142 4, at VIII-7.

18 3SCAR Reports.

144 Northstar Report at VIIT-7,
145 OSCAR Reports.

14 Northstar Report at V-18.
7 1d. at VI,
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tend to use about 20 percent more energy than non-PIPP customers.'*® However, the reasons for this
difference in usage patterns was related to the housing stock, number of household members, age of
household members, and income based demographics. Because the reduction in PIPP usage can help
reduce customer bills and potential collection write-offs, Consumer Advocates recommend that the
Commission initiate a forum for stakeholders to discuss different ideas to create more conservation
incentives. The Staff previously proposed a conservation incentive program where PIPP customers
could receive additional arrearage credits by reducing usage.”Lg While the Commission decided not to
implement the Staff proposal because of the complexity, a combination of incentives such as credits
towards arrearages and the lowering of monthly payments may be appropriate to encourage additional
conservation.
d. Community Assistance Funding

Northstar mentioned that the Duke Energy offers three community assistance programs
including a deferred payment plan, a partnership with Consumer Credit Counseling Services
(“CCCS™), and the HeatShare program that provides assistance through Salvation Army.'® Columbia
also has three different assistance programs that result in negotiated fuel funds being made available to
assist low-income customers pay utility bills.">! While Consumer Advocates understand that
Dominion has a partnership with Salvation Army to provide low-income assistance, there is no
mention of the program within the Northstar Report. In addition, there is no mention of Vectren

involvement is community assistance programs.

% (hio Home Weatherization Assistance Program Impact Evaluation, Quantec (July 2006).

199 I the Matter of the Commission's Review of Chapters 4901:1-17 and 4901:1-18, and Rules 4901:1-5-07, 4901:1-10-22,
4901:1-13-11, 4901:1-15-17, 4901:1-21-14, and 4901:1-29-12 of the Ohio Administrative Code, Case No. 08-723-AU-
ORD, Entry {June 25, 2008) at 43.

130 Northstar Report at V-34.

5114 at V-14. Columbia has a third assistance program which will be available for the next three winter heating seasons
that can provide assistance for consumers up to 200% of the federal poverty level.



The American Gas Association (“AGA”) has noted that programs that help low-income
households pay their energy bills are more critical than ever."”> AGA summarized that $5.8 billion
was made available in 2007 for energy assistance for low-income. With the projected cuts in Ohio
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (“LIHEAP”) funding, more assistance is needed from
various resources to help makeup the short-fall.

Since additional community assistance programs can help reduce the overall write-offs,
Consumer Advocates support the different initiatives of the gas utilities and would appreciate an
evaluation of the programs, Consumer Advocates believe such an evaluation could lead to the
implementation of additional utility sponsorship and promotion of community assistance programs

statewide, as well as, additional weatherization funding,

VL. CONCLUSION

Consumer Advocates appreciate the opportunity to provide these Comments conceming the
Northstar evaluation of the credit and collection policies and practices of the gas utilities. Northstar
provided & useful evaluation that generally supports the concerns that Consumer Advocates have
conveyed about the automatic recovery rider for collection of bad debt expense. OCC’s ability to
Comment was hampered by the Companies’ refusal to respond to discovery, and the Commission’s
failure to rule on OCC’s Motion to Compel. Consumer Advocates have nevertheless determined that
the Companies’ credit and collection policies have effectively shifted the collection risk from the

utility to the custormner.

2 AGA, Energy Analysis, LIHEAP and Energy Efficiency Programs are Essential to help at-risk, Low-income Consumers
Cope with Increasing Energy Costs (December 17, 2008) at
http/fwrww.aga.org/SiteCollectionDocuments/ResearchStats/Stdies/Consumers %20n%20Demand/)8 12EA04.pdf
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The UEX Rider is a very generous recovery mechanism, that has been abused by the natural
gas Companies reviewed by Northstar. One reason OCC opposed the initial approw;al of the UEX
Riders -- concern that it would adversely impact the diligence with which the Companies would
pursue collections — has proven to be legitimate. The Companies have pulled back from managing
the uncollectible accounts over the past five years, and it shows in the statistics that Consumer
Advocates have assembled in the various tables that Consumer Advocates have included in the
Comments. The Commission should; therefore, implement the recommendations made by Consumer

Advocates to improve the Companies’ credit and collection policies and practices.
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to the persons listed below via first class U.S. Mail, postage is 28th day of January 2011.

Brooke E. Leslie

Stephen B. Seiple

Columbia Gas of Ohio Inc.

200 Civic Center Drive, P.OBox 117
Columbus, Ohio 43216-0117

bieslie @nisource.com

sseiple @nisource.com

Andrew J. Sonderman

Kegler, Brown, Hill & Ritter, LPA
65 East State Street

Suite 1800

Columbus, Ohio 43215-4294

asonderman @keglerbrown.com

Mark A. Whitt

Melissa 1. Thompson
Carpenter, Lipps & Leland LLP
280 Plaza, Suite 1300

280 North high Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215

whitt @ carpenterlipps.com
thompson @carpenterlipps.com

Angela L. Anderson

Northstar Consulting Group
900 East Main Street, Suite 104
Santa Maria, CA 93454

info @northstarconsuolting.net

Sauer
Assistant Consumers’ Counsel

SERVICE LIST

Amy B. Spiller

Elizabeth Watts

Duke Energy of Ohio, Inc.

139 East Fourth Street, 25 Atrium II
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202
amy.spiller@duke-energy.com

elizabeth. watts @duke-energy.com

William Wright, Chief

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
180 East Broad Street

6th Floor

Columbus, Ohio 43215

william. wright@occ. state.oh us

M. Howard Petricoff

Stephen M. Howard

Vorys, Sater, Seymour & Pease
52 East Gay Street

P.O. Box 1008

Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008

mhpetricoff@vorys.com
smhoward @ vssp.com

Gretchen J. Hummel
McNees, Wallace & Nurick
21 East State Street, 17" Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215
ghummel @mwncmh.com
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Table 4: Bad Debt Write-off as a Percentage’ of Total Revenues
(in Millions $)
| 2003 | 2004 [ 2005 | 2006 ] 2007 [ 2008 [ 2000 |

Dominion

Bad Debt | $16.6° $30.8° $43.1° $52.77 | $63.9° $63.8’ $63.1°
Write off

Revenues $1,036° | $1,117" | $1,364" | $1,197% | $1,0227 [ $1,252"% | ¢877°

Percent 1.6 2.8 32 44 5.9 3.1 7.2

Columbia

Bad Debt $14.9° | 5266 | $43.8"% [ 3516 | $61.4%° $64.4°° | $74.9%
Write off

Revenues | $1.282% | §1,2057° | $1,525% | $1,4412° | $1,4157 | $1,578%° | $1,194"

Percent 1.2 22 29 3.6 43 41 6.3
Vectren
Bad Debt - - - $11.3° | $109°7 $7.67 $9.4>
Whrite off
Revennes $361°7 | $3747 $408°° $291°
Percent 3.1 29 18 32
Duke
Bad Debt - - - - - - $8.57"
Write off
Revennes $528”"
Percent 1.6

! Percentages shown in the table are calculated as follows: Bad Debt Write-off +Total Revenues x 100,

2 Total sales of 276,014,743 MCF in the 2003 East Ohio Gas Anmal Report + $.0601 (the Uncollectible Debt
Component in Rates).

* In the Muiter of the Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio for Approval of
an Adjustment to its Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case No. 04-570-GA-UEX, Application (April 16, 2004)
at Attachment 1.

* In the Matter of the Application of The East Ohio Gas Compary d/b/a Dominion East Ohio for Approval of
an Adjustment to its Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case No. 05-672-GA-UEX, Application (May 20, 2005) at
Attachment 1, Page 2 of 2.

* In the Matter of the Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio for dpprovad of
an Adjustment to its Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate 06-729-GA-UEX, Application (May 24, 2006) at
Attachment 1, Page 2 of 2.

® In the Matter of the Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio for Approval of
an Adjustment to its Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case No. 07-659-GA-UEX, Application (May 30, 2007) at
Attachment 1, Page 2 of 2.
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7 In the Matter of the Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio for Approval of
an Adjustment to its Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case No. 08-655-GA-UEX, Application, (May 30, 2008)
Attachmpent 1, Page 2 of 2.

¥ In the Matter of the Application of The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion East Ohio for Approval of
an Adjustment 10 its Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case No. (9-457GA-UEX, Application (May 29, 2009) at
Attachment 1, Page 2 of 2.

# Annual Report, The East Ohio Gas Company, For the Year Ending 12-31-2003,
hitp://www.puco.chio.gov/ermplibrary/files/docketing/AnmualReports/2003/Gas%20and %2 0Pipeline/East%200hi
0%20Gas%20Company. %20Tha%20%202003.pdf.

1 Annual Report, The East Ohio Gas Company, For the Year Ending 12-31-2004,
hitp//www_puco.chio.gov/enmli ifiles/ ing/AmnualReporis/2004/Gas%20and %62 0Pipeline/East%200hi
0%20Gas%20Company. %20The%20%202004 pdf.

'! Annual Report, The East Ohio Gas Company, For the Year Ending 12-31-2005,
htip-/fwww.puco.ohio.goviemplibrarv/files/docketing/ AnnualReports/ 2005/ Gas%20and%20Ppeline/Fast%2 D0hi
0%20Gas%20Company %20 The%:202003 .pdf.

2 Annual Report, The East Ohio Gas Company, For the Year Ending 12-31-2006,
http:/fwww.puco. ohio.poviemplibrary/fites/docketing/ AnnualReports/2006/Gas%2 0and%20Pipeline/East%200hi
0%20Gas%20Company,%20The%202006.pdf

'* Anmual Report, The East Ohio Gas Company, For the Year Ending 12-31-2007,
hiip:/fwww.puco.ohio.poviemplibrary/files/docketing/ AnnualReports/2007/Gas%20and%20Pipeline/East%2 00hi
0%20G25%20Company%20The%202007.pdf.

1 Annual Report, The East Ohio Gas Company, For the Year Ending 12-31-2008,
erww.puco,ohie.gov/emplibrary/ files/docketmp/ AnnualReports/2008/Gas%:2 0and®: 20Pipeline/East%2 00hi

0%200as%20Company%20The%202008 pdf.

1 Annual Report, The East Ohio Gas Company, For the Year Ending 12-31-2008,
hitp:/Awww.puco.ohio.gov/emplibrary/files/docketing/ AnnualR eports/2009/Gas%20and%20Pipeline%620%62010-
0002-GA-RPT/East%200hio%620Gas%20Company %202 009.pdf.

' Total sales of 302,598,649 MCF in the 2003 Colurnbia Gas Anmual Report + $.0493 (the Uncollectible Debt
Cormponent in Rates).

. In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 04-1520-GA-UEX, Application (October 1, 2004) at 7.

1% n the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 05-597-GA-UEX, Application (May 2, 2005) at Attachment 1, Sheet 2 of
4.

" In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Okio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 06-649-GA-UEX, Application (May 3, 2006) at Attachment 1, Sheet 1 of
3

19 Armual Report 2004, Columbia Gas of Ohio,
hitp=/fwww_puco,.ohivgovemplibrary/files/docketing/ AnmualReports/2004/Gas %2 0and%20Pipeline/Columbia%
20Gas%2001%200hio,%20Inc.%202004 pdf

X In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 07-499-GA-UEX, Application {April 27, 2007} at Attachment 1, Sheet 1
of 3.

2 In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 08-564-GA-UEX, Application (May 1, 2008,) at Attachment 1, Sheet 1 of
3.
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B In the Matter of the Application of Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 09-372-GA-UEX, Application (April 30, 2009) at Attachument 1, Sheet 1
of 3.

2 Annual Report 2003, Columbia Gas of Ohio,
hitp.//www puco.ohio, pov/emplibrary/iles/docketing/ AnnualReports/2004/Gas%2 0and%20Pipeline/Columbia %
20Gas%200f%200hio, %201nc.%202003.pdf

# Annual Report 2004, Columbia Gas of Ohio,
http./raww.praco.ohio, sov/emplibrary/files/docketing/AnmalReports/2004/Gas%20and% 20Pipeline/Columbia%
20Gas%200f%200hi0,%20Inc. %202004 pdf.

¥ Amnual Report 2005, Columbia Gas of Ohio,
//www.pneg.ohio.cov/emplibrary/files/docketi orts/2005/Gas%20and%20Pipeline/Columbia%
20Gas%200f%200hic%202005.pdf

28 Annual Report 2006, Columbia Gas of Ohio,

http://www.puco.ohio.gov/emplibrary/files/docketing/ AnnualReports/2005/Gas%620and%20Pipeline/Columbia%
20Gas%200%200hio% 202005 ndf.

T Annual Report 2007, Columbia Gas of Ohio,
http:/fwww, .ohio.gov/empli ffiles/ ing/ ArmualR 007/Gas%20and%6:20Pipeline/Columbia®
20Gas%200f%200hio%20Inc 6202007 pdf.

% Annual Report 2008, Colunibia Gas of Ohio,

http/fwww.puco.ohio.gov/emplibrary/files/docketing/ AnmualReports/2008/Gas%20and%2 0Pipeline/Cohmbia%
20G25%200f%200hi0% 202008 pdf.

 Anmual Report, 2009,
htip./www.puco.ghio.goviemplibrary/files/docketing/ AnmualR eporis/2009/Gas%2 0and %2 0Pipeline%4 2024201 0-

0002-GA-RPT/Columbia%20Gas%200f26200hio%202009.pdf.

*® In the Matter of the Application of Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 06-755-GA-UEX, Application (May 31, 2006) at Attachment 1, Page 1 of
2.

* In the Matter of the Application of Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 07-658-GA-UEX, Application (May 30, 2007) at Attachment 1, Page 1 of
2.

** In the Matter of the Application of Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 08-653-GA-UEX, Application (May 29, 2008) at Attachient 1, Page 1 of
2.

% In the Matter of the Application of Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Adjustment to its
Uncollectible Expense Rider Rate, Case 09-456-GA-UEX, Application (May 29, 2009 at Attachment 1, Page 1 of
2).

3 Annual Report 2006 Vectren Energy Delivery of Chio,
hittp;//www.puco.chio.goviemplibrary/files/docketing/ AnnualR eports/2006/Gas%%20and % 20Pipeline/Vectren?420
Energy%20Delivery%200f24200hio%20Inc%202006.pdf,

3% Annual Repart 2007, Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio,

htep:/Avrwrwr puco.ohio.goviemplibrary/files/docketing/ AnnualReports/2007/Gas% 20and%20Pipeline/V ectren®:20
Energy%n 200elivery%620of%200hio%20Inc% 202007 pdf.

% Annual Report 2008, Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio,

hitp:/fwww.puco.ohio.goviemplibrary/files/docketing/ AnmualReports/2008/Gas%%20and%20Pipeline/Vectren%20
Energy%o20Delivery%s200f%200hio%620Inc% 202008 pdl.
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*7 Annual Report, 2009, Vectren Energy Delivery of Oio,
bitp/iwww.puco.ohio.gov/emplibrary/files/docketing/ AnnualReports/2009/Gas% 20and%6 20Pipeline%20%2 01 6-
0002-GA-RPT/Vectren%20Energy%e20Delivery92 0of%200hio%: 20Inc 36202009 pdf.

*® In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Uncollectible Expense
Rider, Case No. 09-773-GA-UEX, Direct Testimony (September 3, 2009) at S§B-1, Page 1.

> Annual Report 2009, Duke Energy Ohio Supplemental Report,
httn-/fwww. puco.ohio.gov/emplibrary/files/docketing/ AnnualR eports/2009/Gas % 20and% 20Pipeline%%620%2010-
0002-GA-RPT/Duke%20Enerey%200ht0%2085up%202009 pdf.
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Year Company

2003' Colu
Domi

Yactren

Duke

bia
ion

2010 Columbia
Dominion

Vectran

Duke

! Northstar Report, Exhibit

I1-4.

UEX Rider Impact
95 MCF Annual Usage
2003 - 2010
Case Number UEX Rider Rate
MCF
Base Rate $0.0483
Base Rate 0.0601
Base Rate 0.0382
Base Rate 0.0810
10-0578-GA-UEX $0.15120
10-0319-GA-UEX 0.13720
10-0320-GA-UEX 0.13540
10-0726-GA-UEX 0.26073

Attachment 1

Apnual Bill impact

$4.68
$5.80
$3.63

$7.70

$14.38
$13.03
$12.86
$24.76
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Normal and Average Heating Degree Days Ohio
For Select Ohio Cities
2005 - 2009

Normal HDDfor: Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov

Columbus 1154 940 731 415 152 27 3 7 80 347 654
Cincinnati 1110 881 670 368 130 19 1 3 68 319 626
Dayton 1185 973 760 427 167 24 2 7 90 358 670
Toledo 1318 1114 893 522 238 33 0 16 109 436 753
Cleveland 1246 1058 859 522 250 40 0 1 99 387 672
Total Average

Actual 2005 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jum Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
Columbus 1056 861 8357 323 215 1 0 0 15 324 380
Cincinnati 970 757 796 281 169 3 0 0 16 304 577
Dayton 1124 879 894 372 243 3 1] 0 23 345 629
Toledo 1258 993 958 436 268 7 0 0 37 352 655
Cleveland 1159 947 999 484 299 12 0 l 22 350 o604
Total Average

Actual 2006 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Awug Sep Oct Nov
Columbus 748 875 758 248 180 20 0 0 80 399 567
Cincinnati 717 840 696 230 163 9 0 0 75 384 557
Dayton 796 927 791 312 222 20 0 0 105 449 622
Toledo 875 964 840 360 216 15 0 0 114 469 667
Cleveland 810 957 841 402 240 51 3 0 104 454 594

Total Average

Dec
982
953

1027
1150
1057

Dec
1092
1072
1190
1229
1160

766
7359
832
352
818

Annual
5492
5148
5690
6582
6201
5823

Annual
5324
4945
5702
6193
6037
5640

Annual
4641
4430
5076
5374
5274
4959
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Actoal 2007
Columbus
Cincinnati
Dayton
Toledo
Cleveland
Total Average

Actual 2008
Columbus
Cincinnai
Dayton
Toledo
Cleveland
Taial Average

Actual 2009
Columbus
Cincinnati
Dayion
Toledo
Cleveland
Total Average

Jan
946
922

1008
1080
1041

Jan
1025
1081
1128
1159
1074

Jan
1303
1205
1356
1496
1407

Feb
1221
1177
1298
1328
1286

Feb
082
942
1062
1152
1091

Feb
869
813
914
1011
955

Mar
548
458
583
739
767

Mar
789
731
852
959
967

Mar
584
534
623
779
777

Normal and Average Heating Degree Days Ohio

Apr
43]
395
469
515
547

Apr
289
317
374
421
383

Apr
369
340
408
482
453

May
72
58
85

140
176

May
168
162
225
244
283

May
106
83
126
179
171

For Select Ohio Cities
2005 - 2009

Jun  Jul Aug Sep
2 0 0 25

0 0 0 15

4 2 0 39
18 3 9 65
32 5 6 57
Jun  Jul Aug Sep
1 0 0 3

1 1 0 6

3 2 1 15
12 1 1 30
15 2 1 48
Jun Jul Aug Sep
9 0 11 33
10 4 7 30
19 3 18 54
K| 4 10 62
37 3 12 56

17
188
210
238
205

Oct
321
283
352
431
411

Qct

401
434
484
388

Nov
607
629
664
753
703

Nov
694
673
742
790
735

Nov
507
518
552
595
513

Dec
299
381

1093
996

Dec
978
958
1054
1151
1349

1010

974
1054
1124
1027

Annual
4922
4723
5356
5981
5821
5361

Annual
5250
5155
5811
6351
6059
5725

Annual
5207
4919
5561
6260
5799
5549
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Yeaar

2003

2005

2007

Manth

Jan
Feb
Mar
April
May
June
July
Aug
Sept.
QOct
Nov
Dec
Total

Jan
Feb
Mar
April
May
June
July
Aug
Sept.
Qct
Nov
Dec
Total

Jan
Feb
Mar
April
May
June
July
Aug
Sept.
Oct
Nov
Dec
Total

Attachment 3

Page 1 of 2
Security Depaosits Collected by
Columbia, Dominion, Vectren, and Duke
2003/ 2005/ 2007/ 2009
Column 10.03 Columan 10.03 Column 10.03 Column 10.03
Columbia Total Dominion Total Vectren Total Duke Total Namber
Number of Security Number of Security ~ Number of Security  of Security Deposits
Deposits Collected Deposits Collected Deposits Collected Collected
8,855 1,834 N/A 2,035
8,388 1,736 N/A 1,988
7,796 2,297 N/A N/A
7.567 3,084 N/A 2,706
7,707 4,258 N/A 3,07
8,774 3,607 N/A 3,199
8,938 3,170 N/A 3214
9,171 3,382 N/A 3,329
1,951 3,366 N/A 3,670
6,552 4,814 N/A 3,247
1,467 2,981 N/A 2,374
9,797 2.561 N/A 2204
86,963 37090 30,984
11,842 907 719 2,895
9,978 1,114 913 2,561
8,088 1,210 910 2,180
6,316 952 867 3,644
6,947 996 1,238 4,045
7.664 945 1,246 3,878
7,553 250 1,381 4,010
9,139 1,167 1,857 4,724
8,803 1,100 1,667 N/A
10,930 N/A 1,477 5,772
11,122 1,228 685 4,683
10,328 981 349 3,686
108,690 11,540 13,309 42,088
2,704 891 984 4,223
9,733 935 898 3,483
7,466 853 873 3,484
7,210 702 1,013 3,698
7,017 818 1,314 4,346
6,787 801 1,427 4,689
7,749 860 1,427 5,888
8,785 1,074 1,652 5,317
7,975 862 1,560 5,229
2,064 1,802 N/A 5,856
1,455 1,802 1,314 4 542
8023 914 943 3682
69,748 12,514 13,405 54,337
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Security Deposits Collected by
Columbia, Dominion, Vectren, and Duke
2003/ 2005/ 2007/ 2009
Column 10.03 Column 10.03 Column 10.03 Column 10.03
Columbia Total Dominion Total Vectren Total Duke Total Number
Number of Security Number of Security =~ Number of Security  of Security Deposits
Yoar Month  Deposits Collected Deposits Collected Deposits Collected Collected
2009 Jan 2129 234 1,008 3,937
Feb 589 280 1,062 3,674
Mar 9,080 278 999 4,156
April 8713 272 1,197 4,659
May 9,053 261 1,467 5923
June 1,940 282 1,890 7,112
July 3,517 284 1,987 7,739
Aug 4,500 264 1,987 7,332
Sept. 6,067 239 2,019 8,254
Qct 692 270 1,814 8,317
Nov 254 258 1,160 6,538
Dec 9.902 244 1,053 €.043

Total 56,436 3,166 17,643 73,684
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Month Year

Company

March 2003 Columbia

Dominion
Vectren
Duke

Total

September 2003 Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke

Total

March 2004 Columbia
Dorminion
Vectren
Duke

Total

Disconnection and Arrearage Data'

Columbia, Dominion, Vectren, and Duke

March and September 2003 - 2010

Column Column Column
1.04 106 1.07
Number of Number of
Accounts on Accounts 60
1/3or 1/6 Day + Amount of 60+
Payment Plan  Arrears Day Accounts
33,729 151,712 $62,534,267.00
18,991 174,709 185,601,459.49
19,396 116,414 30.434,703.10
N/A N/A N/A
72,116 442,835 $278,570.429.10
49,761 363,976 $104,670,823.00
8,093 170,893 194,796,661.56
17,174 79,483 24,652,821056
8.634 42,204 11,813.620.00
83,662 656,556 $335,933,926.12
36,012 229663  $100,165,079.00
23,362 187,546 231,717,020.88
7.878 9,808% 100,750
15,418 45,459 15.965,171.34
82,670 563,418

$347,857.079.22

! Data Provided to Staff and OCC Per Monthly OSCAR Report
® The data is Column 1.06 and 1.07 were reversed in the original spreadsheet provided by the Staff,

Column Column
8.01 9.01
Residential Amount of

Disconnects isconn

4,344 $3,184,393.00

4,057 1,729,697.29

2,021 0977,503.81

N/A N/A

10,422 $5.891,594.10

9.097 $6,757,218.00

4,636 2,172,483.76

3,632 1,150,808.19

3,956 851.153.63

21,321 $10,931,663.58

4,893 $3,298,580.00

5,230 2,404,968.01

18,627 44.642.19

4,792 471.599.40

33,542 $6,219,789.60

Attachment 4

lof5s
Column Column
10.01 10.02
Number of Amount of
Disconnect Disconnect
Notices Notices

89,221 $31,538,828.00
129,969 61,008,178.04
26,787 5,768,766.82
N/A N/A
245,977 $98,315,772.86
61,058 $17.260,710.00
82,348 45,775,430.75
46,606 8,699.611.01
35,203 976.831.40
225,215 $72,712,583.16
98,853 $37,768.,600.00
152,158 81,563,370.45
102,100 4,514,343.60
28,805 718.379.39
331,914  $124,564,693.05




Month
September

September

Year
2004

2005

2005

2006

Company
Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke

Total

Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke

Total

Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke

Total

Columbia
Dominion
VYectren
Duke

Total

Column Column Column
1.04 1.06 1.07
Number of Number of
Accounts on  Accounts 60
1/3 or 1/6 Day + Amount of 60+
Payment Plan Arrears Day Accounts

39,873 337,032 $108,179.490.00
18,025 177,564 23141145751

1,698 18,276 7,079,174.72

7.520 43.751 12,302.113.99

67,116 576,623  $358,972,236.02
38,777 226,749  $110454.501.00
28,071 190,626 267,082,171.88

6,623 16,442 7,330,239.39

11,625 44 926 15.698,143.3%
85,096 478,743 $400,565,055.66
41,773 398,688  $140.406,545.00
28,879 189,603  275.139.072.40

3,220 19,398 8.203,787.58

73,872 607,689  $423,749,404,98
43004 273,971 $141987.573.00
31,325 205,036 333,393,739.20

9,492 17,765 10,067,804.60

13946 46.435 15.667.012.00
97,767 543,207 $501,116,128.60

Column Column
8.01 9.01
Residential Amount of
Disconnects Disconnects

8,744 $7.732,871.00

5,692 4,649,403.22

339 123,888.23

4.827 285.788.62
19,602 $12,791,951.07
3,872 $3,012,676.00

1,721 1,863,816.93.20

167 128,017.20

3.932 415.959.56
9,692 $5,420,469.69

8,612 $6,806,421.00

1,776 3,390,440.63

301 84,878.63

10,689 $10,281,740.26
5,373 $4,466,863.00

715 2,026,6801.42

139 106,462.49

5,064 901,624.53
11,291 $7,501,751.44

Attachment 4

2of 5
Column Column
16.01 10.02
Number of Amount of
Disconnect Disconnect
Notices Notices
48,951 $16,868,785.00
31,029 44,92%,842.75
16,507 5,964 955 32
40371 901,861.29
186,858 $68,664,444.36
110,510 $41,322,267.00
150,578 78,560,254.00
50,735 15,444,540.40
33.494 680.906.09
343,317 $136,007,967.49
68,001 $21,940,540.00
038,278 51,689,707.71
17,582 6,191,916.65
183,861 $79,822,164.36
133,285 $55,764,712.00
184,839 116,982,591.00
44713 16,508,287.90
33.539 999.10].13
396,376
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Column Column Column Column Column Column Column
1.04 1.06 107 8.01 2.01 10.91 10.02
Number of Number of
Accounts on Accounts 60 Number of Amount of
1/3 or 1/6 Day + Amount of 60+ Residential Amount of Disconnect Disconnect
Month Year Company PaymentPlan Arvears Dav Accounts Disconnects Disconnects Notices Natices
September 2006 Columbia 34,574 435,300 $175,702,745.00 8,405 $8,547,544.00 62,656 $26215515.00
Dominion 53,994 205,903 331,193,443.40 7,397 6,416,022.00 90,865 50156832.17
Vectren 4,197 20,949 10,355,321 .47 418 141,344.89 21,287 8820244 90
Duke 6,923 31,306 14,533.949.76 4.944 435.218.92 42.376 92225341
Total 99,788 713,458 $531,785,459.63 21,164 $15,540,129.31 217,184 $86,114,849 48
March 2007 Columbia 29,445 310,519  $167.677,899.00 4,442 $4,159.316.00 115,578 $49,551,887.00
Dominion 32 862 197,481 350,022,762.70 2,550 4,132,391.30 186,028 11,1209,800.00
Vectren 10,084 15,870 10,293,059.44 118 97,717.79 50,788 1,804,1781.61
Duke 12,645 46,425 17.788.941.95 3.942 401.587.30 28.961 182.435.04
Total 85,036 570,295 $545.782.663.09 11,052 $8,791,01212 381,355 $178,985,903.65
September 2007 Columbia 37,281 430,579 $184.267,082.00 10,130 $13,424,503.00 41,353 $20,558,479.00
Dominion 36,665 202,465 336,937,354.20 6,266 8.251,180.62 86.463 47.914,680.08
Veciren 4,986 22,485 12,352,901.14 237 80,820.39 21,606 9,661,727.27
Duke 8.496 57.291 21,166.122.49 3762 338,633.67 45,988 516,962.32
Total 87,428 712,820 $554.723.459.83 20,395 $22,095,137.68 195,410 $78,651,848.67
March 2008 Columbia 37,569 323,623  $187,301,123.00 4,598 $2,674,882.00 104,440 $51,705,012.00
Dominion 29,978 206,393 384.563,561.80 1,607 2,031,811.62 175,452 97,245,113.26
Vectren 9,887 18,348 12,773,235.24 109 55,092.69 57.082 23,351,668.92
Duke 15,511 56,223 25,582, 830.03 3,956 632.456.41 33.975 338.341.62
92,945 604,587 $610,220,750.07 10,270 $5,394 242,72 370,949  $172,640,135.80

Total
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Column Column Colomn Column Column Column Column
1.04 1.06 1.07 8.01 92.01 L X1) 1 10.02
Number of Number of
Accounts on Accounts 60 Number of Amount
Y3or 116 Day + Ameomnt of 60+ Residential Amount of Disconnect Disconnect
Month Year Company PavipentPlan Arrears Dayv Accounts Digconnec Digconnects Notices Notices
Sepiember 2008 Columbia 38,405 41,8977  $200,475,316.00 10,565 £6,900,849 46,589 $29,598.600.00
Dominicon 30,225 196,924 370,639,644.87 9.578 8,027.166.98 91,218 47,193,699.39
Vectren 5,164 25,746 14,936,329.94 353 134,301.15 17,745 11,212,674.16
Duke 8,682 66,132 30,.271.974.98 3,140 394.000.43 52972 383,179.56
Total 82,476 707,779 $616,323,265.79 23,636 $15,456,317.56 208,524 $88,388,153.11
March 2009 Columbia 41,083 338,656  $212,340,183.00 7.900 $5,244,766.00 117,729 $55,932,973.00
Dominion 39,569 217,887 453,421,315.05 2,992 2,857,204.58 184,112 109,891,185.10
Vectren 10,107 19,830 15,657,002.48 101 91,587.05 56,450 26,591,568.94
Duke 16,733 61,861 32.699.001.82 7.248 380.990.9 35136 371.539.00
Total 107,492 638,234 $714,117,502.35 18,241 $8,574,548.59 393,427  $192,787,266.04
September 2009 Columbia 35,206 399,154 $201,512,068.00 9,762 $5,089,310.00 40,207 $16,494,533.00
Dominion 43,246 217715 394,955,689.05 3,609 5,503,377.25 92,248 44,207,127.95
Veciren 3,471 17,943 12,106,414.07 315 147.,597.17 20,029 8,645,050.02
Duke 8,265 56.659 20 23, 122] 102,592.18 53.226 48.177.993.09
Total 90,188 691,471  $629,533,995.04 25,907 $10,842,876.60 205,710 $69,828,490
March 2010  Columbia 19,059 321,404  $205,170,680.00 7,303 £3,938,029.00 72,887 $28,167,906.00
Dominion 53,286 244299  434,678,551.49 3,750 2,847,203 68 174,011 82,022 416.12
Vectren 7,764 14,246 12,847,821.08 238 235,927.57 53,045 20,948,865.61
Duke 16.430 52,860 22,152,161.76 6.68] 118.354.68 37.599 877.413.09
96,539 632,809 $674,849,214.33 17,972 $£7,139,514.93 337,542  $132,016,600.82

Total = mm e ———
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Column Column Column Column Column Column Column
1.04 1.06 107 8.01 5.01 10,01 10.02
Number of Number of
Accounts on Accounts 60 Number of Amount
1/3 or 1/6 Day + Amount of 60+ Residential Amount of Disconnect Disconnect
Month Year Company PavmentPlan Arrears Day Accounts Disconnects Disconnects Notices Notices
September 2010 Columbia 18,839 297,155 $173,118,112.00 5,696 $6,754,368.00 51,062 $28,580,567.00
Dominion 32,984 206,242 387,795,593.19 6,206 3,877,721.72 24,310 43,270,419.89
Vectren 3,113 17,239 12,537.512.35 1,473 770,063.49 21,813 12,169,540.56
Duke 8,069 59,420 23.320.006.4 1,595 969.623.49 60.002 395.537.57

Total 63,003 580,056 $596,771,314.00 24,970 $12,371,776.70 217,187 $84,416,065.02
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Utility Customer Arrearage and Disconnect Survey
Fall 2010

Based on a survey of AGA members, more customers are able to stay current on their bills and fewer customers
had to be disconnected from utility service compared to last year, Nationally, the sample shows that:

the number of customers in arrears fell slightly more than two percent

the total dollar amount of customer arrearages fell more than six percent

the number of customers disconnected fell almaost three percent

the total dollar amount of past due bills of disconnected customsers fell almost nine percent

However, many customers are still having trouble paying their utility bills. Almost 14 percent of utility
customers of surveyed utilities are at lsast 30 days late in paying their bills and four percent are disconnected
from utility service due to the inability to pay these bilis. Regional and national survey results are presented in
the table below. Numbers represent survey responses only,

Senjus Region

New England 20.3%

Middie Atlantic 0.3% 1.8% 21.9% -8.6% 6.1% 3.2%
East North Central -182% -2.3% 14.2% -22.0% 2.2% 5.1%
West North Central 7.9% 0.9% 15.2% -5.2% -7.2% 54%
South Atlantic 2.2% 2.5% 10.6% 35.0% 3.1% 19%
East South Central -29.0% 8.7% 274% -32.4% -2.8% 58%
West South Central -21.3% 14% 15.2% 12.2% -2.2% 4.9%
Mountain -20.1% -1.8% 0.7% ~7.4% 8.1% 2.9%
Pacific 13.1% -1.9% 0.9% “18.6% -5.6% 2.7%
Total US -6.3% -2.2% 13.9% -8.9% “2.5% 4.1%

Copyright © 2010 American Gas Association. All rights reserved. WiYw.agg.org


http://www.aQQ.cwi

Notes: Basad on utility responses to AGA survey. Survey sample represents 52 million utility customers, 40
million of which are natural gas customers (the others are electric customears from combination gas and electric
utilities), representing 61 percent of all U.S. gas atility customers. “Arrears” is defined as 30 or more days late,

WEDT MIDWEDT NORTHEART
Pl

Source; U.S.Dept.of&\ergv hip:

AGA
American Gas Assocliation

202-824-7000
400 N. Capiiol Stroat, NW, Bulle 450
Washington, DC 20001

In issuing and making this publication available, AGA is not undertaking to render professions| oc other services for or on behalf of
any person of entity. Mor is AGA undertaking to perform any duty owed by any person or entity to someone else. Anyons using this
document should rely on his or her own independent judgment or, as appropriste, seck the advice of a competent professional in
determining the exercise of ressonable oare in any given circumstances. The staterasals in this publication are for peneral information
and represent an wnaudited compilation of statistica! information thm could contain coding or processing errars. AGA makes no
wananties, express or implied, zor representations aboul the accuracy of the informstion in the publication or its appropristensss for

2my given purposc or situstion,

Information on the topics covered by this publication may be available from other sources, which the user may wish to consult for
additional views or information not covered by this publication.

AGA Contact: Brucs McDowell 202-824-7131 hmedowell@aps.org


http://www.cia.dQejw/�iwu/cfaeca/cef�us
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Page 1 of 6
Disconnection and Arrearage Comparison Data
August — October 2009 with August - October 2010
Column Column Column Column Column Column Column
1.01 1.06 1.07 8.01 2.0 10.01 10.02
Number of MNumber of Number of Number of
2010 Customers Customers in Amount of > 60 Residential Amount of Termination Amount of
Month Company' {Avernge) Arrears > 60 days day Arrears Disconnects Disconnects Notices Notices

Aug-0Oct  Celumbia 1,259,969 889,284 $526,050,449.00 30,218 $21,009,738.79 145,196 $76,860,774.44
Dominion 1,092,191 620,848 $1,175,087,013.26 20,431 $12,581,669.18 261,820  $132,378,565.34
Eastern 5,980 26 $2.554.97 69 $7,191.28 1,056 $98,333.06
Natural
Ohio Gas 41,363 7,160 $1,553,817.61 396 $41,750.57 6,501 $678,203.69
Pike Natural 5,936 30 $3,100.62 57 $8,785.01 949 $92,541.31
Gas
Vectren 282,400 53.541 $38.917,937.00 4,595 $1.888,131.59 66465 $37.763.119.02
Total 2,687,839 1,570,880  §$1,741,614,872.55 55,766 $35,537,266.42 482,117 $247,871,536.86
Average > 60 $1,109
Day
.P_._.amawm%
Average 5643
Disconnection |
Amount® |
Average $514 |
Delinquent |
Amount on
Notice*

! Companies that provide monthly OSCAR Report data to the PUCO.
2 Column 1.07 divided by Column 1.06.

? Column 9.01 divided by Column 8.01.

* Column 10.02 divided by Column 10..01
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5 Companies that provide monthly OSCAR Report data to the PUCO

Page 2 of 6
Disconnection and Arrearage Comparison Data
August ~ October 2009 with August — October 2010
Column Column Column Column Column Column Column
1.01 1.06 1.07 8.01 201 10.01 10.02
Number of
Number of Customers in Number of Number of
2009 Customers Arrears > 60 Amount of > 60 Residential Amount of Termination Amount of
Month Company® (Average) davs day Arrears Disconnects  Disconnects Notices Notices

Aug - Oct Columbia 1,267,579 1,173,064 $610,479,008.00 29,163 $15,213,488.50 112,903 $47.462,790.00
Dominion 1,098,695 658,884 $1,204,360,354.54 23,385 $15,568,064.30 282,332 $134,412,732.73
Eastern 6,008 30 $5,122.57 89 $11,545.22 1,230 $415,619.03
Natural
Chio Gas 41,181 8,062 $1,757,165.28 684 $54,122.04 6,462 $712,879.90
Pike Matural 8,767 32 $3,958.71 119 $22,553.51 1,168 $366,933.63
Gas
Vectren 283,068 56,036 $38,341,707.87 2,614 $342,445.31 58,915 $26,131,9417.54
Total 2,702,298 1,897,108  §1,854,947 317.97 56,054 $31,212,208.88 462,997 $209,502,872.83
Average > 60
Day Arrearage $978
Average
Disconnection
Amount $557
Average
Delinquent
Amount on
Notice $4582
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Disconnection and Arrearage Comparison Data
August — October 2009 with August - October 2010

Deofinition

1.01 Number of
Residential
Customers

1.06 Residential
Accounts in Arrears
> 60 days

1.07 Total Amount
of Arrears > 60 days

8.01 Total Number
of Disconnections

Company

Columbia

Dominion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Ohio Gas

Pike Natural Gas
Vectren

Columbia

Dominion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Ohio Gas

Pike Natural Gas
Veactren

Columbia

Dominion
Eastem Naitural
Gas

Ohio Gas

Pike Natural Gas
Vectren

Columbia

Dominion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Ohio Gas

Pike Natural Gas
Vectren

August-10
1,263,974
1,088,586

5,987

41,026
5,843
281,745

310,292

213,967
9

4,646
7
19,420

$183,693,869.00

$399,593,608.43
§1,023.13

$632,123.08

$668.47
$13,577,001.70

11,329

11,668
29

289
33
2,100

Septembear-10
1,250,226
1,080,945

5,971

41,316
5915
281,631

297,185

206,242
7

1,445
9
17,238

$173,118,112.00

$387,795,593.19
$743.89

$460,355.58
$850.81
$12,537,512.35

9,696

6,206
K3

167
13
1,473

Papge 3 of 6

October-10

1,256,708

1,098,043
6,003

41,748
5,949
283,823

281,837

200,639
10

1,069
14
16,882

$169,238,468.00

$387,697,811.64
$787.95

$461,338.95
$1,581.34
$12,803,423.04

9,193

2,567
9

171
11
1,022



Definition

9.01 Total
Amount of
Disconnections

10.01 Number of
Termination
Notices

10.02 Total
Amount of
Termination
Notices

Attachment 6

Page 4 of 6

Disconnection and Arrearage Comparison Data

Company

Columbia

Dominion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Chic Gas

Pike Natural Gas
Vactren

Columbia

Dominion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Chio Gas

Pike Natural Gas
Vectren

Columbia

Dominion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Ohio Gas

Pike Natural Gas
Vactren

August-10
$7,550,718.94
$5,959,861.08

$2,662.57

$24,248.87
$6,117.65
$1,008,530.65

50,286

93,566
396

2,292
365
24,504

$ 26,710,907.61

45,964,671.55
37.415.1

34,957.66

$
$
$  256,849.70
$
$ 14,265,891.80

August - October 2009 with August ~ October 2010

September-10
$6,754,367.52
$3,877,721.72

$3,881.17

$11,193.82
$1,559.03
$439,80047

51,062

84,310
338

2,159
308
21,813

$ 28,580,566.81

43,270,419.89
32,174.16

30,874.35

$
$
$ 22204068
$
$ 12,169,540.56

October-10
$6,704,652.33
$2,744,086.38

$647.54

$6,307.88
$1,108.33
$439,800.47

43,148

83,944
322

2,150
288
20,178

$ 21,569,300.02

43,143,473.90
28,743.89

26,709.30

$
$
$ 199,313.31
$
$ 11,327,686.66
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Disconnection and Arrearage Comparison Data
August - October 2009 with August - October 2010

Definition

1.01 Number of
Residential
Customers

1.06 Residential
Accounis in Arrears
> 60 days

1.07 Total Amount
of Arrears > 60 days

8.01 Total Number
of Disconnections

Company

Columbia

Deorninion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Ohio Gas

Pike Natural
Gas

Veactren

Columbia

Dominion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Ohio Gas

Pike Naturat
Gas

Vectren

Columbia

Dominion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Ohio Gas

Pike Natural
Gas

Vectren

Columbia

Dominion
Eastern Natural
Gas

Ohio Gas

Pike Natural
Gas

Vectren

August-09
1,272,230
1,094,368

5,982

40,858
5,765

281,956

380,006
228,729
12

5,643
10

20,283

$212 807,114

$412,918,761.34
2,886.97

771429.22
1,046.02

1338718231

11,550

10,877
34

289
47

2,293

Page 5of 6
September-09 October-09

1,266,747 1,263,760
1,095,710 1,106,009
6,009 6,033
41,053 41,833
5,762 5,773
281,742 285,605
399,154 383,904
217,715 212,440
8 16
2,238 1,181
10 12
17,843 17,810

$201,512,068

$ 394,955,689.05
1,393.32

491319.44
1,247.59

12106414.07

9,762

8,609
34

194
44

315

$196,159,826

$ 396,485,904.15
842.28

494416.62
1,666.10

12838111.49

7,851

4,099
21

201
28

6



8.01 Total
Amount of
Disconnections

10.01 Number of
Termination
Notices

10.02 Total
Amount of
Termination
Notices

Attachment 6

Disconnection and Arrearage Comparison Data
August - October 2009 with August — October 2010

Columbia $6,380,919
Dominion $ 7.038,371.00
Eastern Natural Gas 5,805.75
Ohio Gas 30,553.42
Pike Natural Gas 12,,870.34
Veactren 191,253.58
Columbia 41,425
Dominion 99,026
Eastern Natural Gas 444
Qhio Gas 2,324
Pike Natural Gas 424
Vectren 22,344
Columbia $17,905,628
Dominion $ 45,831,340.06
Eastermn Natural Gas 169,145.80
Ohio Gas 301161.39
Pike Natural Gas 180,146.43
Vectren 10245598.58

Page 6 of 6
$5,089,310 $3,743,260
$ 550337725 § 3,026,30605
3782 1,821.65
11549.99 12,018.63
7,141.38 2,541.79
147 597.17 3,594.56
40,207 3,271
92,248 91,058
4186 370
2,184 1,054
4N 334
20,029 16,542
$16,404,633  $13,062,628.44
$ 4420712795 $ 44,374,264.72
148,951.80 97562143
231425.02 180293.49
124,746.70 62,040.50
8645050.02 7241268.94
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Year
2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

Disconnection and Arrearage Data

Columbia, Dominion, Vectren, and Duke
October OSCAR Report Data 2001 - 2010

Qommn!

Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke
Total

Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke
Total

Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke
Total

Columbia
Dominion
Veciren
Duke
Total

Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke
Total

Columbia

Dominion
Vectren
Duke
Toial

Column 8.01

Residential
Digconnects
9,193
2,567
1,022
7.782
20,564

7,851
4,099
6

§.375
18,331

8,565
4,620
110

5,657
19,952

9,021
394

4,402
13,817

6,774
1,605
227
5.500
14,106

7,129
NA
62

5,027
12,218

Column 8.03

Customers on
Payment Plan
Disconnects

NA
1,663
119
3,007
4,879

1,374

Column 9.03

Amount Owed
Column 8.03

Attachment 7
Page 1 of 2

by

Customers

NA
$1,894,849.83
$64,043.33

$856,124.44
$2,815,017.60

NA
$2,536,793.84
$1.789.22

$267.169.96
$2,805,753.02

NA
$2,979,018.54
$2,504.21

$740,664.36
$3,722,277.11

NA
$434,712.42
NA

- $901,415.20
$1,336,127.62

NA
$1,445,592.27
$9,789.68
$959.912.78
$2,415,294.73

NA
NA
$326.95

$701,839.20
$702,166.24



Year
2004

2003

2001

Disconnection and Arrearage Data

Attachment 7
Page 2 of 2

Columbia, Dominion, Vectren, and Duke
October OSCAR Report Data 2001 - 2010

Company

Columbia
Dominion
Vaciren
Duke
Total

Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke
Total

Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke
Total

Columbia
Dominion
Vectren
Duke
Total

Column 8.01

Residential
Disconnects
7,910
1,385
111
3.8980
13,386

7,102
9,200
NA
4,262
20,564

5,799
8,920
3,258
4,269
22,246

4,677
4,158
2,833
4.849
16,517

Column 8.03
Customers on
Payiment Plan

Digconnects

NA
1,269
7
1,354
2,630

NA
6,822
NA

1,557
8,379

NA
7,838

566
1476
9,880

NA
3,616
608
2,118
6,340

Column 9.03
Amount Owed by
Column 8.03
Customers

NA
$1,979,054.29
$4,324.90

$688.532.84
$2,671,912.03

NA
$3,431,692.12
NA

$713,073.86
$4,144,765.98

NA
$4,263,353,00
$224,240.00

$720,301.88
$5,207,894.88

NA
$3,413,572,52
$251,011.58

$366,563.85
$4,031,147.95
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Page 1 of 13
Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities
Orwell Natural Gas'
(Jume 1, 2009 - May 31, 2010)
Accounts Dollar Dollar
Dollar Dollar with Amount of Number Amount Number
Number of  Amount Number of Amount of  Arrears> > 60day Deposits  Deposits Number of Residential
Month Disconnects Disconnects Final Notices Final Notices 60 days Arrears Collected Collected Reconmnects Customers
June 18 $9,982 249 $63,268 618 $69,725 6,286
July 7 2,055 140 29,019 679 82915 6,326
August 11 4,201 157 27,874 571 73,901 _ 6,644
September 4 1,651 122 16,350 643 77,001 6,683
October 4 526 95 14,180 596 63,345 6,728
November 1 1,929 71 16,012 643 53,390 6,784
December 0 0 153 15,023 713 49116 6,925
January i 193 108 22,812 746 40,825 6,950
February 1 2,021 124 38,013 780 41,736 6,980
March i 1,521 118 54,243 973 42,679 6,993
April 18 15,339 89 35,384 290 49,000 7,010
May 19 13,569 210 69,731 884 56,206 7.025
Totals BS $52,987 1,636 $402,809 8.846 $699,839 7
Av. Disconnect
Dollars §622
Av. Final Notice
Dollars 5246
Av. Dollar
Amount Arrears $79.11
> 60 Days
Av. Deposit $
Residential
Customers 6,778

! In the Matter aof the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Reguired by Section 4933.123, Revised Code., Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual
Report, October 6, 2010



Month
June
July
August
September
QOctober
November
December
Fannary
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dollars
Av. Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Amount Arrears
> 60 Days
Av. Deposit §
Residential
Customers

Number of

Disconnects

j—t

VI 0~ 00000 O WO

Dollar
Amount
Disconnects
$1,547
0
723

oD o0 D0

93
3.453
1,406

$8.068

$425

Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities

Number of
Final Notices
144
0
64
51
36
0
29
100
113
142
150
160
989

Arlington Gas?
(June 1, 2009 — May 31, 2010)
Accounts
Dollar with
Amount of  Arrears>
Final Notices 60 davs
$18,729 89
O 74
7,869 111
3,062 72
1,974 59
0 70
1,839 54
9,191 69
14,500 30
26,753 62
31,256 61
25.680 70
$140,853 841
$142

Dollar
Amount of
> 60 day
Arrears
$14,978
13,069
12,302
7,146
4,837
5,491
2.305
4,712
4,683
5.867
7,755
10813
$93,958

§112

Number
Deposits
Collected
4
1
5
10

S a2 W DN B D0

Dollar
Amount

Deposits  Number of

Attachment 8
Page 2 of 13

Number

Residential

Collected Reconnects Customers

k424
9%
584
1,117
1,390
833
514
593
401
805
117
20
$7.153

$112

NS O QOO =RNNOOO

2 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised Code., Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual
Report, October 13, 2010

1,525
1,509
1,494
1,496
1,501
1,521
1,523
1,518
1,515
1,515
1,518
1.317

1,513



Month
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Tanuary
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dollars
Av. Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Amount Arrears
> 60 Days
Av. Deposit §
Residential
Customers

Number of

Disconnects

1

2

0

9
2
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
5
8

Dollar
Amount
Disconnects
$2,182
6,909
306
0
694

[ Y o o o Y o

324
1,742
$12,247

$437

Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities

Number of
Final Notices

155
47

51
44
40
94

116
91
111
190
185
156
1,260

Piedmont®
(June 1, 2009 — May 31, 2010)
Accounts
Dollar with
Amount of  Arrears>
Final Notices 60 days
$22,996 67
4,459 51
6,010 40
4,737 as
4,438 45
12,875 63
15,997 50
12,986 52
30,775 37
56,496 102
42,002 94
27,444 [-74
$241,213 707
$191

Dollar
Amount of
> 60 day
Arrears
$9,809
11,055
11,624
7,659
4,821
4,220
3,375
3,371
2,507
16,359
4,102
1,885
$80787

$114

Number
Deposits
Collected
3
4
J
6
13
14

Dt B O G

Attachment 8

Page 3 of 13
Dollar
Amouvnt Number
Deposits  Number of Residential
Collected Recomnects Customers
$295 0 1,495
280 1 1,499
77 2 1,497
692 3 1,497
811 9 1,504
1,301 9 1,502
1,608 4 1,511
260 3 1,518
327 1 1,614
280 2 1,517
328 1 1,521
372 0 1,521
$6,631 a5
$98
1,508

* In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised Code., Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual
Report, September 24, 2010




Month
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dollars
Av. Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Amount Arrears
> 60 Days
Av. Deposit §
Residential
Customers

Nuamber of
Disconnects
829
354
289
194
201
63
24
66
84
230
330
553
3217

* In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised Code., Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual

Report, September 28, 2010

Dolar
Amnmt

Disconnects

$197,138
46,430
30,553
11,550
12,019
4,189
6,371
33,946
31,591
75,077
96,008
127.454
$672,326

$209

Number of
Final Notices

2,877
2,260
2,324
2,184
1,954
2,529
2,968
3,307
3.671
3,357
3451
3420
34,302

Accounts
Dollar
Amount of  Arrears>
Final Notices 60 days
$580,016 9.820
318,138 8,946
301,161 5.643
231,426 2,238
180,293 1,181
279,390 1,252
421,388 1.011
524,699 935
750,914 913
861.061 9,033
809,969 6,835
765.926 8,741
$6,024,381 56,568
$176

Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities
Ohio Gas*
(June 1, 2009 - May 31, 2010)

Dollar
Amoung of >
60 day
Arrears

$1,665,683
1,218,858
771,429
491,319
494,417
551,645
522,91
493,752
506,341
762,237
1,264,010
1,513,445
$10,256,127

181

Number
Deposits
Collected

Dollar

Amount

Deposits
415 $46,659
342 38,004
311 34,496
267 29.674
268 29,561
285 31,372
323 35,195
380 41,285
420 45,930
469 51,212
443 46,866
411 45 466
4,334  3475,770
$110

Attachment 8
Page 4 of 13

479
310
242
180
221
110

16

35

54
132
187

328
2,324

Number
Number of Residential
Collected Reconnects Customers

41,025
40,694
40,656
41,053
41,633
42,043
42,313
42,3352
42,378
42,200
41,895
41.592

41,653


http://Ji.Ji.IO

Month

June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Janvary
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dollars
Av, Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Amount Arrears
> 60 Days
Av. Deposit $
Residential
Customers

Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities

Northeast Ohio Natural Gas®
(June 1, 2009 — May 31, 2010)
Accounts
Dollar Dollar with
Number of Amount Number of Amount of  Arrears >
Disconnects  Disconnects  Final Notices Final Notices 60 days
131 $36.102 446 $118,667 422
63 31,136 322 85,674 208
32 9,479 167 36,589 193
17 6,149 128 44,584 490
19 11,310 184 40,245 12
5 785 47 20,894 157
2 238 106 51,286 436
5 3,807 166 65,194 434
13 4,962 163 58,035 570
30 18,749 388 152017 1,483
155 44,650 677 173,839 1,272
116 21,287 501 80.531 1222
588 $188,654 3,295 $927,575 7.000
321
$282

% In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised Code, Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual

Report {October 6, 2010),

Dollar
Amount of
> 60 day
Arrears

$73,934
52,176
29,053
138,568
2,985
16,651
43,435
52,218
83,637
306,975
175.079

113.648
$1,088,359

$155

Number
Deposits
ollected

68
46
48
59
76
56
47
26
38
49
50
T4

637

Attachment 8

Page 5of 13
Dollar
Amount Number
Deposits  Number of Residential
Collected Reconnects Customers
$6,625 67 13,431
4,535 45 13,431
4,800 46 13,488
5,835 47 13,570
7.600 126 13,173
5,600 39 13,361
4,700 44 13,459
2,600 19 13,563
4,200 21 13,598
4,835 26 13,606
5,000 39 13,575
1265 97 13.476
$63,595 616
$100
13,479


http://Ji.UJtOJi.Ln-JLft4a.4iO

Month
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Janyary
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dollars
Av. Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Amount Arrears
> 60 Days
Av. Deposit §
Residential
Customers

Nuomber of

Disconnects

-

=N ;OO OCOCOO =N = =

Dollar
Amount
Disconnects
$202
94

Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities

(June 1, 2009 - May 31, 2010)

Number of

KNGS

Dollar
Amount of

Accounts
with
Arrears >

Final Notices Final Notices 60 days

$544
375
647
1,028
944
1,507
1,685
2,281
2,843
3,762
4,925
1,297
$21,838

$206

8
8
9

9
11
15
18

21
21
10
13
1
154

Dollar
Amount of
> 60 day
Arrears
$843
614
795
1,438
1,596
1,835
2,008
2,970
3,128
4,252
5,235
3,497
$28,209

$183

Number
Depasits
Collecied
12
8
12
10
1
6
9
11
4
12
9
3

97

Dollar
Amount

Deposits

$1,200
800
1,200
1,000
100
600
00
1,100
400
1,200
800
300
$9,700

5100

Attachment &8
Page 6 of 13

Nuomber
Number of Residential
Collected Reconmects Customers

NN O OO0 QOO AN = =

® In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised Code, Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual
Report (September 27, 2010).

1,008
1,010
1,011
1,011
1,011
1,015
1,016
1,024
1,029
1,030
1,032
1,033

1,019



Menth
June
July
August
September
Qctober
November
December
Janvary
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dallars
Av. Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dotlar
Amount Arrears
> 60 Days
Av, Deposit §
Residential
Customers

Arrearage Statistics Ohio (ras Utilities
Suburban Gas’
(June 1, 2009 - May 31, 2010)

Doliar

Number of Amount Number of
Disconnects  Disconnects  Final Notices
118 $24,149 1,045
70 13,911 455
26 37,794 372
40 5,765 756
18 2,529 217
2 240 126
5 598 77
15 2,783 254
14 3,624 322
52 11,53% 608
57 12,366 658
181 31406 1,210
598 $146,703 6,100

$245

! In the Marter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933123, Revised Code, Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual

Report (September 29, 2010).

Accounts  Dollar
Dollar with Amount of

Amount of Arrears> > 60day

Final Notices 60 days Arrears
$185,847 a81 $108,150
73,120 480 211,241
63,413 &80 207,843
37,353 881 206,902
30,779 885 191,664
16,710 893 185,997
15,460 297 124,748
48,444 Q00 120,695
57,350 900 120,956
142,044 903 130,153
119,401 903 141,163
217,591 202 157,726
$1,007,7112 10,705 $2,007,238

5165

5188

Number
Deposits

Collected

49

89

41

35

20

29

35

8

23

24

63

31

447

Attachment 8

Page 7 of 13
Dollar
Amount Number
Deposits  Namber of Residential
Collected Reconnects Customers
$5.568 73 14,565
12,385 53 14,545
4,990 20 14,544
4,113 38 14,562
2,267 77 14,626
3,476 25 14,767
4,164 19 14,832
1,066 7 14,880
2,688 10 14,875
2,463 18 14,932
7.390 20 14,929
3.240 127 14,904
$53,810 487
$120
14,747



Month
June
July
Aungust
September
Qctober
November
December
January
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dollars
Av. Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Amount Arrears
> 60 Days
Av. Deposit $
Residential
Customers

Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities

Sheldon®
(June 1, 2009 - May 31, 2010)
Accounts
Dollar Dollar with
Numberof Amount Number of Amount of  Arrears >
Disconnects Disconnects Final Notices Final Notices 60 days

23 $5,294 139 $13,968 13
8 2,547 105 7477 25

5 4,022 55 3,455 17

6 233 45 2.677 9

2 73 43 2,300 27

1 44 45 2,019 17

3 752 33 2,067 17

8 3,592 50 5,065 2

2 1,387 57 9,165 5
13 8,318 69 14,820 17
31 11,648 73 12,288 22
19 3,369 153 20,885 33
121 $43,279 867 $96,186 204

$358
$111

Dollar
Amount of

> 60 day
Arrears

$5,168
3,812
4,924
671
7,670
3,308
3,671
1,385
4,552
8,693
7,606
10,446
$61,906

$303

Number
Deposits
Collected

2
2
5
5
10
9
8
1
10

4
6

O o]

Dollar
Amount
Deposits
Collected
$274
163
678
508
966
796
1,064
71
1,350
532
304
281
$7,478

$117

Artachment 8
Page 8 of 13

Nomber

Number of
Reconnects

WIr = -1 05 o B O W

® In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised Code, Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual
Report (September 29, 2010).

Residential
Customers

1,082
1,060
1,054
1,053
1,097
1,123
1,133
1,140
1,140
1,138
1,131
1,100

1,104



Month
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dollars
Av. Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Amount of
Arrears > 60
Days
Av. Deposit $
Residential
Customers

Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities

Dollar Number Doliar
Number of Amount of Fingl Amount of

Disconnects Disconpects Notices  Final Noticeg
15,638 $6,012,895 62,182 $27.396,641
14,281 7,827,913 44,805 19,932,181
11,550 6,380,919 41,425 17,905,628
9,762 5,089,310 40,207 16,494,533
7.851 3,743,260 31,271 13,062,628
3,400 1,596,191 33,722 14,127,684
2,386 1,009,332 42,913 18,589,050
2,663 1,491,813 58,569 24,168,559
3,568 1,941,913 63,848 26027,468
7.303 3,938,029 72,887 28,167,906
10,631 5,346,896 67,045 25,394,316
13,442 6,500,846 66.739 25,821,983
102,475 $33,779,319 625,613 $257,088,577

$525

$411

Columbia Gas of Ohio®
(June 1, 2009 — May 31, 2010)

Accounts
with
Arrears >

60 davs

374,838
387806
390,006
399,154
383,904
388,410
380,181
347,504
315,219
321,404
299,596
311,933

Dollar
Amount of >
60 day
Arrears

$231,057,663
223,183,217
212,807,114
201,512,068
196,159,826
205,167,296
207,928,153
200,959,162
200,489,539
205,170,680
104,394,117
206,912,123

4,300,355 $2,395,740,958

$557

Number
Deposits
Collected

1,940
3,517
4,500
6,067
692
254
9,902
8,998
8,722
6,149
1,813
142
52,696

Dollar
Amount
Deposits
Collected

$737,768
862,030
926,483
1,008,548
1,362,281
1,182,538
1,140,830
1,067,821
1,065,225
844,416
579,560
466,266
$11,244.166

$213

Attachment 8
Page 9 of 13

Number
Number of Residential

Reconnects Customers

6,533 1,293,346
5,677 1,281,392
6,237 1,272,230
7.022 1,266,747
11,113 1,263,760
10,084 1,263,549
6,257 1,263,357
2,829 1,273,282
3,039 1,283,558
4,064 1,286,917
4476 1,288,026
6,026 1,285,057

73,357
1,276,768

S In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised Code, Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual
Repori (September 21, 2010).



Month
July
August
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dollars
Av, Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Armount of
Arrears > 60
Days
Av. Deposit $
Residential
Customers

Dollar
Amount of

inal Notices

8,131,935
5,682,663
4,803,379
4,388,235
6,119,090
7,694,953
9,433,178
14,719,239
16,868,103
14,818,213
12,675,699

445,409 $116,927,107

Dollar
Number of Amount Number of
Disconnects Disconnects Final Notices
3,612 2,155,234 27,455
2,402 1,240,182 22,845
1,534 378,152 20,809
99 19,369 18.550
58 16,503 24,155
204 117,769 37,002
588 371,028 44,149
484 370,009 54,160
1,597 1,541,384 58,152
2,455 1,737,992 52,130
2.215 1,115,681 49.610
18,766  $11,703,679
5624

$263

Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities
Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio!®
(June 1, 2009 - May 31, 2010)

Accounts Dollar
with Amount of >
Arrears > 60 day
60 davs Arrears
64,982 44,315,991
64,262 42,473,187
57,955 38,,647,408
57,954 36,235,216
56,152 35,530,917
54,647 35,492,741
52,6017 34 284,815
50,821 34,443,352
49,034 32,703,945
54,258 38,874,582
60,994 42.748.314
691,140 $460,512.475

$666

Number
Dreposits
Collected

1,284
1,290
1,408
1,264
688
669
618
868
988
1,208
1.506
12,911

Dollar

Amount
Deposits
Collected

125,221
123,856
138,285
127,495
666,909
64,610
54,031

© 71,822
85,513
101,903
132,586
$1,204,643

$93

Aftachment 8

Page 10 0of 13
Number

Number of Residential

Reconnects Customers
1,035 283,194
925 281,937
897 281,646

1,956 285,395
1,262 287.832
806 290,022
416 290,550
324 290,909

530 289,977

696 288,068
808 286,530

10,509

286,797

'° fn the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised Code, Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual
Report (October 1, 2010).



Month
June
July
August
September
October
MNovember
December
January
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av, Disconnect
Dollars
Av, Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Amount of
Arrears > 60
Days
Av. Deposit $
Residential
Customers

Duke Energy Ohio, Inc."!
(June 1, 2009 - May 31, 2010)
Accounts
Deollar Dolfar with
Number of Amount Number of Amount of Arrears »
Disconnects Disconnects Final Notices Final Nofices 60 days
7.984 $501,404 51,506 $17,238,231 N/A
6,762 4,370,589 49,764 15,300,961 N/A
5,537 3,287,668 44,849 13,007,853 N/A
6,867 3,563,389 53,570 15,463,644 N/A
6,062 3,314,370 42,564 12,396,743 N/A
6,454 3,764,233 39,972 12,367,045 N/A
4,353 2,405,667 38,342 11,317,693 N/A
3,831 2,170,958 29,347 9,564,539 N/A
3,531 2,067,710 31,443 9,562,149 N/A
6,307 4,128,087 36,824 12,126,725 N/A
6,066 3,549,684 62,429 21,773,826 N/A
5,879 3,168,177 50.338 17,139.691 N/A
69,643  $40,805.336 530,948 $167.259,100
$586
$315

Arrearage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities

Dollar
Amount of >
60 day
Arrears
$45,981 416
39,591,804
36,971,264
35,421,522
34,746,587
34,454,482
30,835,153
29,960,726
31,934,790
36,525,770
39,805,000
46,251,226
$442.479,740

Number
Deposits
Collected
7,112
7.739
7,332
8.254
8,317
6,538
6,043
5,904
6,132
6,416
6,033
7.033
82,853

Attachment 8
Page 11 of 13

Dollar

Amount Number

Deposits Number of  Residential

Collected  Reconpects Customers

$840.561 4,969 587,283

901,883 4,740 584,089
836,057 3,909 584,694
928,184 4,579 579,195
916,950 5,763 576,510
686,493 5,682 578,050
571,863 3,966 574,694
530,506 3,166 553,748
544 480 2,787 572414
525,715 4,608 569,550
512,616 3,857 562 484
594.112 3,733 566.638

$8,389.420 51,755

§101
574,112

Y In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Required by Section 4933.123, Revised Code, Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual
Report (QOctober 8, 2010).
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Month
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May

Totals
Av. Disconnect
Dollars
Av. Final Notice
Dollars
Av. Dollar
Amount of
Arrears > 60
Days
Av. Deposit $
Residential
Customers

Number of

Disconnects

14,884
13,890
10,677
3,609
4,099
8351
200
458
364
3,750
3,580
18.066
81,428

Dollar
Amount
Disconnects

$12,472 441
9,389,298
7,038,371
5,503,377
3,026,306

634,887
200,020
423,755
335,298
2,847,204
4,492,412
10.438.956
$56,822,395

$698

Arrenarage Statistics Ohio Gas Utilities
Dominion East Ohio Gas®

(June 1, 2009 - May 31, 2010)

Number
of Final
Notices

126,969
113,899
99.026
92,248
91,058
90,120
107,741
124,633
147,814
174,011
152,884
118,215
1,438,618

Dollar
Amount of

Final Notices

$62,322 875
54,058,633
45,831,341
44,207,128
44,374,265
42,290,422
48,118,685
51,354,665
63,311,834
82,022,416
71,237,222
35,060,228

$664,189,714

$462

Accounts
with
Arrears >
50 days

249,450
239,152
228,729
217,715
212,440
211,818
212,689
217,183
227718
224,299
253,295
246 945

2,741,435

Dollar Amount
of > 60 day

ATTeEars

$457,580,895
434,894,125
412,918,761
394,955 689
396.485 904
399,405,990
400,869,871
399,746,834
413,004,885
434,678 551
449,983 424

445,925 454
$5,040,450,383

$1,839

Number
Depaosits
Collected

282
284
264
239
270
258
245
169
215
156
152
133
2,689

Dollar
Amount
Deposits
Collected

$37,223
38519
33,579
31,268
36,183
32,840
31,829
20,998
28,495
18,604
16,874
18,565
$344,977

5128
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Number

Number of Residential

Reconnects Customers
5,632 1,102,958
5,412 1,097,317
4,836 1,094,368
4,917 1,095,710
7,474 1,106,009
3,811 1,112,695
2,084 1,117,099
657 1,118,717
462 1,119,520
2,016 1,116,694
2,000 1,112,434
8.532 1,103.562

47923

1,108,090

2 In the Matter of the Annual Report of Service Disconnections for Nonpayment Reguired by Section 4933.123, Revised Code., Case 10-1222-GE-UNC, Annual
Report (September 23, 2010).
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PUCO Special Data Request
Electric Light, Natural Gas, and Duke
Column Definition

SPECIAL DATA REQUEST

Gas, natural gas, and electric light companies under the jurisdiction of the Public Utilities
Commission of Ohio should forward the following information to the attention of, Tonja D
Stewart, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, 180 E. Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215-3793;

Column 01}

Column 02)

Column 03)

Column (4)

Caolumn 05)

Column 06)

Column O7)

Column 08)

Column 09)

Column 10)

Column 11)

Column 12)

Total number of residential customers who avoided discomnection, or re-
established service using special reconnect procedures;

Of those in Column one, only those customers that used special reconnect
procedures to avoid disconnection;

Of those in Column one, the number on PIP;

Of those in Column one, the number on one-third plan or one-sixth plan prior
to disconnect;

Of those in Column one, the number not on a payment plan prior to
disconnect;

Of those in Column one, only those who signed up for PIP at the time of
reconnect or disconnection avoidance, excluding customers already on PIP;

Of those in Column one, only those who signad up for the one-third or one-
sixth payment plan at the time or reconnect or disconnection avoidance;

Total dollar amount that would have been required for reconnection of
customers in Column one absent the special reconnect procedures;

Of the customers reconnected in Column one, the number disconnected for
one week or less;

Of the customers reconnected in Column one, the number disconnected for
more than one week but less than 30 days;

Of the customers reconnected in Column one, the number disconnected for
30 days but less than 90 days; and

Of the customers recoanected in Column one, the number disconnected for
90 days or more.
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