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)

	

Case No. GR-2004-0072
Networks L&P, Natural Gas General Rate Increase . )

STATE OF MISSOURI )
ss

COUNTY OF COLE

	

)

AFFIDAVIT OF BARBARAA. MEISENHEIMER

Barbara A. Meisenheimer, of lawful age and being first duly sworn, deposes and states :

1 .

	

Myname is Barbara A. Meisenheimer. I am Chief Utility Economist for the Office of
the Public Counsel .

2 .

	

Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my rebuttal testimony
consisting ofpages 1 through 18 and Attachments I through 3 .

3 .

	

I hereby swear and affirm that my statements contained in the attached testimony are
true and correct to the best ofmy knowledge and belief.

Barbara A. Meisenheimer

Subscribed and sworn to me this 13th day of February, 2004.

	

KATHLEEN HARRISON
Notary Public - State of Missouri

County of Cole
y Coppsign Expires Jan . 31,2006

MyCommission expires January 31, 2006 .

Kathleen Harrison
Notary Public
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

OF

BARBARA A . MEISENHEIMER

AQUILA INC. DB/A AQUILA NETWORKS - MPS AND AQUILA

NETWORKS -L&P
GR-2004-0072

Q .

	

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS .

A.

	

Barbara A. Meisenheimer, Chief Utility Economist, Office of the Public Counsel, P . O.

2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

Q .

	

HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY IN THIS CASE?

A.

	

Yes, I filed direct testimony on January 13, 2004

Q .

	

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

A.

	

The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the direct testimony of Public Service

Commission Staff witness Anne Ross regarding the Staffs proposed design of a low-

income experimental program; Missouri Department Of Natural Resources (MDNR)

witness Anita Randolph regarding the proposed energy assistance and energy efficiency

programs, and Staffwitness Thomas Imhoffregarding non-gas rate design .
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Low-Income Program

Q .

	

WHAT EXPERIENCE DO YOU HAVE REGARDING PROGRAMS TO ASSIST LOW-

INCOME UTILITY CONSUMERS?

A.

	

In the area oftelecommunications I have served on the Federal/State Universal Service Joint

Board Staff for a number of years .

	

In this capacity I have reviewed information on the

design of state and federal low-income programs, assisted the Federal/State Joint Board in

preparing recommendations for the FCC in implementing the Federal Lifeline and Link-Up

programs and in developing guidelines for state programs. In this capacity I also review

Joint Board Monitoring Reports and FCC Telephone Penetration Report designed to

evaluate the performance of the Federal and state programs .

	

At the State level, I

participated in industry workshops to develop the low-income and disabled components of

the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF) and currently assist the Public Counsel in

his duties as a member of the Missouri Universal Service Board . The Missouri Universal

Service Board is charged with oversight of the administration ofthe MoUSF. Currently it is

working toward implementing the low-income component of the MoUSF. I also served on

the committees that developed and provided oversight for the Telecommunications

Equipment Distribution Program for first the PSC and later the Department OfLabor. This

program provides telecommunications equipment for Missouri's disabled consumers

including many that are low-income consumers .
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Finally, on behalf of Public Counsel, I worked with the Department Of The Census to

develop data designed to identify low-income household telephone subscribership stratified

by percentage of the federal poverty level in order to develop recommendations to better

target low-income support.

With respect to low-income programs and energy efficiency programs for natural gas

utilities, I participated in the Public Service Commission's Natural Gas Task Force

Workshops, reviewed Roger Colton's testimony filed on behalf of Public Counsel in GR-

2001-272 regarding the appropriate design of an experimental low-income program for

Missouri Gas Energy, reviewed the report that Mr. Colton has recently completed on the

results of that program and filed testimony in response to Laclede Gas Company's proposal

to implement an arrearage forgiveness program in GT-2003-0117 . In both the areas of

telecommunications and natural gas I have attended public hearings in which customers at

differing income levels have testified regarding the impact ofrate increases.

Q .

	

WHAT DO YOU BELIEVE IS THE RELEVANCE OF THIS EXPERIENCE?

A.

	

First, in activities associated with developing recommendations to assist low-income

consumers I have had an opportunity to meet and learn about low-income issues from many

individuals who deal with those issues on a day to day basis including representatives from

DNR, the Department Of Social Services, the American Association Of Retired Persons,

Community Action Agencies, the Consumer Energy Council Of America and a number of
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low-income and disabled consumer advocates . I have also participated in several meetings

with individuals who work with the MDNR Energy Center.

Q .

	

BASED ON YOUR EXPERIENCE, WHAT NEEDS DO YOU BELIEVE SHOULD BE

BALANCED IN ADOPTING PROGRAMS TO ASSIST LOW-INCOME AND

WEATHERIZATION PROGRAMS?

A.

	

I believe it is paramount to balance the need for low-income and energy efficiency programs

with the need to ensure that Missouri's utility consumers pay rates that are just and

reasonable .

	

To the extent that ratepayers are called upon to fund low-income and energy

efficiency programs, the programs should be designed so that they can reasonably be

expected to balance the interests of those who receive support with the interests of those

who provide it.

	

Ratepayer funding for programs that cannot reasonably be expected to

balance both interests should not be imposed through the ratemaking process unless there is

a specific legislative mandate to do so. Further, I believe it appropriate for the Commission

to require that a party that proposes a particular program demonstrate the likely success of

the program and that success will not come at an unreasonable cost .

Q . DO YOU HAVE ANY EDUCATIONAL TRAINING IN THE DESIGN OR

EVALUATION OF EXPERIMENTS?

A.

	

Yes . I have taken classes in statistics and experimental design.

Q .

	

DO YOU HAVE ANY GENERAL OBSERVATIONS REGARDING EXPERIMENTAL

DESIGN THAT YOU BELIEVE ARE RELEVANT TO THIS CASE?
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A.

	

Yes.

	

There are alternative definitions of the term "experiment", some akin to pure

exploration, but in order to aid in this discussion I thought it would be helpful to provide

one I believe is relevant in designing low income programs that are paid for by captive rate

payers . An experiment is a test or investigation, planned to provide evidence for or against a

hypothesis . The most reasonable experiments that could be conducted with ratepayer dollars

are those with a meaningful hypothesis . A hypothesis is a suggested explanation for a group

of facts or phenomena, either accepted as a basis for further verification (working

hypothesis) or accepted as likely to be true .

Q . HAS PUBLIC COUNSEL SUPPORTED EXPERIMENTAL LOW-INCOME AND

WEATHERIZATION PROGRAMS?

A.

	

Yes, Public Counsel has been active for over 10 years in proposing and supporting

weatherization and low-income proposals on an experimental basis in cases were we

believed such programs were likely to produce meaningful results while also reasonably

balancing the interests ofthe program recipients and the rate-payers who fund the programs .

Despite limited resources, the Public Counsel has been very committed to these efforts .

Public Counsel retained a national expert, Mr. Roger Colton, to testify regarding the proper

design of low-income programs in Missouri Gas Energy's last rate case . Public Counsel

has also proposed and supported experimental low-income weatherization programs . In

particular, we have been very supportive ofMDNR's low-income weatherization programs .
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Q .

	

DO YOU RECOMMEND THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT STAFF'S PROPOSED

EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM FOR SEDALIA?

A.

	

Not as currently proposed . There are many unresolved issues associated with the Staffs

proposal including;

What is the number of households other than those weatherized under the program that
will receive discounted rates?

Whether the number households other than those weatherized under the program that will
receive discounted rates plus the 20 that could be weatherized will constitute a large
enough sample to provide meaningful evaluation ofthe program?

What are the methods and costs associated with evaluation ofthe program?

What specific information will be gathered to evaluate the program benefits to
participants and non-participants?

What is the proposed margin rate discount?

What is the administrative cost?

In addition to these unanswered questions that need to be answered, Public Counsel

believes that the program proposal suffers from public policy flaws . However, if the

Commission directs the modifications to the program that I discuss below and the total

funding requirement is reasonable, we could support a low-income program on an

experimental basis .

Q .

	

HASN'T PUBLIC COUNSEL STIPULATED THAT A SIMILAR EXPERIMENTAL

PROPOSAL SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED FOR AMERENUE?

A.

	

No. Although the Staff sought a similar program, Public Counsel stipulated that the details

of an AmerenUE program would be addressed in a collaborative. Details that cannot be

6
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resolved will be brought to the Commission. We hoped that either through negotiations or

decisions by the Commission our concerns regarding appropriate program design could be

addressed prior to similar programs being proposed . However, the collaborative was not

underway prior to the filing of this testimony so we are presenting our concerns in the

current case .

Q .

	

WHAT ELEMENTS OF THE PROGRAM DO YOU BELIEVE THE COMMISSION

SHOULD MODIFY?

A.

	

I believe the qualifying conditions should be modified to avoid excluding the neediest

customers from qualifying. A primary concern is that the program as currently proposed is

not equally accessible to all low-income consumers . Customers below 50% of the poverty

level are excluded from receiving the program's reduced rates unless their homes have been

weatherized in the past 10 years under certain guidelines . This differs from the program

benefits offered to low-income consumers ranging from 50% to 125% of the federal poverty

level who can receive both a reduced rates and weatherization under the program . The

Staffs apparent reasons for this differing treatment are that the lowest income consumers

simply can't be helped, that the program goal is to assist retired and working low-income

consumers 2 and that the Staff wants to maximize participation .3 I have significant concerns

regarding these as a basis for designing a low-income program. My first concern is that the

Staffs testimony provides no evidence that consumers below 50% of the federal poverty

' See page 5, line 1-4, of the direct testimony of Anne Ross .
2 See page 12, line 21-22, of the direct testimony of Anne Ross .
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level could not improve timeliness of payment and reduced arrearages and disconnects if

receiving meaningful assistance . The second concern I have is that in my opinion it is bad

public policy to fail in assisting the most needy if the program can be designed to achieve

success for those consumers . The third concern is that differing treatment is only

appropriate if customers can be shown to not be similarly situated and using criteria of

"working" or "retired" versus "not working" and `hot retired" does not seem to be a

relevant or meaningful basis to discriminate. Even if it were a reasonable basis, there is

insufficient evidence to demonstrate that the Staff's criteria would successfully weed out

those consumers the Staff has proposed. For example, some types of workers such as farm

workers or maids that have retired or disabled people dependent on SSI may not achieve

50% of the federal poverty level a I contacted Meg Powers PhD, President of Economic

Opportunity Studies, Inc. regarding excluding certain consumers below 50% of the federal

poverty level . She indicated that excluding consumers below 50% of the federal poverty

level would be "very strange" in terms of low-income program design and was unaware of

any programs with such a condition. 5 A final concern I have regarding excluding many of

the very poorest customers from this program is that, although not eligible, these customers

will be required to help pay for the reduced rates and other program benefits afforded to

3 Seepage 16, line 11-13, ofthe direct testimony ofAnne Ross.
° This example was suggested in a conversation with Meg Power PhD, President of Economic Opportunity Studies,
Inc .
5 Dr. Power has published a number ofarticles and performed studies for governmental interests and independent
interest groups .

8
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participants at higher income levels . I strongly recommend that the program be equally

accessible to customers below 50% ofthe federal poverty level .

Q .

	

WHAT IS YOUR NEXT PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO THE STAFF'S LOW-

INCOME PROGRAM?

A.

	

I believe that low-income program participation should not be tied to weatherization. This

should not be interpreted to mean that I believe low-income weatherization is not of value

or should not occur. To the contrary, later in my testimony I will discuss Public Counsel's

support for a low-income weatherization program . However, I see two difficulties in tying a

low-income discount program to required weatherization in this case . . The first is that the

Staffs proposed weatherization component is $50,000 and is estimated to cover the cost of

only 20 dwellings . This would result in an extremely small sample to evaluate the success

ofthe program. Further, there is little evidence to provide assurance that a mixed sample of

newly weatherized and previously weatherized homes will provide a homogeneous sample

upon which valid comparisons can be made. For example, if windows have been broken

over the years in a home of a customer below 50% of the poverty level and the customer

could not afford to replace them, the home would reasonably require greater energy use and

likely skew the evaluation results to indicate that the customers below 50% of the poverty

level achieved relatively lower success in the program. The second concern I have with

required weatherization for participation in the low-income discount program is that there

tend to be greater obstacles for renters than for homeowners in agreeing to weatherization.

Renters must receive approval by the owner. In addition, once improvements are made, the
9
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landlord may attempt to extract greater rent thus making it less likely that renters would

benefit from the program . I recommend that the Commission decouple low-income

discount availability from low-income weatherization.

Q .

	

WHAT IS YOU NEXT PROPOSED MODIFICATION?

A.

	

The level of program discounts should be set in a manner that meaningfully addresses

energy burden. I agree with the Staff's observation that "energy burden" is a significant

factor that affects a low-income consumers ability to pay their energy bills . I believe that a

program that provides rates or discounts reflective of energy burden will prove more

meaningful than the Staff's current proposal to provide a uniform discount to all qualified

customers . I have included a report prepared by Roger Colton who performed an evaluation

of the MGE experimental low-income program.

	

On page 1 of the report, Mr. Colton

provides a table showing the energy burden associated with various percentages of the

federal poverty level . The table indicates that, over the range of 50%-74% of the federal

poverty level, the energy burden was 15 .4%, while in the range of 100%-124%, the energy

burden was reduced to 8 .5%. It is also significant to note that, in the range below 50% of

the federal poverty level, the energy burden was 38%. Mr. Colton's analysis concluded that

the MGE program, which provided "tiered" bill discounts, was successful in reducing the

incidence and rate of nonpayment and reducing the incidence and level of arrears .

	

Dr.

Powers also indicated that rates based on reducing energy burden or tied bill discounts

could appropriately target support. Despite recognition ofthe importance of energy burden,

the Staff's testimony provides no evidence that the discounts proposed will be sufficient to
10
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offset the energy burden faced by those who will participate . Mr. Colton's testimony in

GR-2001-292, indicates that a sustainable total utility burden is in the range of 6%-8% for

utility services excluding phone service .

According to the U.S . Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD), a household experiencing total shelter costs in excess of 30 percent
of income is likely to be over-extended. HUD defines total shelter costs to
include housing (rent or mortgage) plus the cost of all utilities except
telephones. As a practical matter, a consumer who pays 10 percent or more
of his or her income for home energy costs is not going to experience total
shelter costs of 30 percent or less . In addition, the Federal National
Mortgage Association (FNMA or Fannie Mae) has indicated that utility bills
should not generally exceed 20% of total shelter costs . If total shelter costs
were in the range of 30% (or even 40%) of income, this would yield
sustainable utility burdens of from 6% (30% x 20%) to 8% (40% x 20%) of
income . . .6

Mr. Colton further explained that natural gas is only one component of total energy burden

and that taking this into consideration 4% would be an appropriate target for natural gas . I

have included Attachment 3, which show the income, levels relative to the 2003 federal

poverty level and the natural gas expenditures at 4% ofincome. Based on Residential Sales

Volumes, average annual bills (= Bills/12) for residential customers on the MPS

North/South systems, and a factor of 90% to reflect lower usage by low-income consumers,

I calculate that the average low-income residential natural gas expenditures of $626. The

Staffproposal provides discounted rates November - March.

Staff's testimony does not specify a discounted non-gas commodity rate but assuming the

same percentage discount as applied to the PGA rate Staff proposes I calculate an average
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low-income annual cost of $432.41 . At this estimated discount level the annual average

cost would exceed an affordable gas burden for households at many levels relative to the

federal poverty level . This is shown with light shading in Attachment 3. Given that the

discounts would fail to achieve an affordable level for all but the higher income levels I do

not believe the proposal can be assumed likely to succeed generally in assisting low-income

households to reach an affordable natural gas burden . Further, for a number of households

at and above 100% ofthe federal poverty level the subsidy the Staff proposes is unnecessary

to achieve a natural gas burden of4% or less of income . This is shown with dark shading in

Attachment 3 .

	

The significance of funding above that necessary to offset the natural gas

burden is that natural gas rate-payers will be providing support which goes beyond the

realm of affordable natural gas rates and arguably will provide no offsetting system benefits .

I recommend that the Commission modify the program to provide tiered bill discounts as

was adopted for the MGE experiment. Tiered bill discounts would better target support

based on need and would be less administratively burdensome than developing and

applying individual rates by household. The discounts for the MGE program included

monthly $40 bill reductions for customers at or below 50% of the poverty level and $20 for

customers from 51% to 100% of the federal poverty level.

	

Attachment 3 provides a

comparison of the $40 and $20 tiered structure to the Staff structure assuming an average

low-income residential natural gas expenditures of $626 . Ifthe Commission wanted to more

closely target rates to need, additional tiers could be added .

	

Again assuming average low-

6 Direct testimony ofRoger Colton, filed in GR-2001-292, p. 9 .
12
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income residential natural gas expenditures of $626 I have provided an example of more

targeted tiered discounts and how the results compare with the Staff and MGE structures .

Q .

	

WHAT IS YOUR NEXT PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO THE STAFF'S LOW-

INCOME PROGRAM?

A.

	

I believe the Commission should eliminate the ECIP restriction . The Staff proposes that

program participants would be excluded for receiving Emergency Crisis Intervention

Program assistance ECIP program which provides emergency help with fuel bills or

essential electric service, to prevent shut off or obtain a delivery of bulk fuels .

	

I am

concerned that consumers could be forced to risk service disconnection by staying on the

program when they might otherwise qualify for emergency assistance and would otherwise

qualify for continued participation in the program.

Q . DO YOU HAVE RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE TYPE OF

INFORMATION THAT SHOULD BE GATHERED TO EVALUATE THE PROGRAMS

SUCCESS?

A.

	

Yes.

	

I would suggest that at a minimum the same type of data used by Mr. Colton to

evaluate the MGE program be gathered to evaluate new programs adopted by the

Commission. This would include information on customer bills, customer payments and

records ofvarious forms of customer collection efforts .

Q . DO YOU HAVE RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE LEVEL OF

ADMINISTRATIVE COST THAT SHOULD BE ALLOWED UNDER THE PROGRAM?

13
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A.

	

I do not have a specific recommendation at this time. However, at the time Laclede

proposed the Catch Up Keep Up program, I reviewed administrative cost associated with

various charitable organizations that State Employees may make contributions to through

automatic payroll deductions. Based on that review and my understanding of the Laclede

program, I proposed 5% as a cap on administrative cost. If the Staff or any other party

believes a higher or lower level is required, I would invite them to provide further evidence

on the issue .

Q . IF THE COMMISSION ACCEPTS YOUR PROPOSED REVISIONS WHAT LEVEL

OF FUNDING WOULD YOU SUGGEST?

A.

	

The MGE program was funded through a charge ofabout $.08 per month per customer. At

this rates

Q .

	

IS THERE INFORMATION THAT YOU BELIEVE WOULD BE HELPFUL TO

EVALUATE WHETHER THE STAFF'S LOW-INCOME PROPOSAL REASONABLY

BALANCES THE INTEREST OF PARTICIPANTS WITH THE INTERESTS OF

THE RATEPAYERS WHO WILL BE CALLED UPON TO FUND THE PROGRAM?

A.

	

Yes. The Staff provides little information quantifying any specific offsetting system-wide

benefits it anticipates will result from its program . Since the Staffproposes that the funding

will come from other ratepayers' pockets it seems reasonable for them to demonstrate what

anticipated benefits ratepayers can anticipate in return . Mr. Colton preformed such an

analysis for the MGE program in which discounts were more appropriately targeted toward

the need associated with natural gas burdens and estimated that approximately 64% of

1 4
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explicit costs were offset. If the Commission accepts the modifications I have proposed, I

would anticipate a similar offset adjusted for potential differences in administrative cost.

Since it appears that the Staff's program "as proposed" provides more assistance than would

be needed for customers closer to the federal poverty level and less support to customers

most at risk from unaffordable natural gas burdens, I would expect a substantially lower

offset of explicit costs .

Q .

	

DO YOU HAVE RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO ANY COLLABORATIVE

OR WORKSHOPS THAT NIGHT NEED TO OCCUR BEFORE THE PROGRAM

BEGINS?

A.

	

Yes. I believe a collaborative or workshop might be necessary and I encourage the

Commission to ensure that the process will be accessible to all interested entities. Given

that the experimental programs might eventually form the basis for statewide programs, it

should provide an opportunity for interested entities or individuals who are knowledgeable

but who are not participating in this particular case before the Commission to observe and

provide suggestions on how such programs can best be implemented . If a collaborative or

workshop is not open and accessible to the public, then I would suggest the Commission

hold public hearings or open meetings to gather input on the appropriate design,

implementation and customer impacts associated with this program.

Low-Income Weatherization

1 5
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Q . DOES PUBLIC COUNSEL SUPPORT A LOW-INCOME WEATHERIZATION

PROGRAM FOR AQUILA?

A.

	

Yes. We agree with MDNR that low-income weatherization is effective in benefiting low-

income consumers by helping to make natural gas bills more affordable. We do

recommend that the level of funding be reduced to an amount proportional to the amount

other LDCs' customers fund for weatherization programs. Based on program cost and

customer numbers for Laclede, MGE and AmerenUE (excluding the $50,000

weatherization money associated with the low-income discount p

rogram) I calculate a range of less than 5 cents per month for Lacledes ratepayer's to just under 13

cents per month paid by AmerenUE's customers . Compared to these other LDCs the

number ofAquila gas customers is closest to the number served by AmerenUE. Calculating

13 cents per month per customer would produce a per customer payment proportional to

AmerenLlE for a total of $81,029 annual low-income weatherization funding. I have

recommended decoupling the experimental low-income discount from weatherization in the

Staff's proposal. If the Commission adopts my recommendation to decouple the

experimental low-income discount from weatherization but would like to further increase

weatherization funding, I would suggest adding at most 4.2 cents per month per customer

which is proportional to the additional amount AmerenUE customers will pay for the

weatherization component of the experimental low-income program. This would produce

$26,139 in additional annual funding for low-income weatherization bringing the total to

$107,168.
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Energy Efficiency Proposals

Q .

	

DO YOU SUPPORT MDNR'S PROPOSAL FOR A RESIDENTIAL EFFICIENCY

PROGRAM AND COMMERCIAL EFFICIENCY PROGRAM?

A.

	

We cannot support these programs at this time if they are to be funded by ratepayers . As

MDNR witness Anita Randolph acknowledged on page 2 of her direct testimony, Aquila is

seeking a substantial rate increase of over 6 million dollars in this case with over 90% ofthe

increase sought from residential and commercial customers. The proposed rate increases

together with the general burden associated with a sluggish economy do not provide a good

environment for testing new programs which are not need based and are conducted at rate-

payer expense. Further, I would not expect energy efficiency programs to provide similar

system benefits to the general body of natural gas ratepayers as they might provide to the

general body of electric customers. For example, incremental reductions in natural gas

usage do not affect avoided production cost in the same manner, as might incremental

reductions in electric usage because local gas distribution companies do not produce the

commodity, as do many electric utilities .

Rate Design

Q .

	

DO YOU AGREE WITH STAFF WITNESS THOMAS IMHOFF'S PROPOSAL THAT

RATES FOR THE MPS- EASTERN DISTRICT BE SET AT THE RATES

DETERMINED FOR MPS -NORTH/SOUTH DISTRICT?
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1 A. No. To set the rates for the MPS- Eastern District be set at the rates determined for MPS -

2 North/South District would not appropriately attribute to the Company the uneconomic cost

3 associated with choosing to enter and compete in the MPS-Eastern District. As shown in my direct

4 testimony, the Commission clearly indicated that responsibility for the decision wasthe Company's.

5

6 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

7 A. Yes, it does .
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CHAPTER 1 :
INTRODUCTION

This study looks at whether low-income Missouri Gas Energy (MGE) customers
receiving energy assistance benefits through the Company's Experimental Low-Income
Rate (ELIR) improve their payment patterns relative to low-income customers that do not
receive such benefits . Assuming such improvement does in fact occur, the study then
examines whether the cost of obtaining such improvement is reasonable given the results.

THE UNAFFORDABILITY OF MISSOURI'S WINTER HOME INERGY BILLS

The observation that Missouri winters present high and unaffordable home energy bills to
low-income households comes as no surprise . "Affordability" in this regard is measured
by customer home energy burdens . A home energy burden is simply the household's
home energy bill divided by household income . A household with an annual home
energy bill of $1,500 and an annual income of $6,000 would therefore have a home
energy burden of25% ($1,500 / $6,000 = 0.25) .

Home energy is a crippling financial burden for low-income Missouri households . Data
from the National Home Energy Affordability Gap study reports that Missouri
households with incomes of below 50% of the Federal Poverty Level pay 38% or more of
their annual income simply for their home energy bills . Home energy unaffordability,
however, is not simply the province of the very poor. Bills for households between 50%
and 100% ofPoverty take up 13% of income. Even Missouri households with incomes
between 150% and 185% of the Federal Poverty Level often have energy bills above the
percentage of income generally considered to be affordable .

TABLE 1
MISSOURI RESIDENTIAL ENERGY BURDENS : BY POVERTY LEVEL

Below 50%

	

50-74%

Total home energy burden

	

38.0%

	

15.4%

National Home Energy Affordability Gap : Missouri Fact Sheet (April 2003).

Poverty Level of Missouri Households

75-99%

	

100-124% 1125-149%

10.9%

	

8.5% - 7.0%

These, of course, are average annual burdens. Winter home energy bills as a percent of
winter income impose much higher burdens.

Page 1



Existing sources of energy assistance do not adequately address the energy affordability
gap in Missouri . Actual low-income energy bills exceeded affordable energy bills in
Missouri by nearly $273 million at 200112002 winter heating fuel prices . In contrast,
Missouri received a gross allotment of federal energy assistance funds of $38.7 million
for Fiscal Year 2003 . Some of those funds will be used for administrative costs,
weatherization, and other non-cash assistance .

One impact of the unaffordability of home energy service is the nonpayment of bills.
Previous research by the Iowa Department ofHuman Rights (DHR), however, which is
the agency administering LIHEAP in Iowa, found that bill nonpayment is perhaps not
even the most significant of the adverse impacts ofunaffordable winter home energy
bills. A DHR study of Iowa LIHEAP recipients found that :'

D Over 12 percent of IowaLTHEAP recipients went without food to pay their home
heating bill . Projected to the total participating LIHEAP population, that meant that
about 7,600 low-income households (representing 20,000 Iowa citizens) went
without food at times as a result of unaffordable home heating bills.

D More than one-in-five went without medical care to pay for heating bills . This
included not seeking medical assistance when it was needed, not filling prescriptions
for medicine when a doctor had prescribed it, and/or not taking prescription
medicines in the dosage ordered by the doctor .

D Almost 30 percent reported that they did not pay other bills, but did not elaborate as
to which bills were not paid . In addition to not paying other bills, many low-income
households incurred debt in order to pay both their home heating bills and other basic
necessities. They borrowed from friends and/or neighbors or used credit cards to pay
for food and other necessities .

Recognizing both the paymentproblems and health and safety dangers of the lack of
home energy during cold weather months, MGE adopted its Experimental Low-Income
Rate (ELIR) . Through ELIR, MGE provides fixed monthly credits toward MGE bills
based on the Poverty Level for a participating customer . Customers with incomes of
below 50% of the Federal Poverty Level were entitled to receive a monthly fixed credit
of $40, while customers with incomes of between 50% and 150% of Poverty were
entitled to a credit of $20 per month. ELIR participants were selected from customers
that received federal fuel assistance through the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program (LIHEAP) . The ELIR initiative was confined to a single geographic region .
This allows MGE to compare the payment profile of energy assistance recipients

1 Joyce Mercier, Cletus Mercier and Susan Collins (June 2000) . Iowa's Cold Winters: LIHEAP Recipient
Perspective, Iowa Department of Human Rights : Des Moines (IA) .
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receiving ELIR credits to those energy assistance participants not receiving ELIR in an
effort to isolate the impacts of the ELIR credit .

The discussion that `follows is based on data from the first 21 months of the program's
operation (December 2001 through August 2003). Data from the beginning and ending
months (November 2001 and September 2003) was too limited to be useful and was
excluded from the analysis .



CHAPTER 2 :
THE PAYMENT IMPACTS

OF THE EXPERIMENTAL LOW-INCOME RATE (ELIR)

The questions presented in this preliminary assessment are two-fold :

)0- Does the Experimental Low-Income Rate (ELIR) reduce utility paymenttroubles
and improve payment practices; and

If so, is the expenditure ofmoney on this improvement reasonable given the
results?

Ifthe answer to the first question is "no," of course, the second line of inquiry becomes
moot.

In assessing the payment impacts associated with ELIR, comparisons are made below
between three populations :

D The population ofMGE customers receiving ELIR credits (hereafter known as
the ELIR population);

D A population ofMGE customers that have received fuel assistance (and thus are
known to be low-income) but that do not receive ELIR credits (hereafter known
as the EA population); and

D A population of customers from the general customer base chosen irrespective of
income or receipt of energy assistance (hereafter known as the NOEA
population).

Data was obtained on customer bills, customer payments, and customer collection history
from December 2001 through August 2003 . The collection activities ranged from reminder
collection letters to the disconnection of service for nonpayment . The "count" of customers
in any givenmonth for the three populations was based on the number ofbills issued . The
number of customers in each population was roughly equal over the course ofthe project
period to date (Table 2) .
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TABLE 2
NUMBER OF BILLS RENDERED FOR THREE STUDY POPULATIONS
MISSOURI GAS ENERGY EXPERIMENTAL Low-INCOME RATE

The timing ofa bill or paymentwas designated using the Company's "revenue month." In
addition, customer usage data (in units of energy) was provided monthly. Arrears were
calculated both at the time a bill was issued (i.e ., did a balance at the time abill was posted
exceed the amount ofthe bill) and at the time apaymentwas received (i.e ., did a balance
remain after a payment was posted). While ELIR credits were recorded as a "payment" on
the Company's books, they were not considered "payments" within this analysis unless
otherwise explicitly noted.

The fixed credit that the ELIR program provided to each customer represented a discount of
roughly 30% of a participant's bill on a monthly basis (Table 3) . Over the course of the 21
months for which data is available, the program provided a credit of $212,192 toward a
combined customer bill of $774,072 . No arrearage forgiveness was provided as a
component of the program. Customers that participated in the program were subject to the
same credit and collection procedures that are directed to all other customers, irrespective of
income or energy assistance status .

Because ofthese substantial bill credits, one additional issue to be examined below involves
whether the increased energy assistance can be associated with increased usage on the part
ofELIR recipients . The concern to be addressed by this inquiry is whether ELIR
participants use their fixed credits to increase consumption beyond that which would
otherwise occur. If this occurs, the credit is subsidizing increased usage rather than
increasing the affordability ofMGE bills by reducing the home energy burden for ELIR
participants .

Dec'OI Mar'02 Jun '02 Sep'02 Dee'02 Mar'03 Jun '03 Aug '03

ELIR population 632 682 706 637 586 559 511 484

EA population 642 689 705 837 579 552 496 455

NOEA population 735 780 834 805 775 751 718 695

NOTE: Selected months



TABLE 3
ELIR FIXED CREDrrs INDOLLARS

ANDAS PERCENT OF TOTALMONTHLYBILL
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ELIR Bills ELIR Fixed Credits Credit as Percent ofBill

December 2001 $42,523 $0 0%

January 2002 $56,560 $16,556 29%

February 2002 $57,012 $8,538 15%

March 2002 $54,084 $0 0%

April 2002 $48,687 $16,676 34%

May2002 $42,733 $15,332 36%

June 2002 $43,437 $0 0%

July 2002 $39,878 $27,605 69%

August 2002 $28,026 $11,885 42%

September 2002 $25,732 $11,035 43%

October 2002 $25,160 $10,516 42%

November 2002 $29,081 $9,002 31%

December 2002 $33,202 $10,212 31%

January 2003 $35,221 $9,812 28%

February 2003 $35,013 $9,612 27%

March 2003 $32,093 $9,625 30%

April 2003 $27,268 $9,771 36%

May2003 $32,652 $9,536 29%

June 2003 $30,208 $9,276 31

July 2003 $28,250 $8,787 31%

August 2003 $27,250 $8,416 31%

Total $774,072 $212,192 27%



DEFINING THE "EFFECTIVENESS" of ELIR

Low-income energy assistance program administrators have struggled for years over how to
define when a program has been "effective." The question that presents itself is what level
of improvement in paymentpatterns indicates a "successful" program.

This assessment bases its notions of "effectiveness" on a comparison of the extent to which,
ifat all, the treatment population (i.e., those receiving ELIR credits) move their bill payment
profile toward the bill paymentprofile of residential customers as a whole. This definition
of "success" is inherent with the notion of "affordability ."

The stated purpose ofELIR is to make natural gas bills affordable to low-income customers.
"Affordability" is defined in terms of"energy burdens" as described above. An affordable
total home energy burden (including all home energy end uses) is generally considered to be
six percent (6%) ofhousehold income .z In contrast, an affordable home heating burden is
generally considered to be two percent (2%) of household income. The fixed credits
provided to ELIR customers were designed to reduce the annual natural gas bills to
affordable levels given these boundaries on "affordability ."

Reducing bills to an affordable level has a direct impact on howprogram impacts should be
evaluated. The assumed effect of reducing a home energy bill to an affordable level is to
remove income as a determinant ofpayment practices 4 If affordability is not a factor, low-
income paymentpractices should reflect the payment practices of the population generally.
As with the general population, the paymenthistory will not be perfect . Some customers
will forget to pay. Others will have competing debts or financial obligations . Others will
simply be deadbeats. Without bill unaffordability as a contributing cause, however, the
payment profile of the ELIR population should demonstrate two discernible characteristics :

D The ELIR payment profile should be better than the paymentprofile of the low-
income non-ELIR population (i.e ., the EA population for this program); and

Z A household's total shelter burden should not exceed 30% of income to be affordable . A household's total home
energy bill should not exceed 20% of the total shelter burden . Putting these two "rules" together yields a total home
energy burden of six percent (6%) (20% x 30% = 6%) .
' While heating consumption is generally greater than electric consumption (in terms ofBTU's ofenergy used),
electric bills generally comprise two thirds of a household's total home energy bill . Heating bills (including hot
water) comprise the other one-third . One-third ofan affordable energy burden of 6% is two percent (2%) .
° One shortcoming in this assumption is that payment practices may well reflect not simply the level of income, but
the "fragility" ofincome as well . See e.g., National Fuel Funds Network (March 2002) . A Fragile Income:
DeferredPayment Plans and theAbility to Pay of Working Poor Utility Customers, National Fuel Funds Network:
Washington D.C .
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D The ELIR payment profile should be comparable to the payment profile of the
customer population as awhole (irrespective of household income status).5

In sum, the notion of "affordability" provides a litmus test to use in measuring the
effectiveness ofthe ELIR initiative. Having received ELIR fixed credits, do the payment
practices of ELIR customers improve from those experienced by low-income customers not
receiving the credits so as to reasonably reflect the payment practices of customers as a
whole (irrespective of income)?

EMPIRICALLYMEASURINGA PAYMENT PROFILE

While many people believe the only test for payment troubles involves thepresence (as well
as the aging) of arrears, this evaluation rejects that approach. While the assessment below
obviously considers arrears an important indicator ofpaymenttroubles, it is not the only
aspect of a payment profile. Instead, the discussion below examines the multiple facets of
customer payment. The inquiry below will consider the following payment attributes :

D

	

Ameasurement ofcomplete payment of bills ;

D A measurement ofprompt payment ofbills;

D A measurement of regular payment of bills; and

D A measurement of "automaticness " ofpayment ofbills.

The indices proposed below recognize that while MGE is most concerned with the
completeness ofbill payment received (a $100 payment toward a $100 bill is better than a
$50 payment toward a $100 bill), there are other attributes ofbill payment, as well, that
should be recognized . These include promptness (timely payment is better than late
payment), regularity (12 payments of $100 are better than two payments of $600), and
"automaticness" (a payment received without utility collection effort is better than a
payment coming in response to collection activity) . All four of these attributes can be
measured.

The Completeness ofBill Payment

The most common indicator ofwhether complete payment has been received from a
utility customer involves measuring both the incidence and extent of arrears . The

5 This is different from saying the low-income population should reflect the non-low-income population. The low-
income population should reflect the total customer base, comprised ofboth low-income and non-low-income
customers .
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incidence of arrears considers the proportion ofthe total population in arrears. The extent
of arrears considers' the size of arrears at any given point in time . For this evaluation,
arrears were calculated as ofthe date that a bill was rendered. The presence of arrears
was determined by examining whether the posting of a bill for current usage yielded a
balance due that was larger than the bill for current usage. If a $50 bill for current usage
resulted in a total balance of $85, in other words, the account was deemed to have been
carrying a $35 arrears.

The alternative to examining arrears at the time of abill is to consider whether arrears
remain on an account at the time a bill payment is posted. This approach was not used
for several reasons. First, some ELIR customers make multiple payments in a month.
Arrears at the time of any one payment, therefore, would misstate the level of arrears the
customer was carrying from month-to-month . Second, many payments for ELIR
customers representenergy assistance payments. These payments are not intended to be
tied to any particular monthly bill . While a $300 energy assistance payment in November
may yield a bill credit the following month, that bill credit does not accurately represent
the affordability of winter home energy bills to that customer . Third, the question with
arrears is not what arrears exist at any given point in time, but rather what arrears are
carried from one month into the next month. That determination can only be made by
looking at the arrears appearing on the next month's bill . Finally, while every account,
by definition, has a bill each month, not every account has a payment each month.
Examination of the arrears appearing on bills thus uses the fullest range of available data .

The incidence of arrears: The provision of ELIR fixed credits appears to
substantively reduce the incidence of arrears in the low-income population . Figure 1
below presents a comparison of the percentage of bills having arrears in any given month.
Again, it is assumed that every account receives one, but only one, bill in a given month.
The number of bills thus reflects the number of accounts in each population in each
month.

An average of 27% of the ELIR population carries arrears in any given month, compared
to the average of 52%o of the EA population . While the ELIR fixed credits have the effect
ofreducing the incidence of arrears in the low-income population, it fails to accomplish
two objectives. First, the seasonal variability in low-income arrears remains . Unlike the
NOEA population, for whom the incidence of arrears ranges from a maximum of 21 .9%
of the population to a minimum of 17. 1% of the population over the 21 month period, the
ELIR population has arrears running from 22 .9% to 38.1%of the population.

In addition, the ELIR fails to completely reduce the incidence of arrears amongst fixed
credit recipients to the level of arrears in the population as a whole. It appears evident
that the ELIR creditsreduce the incidence of arrears within the low-income population
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by nearly half. While somewhat over one-in-four ELIR participants have arrears,
however, only one-in-five customers in the general population have arrears .

Figure 1
Incidence of Arrears for ELIR, EA and NOEA Populations
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Looking at the three-month average arrears presented in Figure 2 helps to smooth out some
ofthe variability. Figure 2 indicates that ELIR has helped to reduce the incidence oflow-
income arrears, and has helped to keep that incidence of arrears down over the course of the
programperiod. The reason for the increase in arrears for both the EA population and
ELIR population in July and August 2003 is beyond the purview ofthis evaluation .



m 60%
a
.
R 40%
N

0 20%
A

d
0

a

Figure 2
Incidence of Arrears : ELIR, EA and NOEA
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Level of arrears: In addition to considering how many accounts are in arrears, it is
important to consider the extent to which each account is in arrears as well (Figure 3) . The
average dollar ofarrears is computed based only on those accounts having arrears . No
trimming of arrears was performed either. Hence an account with an arrears of $0.50 was
treated the same as an account with arrears of $50. In addition to reducing the number of
customers with any arrears, the ELIR program helped reduce the level of arrears as well .
Arrears within the low-income population was reduced from an average of$173 in the EA
population to only $104 in the ELIR population, a reduction of40% ([$173 - $104 = $69 /
$173 = 0.40) .



Figure 3
Average Dollars of Arrears in the ELIR, EA and NOEA
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Figure 4 directly presents the success of ELIR in meeting the affordability objective
articulated above. Given affordable bills, we have previously posited, ELIR participants
should exhibit a payment profile equivalent to the population as a whole. Figure 4 presents
an index of the ratio of the low-income dollars ofarrears (for the ELIR and EA population)
to the total population (NOEA) level of arrears. Ifthe ELIR index is 1 .0, the level of ELIR
arrears (in dollars) is exactly equal to the level ofthe NOEA level ofarrears on a per
account basis. Ifthe index is 2.0, the level of ELIR arrears is twice the level ofNOEA
arrears. Figure 4 indicates that for the last ten months of the program, the ELIR population
has exhibited an almost identical level ofperformance to that of the population as a whole
((NOEA) . In contrast, the EA population carries arrears betweenl .5 and 2.5 times higher
than the population as awhole.
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Figure 4
Index of Low-Income Dollars of Arrears

to Total Population Arrears
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The promptness ofbill payment considers not merely whether a customer pays his or her
utility bill in full, but whetherthe customer pays his or her utility bill on time as well. If a
utility renders a bill for $100, that company wants a customer to pay the bill by the due date
as well as paying the bill in full . Bill promptness is measured by the use of a "weighted
arrears" statistic called "bills behind."

The use of "weighted arrears" as a mechanism to assess payment outcomes is based on a
foundation first provided by the Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) of the Pennsylvania
Public Utilities Commission . According to a 1983 BCS analysis, contrary to the
argument by that state's utility companies, the Pennsylvania winter shutoff moratorium
did not result in an increase in the number ofunpaid bills, or the amount of unpaid bills,
that would have existed in the absence of a moratorium . The BCS study reported that :

Average overdue bills are at a low in November and rise to a high point in
March or April. The apparent relationship of this pattern to Public Utility
Commission regulations is obvious. That is, arrears are greatest at the end
of the Commission's winter termination restrictions (December 1 to March
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31 of the following year) and have been reduced to their lowest point
immediately prior to the introduction of those restrictions for the following
year . This pattern is consistent with the assertion put forward by utilities
that they would be able to control arrearages if there were no winter
termination restraints . However, the seasonal fluctuations are substantial
only for heating accounts . Arrearages for non-heating accounts show only
minor seasonal fluctuations . A comparison of [the data] suggests a simple
explanation for this difference, that is, that the size of arrearages is related
to the size of monthly bills. Heating customers' bills grow radically in the
winter and so do their arrearages . Non-heating customers' bills change
very little seasonally and their arrearages follow suit . In other words, if the
assertion that winter termination restraints invite nonpayment were correct,
then non-heating arrearages should show the same seasonal pattern of
variations as do heating arrearages . That they do not casts substantial doubt
on the assertion that PUC winter termination restraints are responsible for
willful non-payment and consequent collection problems .

This Pennsylvania report introduces the notion that any assessment of arrears must
control for the impact of monthly bills. The BCS report is consistent with the BCS
recommendation, often stated, to use a "weighted arrears" or "bills behind" statistic to
factor out the impact of increased arrears caused by factors other than nonpayment .

BCS explains that its "bills behind" statistic "permits comparisons to be drawn between
companies by eliminating the effects of different customer bills on arrearages ." Without
such a measure, "the interpretation of average arrearages, either over time or in
comparison between companies, presents some difficulties .' ,7

A similar analysis was performed for this evaluation . Figure 5 shows the number of
average "bills behind" by month starling with January 2002 and continuing through
August 2003 . 8

'Joseph Farrell (1983) . Utility PaymentProblems: The Measurement and Evaluation ofResponses to Customer
Nonpayment, at 19, Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission : Harrisburg, PA
' Id.
a The need to have a prior month's bill precluded including a weighted arrears statistic for December 2001 . No
current bill was available for November 2001 .
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Figure 5
Weighted Arrears ("Bills Behind") for

EA, ELIR and NOEA Populations
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While the arrears discussion immediately above might seem to indicate that all three sets of
customers (ELIR, EA, NOEA) stopped making payments to some extent during the winter
heating season, the bills behind statistic reveals that this conclusion is misleading . The
ELIR and NOEA populations have substantially similar payment patterns over the course of
each year . What MGE has succeeded in doing for the ELIR population is taking the
volatility out of the payment profile of program participants . While the EA population falls
multiple bills behind during the summer months (reflecting a continuing high level of
arrears through the warm weather months) (see Figure 3), the ELIR population is more
successful in paying down its arrears so that even during those .low bill months, the
population in arrears stays only one or two bills behind at any given time .
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Figure 6
Index of Low-Income "Bills Behind"
to Total Population "Bills Behind"
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Figure 6 again shows the relationship between the two low-income populations and the
population as a whole. An ELIR index of 1 .0 indicates that the number of "bills behind" for
the ELIR population is identical to the number of "bills behind" for thepopulation as a
whole. An ELIR index of 1 .5 indicates that the number ofbills behind for the ELIR
population is 1 .5 times higher than the number ofbills behind for the population as awhole.
Figure 6 indicates that ELIR is succeeding in improving the low-income payment
performance so that it reflects the population as a whole (irrespective of income). This level
ofperformance, and the improvement in performance for the ELIR population, is evident in
Figure 6.

An examination of the regularity of bill payment measures a different aspect of a customer's
payment profile than does an examination ofcustomer arrears. A customer may maintain a
relatively low level of arrears by paying multiple months ofbills on an infrequent basis . An
examination ofJanuary arrears, for example, does not distinguish between the customer that
has made his or her last twelve monthly payments on time and in full, the customer that has
made $0 in payments during August through October (perhaps waiting for the annual
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LIHEAP benefit to pay offthose arrears), and the customer who makes three payments over
the year of amounts equal to the total annual bill . While the "bills behind" statistic has a
regularity ofpayment implicit in it, the regularity ofpayments can be directly measured.

Payment-to-bill index: The regularity of payments can be measured by indexing
the total number payments to the total number of bills rendered each month. A payment-
to-bill ratio of 1 .0 means that for every bill that is rendered, exactly one payment has
been received. More meaningful is to conclude that for every ten (10) bills rendered, ten
(10) payments have been received . A payment-to-bill ratio of 0.8 means that for every
ten bills rendered, eight payments have been received .
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Figure 7
Payment-to-Bill Ratio by Month

for ELIR, EA and NOEA Populations
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The payment-to-bill ratio does not consider the size or "completeness" of a payment.
Measuring the completeness ofpayment is accomplished through other aspects of the
customer payment profile. The regularity of bill payment is considered important because
of the generally accepted proposition that if "some" payment is made on an account in
any given month, there is an increased likelihood that the customer will be able to make a
future payment sufficient to reduce the account balance to $0. The April bill is easier to

Page 17



pay in full, in otherwords, if the customer has made some payment toward the March
bill, even if that March payment is only a partial payment.

Figure 7 shows that ELIR customers do not have a consistently better payment-to-bill
ratio than the EA population . Wile ELIR customers began with payment-to-bill ratios of
close to 0 .8, that "regularity" performance deteriorated through the program period. Why
and how ELIR customers can maintain their performance on arrearage indicators while
showing deterioration in payment regularity deserves future study.

Payments resulting in $0 balances : Given the deterioration in the payment-to-bill
ratio of ELIR participants, an inquiry into the extent to which those payments that are being
made succeed in clearing the customer's account becomes more important. Figure 8 shows
an index ofthe number of accounts on whichmonthly payments were made to the number
of accounts on which such payments reduced the account balance to $0. If the index is 1 .0,
100% ofthe payments reduced the balance to $0. Ifthe index is 0.5, 50% ofthe payments
reduced the account balance to $0. Accounts on which no payments were made in a month
are not included in this analysis . A $0 balance includes those accounts having credit
balances .

While the payment-to-bill index indicates a deterioration in the regularity of payments by
ELIR customers, Figure 8 shows that ELIR customers have exhibited a remarkable
consistency in using their payments to clear their accounts of arrears. While nearly 80% of
all ELIR payments result in a $0 balance on the account,9 only 60% ofEA payments result
in the account being free of arrears .

'Again, remember that a credit balance is deemed to be a $0 balance for purposes of this index .
Page 1 8



Figure 8
Ratio of Payments Yielding $0 Balance by Month

for EA, ELIR and NOEA Populations
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The indexin Figure 8 does not indicate how many payments have been made. The extent of
payments is discussed above. Figure 8 demonstrates, however, that not all payments are
equal. While Figure 7 would appear to indicate that the paymentperformance ofEA and
ELIR participants is virtually identical in the months ofJanuary 2003 through August 2003
(and, indeed, they are from a regularity ofpayment perspective), Figure 8 shows that those
ELIR payments far more frequently reduce accountbalances to $0. Far more EA payments,
in other words, are partial payments than are ELIR payments.

Figure 8 shows that the failure of low-income customers to bring their accounts current
through a monthly payment in a particular month is not even necessarily bad news from
the perspective of MGE. The Figure demonstrates that the Company's customers will
make "some" payment on their accounts, even if the payment is only in partial
satisfaction of their total outstanding arrears . Ifthe index of payments resulting in a $0
balance is 0.4, in other words, what this means is that while 40% of the payments made
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reduced account balances to $0, 60% of the households making payments made their
payments even though the account still had a balance remaining after the payment.'°

Finally, it is interesting to see how the LIHEAP benefits flow through this data. The
jump in payments resulting in a $0 balance in December might at first seem counter-
intuitive. It would not be immediately evident, in other words, why the number of
customer payments resulting in a $0 balance amongst EA customers would actually
increase when the higher-cost cold weather months came around . The explanation lies
with LIHEAP. LIHEAP payments made in November and December reduce total
balances for recipients to the point where an increased number of those recipients can
zero out their account balance in that month or in the ensuing month.

The "Automaticness" ofBill Payment

The final set of metrics involves measuring the extent to whichbill payments are made
without resort to collection activity on the part of the company. Theneed to initiate
collection activity in response to bill nonpayment is evidence first of a risk of possible long-
term nonpayment (and write-off) . As arrears become older andlarger, the risk ofthe need
ultimately to write-off the revenue as uncollectible increases. These write-offs directly
increase a utility's cost of service . In addition, as arrears become older and larger, the need
increases for a company to incur out-of-pocket collection expenses . Again, the result is an
increase in the cost of service.

Nonpayment shutoffs (NPSOs) amongst all accounts : The disconnection of
service for nonpayment (referred to by MGE as a nonpayment shutoff, or, NPSO) is
considered by most to be the ultimate collection device by a natural gas utility . An
NPSO not only costs the utility money in direct out-of-pocket expenses, however, but it
also increases the likelihood that the arrears underlying the NPSO will be lost to
uncollectibles as well as costs the utility money in lost revenue that would have been
generated from sales that would have occurred during the time the customer was offthe
system.

Nonpayment shutoffs are measured using two different indices. The first index considers
NPSOs per 100 bills rendered each month. A bill is used as the proxy for each separate
account. This ratio of NPSOs per 100 bills permits an examination of the relative rate of
NPSOs within the three study populations (the ELIR population, the low-income
population, and the population as a whole) at any given point in time as well as over and
within a period of time .

'° The amount due for budget billing customers is the budget billing amount, not the bill for current usage.
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Figure 9
Ratio of NPSOs to Total Accounts

for EA, ELIR and NOEA Populations
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Figure 9 shows that ELIR has reduced the rate ofNPSOs within the ELIR population
well below that of the low-income population that does not receive ELIR credits. Over
the 21-month period, ELIR reduced the overall rate of service terminations for
nonpayment by 65%, from 2.8 per 100 accounts to only 1 .0 per 100. Indeed, Figure 10,
which presents the same data except on a three-month rolling average basis, shows the
relationship even more clearly .

While the rate at which accounts are disconnected for nonpayment within the EA population
is at or above 2-in-100 for 13 of the 19 months for which 3-month rolling average data is
available, the three month rolling average not once ever reaches 2-in-100 . Indeed, the rate
at which EA customers are disconnected for ELIR customer for nonpayment reaches 3-in-
100 on a three month rolling average basis in eight of the 21 months of data.
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Ratio of NPSOs to Total Accounts

for EA, ELIR and NOEA Populations
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Collection letters per 100 accounts : A "low-level" activity by the Company
undertaken to collect past due accounts is the generation of a collection letter. While the
expense of each letter is not great, the quantity generated contributes to their overall cost .
For example, with an average number ofEA accounts ofroughly 700, the Company
generated more than 3,100 collection letters in a 21-month period. The Company generated
891 collection letters for its ELIR population in the same time period.
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Figure 11
Collection Letters per 100 Accounts
for EA, ELIR and NOEA Accounts
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The data in Figure 11 demonstrates that while the ELIR population experienced7.1
collection letters per'account on an average monthly basis, the NOEA (total population
irrespective of income) experienced a rate of collection letters of only 6.4 per 100 accounts .
These both stand in sharp contrast to the collection rate of 29.0 collection letters per 100
accounts within the low-income, non-ELIR (EA) population. As can be seen, the ELIR
program reduced the generation of collection letters by more than 75%.

Returned checks for insufficient funds : The final collection activity tracked for
purposes ofthis evaluation involves the incidence of checks that are returned to the
company due to the lack of sufficient funds. Figure 12 presents the data. ELIR succeeds in
bringing the rate at which the low-income population issues returned checks down to the
level of the overall population. While the general population produced 0.2 returned checks
for every 100 payments made to the company, the ELIR population produced 0.3 returned
checks per 100 payments. In contrast, the low-income population not receiving ELIR
produced 1 .1 returned checks for every 100 payments. ELIR appears to have reduced the
incidence of returned checks within the low-income population by more than 70%.



Figure 12
Returned Checks per 100 Payments
for NA, ELIR and NOEA Populations
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ACONSIDERATION OFUSAGE IMPACTS

ELIR tEA -a-NOEA

The grant of fixed credits to the ELIR population does not appear to provide an incentive for
those customers to systematically increase their energy consumption. Figure 13 presents the
monthly consumption data. While the EA population has a total average monthly
consumption of 86 therms per month, the ELIR population has a total average consumption
of 68 therms. The ELIR population has consumption that is roughly 20% lower than the
EA population. The consumption ofthe ELIR population is much closer to the total
population average monthlyusage of 72 therms than to the comparable low-income
population not receiving ELIR credits.

The consumption for the ELIR and EA populations was tested for statistical significance at
the 0.05 level. With an average consumption of 86 therms (RSE= 0.92), the EA population
had a statistically significant higher consumption than didthe ELIR customers, who had an
average consumption of68 therms (RSE=0.81) .

It cannot be concluded that the MGE ELIR program resulted in an increase in consumption
relative to those customers not receiving ELIR fixed credits.



Figure 13
Average Monthly Usage for EA, ELIR and NOEA

Populations
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SUMMARYOF PAYMENT IMPACTS
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Based on the above data, the following conclusions are proffered with respect to the
payment impacts generated by the Missouri Gas Energy Experimental Low-Income Rate
(ELIR) :

D ELIR improved the completeness of bill payment, as measured by the
incidence and level of arrears.

D ELIR improved the promptness of bill payment, as measured by a weighted
arrears ("bills behind") statistic .

D While ELIR didnot improve the regularity of bill payment as measured by a
payments-per-bill statistic, ELIR did improve the extent to which payments
made reduced account balances to $0.

D ELIR improved the "automaticness" of bill payment, as measured by collection
activities and returned checks.

D ELIR did not induce an increase in consumption amongst customers receiving
fixed credits.
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CHAPTER 3 :
THE FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

OF MGE'S EXPERIMENTAL LOW-INCOME RATE (ELIR)

Having found that the ELIR program generates substantial payment benefits for the
participant population, this section of the analysis turns its attention to an examination of
whether those changes in the payment profiles of ELIR participants can be achieved at a
reasonable cost to the customer base.

IDENTIFYING THE COSTS OF NONPAYMENT

The building blocks to be used in considering the financial impacts of the ELIR program
involve assessing the costs associated with nonpayment . The cost of non-payment of a
residential utility bill generally consists of three separate components :

D The cost of collecting the past-due bill (collection costs) ;

D The cost of obtaining replacement revenue (either internally or externally) for
the time the billed revenue goes uncollected; and

D The cost of revenue ultimately written off as uncollectible .

The discussion below will separately consider each of these components .

The CostofCollection

The cost of collecting unpaid bills depends on both the collection interventions that are
put into play and the point in time at which the interventions are activated. Little
collection activity occurs within the first 30 days after a bill is first rendered. This occurs
for three reasons:

D The billed revenue is not overdue; or

D The size ofthe receivable is not sufficiently large to costjustify incurring
collection expenses ; and/or

The age of the receivable is not sufficiently old to place the receivable at risk
oflong-term non-collection or eventual uncollectability .
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The longer a receivable ages, the more subsequent bills will pancake on top of the oldest
arrears" and the greater the long-term risk accrues of eventual uncollectability. On a per
account basis, therefore, an older arrears imposes greater costs in three ways:

D It generates a larger number of dollar lag days giving rise to working capital
expense;

D It generates more intense (and thus more expensive) collection interventions ;
and

D It creates high levels of charge-offs.

Reducing both the level and age of arrears, therefore, should result in direct dollar
savings to the utility experiencing the reductions .

In reaching this conclusion, resource expenditures that are not avoided altogether but that
are redirected to other productive tasks are considered to be "saved" in this analysis . If a
half-time full time equivalent (0 .50 FTE) can be moved from collecting 90-day old
residential arrears to performing other productive work, the labor cost associated with
that 0.50 FTE is deemed a "savings" to the collection activities of a company.

Collection Timeline: Assuming a bill is rendered on Day 1 of a collection
timeline, and is due on Day 20, significant intervention costs begin to accrue to the utility
at around Day 40. The following interventions occur along the collection timeline :

D If a customer-initiated in-bound calls occurs, it will generally occur before the
due date of the second bill ;

D An out-bound collection call will happen within ten days of the date of the
second bill (which first contains the Bill 1 arrears);

A written disconnect notice is issued within ten days of the out-bound reminder
telephone,call ;

D A written disconnect notice generally generates a response by the customer. If
a payment is not made, an in-bound call is handled;

D Afield disconnection notice is delivered within ten to fourteen days of the
presumed receipt of the written disconnect notice;

" For an arrears to be 90-days old, the immediately two preceding bills must be in arrears in their entirety. A 30-
day or 60-day arrears will not be paid prior to the 90-day arrears being retired .
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D A service termination occurs within three days of the delivery of the field
disconnection notice;

D If service is reconnected, the reconnection generally occurs within one day of
the service termination ;

D Write-offs are presumed to occur at day 180 after the initial bill .

The collection time line assumed for this analysis is as follows:

$0.00

91-150

Day 180

The costs presented in this time line are rounded to eliminate any sense of false precision.
Clearly, also, individual customers may deviate from the norm .

The data presented above have been combined into a model that considers the financial
impact of the ELIR initiative . The model considers the change in costs to MGE that arise
from the implementation of ELIR. Based on the discussion above, the cost savings are
estimated assuming that in the absence of ELIR, the ELIR population would demonstrate
the same payment profile as the non-ELIR low-income population.
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A TYPICAL COLLECTION TIME LINE AND COSTS

1-30
Days from
31-60

Bill Date
61-90

Bill #1 rendered Day 1
Bill past due Day21
In-bound call Day 25 ($8)
Out-bound call Day 40 ($5)
Written DNP notice Day 50 ($0.50)
In-bound query Day 53 ($8)
Deliver DNP notice Day 64 ($35)
Disconnect service Day 67 ($40)
Reconnect service Day 68 ($45)
Final bill issued Day 74 ($6)
Write-off

Total cost $8.00 1 $13 .50 $126.00 1



Assuming that an account traverses the entire range of collection interventions once, that
account will cause MGE to incur nearly $150 in costs exclusive of any final write-off
amount. Ofthe total collection costs, 85% ($126 of $147.50) are incurred in the period
running form 60 to 90 days after a bill is first issued . Keeping an arrears from entering
the 61 - 90 day age bucket will thus provide a substantial cost savings to a utility.
However, the bulk of the costs arise from an account entering the active disconnect
process. Even if an account enters the 61 - 90 day age bucket, therefore, unless the
arrears progresses to the beginning of field services, substantial savings will not arise
from collection savings .

The CostofReplacementRevenue

Whenever a utility bills a dollar of revenue without collecting it, that utility will incur a
cost of money associated with the unpaid bill . The cost of money will manifest itself in
one oftwo ways . Either :

D The utility will procure money to replace the unpaid revenue (external
sources) ; or

D The utility will use internal cash to replace the unpaid revenue (internal
sources) .

In the first instance, the company will incur a cost at the weighted rate of return . Since
working capital is a capital expense for ratemaking purposes, the equity portion of the
return will have an income tax component associated with it .

12 In the second instance, in
the absence of the need to use the internally-generated cash to meet cash working capital
needs, the company would have presumably have invested that cash . Again, the cost
consequence of the unpaid revenue is thus quantified at the rate of the weighted cost of
capital (grossed up for taxes) .

A customer will bring two revenue components into play in any given month:

D The unpaid arrears from prior months' bills ;' 3 and

D The bill for current usage.

" Since arrears are a relatively permanent aspect ofa utility's operations, the working capital reserve is a part of the
company's permanent capital requirements. Accordingly, the funds procured from an external source are costed out
at a company's weighted cost of capital.
" This unpaid arrears maybe $0, but to maintain some conceptual consistency, the presence of unpaid arrears must
be recognized in all instances . To try to distinguish between a customer with "no arrears" and a customer with an
arrears of $0 leads to difficulty in application.
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The Cost of Arrears: The unpaid arrears will fall into the various aging buckets
that a company maintains . For purposes of analysis, the discussion below will assume
that ELIR arrears would be placed into one of three aging buckets : (1) 30-day arrears; (2)
60-day arrears ; and (3) 90+-day arrears.

The working capital costs imposed by arrears are based on the number ofrevenue lag
days created by the arrears . The revenue lag days represent the incremental number of
days that a bill remains unpaid from the day the bill is first rendered. The days from the
day a bill is rendered to an on-time payment is supplied by assumption (15 days,
assuming that bills are paid three-quarters of the way through a 20-day payment period) .
The incremental lag days are then calculated by placing the arrears at the mid-point of
each aging bucket .

D A 30-day arrears thus adds 20 days to the initial billing period (the final five
days of the payment period plus one-half of the 30-day arrears period).

A 60-day arrears adds 30 more incremental days (the final 15 days of the 30-
day arrears period plus one-half ofthe 60-day arrears period) ;

D A 90-day arrears adds 105 more days. Since the 90-day bucket is open-ended,
it is unreasonable to assume that the arrears fall within the first 30-days of this
age bucket . This analysis supplies the age of 90+-day arrears by taking the
arrears out to one-month short of the time at which they are written off as
uncollectible (at Day 180) . This process adds the final 15 days of the 60-day
arrears period plus the 90 more days to 150 days) .

The dollar lag days are computed by multiplying the dollars in arrears times the
incremental lag days for that month. The dollar lag days are then multiplied by a daily
cost of capital to determine the working capital expense.

Table 4 below presents the working capital expense associated with arrears within any
given month.



Per $1000 0.0326%

Table 4
Calculation of Working Capital for Any Given Month

It is important to note that the working capital expense is not additive, but incremental .
With a 60-day arrears appearing on a July bill, for example, the working capital
associated with those dollars in the month they were billed would have been determined
in May. The working capital associated with them when they were 30-day arrears would
have been calculated in June . The working capital expense above is presented on a
dollars-per-arrears basis .

The working capital expense for a particular month would thus need to be determined as
follows (in ahypothetical illustration) :

Days per Year 365 365 365 365

Daily Return (GUFT) 0.0308% 0.0308% 0.0308% 0.0308%

Working Capital $0.46 $0.62 $0.93 $3 .29

Annualizing Factor 12 12 12 12

Annualized Working Capital $5.56 $7.42 $11 .14 $39.45

WC per $1,000 Receivables $55 .58 $74 .16 $111.41 $394.48

Arrears
Incremental Age

Bill Date to Due
Date
$100

15

30-Day
Active
$100

20

60-Day
Active
$100

30

90-Day
Active
$100

105

Dollar Lag Days 1,500 2,000 3,000 10,500

Annualized Weighted Return 8 .5% 8.5% 8.5% 8 .5%

Gross Up Factor for Taxes 40.0% 40.0% 40.0% 40.0%

Weighted Return (GUFT) 11 .9% 11 .9% 11 .9% 11.9%



Table 5
Illustration ofWorking Capital Calculation

The Cost of Current Bills: Current bills in any particular month must be divided
into two buckets. The first bucket captures those bills that are paid by the due date . The
second bucket captures those bills that are not paid by the due date and thus will be
reflected as 30-day arrears in the next month. Both buckets are limited to those dollars
that are eventually paid and do not proceed to charge-off.

The significance of the two buckets is simply that dollars in the first bucket are assumed
to be paid before the due date . The working capital associated with these current bills
thus includes only those days between the billing date and the payment date . In contrast,
the dollars that proceed to become arrears go full-term, and thus have a full 20-days of
working capital associated with them. For current bills that eventually become arrears,
the incremental days of working capital are recognized and calculated in the working
capital calculations relating to arrears.

On a per $1,000 basis, the working capital associated with current bills not subject to
eventually being charged-off is as follows:

Bill Date to
Due Date

30-Day
Active

60-Day
Active

90-Day
Active Total

WC per $1,000 Receivables $55.58 $74.16 $111 .41 $394.48

Dollars of receivables $30,000,000 $3,600,000 $2,000,000 $6,700,000

Receivables ($1000 increments) 30,000 3,600 2,000 6,700

Working capital $1,667,277 ; $266,970 $222,818 $2,643,006 $4,800,071



Table 6
Working Capital Grossed Up for Taxes per $1,000 in Receivables

The significance of this calculation lies in the ability to reduce the incremental age of the
current bill at the time it is paid in the current month. The same calculation, assuming
that bills are paid at Day 10 rather than Day 15, would result in the following cost
determination :

Current bill not in arrears
Bill Date to Due Date

$loo
Incremental Age 15

Dollar Lag Days 1,500

Annualized Weighted Return 8.5%

Gross Up Factor for Taxes (GUFT) 40 .0%

Weighted Return (GUFT) 11 .9%

Days per Year 365

Daily Return (GUFT) 0.0308%

Working Capital $0.46

Annualizing Factor 12

Annualized Working Capital $5 .56

WC per $1,000 Receivables $55.58



The Cost of Charge-offs

Table 7
Working Capital Grossed up for Taxes

Assuming Bill Payment at Day 10

As can be seen, reducing the bill payment date from Day 15 to Day 10 would save nearly
$20 per $1,000 of current receivables .

The final cost component to be considered is the cost of charge-offs. The first out-of-
pocket cost of charge-offs is the rate at which bills are to be written-off. Charge-offs
have both a prospective and a retrospective component to them.

D The prospective component consists of applying the charge-off rate to all
future bills rendered for current usage;

D The retrospective component consists of applying the charge-off rate to the
arrears that are brought into the ELIR program.

While by its nature, the prospective rate will be repeatedly applied (as each month's
current usage is billed), the retrospective component involves a one-time application to
the arrears that exist on the books as arrears at the beginning of the program. Data does
not exist to disaggregate the rate of charge-off based on the age of arrears.
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Current bill not in arrears
Bill Date to Due Date

$100

Incremental Age 10

Dollar Lag Days 1,000

Annualized Weighted Return 8 .5%

Gross Up Factor for Taxes 40.0%

Weighted Return (GUFT) 11.9%

Days per Year 365

Daily Return (GUFT) 0.0308%

Working Capital $0.31

Annualizing Factor 12

Annualized Working Capital $3 .70

WC per $1,000 Receivables $37.02



The rate of charge-off differs depending on the age of arrears. Experience counsels that
95% of 30-day arrears are collectable, 90% of 60-day arrears are collectable, and 85% of
90+-day arrears are collectable. As an arrears ages, only the incremental charge-off
should be considered. Under the circumstances identified above, the incremental charge-
off rate is five percent for each age bucket .

In addition to the charged-offrevenue itself, the working capital associated with carrying
bills until they are finally charged-off is an expense to be considered . Some portion of
each age bucket of arrears will proceed along the collection time line until it is charged
off. By having those bills paid in a particular month, rather than proceeding to charge-
off, a utility would avoid the working capital from the point in time in question to the
date of charge-off. Thus, for example, the time remaining until charge-off would be as
follows by age bucket :

Current receivables: 165 days

D 30-day arrears: 145 days

60-day arrears : 115 days

D 90+-day arrears: 10 days

If a company has $100 in current receivables, 2.5% of which will eventually be charged-
off (at day 180), then having the entire $100 paid in Month 1 will avoid $0 .13 in future
working capital simply for the charge-off amount. A 30-day arrears of $100 would result
in an avoided working capital of $0.11 simply for the charge-off amount. The calculation
translating this into a cost per $1,000 ofreceivables is set forth below:



D
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Table 8
Working Capital Associated with Charge-offs

Summary ofthe Costs ofNonpayment

THECOSTS AND NET COSTS OF THE ELIR INITIATIVE

In summary, the costs associated with nonpayment can be categorized into three
elements :

The cost of collection, which involves the expenses associated with
interventions which the utility triggers in response to nonpayment ;

The cost of replacing the revenue that is billed but not collected. This cost
arises whether the company generates its replacement revenue externally or
internally ; and

The costs of charge-offs. This expense involves both the charge-off itself and
the working capital associated with the billed revenue carried to the charge-off
date .

The total direct costs of the fixed credits provided through the ELIR initiative reached
$212,192. These dollar figure were taken directly from the data provided by MGE
through its database. Spread over an average ELIR participation rate of 610 accounts,
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Bill Date to
Due Date 30 Day Active 60 Day Active 90 Day Active

CHARGE-OFFWORKING CAPITAL
Maximum Age of Charge Off 180

Potential charge-offrate 2 .5%

Potential Charge Off Dollars $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 $2.50

Days Remaining until Charge Off 165 145 115 10

Dollar Lag Days 413 363 288 25

Potential Working Capital $0.13 $0.11 $0.09 $0.01

Annualizing Factor 1 1 1 1

Annualized Working Capital $0.13 $0.11 $0.09 $0.01

WC per $1,000 Receivables $52.14 $45.68 $36.06 $3.09



the per participant cost was $348 per participant. The ELIR program generated $135,000
in offsetting program savings . The total net program cost was accordingly $77,000, or a
net program cost of $126 per participant. A calculation of the program cost offsets is
presented in Appendix A.

The bulk of the cost savings accrued in three primary areas :

D Avoided charge-offs ($38,639);

D Avoided collection costs ($41,273); and

D Avoided nonpayment shutoffs (NPSOs) ($35,974) .

Savings were relatively constant throughout the program by month. Savings, in other
words, did not substantially increase in either the winter or summer months. Total
savings by month are presented in Figure 14.
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Total Cost Savings by Month
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The detailed financial analysis is presented in Appendix A. Three general observations
will help explain the sources of the savings. While this data is embedded in the impact
discussion above, it is presented again below.

Customers in Arrears

Substantial savings arise from the ELIR program because significantly fewer ELIR
accounts experienced arrears. Table 9 shows the percentage of accounts in arrears by
month for the ELIR and the EA populations .

Table 9
Percent of Accounts in Arrears : ELIR vs. EA Populations
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EA Accounts ELIR Accounts
December-01 57% 38%
January-02 51% 23%
February-02 52% 29%
March-02 50% 28%
April-02 49% 32%
May-02 55% 29%
June-02 56% 24%
July-02 55% 25%
August-02 54% 30%
September-02 55% 26%
October-02 53% 25%,
November-02 51% 28%
December-02 51% 27%
January-03 48% 23%
February-03 49% 23%
March-03 47% 25%
April-03 50% 23%
May-03 52% 25%
June-03 55% 28%
July-03 54% 32%
August-03 53% 32%

Average over program period 52% 27%



Areduction in the number of accounts in arrears has multiple implications :

D It reduces the working capital required for arrears .

D It reduces the amount ofrevenue subject to charge-off.

D It reduces the number of accounts subject to disconnection of service for
nonpayment.

D It reduces

	

on-service termination collection costs associated with
nonpayment.

The reduced number of accounts in arrears is one of the most significant factors affecting
the reduction in costs arising as a result of ELIR.

One impact of a reduction in the number of accounts in arrears is the reduction in the cost
of collection (not associated with the termination of service) . Use August 2002 as an
illustrative month. In August 2002, there were 662 ELIR participants . If these accounts
experienced an incidence of arrears at the rate of the EA population, 54% would have
been in arrears (357 accounts). At an average collection cost of $12.94, MGE would have
spent $4,625 on collections . In fact, only 30% of ELIR accounts were in arrears (199).
At an average collection cost of $12.94, the company spent only $2,569 on collections, a
savings of more than $2,000 .

Dollars in Arrears

Not only are there fewer accounts in arrears as a result of ELIR, but those accounts that
are in arrears carry lower arrears in terms of dollars. ELIR customers ran substantially
lower arrears every month of the program. Table 10 presents the data by month. Only in
November 2002 did the arrears approach each other ($89 for EA customers; $86 for
ELIR customers) . No ready explanation is available for this clearly anomalous month.

The dollars of arrears and accounts in arrears do not operate independently. It is
important to remember that they have their individual effects, but the combined effect is
even greater. For example, consider the month of August 2002 . There were 662 ELIR
participants during August 2002. If those customers reflected the EA population, 54%
would have been in arrears with an average arrears of $145 . The total arrears would have
been $51,835 . In fact, under ELIR, only 30% of the accounts were in arrears with an
average arrears of $104. The total arrears was only $20,654 for the ELIR population.
Because of the lower arrears, there was both a substantial working capital savings as well
as a reduction in the dollars subject to charge-off.
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J

Service Terminations per 100Accounts in Arrears

A final illustration of how and why cost savings arise lies in the rate at which customers
have service terminated for nonpayment . Two factors reduce the number of terminations .
First, the rate at which service terminations per 100 accounts in arrears is reduced. Even
those customers that fall into arrears, in other words, are not in arrears so far that they
experience the loss of service for nonpayment . Second, there are fewer customers in
arrears with which to begin. Table 11 presents the monthly data on the rate of service
termination per 100 accounts in arrears .
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Dollars
Table 10

in Arrears by Montht ELIR

EA Accounts

vs . EA Populations

ELIR Accounts
December-01 $181 $104
January-02 $188 $101
February-02 $198 $110
March-02 $210 $121
April-02 $203 $138
May-02 $193 $136
June-02 $182 $125
July-02 $183 $127
August-02 $145 $104
September-02 $139 $85
IOctober-02 $113 $73
November-02 $89 $66
December-02 $129 $80
January-03 $177 $108
February-03 $184 $113
March-03 $214 $117
April-03 $204 $120

May-03 $184 $95
June-03 $188 $90
July-03 $184 $85
August-03 $153 $84



Table 11
Service Terminations per 100 Accounts in Arrears: ELIRvs. EA Populations

To illustrate, use again the August 2002 data used above. In August 2002, there were
662 ELIR accounts . If the incidence of arrears was at the rate experienced by the EA
population, there would have been 357 accounts in arrears. In August 2002, service
terminations occurred at the rate of 9.7 per every 100 accounts in arrears. With 357
accounts in arrears, 34.7 terminations could be expected . In fact, however, service
terminations for ELIR customers occurred at the rate of only 5 .0 per every 100 accounts
in arrears. Moreover, in fact, only 30% of ELIR customer accounts were in arrears .
Given these reduced collection rates and reduced numbers of arrears, the ELIR
population experienced only 9.9 terminatons (662 x 0.30 * 51100 = 9.9).

The month-by-month calculation of actual ELIR collection activity, as well as the actual
level and incidence of ELIR arrears is presented in Appendix A. This analysis compares
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EA Accounts ELI R Accounts
December-01 0 0.7
January-02 0.6 0
February-02 0.3 0.3
March-02 2.3 0
April-02 2.3 0 .5
May-02 1 .8 0 .6
June-02 18.6 4 .2
July-02 18 .8 1 .9
August-02 9.7 5
September-02 8.4 4
October-02 0 1 .2
November-02 12.2 3.2
December-02 0 0
January-03 0 0
February-03 4 0 .5
March-03 6 .9 4.5
April-03 3.4 4.2
May-03 5 .7 3
June-03 7.6 2.3

~i July-03 5 .5 2 .6

August-03 0.8 3.9



this actual data to what the performance ofthe ELIR population would have been had
ELIR reflected the EA performance instead.

SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPACTS

Base don the above data and discussion . The following conclusions are proffered with
respect to the financial impacts generated by the Missouri Gas Energy Experimental
Low-Income Rate (ELIR) :

D The improved payment profile of ELIR customers generates significant
financial savings to the company. These savings arise primarily in the areas of
reduced collection costs, reduced charge-offs, and reduced carrying costs. The
Company's ELIR generates a cost offset of more than $135,000 .

D In particular, the reduced incidence and rate of nonpayment shutoffs generates
a cost savings to the company.

In particular, the reduced incidence and level of arrears within the ELIR
population generate cost savings to the company.

Cost savings arose almost equally during every month of the program period .
The savings were not isolated either to the warm weather months or to the cold
weather months.

D While the savings from the ELIR do not completely offset the costs of the
program, the net cost of the ELIR program to the Company was reduced to
$77,000 for an average participation rate of 610 customers. The net cost was
roughly $126 per participant over the entire 21-month period ($77,000 / 610 =
$126). The net annualized cost per participant was thus $72 ($126 / 21 x 12 =
$72) .



Beginning Arrears

Cost Savings

	

Working Capital

	

Charge-offs

Total Annual

December-01
January-02
February-02

Merck-02
April-02
May-02
June-02
July-02

August-02
September-02

October-02
November-02
December-02
January-03
February-03

March-03
April-03
May-03
June-03
July-03

August-03
$52 $2,981

Annual savings per participant

Total program east
Total program savings
Net program cast
Average number program padlcipants
Net program cost per participant

610
$126

Appendix A
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Attachment 1 Appendix.xls-

Summary Data

Arrears Wkg Cap Chargeo85 Mg Cap

Month-to-Month

Charge-offs Avoided Collection Costs Avoided DNPS Total
$744 $41 $2,011 $1,554 -$204 $7,180
$879 $48 $2.376 $2,370 $243 $5,915
$882 $48 $2,384 $1,997 $56 $5,368
$898 $49 $2,425 $1,942 $950 $6,264
$703 $39 $1,900 $1,511 $805 $4,958
$857 $47 $2,315 $2,335 $686 $6,240
$940 $52 $2,539 $2,923 $8,049 $14,502
$890 $49 $2,405 $2,710 $8 .344 $14,397
$577 $32 $1,559 $2,056 $2,999 $7,222
3641 $35 $1,731 $2,390 $2,763 $7.561
$470 $26 $1 .270 $2,210 -$222 $3.754
$299 $16 $809 $1,789 $3,879 $6.792
$479 $26 $1,295 $1,820 $0 $3,620
$642 $35 $1,734 $1,867 $0 $4,278
$680 $37 $1,838 $1,928 $1,281 $5,765
$738 $41 $1,994 $1,591 $1,435 $5,798
$753 $41 $2,035 $1,911 $487 $5,227
$711 $39 $1,921 $1,866 $1,433 $5,969
$739 $41 $1,998 $1,785 $2,190 $6,753
$662 $35 $1 .790 $1,412 $1 .285 $5,185
$486 $27 $1,312 $1,315 S483 $2,656

$14,670 $806 $39,639 $41,281 $35,975 $135,405

$222 .13

212,292
$135,405
$76,887
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Appendix A

MIa-n-capitalcostsavings
-_'-____________________552

(Charge-- costsavings
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Page 3
Attachment 1 Appendix .xls

Beginning Arrears

Beginning Arrears Beginning Arrears
Working Capital Until Charge-off

EApopulation Total Arrears EAPopulation Total 30-day arrears 60-day arrears 90-dayamears Total
Total accounts 642 Total beginning arrears $66.235 $16,559 $13,247 $36,429
Percentage accounts in arrears 57% Collectabirity rate 95% 90% 85%
Number of accounts in arrears 366 Total write-off $7,617 $828 $1,325 $5,464

Working capital per $1,000 arrears written off $45 .68 $36 .06 $3 .09
Average dollars of accounts in arrears $181,00 Working rapitalforwriteoffs $37 .82 $47 .77 $16 .88 $102 .47

Working Capital Until Charge-off

ELIRpopulation - Total - 30 day anears Mdayaffears 90-day anears Total

Total beginning arrears $66,235 $15 .559 $13,247 $36,429
Colleclability rate 98% 95% 90%
Total write-off $4.636 $331 $662 $3,643
Working capital per $1,000 arrears written off $45.68 $36.06 $309
Working capital for wrileoffs $15.13 $23.88 $11 .26 $50



ELIP population

	

Total Arrears
its) 30-day Arrears 130-clay

arrears

	

90-day enrears
Dollars

	

$24,977 $6,244 $4,995

	

$13,737
Dollars adjusted for cttarge-offs

	

$5,932

	

$4,496

	

$11,677
$1,00 increments

	

5.93

	

4.50

	

11 .68
Workin3 caPtal- per S1 _000

	

$6.18

	

$9.28

	

$32.87
! -T-O--lalwarlun

	

co ilel

	

rise . .._ . ...____---
S-5
7_..

.-------
. ..5425384

_P. . ._%'.2 .... .. . .__-______________.._-.. ... .. . . .. ._. ... ... . ._ .______ .__. ..___. ....._____________-_. ..___- .. ._. ...

ost=vlng559 S675678
-)-_____--_______-_----________ ______________-___-____

Total

_ $1x207.

$744

__________._ .._____

ELIP population

	

Total charge-offs30-dayArrears 60-day arrears

	

90-clay arrears
Collectabllityfactor

	

95.0% 90 .0%

	

85.0%
Incremental mcolleclable rate

	

5.0%

	

5.0%

	

5.0%
Unmllectsbledollars

	

$1.249 $312 $250

	

$687
$1,M increments

	

0.31

	

0,25

	

0.69
WorkinscapltalPer$7.000

	

$45.68 $36 .06

	

$3_09---- ._---
I------ orkinycayitale>< ense

	

..------- ___------------

	

------- _ . .Si4_2S_ .______=._59.0'

	

$2.12

	

--..__
. __

L.______.

	

_.__..P_..____.._..._________._ ._ . ....__..- ... ...... .....-_._________ .__._ .._..._.. _______-_____-____ . ..- . ......-------------.........------------.

~l 4seWr,9_------------------------------------523____$15---------------------------------- --------

Disconnection Savings Collection Savings
DNPper 100 Acts in Arrears (EA) 0 .0 percentage of accounts in arrears (EA) 57%
No, accts in arrears (100 Increments) 3 .60 Total number of accounts 632
DNPS 0 .0 Accounts in arrears 360
Coal par DNP $121 .18 Cost per account in arrears $12.94
Total cost of DNPs Total ~QNPcollation cost $4,662

DNPper 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP) 07 Percentage of accounts In arrears (ELIP) 38%
No . accts in arrears (100 increments) 2 .40 Total number of amounts 632
DNPs 1 .7 Accounts in arrears 240
Cost per DNP $121 .18 Cost per account in arrears $12.94
Total cost of DNPs $204 Total non-DNP collector, cost $3,108

fLcosts=Nin91=________-_____ -_-$2041 1`Costmwn9 $is5541

December-01

Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

EApopulation TOW] Mears(SS)30-dayArrears 60-day arrears 90-day
arrears

Dollars $65 .203 $16,301 $13,041 $35,862
Dollars adjusted for chargeoffs $15,486 $11,737 $30,483
$1,000 increments 15.49 11 .74 30.48
Wodcin~capital_Per$7-000 $6.18 $928 $32.67 .. . .....

~7olslworkin ca italex ense-_
.___.....____________-_______________..... .... .._ ..._ .______ .$96_..________$i

-_.-

EA population Total chargeoffs 30-clay Arrears 60-day arrears 90-day arrears
Collectebllityfactor 95 .0% 900% 85.0%
Incremental uncollecteblerate 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Uncollectabledollars $3,260 $815 $652 $1 .793
$1,000 increments 0.82 0.65 1 .79
world PAcnAtel-Pe$1,000 $45 .68 _______$3606 V.OS
.tel. $37.23y $23 .51

._
$5 .53



Total

Charge~oft Working Capital
EA population

	

Total charge-offs 30-day iiumars 60-day arrears

	

90-day arrears
Colleclaw"fedor

	

9&0% 9110%

	

85.0%
tric,ewwtat UPCORWObte left

	

50%

	

&0%

	

5,0%
Uncoffectable ddWm

	

Smw

	

wN

	

$827

	

$1,724
$1,000increments

	

038 0113

	

112
------------- -------

	

--------------------- $102----------------------
!Total mrKi

	

_rapLbL1 fLpemwV.9

	

$6 .32

rLIP population

	

Total charge-offs 30-day Arrears 60-cay arrears
Collectability factor

	

95.0%

	

SOM
nowernerlial wwwww rate

	

5.0%

	

5.0%
Uncollectable dollans

	

$760

	

$190

	

$152
$1,000 Increments

	

0.79

	

0.15

WorkiPin-r--P
I
tftLP2Arun. . ... . .. . .. . ...... .. . . .. ... . ... ... . ......_______________.."....____. 48

$45 .68

	

$3606

	

... ... . ... ..... . $3 .D9 ......... .____
55.U.U

	

$1 .29

90-dayarrears

$478
0.42

51%
654
334

E72.94
54,316

23%
654
150

$1224
51,946

- - -$173TO.

-tC-H' EEnis - -- - - - ---- -- -- -- ------372 .S-76--
___$27____

-sf7 ------------V--------

Disconnection SeWngs Collectlan SaWqs
DNPper 100 Accts In Arrears (EA) 0.6 Percentage of amounts in arrears (FA)
No . accts in arrears (100 increments) 134 Total number ofamounts
DWs 2.0 Amounts in arrears
Cost per ONP $121 .18 Cost per account in arrears
Total cost of DNPs $013 Total non-ONP collection cost

DNPper 100Axis in Arrears (ELIP) 0 Percentage of amounts in arrears (ELIP)
No .

soots
in arrears (IM

increments)
1 .50 Total number of amx,unts

DNPs 0 .0 mmunts h arrears
Cost bar DNP Ows Cost per amount In arrears,
Total met of DNPs $0 Total non-DNP collection cost

F ZZU-S---- - - - - ---- -------------- TC43] MrsliRN1!9_i-- ------- - - -- --

January-02
Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

EA population Total Arrears ($a) 30-day Arrears; 60-day arrears 90-day
arrears

Dollars $62,708 plus $72,541 $34,488
Dollars adjusted

for
charge-offs, $74,893 $11,267 $29,315

$1 .000 increments 14e9 11 .29 0.31
Workingg2itjLper $1 .wo L6~!~ $928

Eqw'-wqr!dmqqpAql~mRgs~e -§22
----- -----------

$105
--------

$964

EUPpopulalWn Total Arrears ($s) 30-0ay Arrears 60,lay armars 90-dayamears
Dollars $15,192 $3,798 $3 .038 U556
Dollars adjusted for charge-offis - $3 .608 $2 .735 $7,102
$1,000 increments &W 2 .73 TIO
Working9P1tRLPw $ 1 .000 $9.28 $32 .87

Eclat -*IM ---------------------- --------- ------14~... .... -----------------ffL.- - :-.,- _--$281-- .

jC-Tt!ZZr----------------------- ------- T77 -- - - -_ r - - ---- - - - $879----------



Total

$396

1_3892_~

ELIP population
Collectabiliy factor
Unccifectable rste
Uncolleaabodalars
$1,0001naaments
WorkinB ca list par $1,000-_--P-_-----------_-.-

Total cliargeaRs 30dayArrears 60dayarrears

	

9o-d.Y arrears

95.0% 90.0%

	

85.0%
5 .0% 5 .0%

	

5.0%
$268 $214

	

$569
0.27 0 .21

	

0.59
$1,070

$45 .68 $36.06

	

$3_09
Totalwnkinp=aQBalexpese----_----.- ._...-_

	

E7222 _-,

	

E7.72-_---------

	

$1.82-

	

__--_--

!CZS!Hrigs_-E2_384_$27 f1

	

V

Disconnection Savings
DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (PA)
No. eWe in arrears (100 increments)
DNN
Cost per DNP
Total cost of DNPs

DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP)
No . accts in arrears (100 increments)
DNPs
Cast per DNP
Total cost of DNPa

03
3 .49
1 .0

$121 .18
$127

0 .3
1 .95
0.58

$121 .18
$71

Cost=a vings_________________ $66I

Collection Savings
percentage of accounts in arrears (EA)
Total number of accounts
Accounts in arrears
Cost per account in arrears
Total non-ONP collection cost

percentage of accounts in arrears (ELIP)
Total number of accounts
Accounts in arrears
Cost per account in arrears
Total non-DNP collection coat

52%
671
349

$12 .94
$4,515

29%
671
195

$12 .94
$2,518

t_Costavin4-
s-_____-_________

$1997s______________________J

37288
Monthly Arrears: Working Capital

EA population Total Arrears ($s) 30-clay Arrears 60-day arrears 90dayarrears
Dollars $69,086 $17,272 $13 .817 $37,997
Dollars adjusted for cher,9.065 $16,408 $12,436 $32,298
$1 .000 increments 16 41 12 .44 32 .30
WOrkln capital per $1,000 _$6.18 __$9.28 _$32.87

$1,062

ELIP population Total Purears ($a) 30-day Arrears 60day arrears 9(Toayarmars
Dollars $21,405 $5,351 $4,281 $11,773
Dollars adjusted for chargeof $5,084 $3,853 $10,007
$1,000 increments 5 .08 3 .85 10 .01
Workin ce tletper$1,000 $6.18 $9 .28 $32.87
Toblworkingcapitalexpanse

__
$31 $36 -$329

ICOat=aaLin2s_________ ___ ___ $70 EBII E7

Charge-offs Working Capital
EA population Total charg"Ifs 30-dayArrears 60-0ay arrears 90-day arrears
Collectebllityfactor 95 .0% 90T% 85.0%
Uncolledable rate 5 .0% 5 .0% 5 .0%
Uncollectabledollars $3 .454 $864 $691 $1,900
Si,W0lnaements 0 .88 0 .69 1 .90
Wenoa oItal r-r$1,0W $36.06 $3 .09 -
ToUI rwrknp wEilalexpex=ae __ .^._ $Y4 .91- - -- $39_45

$45 .68 _
$5_81=_---



Workin_qcapllapje[$1_000__ .,__________

	

$6.18 $9 .28

	

$32.87_
ITOtslworkfn ca Relax ense

	

___.__. . .... ...... ._._ ... ._ . .__... . ... .. . ... .____._$3a$3955

	

----------.. ... ... ..._.__
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tCoslsvin9=____________________-__sit=se1==--=_-==__s745 _-____--

.COStuw_g=_______.___9501

Total

$1,325

s898

$?568_.. ._._$36.06x.09------_.. ... ..___ .._. . .
Tolelwerkin2wpitalaxpense--------------------.___._._.__ . ._.

	

$40.89

	

$25.82

	

$6.06

ELIPpopulation

	

Total chargeoffs30-deyMears60dayenears

	

90-dayanears
Collectabllityfactor

	

95.0% 90.0%

	

85.0%
Uncolleclablerate

	

5.0% 5.0%

	

50%
Uncollectabledollars

	

$1,155 $289 $231

	

$635
$1,000 increments

	

0.29

	

0.23

	

064
WorkingcopltaLperSt c000 .___

	

$45.68 $36 .06

	

$3.09
iYotalworkin ce italex erase --	$13_19------__ $8.33$1:96--_---"_

.___________
.. ... ... .... ..9_.R.. .. .P.._.___.__.____.. . ... .......... .........._. ._._.. ._. ... ... . ....__.___.______________.___. .____ .-.._... ... .._ ..._ .___________ ._. . .._____. . ..... .

Total

_$72.79__

_ , $23 .49. .

UoSlsew=9=_______________ E7,941

jc=sstsaw=g $2"?2s_see=___$'_7_$_4

Disconnection Swags Collection Sewngs
DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (PA) 2 .3 Percentage of accounts in anears (PA) 50%
No. accts in arrears (100 increments) 3.41 Total number of accounts 682
DNPS 7 .8 Accounts in anears 341
Coal per DNP $121 .18 Cost per account in anears $12.94
Total cost of DNPs $950 Total non-DNP collection cost $4.413

DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP) 0 Percentage of amounts In arrears (ELIP) 28%
No. accts In arrears (100 increments) 1 .91 Total number of accounts 682
DNPs 0 .0 Amounts in arrears 191
Cost per DNP $121 .18 Cost par amount in arrears $12.94
Total met of DNPs $0 Total non-DNP reflection cast $2 .471

Working mpItaLPer $1 _000_______. ._.. . ..... ._.__._ .. .. ._ .__ ._____.______ . .... ... ......._ ._$6 16 .. . ....____ $9.28 $3287 _._ ._______ .__.. .....
OtITeI workin $105 $120 $1,100

ELIPpopulation Total Mears(Ss)30-dayArrears 60dayaneam 9"ayarrears
Dollars $23,106 $5,777 $4,621 $12,708
Dollars adjusted for

caa.'ge-tiffs - $5.468 . . . . .$4,159 $10.802
$1,000 increments 5 .49 4.16 10 .80

EApopulatlon
Collectabftyractor

rg

Total chargeof 30-day Mears60-day arrears
95 .0% 90 .0%

90-day anears
85 .0%

Uncollectable rate 5 .0% 5 .0% 5 .0%
Uncollectabledollars $3,581 $895 $716 $1,969
$1,000 increments 0 .90 0.72 1 .97

37316

Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

EApopulatlon Total
Arrears ($s)304ayAnears60-day arrears 90-day anears

Dollars - $71,610 $17,90 $14,322 $39,386
Dollars adjusted for charge-offs $17,007 $12,890 $33,478
$1 .000 increments 17 .01 12.89 33.48



April-02

Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

EA population

	

44 MUM10 30-day MUM W-day arrears

	

90-day arrears

Odors

	

$68,336 $17,084 $13 .667

	

$37,585

Dollars adjusted for Garge,offs

	

MEMO

	

$12,300

	

$31,947

$1,1100 increments

	

1523

	

1230

	

3125
Wo=king capital per $1 :000__ ------- ------- -----------

	

$6.18

	

$9.2§ ....... .. . ... . ..... ... . .

	

----------------
ljoL.tl Rasa

	

------- ----------

	

--------- -------AIR ---

	

-$114------------------------------

EUP population

	

Total MUM ($S) 30-day MUM 60-day arrears

	

90-day wasam

Dollars

	

$30,338 $7,584 $6,068

	

$16,686

Dollars adjusted for charge-offs

	

$7,205

	

$5,461

	

$14,183

$1,000 increments

	

7.21

	

5.46

	

14.18

Wc,ruqjj_capLt Ier$1,000

	

RIB

	

-- $928
=Total vonunsc---Pllwtn~me

	

. .... .

	

----------

	

--------

	

-------- ---------------

Costsavings $763-
7

Total

ME

EA population

	

Total charge-offs 30-day MUM 60-cay armors

	

90-day aff"m

Calleclawity factor

	

9&0%

	

OEM%

	

8&0%

jHts-~-nL-- - -- - - - - ----- - - -- -- -P .-grO - - --822
_
" ---s714- -- -- - - ---- -93 ---------.............

Disconnection Savings
DNP per 100 Accts in A".. (EA)

	

2.3
No . accts in emears (100 increments)

	

3,37
DNPs

	

7.7
Cost per DNP

	

VMAB
AM cost of DNPs

	

$938

ONPper 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP)

	

0.5
No . accts in armors (100 Incremental

	

2.20

DNPs

	

1 .1
Cast pet DNP

	

4121.18
AM cost of DNPs

	

$133

,(

	

-
-5
;F-t!Ls'_-_____________0,

-- - ----- - ----- - - ---

Charge-offs Working Capital
Total

$69.46--

$30_84_

$39

Collection Savings
Percentage of accounts in armors (FA)
Total

number
of accounts

Axounts in arrears
Cost per account in armors
Total

nan,DNP callecto, cost

Percentage of amounts in screams (ELIP)
Total number of accounts,
Amount

in armors
Cost per account In armors
Total non-DNP collection cost

49%
687
337

$1299
$4.356

32%
687
220

$12 .94
$2,845

rcos7sovl-9___ ________---- - - - - -----
- - --rl . rl p------------------------

1-Incollectable rote
UnWWOM drilars,
M DOO Inaerrents,

WoLkimsaplaLpje LL'
lAtal working tappetexpeme

5.0% 5 .0%
$3.07 $854 .20 $683 .36

035 0118
$45.68 $36.06

. $24.tj--------------------... . ...... ... ... --------- ------. .. .... . ------------ $39.02 .. . ... . .

&0%
$1,879 .24

1 .8e
S3 .09

ELIP population AW charge-offs, 30-day Mears 60-day armors 90-day arrears

Colleclability factor 95,0% 90 .0% B&O%
UncdIedaDle rote &0% &0% 5.0%

Urodlectable dollars $1,517 $379 .22 $303 .38 $834 .29

M AOO increments, 0 .38 E30 OB3

Workl9captallow LTWO---- S45.68 $36 .26__------------- -----------
. . ... . .-------

_53.A9

!iota' -------------- --------------------------. .. . . .. . . .. . ....-



May-02

Monthly Arrears: Working Capital
EA population

	

Total Arrears ($s) 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears

	

90-day arrears
Dollars

	

$73,668 $18,417 $14,734

	

$40,517
Dollars adjusted for chargeoffs

	

$17,496

	

$13,260

	

$34,440
$1,000 increments

	

17.50

	

13.26

	

34.44
Working

	

$6.1 8 $9_28$32.87________.___.. . ._______
fatal

	

---

	

$108 $123

	

$1,132

ELIP population
Dollars
Dollars adjusted for chargeoffs
$1,000 increments
WorkingceP_flat_per81_000 ......... . _. .----------__------- ------------------

	

$6.18

	

$_928 .. ... . ...... .... .... . ... . .. $3287
ITOIaIv%king-wpilalexeensa--_---___ .._..._ .._._.. .__ ..__.._ .._.__- . ..._$40. .. . . ... .. .$46

	

6$421

	

------
_... .... ... . ._

__

Total Aneers ($s) 30-day Arrears 60-day smears
$27,371 $6 .843 $5,474

-$6,501 - $4,927 --
6 .50 4.93

90-day arrears
$15,054
$12,796 _ .
12 .80

Total

$1,363

$857 _

k-COStsav i ______ _-_______===$2,715=___ $m____$17____________-_________

Total

$74 .88

$27 :82

$47

FCOat s=W- a----------------$881

55%
694
382

$12 .94
$4.939

29%
694
201

$12 .94
$2.604

rCosteayv i_g_ - _ -____________ 32,33

-___-__________--_--_______ -__
(~~-Costsav-nq- 566-. ... .__-_-... . .. .. . --$77__---_--_--

t:narg

-_________
$711

-_______

EA population Total chargeoffs 30-day Arrears 6"ay arrears 90-day arrears
Collectabilityfactor 95 .0% 90 .0% 85 .0%.
Uncolectable rate 5 .0% 5.0% 5 .0%
Uncolectable dollars $3,683 $921 $737 $2 .026
$1,000 Increments 0 .92 0.74 203
Woddngcapial-per$1_000_- __ $4568 $36 .06
Total$42.06 -- -----$25 .55--

_ $3.09
$6,25------- _

Disconnection SaNngs Collection SwAngs
DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (EA) 1 .8 Percentage of accounts In arrears (EA)
No. accts in arrears (100 increments) 3 .82 Total number of accounts
DNPs 6 .9 Accounts in amen.
Cost per DNP $121 .18 Cost per account in arrears
Total cost ofDNPS $833 Tolal non-DNP collection cost

DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP) 0,6 Percentage of accounts In arrears (ELIP)
No. scale in arrears (l001ncremer,M) 2.01 Total number of accounts
DNPS 1 .2 Accounts in arrears
Cost per DNP $121 .18 Cost per account in aneers
Total cost of DNPs $146 Total non-DNP collection cost

ELIP population Total charge-offs 30Aay Arrears 60-day arrears 90-day arrears
Collectabilily factor 95 .0% 90 .0% 85.0%
Uncollectable rate 5 .0% 5 .0% 5 .0%
Uncollectable dollars $1,369 $342 $274 $753
$1,000 increments 0 .34 0 .27 0 .75
Working capital per $1 .0

- .... ._..$15 .63' .
.________$987'______________________________$2

.32'._ ..... .- . .. . ._
._.__



L;rmrg

EA populallon

	

Total charge-offs 30-day Arrears 60-day amears

	

9gi sor.a.

Collectabilityfardo,

	

95.0% 9(10%

	

11

Uncollectable nate

	

5.0%

	

511%

	

511%

Uncollectalcle dollars

	

$3.598

	

5899

	

$720

	

41,979

mAmmenrents

	

020 012

	

1 .98

-------------------------------- ------
_$45,68_. . ....jj6..Rq~ . . .. . . .. . ... ......... . ... .. .LM?~ ----------- -----------

Totalworiti

	

cap

	

xeemse

	

$41 .0?~

	

$25.0. . .

	

_.- :$6.10 .. ..

	

. . ..Pq

	

jqll

	

.... . .. .... .....__ . . .... .

	

...... ... . ..

	

.. . ... . ..

	

.. . . .. . ... ....... ...

EUP populadon

	

Total cherge-oft 30-clay Arrears 60 ,clay arrears

	

90-day arrears

C61liclabilityfacto,

	

95.0% SIM%

	

85.0%

Uncollectabte, rate

	

5.0%

	

511%

	

SM%

Uncollectable colors

	

MW

	

No

	

4212

	

$582

$1,990inaements

	

025 021

	

0M

Total

$73 .14

rCa-9,Tn -a - -- -- - - - ---- - ---!EU40I ---- --------------- rcz;t-s

	

--- ------- - --- --

	

-.--avings . . . ....... . ... . ~CZO

-------------- ------- ... . ..... . ..$45M ... .... ...

Iqt2Lnr~LmHp~~me- ------

-W-Sm-u -----_________________--_$2.539-___ 32B-

$36 .08. . . .. . . .. . . .. . ... ..... . ... . .. .V3~
$7.64 . . .. . . .. . . .. ._.__________. .$x:80______.._________... ..

$18- -- __-__-_- -P
_--____--

- . 521,53

$52

Disconnection Savings Collection Savings

DIMP per 100 Ants in Areare (EA) 18.6 Percentage of aocconts In corpora (FA) 56%

No. accts in arrears (100 increments) 3 .95 Total number of accounts 706

DNPS 73.5 Accounts in arrears 395

Cost per DNP $121 .18 Cost per account in enears $12 .94

Total cost of DIAPS $8,911 Total non-DNP collecton cost SIVIES

DIMP per 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP) 4.2 Percentage of accounts in arrears (EILIP) 24%

No. axis in appears (100 increments) 1 .69 Total number of accounts 706

Ows 7.1 Accounts h wears 169

Coast per DNP 5121 .18
Coal per amount in arrears $1224

Total met of DNPs W2 Total non-DNP collection cost 52,793



July-02
Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

EA population

	

Total Arrears ($a) 30-day Ameas; 60-day arrears

	

90-day arrears
Dollars

	

$Map $17,563 $74,051

	

$38,640

-
------------------------------t(-jLatne

	

$7-1 $80

Total

E1,300.

-289EI

unarg
EA population

	

Total charge-offs 30-clay Arrears 60-day arrears

	

90-clayarrears
CD11ectability faOor

	

95.0%

	

90.0%

	

85.0%
Uncollectable rate

	

5.0%

	

5.0%

	

5.0%
UnWacUble Mlers

	

$3,513

	

070

	

$703

	

$1,932
$1.w0moments

	

0.88

	

0.70

	

1.93
Worldin_q_capkdper

	

$45,68

	

$3.09
:[atftl

	

$40_11__.wwkin~capitalexpense . ..... . ... ... . ... ... . . .. ....... . ... . ... . ... .

	

----

	

$25.33_._____._...-..... .._. ..._$5 6

EUP population

	

Total charge-offs 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears

	

9(Y-day arrears
CollecleNly fador

	

954%

	

90.0%

	

85.0%
Unwllecteblerale

	

5.0% 5.0%

	

5.0%
Unoollectablecollars

	

Von w" 8222

	

$609
$1,00 Increments

	

028

	

022

	

0.61

Total

--$71 _47

woruiq,q .csp it tl p2r$1,00o .. ... ... . ... ...... .
.. . ......... .. .......

- - -- -- - - -----I .IL-1HF

. . ......... ...... .... ... . ... . ... . ... . .. .....
. ..

-- - - ---- F2,-4r5 --

$45 .6 $3 09.
$7 .99

- -827 -___ $17
___________

P- - --- ---

-MI-L1

$49 ~- -

Disconnection Savings Collection Savings
DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (FA) 18 .8 Percentage of accounts in arrears (FA) 55%
No. accts in arrears (100 inaements) 3 .84 Total number of aooo.rds 698
DWs 72 .2 Accounts in arrears 384
Cost per DNP $121 .18 Cost per amount in arrears $12.94
Total ant of DNPs $8,746 Total

no - 51, 1P .Motion ant $4,968

DNPper 100 Awls in Arrears (ELIP) 1 .9 Percentage of accounts in smears (ELIP) 25%
No. accts In smears (100 Increments) 1 .75 Total number of accounts 698
DNPS 3 .3 Accounts in an". 175
Cost per DNP $121 .18 Coal per account in arrears $12.94
Total coaIdDWs $402 Total non-DNP collection cost 008

-- - -(159!7.175------ ---------- ---- -- f- .-14!1 E~HtN:ng:. -- - - - - --- -- - - - - -372 .ri 0]

Were adjusted for Margeaffs
$7,000 increments
Work! n,qcaq)jal_ p2[ $1,000. .. . ..... . .. . .-- -----------
ITRU, ----- -------- --- ------

VIIAN $12,646 $32,844
loss 12M5 32 .84
56.18 $9 .28-------------------------- ... ... . .. ..... ... ... .....

--------- --- .. .... ........ ... ... ...VR!----------EIL~ --------------------- -- ------

ELIP population Total Annears ($a) 30-day Arrears 60-clay arrears 90-day arrears
Dollars $22,162 0010 $4,432 E12,189
Dollars adjusted for charge-offs $5,263 $3,989 Powel --
$7,000 inarements 526 329 1036

workin,q-capddper $ 1 .000 $9 .28
119Ltal work1p_q.Sa. p1t,1l±xpenm- ------------------------------------ ------------- ---------------------------------3311---------------------



August-02

(Cost s_ving_ .-_ . . ... .- _... . _$2.99

Monthly Arrears: Working Capital
EApopulation

	

Total Arrears($s)30-day
Arrears

Wdayarrears

	

90-day arrears

Dollars

	

$51,835 $12.959 $10,367

	

$28,509

Dollars adjusted for chargeoffs

	

$12,311

	

$9,330

	

$24,233

t_
Costsarings-______-_____---________-___P6 ___- $52--__-

_ _____P79-____

	

y-&577_
___________-___-____________-______-_____-_-______-_____- ____J__ -

Chargeoffs Working Capital
EApopulation

	

Tolalchergeoffs30dayArrears 60dayarrears

	

90dayarrears

Collectabllityfactor

	

95.0% 90.0%

	

85.0%

Uncollecleblerale

	

5.0% 5.0%

	

5.0%

Uncollectabledollars

	

$2,592 $648 $518

	

$1,425

$1,000 increments

	

0.65

	

0.52

	

1.43

Workinswpitel-Per$1 c000 --	$4568__ $36.06 _ $3 .09

	

_

ifOtalworkin

	

$18:69- ... ..--------- ______ .. . . ..._$?40___.._. . .________--I___._ .......A . ..E... ..3_.__..__._____________________-.-....... . .._____-______ .- ---------._______

ELIP population

	

Total chargeoffs 30day Arrears BOday arrears

	

90-clay arrears

Collectabilityfactor

	

95.0% 90 .0%

	

85.0%

Uncollectable rate

	

5.0%

	

5.0%

	

5.0%

Uncollectable dollars

	

$1,033

	

$258

	

$207

	

$568

$1,000 increments

	

0.26

	

0.21

	

0.57

Working capitalPer41 c000

	

$45.68

	

$36.06

	

_ $3.09--_..--
ITotelworkin co itale nse

----

	

$11 .79______ ...37.45--__ .______________ ._.. ...._ $1 .75
-------._--.. .___ .__9___P_"P?

-

-__ . .. ..___. ... . ......_. ...__------------------------__ . .-----

Cost
seWngs-______----_____-____$1

.559 -___q18-_-
_
$17

	

~-_----_____ ______--
4______________________________________________________________

Total

-- $959--

Eost_asings __-_ _ _____ _____ $2_056

Disconnection Savings Collection Savings

DNP par 100 Accts in Arrears (EA) 9 .7 Percentage of accounts in arrears (EA) 54%

No, amts In arrears (100 increments) 3 .57 Total number of accounts 662

DNPs 34 .7 Amounts in arrears 357

Cost per DNP $121 .18 Cost per amount in arrears $12.94

Total cost of DNPs $4,202 Total non-DNP collection cost $4,626

DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP) 5 percentage of amounts in arrears (ELIP) 30%

No . accts in arrears (100 increments) 1 .99 Total number of accounts 662

DNPS 9 .9 Accounts in arrears 199

Cost per DNP $12118 Cost per amount in arrears $12.94

Total cost of DNP. $1,203 Total non-DNP collection cost $2,570

$1,000 increments 12.31 9.33
St ---------$9_28

:Total
Workins

workin
capital- Per _U00__________ ._ ......_. . ... ....________________ ... . . .____ .$618

co ital ex ense $76 $87 _.. ._. . .. . ..

2423

$32 .87
$79... . ... . ..._--...7.

ELIP population Total Arrems($s)30dayArrears 60dayarrears 90-day arrears

Dollars $20,654 $5,164 $4,131 $11,360

Dollars adjusted for charge-o6s $4,905 $3 .718 . $9,656

$1= increments 4'.91 3 .72 9.66

WorkingcapitaLPer$1A00 ... .
$6 .18 $9 .28..--------------------

_$32.87 _ _

., TOtalvrork' Telex
-. __-------------------------

nse
.------ .-. . .'UQ--______

__$%.. .._
_$317



September-02
Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

EA poputation

	

Total Arrears ($s) MAP Arrears NA"arrears

	

9"4 arrears
Dollars

	

$UAN $12,175 $&TIO

	

$26,784
Dollars adjusted for charge-offs

	

$11,566

	

$&NES

	

$22,767
$1,000 increments

	

M

	

8,77

	

2217

wwklqq.cqp!talm $1 .000

	

$9.28
jT.dI -rknq_cap,tqfwp2me

	

71 Iq--------------- -------------- -----------------

	

.... ... . ... ..

	

l -----------------------------Vit--------------

ELIP population
Dollars
Dollars adjusted for chargeoffs
81,000 increments
WorkingcapitR1pw $1,000 ............. ... . ... . ..... .... ... . ... ... .... ... ... .... .. . ... . ...

	

-----------------------

	

---------- .... ...... . .
--------------- -------------------------------------------------

	

-------------$24___ .______. ..._.. . ... .._ ._._

Co
-

	-------------------------------I

	

----

	

----------kL, zLa%LnLs . . . . .... .... . . . ... . . ..... .. .

Total Arrears ($a) 30-day Amears 60-day arrears
$14,078 $3,519 U56

moo $2,534
334 263

ii~q iR

	

RA

90-day arrears
VTO
$6 .581
Us
$32.87

Total

.-AT01

-i?R!-
: -IC4 I-:

t;narg

EA population

	

Total charge-offs MAP Arrears 60-0P armars

	

90-day arrears
Calleclawlyfacla,

	

95.0% 90 .0%

	

65.0%
Uncollectable rate

	

5.0%

	

54%

	

MO%
Uncolleclable dollars

	

$2.435

	

$609

	

$487

	

$1,339
$1,000 increments

	

0.61

	

0.49

	

1 .34
$1,000 ... ... . ... ... ... ....--.. . ... . ...... . ... . ... . .....-_ . . .. $45 .68_...

	

$_jt06 ..____. . ... . .. .... .. . . $3 .09 . ... . .. .......... ...
$27 .81 AVAS

	

$4 .13

ELIP population

	

Total charge-offs 30-day Amears 60-day arrears

	

9(~Aay arrears
Coflectability fador

	

95.0%

	

90.0%

	

85.0%
Uncollectable, ral.

	

54%

	

5.0%

	

5.0%
Uncollectabte dollars

	

$704

	

$176

	

$141

	

$387
$1,000 increments

	

MH

	

0.14

	

039

Total

S49 .50

Working_cONq~pqE $1,000__. . ... . ... . ...... ... . .. . ... .......z ..... ... .. .... .. . . ...
.j±aween,n 55.08---------------------- -- -------------------- ---------------- 18-91..... .... ..

f . -I.~0!11-w-winSTU
-_-_______-_________$i-737-___

,$20
-___

$12-- -- - - --- - -- -- - - ----- - --- -- - - -- - --

309
$11s ----------

---- - - - ---f3 --- -- --
--$14-2! ..

-- ~ $35

Disconnection S"ngs Colieclion Savings
DNP per i(M Accts in Arrears (EA) 8 .4 Percentage of accounts In amears (EA) 55%
No . sects In arrears (100 Increments) 3 .50 Total number of accounts 637
DNPs, NA Accounts 1. arrears 350
Cost per DNP $121 .76 Cost per account in arrears $72 .94
Total cost of DNPa, $3.566 Total non-DNP collection cost $4 .534

DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP) 4 Percentage of accounts in amears (ELIP) 26%
W data in arrears (100 incremental 1 .66 Total number of

amounts 637
DNPs 6 .6 Accounts In arrears Me
Cost per MP $121 .16 Cost per account in affews $1214
Total cost of DNPs $803 Total non-DNP collection cost $2,143

IHI EEnFs -C2:,L_-631 [CESse~EnCs : : :-- - -- -- - - ---82.380



October-02
Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

EA popuffilion

	

Total
Arrears ($a) 30-day Arrears 60-day amears

	

90-day arrears,
Dollars

	

MAW $9.133 VX7

	

$20,093

- -

	

------- - - - - - --- - - ---- - --- - -- - - - -117--- - -$T2- -- - - ------ jil)(7 --(~o st S-inu-------------------------

	

----

Total

. $678 -

8070

cmarg
EA populkstion

	

Total cluugells 44, Arrears W-day arrears

	

9OAay amears
Colledability1wor

	

95.0% BOA%

	

85.0%

. ... ...

Total

E37-13

,&-T-t Z-Z--E::: : :: : ::::: : :: :Kil ECECI CvEg:. ::::::: : : :::: : : _CE2

$ 1 .000-. . ......
!LCIRI
--

---------------------k~otiaTna-s---- - - ------ -

45k8 $36,06 $3 .G9.......... . .. .. ...
$451 $0 .94

------------I------------ - - ---- -

Discormwilon Sawngs Collection SafMs
DhlPWIODMQi.Ar,ears(EA) 0 Peraenlage of awRunts in

ones
.(FA) 53%

No . acots in smears (100 fincrernemls) 3,23 Total number of amounts 610
DNIPS 0 .0 Accounts In nears, 323
Cost on MP M018 DW per amwd M arrears $12 .94
Total coal of DNPs so Total nw.DNP milection cost $4,184

DNPPar 100 ACCtS in
Arrears

(ELIP) Peroentage of acoounts in arrears (ELIP) 25%
No . roots in arream (100 inuerrents) 1 .53 Total number of awms No
AM 1 .8 Ax.,mts In arrears 153
Cost par DNP MMJ8 Dw ow amoum harrears $12 .94
Total =1 of DNPs $222 Total nan-ONP =11.dion cost $1,973

Unmitectable rate
Uncalhachabl . riders
mA00 wwamw
WorkInqcapWqpw $iAOO_____------------

----- ----------------

511% AM
PAU VIP 065

OA6 037
----------------------------

_'
---------- .. ... . . ._.

7-_--_----- ----------$20M.. . . . ... ..

511%
$7,005
1AO
$3 .09... ... . ... .. ~..... ....
$3 .10.. ...... . . ........ ... . ..

ELIP population Total chsreoffs 30day Arrears 60day arrears 90-d.y arm.
Collectability factor 9&0% 900% 85.0%
Uncotlectable rate AM 511% 5D%
Unoollect0a, dollars $55 $U9 Pit M6
VIMOOIncrements, M4 (111 031

Dollars Qmted for &aMe-offs
31RO0iMerments,
Workin _~.apHaLpj! r11,000

-orld,93.9ap ~L _aL~,E~~se~.
. . ... ....... ... . ... . ........ . ... . ... . ... . ..

E8,677 $6,576 $17,079
8A8 648 77.08

.28 $32.87......... .. ..... _ . ._________S_
554 $61 $561---------------

EUP population Total Arrears ($a) 304ay Arrears 6"ay ameaws 90-day arrears
Dollars MAW $2,763 $2,227 $6,123
Dollars adjusted for chargeoffs $2.644 $2,004 $5 .204
VXOO Increments 2.64 2.00 5 .20

P 9np rR-222 . . . . .... $9 .28 $32A7----- K18------------ ------------ --- 1-11-
e-pam-- ----------

". . ... . ... . ... . .. . .. . ... ... ._ . ..5171_---_. ._. .... ... ...._
---- ------------------------- --- ----- ---------W------------1~19 -. ... .... . ... . ............ . --.- -



November-02
Monthly Arrears: Working Capital

EA population

	

Total Arrears ($s) 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears

	

90,day arrears
Dollars

	

$i $680) $5,456

	

$15,004
Dollars adjusual for ctarge-offs

	

$6,479

	

$4,910

	

$12,753
$1 .000 increments

	

8A8

	

411

	

1215
Worki n,q .c.ap ll alpw $1 .000 ... ..

ITptalxrorin

	

ca hale

	

ense
..... ... . ... .... ....... -------------- ----------

	

.... ..1!2-18 -----------RA---------

	

-------- ... ...ARE----- -----------
.. . .. ... ... . ... ... .---------------- -- ---------------

	

------------

	

--------

EUP population

	

Total Arrears ($S) 30 ,day
Arrears

60-day arrears

	

90,rfay amears
Dollars

	

$11 .106 $2 .777 $2,221

	

$fywq
Coffers adjusted for chargen-Aft

	

52,638

	

$1,999

	

$5,192
51,000

increments

	

2.64

	

2.00

	

019
Workip,qcap lta!Lpjer $1,000__. .. . .__________.._.._._-.-...____._.- .-. . .________... ...___._56 .18

	

$9.28 .._____ ... .-.. ..._________.__532 .67 .. ....
Total woraqA_qapR.WfmpeQi~t__._,_ .

-5

	

527

	

$249-------------- ----------------------------------

Total

$050M

-122fj

EA population

	

Total Marge-aft 30-day Ameare 60-day smears

	

90,say arrears
Collectability factor

	

95.0%

	

DOX%

	

B&O%
Uncollectable rate

	

5.0%

	

5.0%

	

511%
UncollectabW dolMrs

	

$1,364

	

$341

	

$273

	

$750
$100 increments

	

0.34

	

0.27

	

0J5
W-1,192HpitNpw $1,000 ... .. ...------------------------------ ------------- --- --- $45 .68 .. . ... . ...

	

O6.-._.__-_-____ ._. .._._______ $3 .09
Tchd -Orklq.qcapWdexpense__-_-__

	

~--

	

$15.58 .. . ... ... $9 .84

	

$2.11__:_

Total

$27 .73

'(SEI iT.ZnFs--- - - - -

	

:::: ::-r3.F70 EcE.	- ---- - -- ---- 37,7891

Work nqHpitalipw $1 .000 . . .... .. ... . ... ... ... . ..

---------- ---- -

- - -- ----- -- - -

.... ... .

-------

-- - - ---

$45 .6 $3 .09.. ...... ... .... ... ...INI6_... . . .. ... . ... ... . . . .... ..
$4 .00 $0 .94

- -sroi-
____39_____$ ____________5--- -- - - --l - 37s `I

Disconnection Savings Collection Savings
DNP

per
100 gods in Arrears (EA) 12 .2 Percentage ofaccounts in smears (EAj 51%

No, accts in arrears (100 increments) 3 .07 Total number of accounts 601
DNPs NA Accounts I, weans 307
Cast perDNP =8 Cost per account in arreers $12 .94
Total

cast
ofDNPs $4,531 Total non-DNP coMection cast $3,966

IDNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP) 3 .2 Percentage of accounts in smears (ELIP) 28%
No . accts in arrears (100 increments) 1 .68 Total number of accounts 601
DNPS 5.4 Accounts in enearo 168
Cost perDNP 5121 .18 Cost per amount in arrears $12 .99
Total cast of DNPs $653 Total non-DNP collection

cast $2,178

EUP population Total charge-oft 30-day Avrears 60-say amears 90-clay smears
CA.M104factor 95 .0% 90 .0% 85,0%
Uncollecled,le rate 5 .0% 6 .0% 5 .0%
Uncollectsible dollars $55 $139 $"l $05
$1,000 increments 014 0A1 031



December-02

ears 60-

UM rlnlcattawpenc2 -------------------

	

. . .. . . .. .... ...ojIW

	

5592

9DABY affears
002
$5=7
5 .92

WOEWQwplull P.er $1,000------.--------- ------------------------- --

	

MAS

	

$9__28___ ._. . . ..___________ .... ._.___$3287 . .____-.. ._.-___

....... . ... .... .

	

:--------TOtal workin~ capitalexpense__.., _

	

$19

	

$27

	

$195

ELIP population

	

Total
Arrears

($$) 3OAay Artears 60-day ameem
Dollars

	

$12.658 $3,164 $2,532

Dollars adjusted for Marge-offs

	

$ING

	

$2,278

$1 000 increments

	

3.07

	

228

- --- - --- - - --- - - ---- - - -- --- -- - - --- - $38-___--- $43_
-
-- - - ---- --lig-r

	

-
kl~~t

	

,m- -- ---- - - ---- - - ------- - - --- -

	

-

	

--

	

------- ---

I'dwit'rez.
a
- --- - ---- - - ---.----L -------------------

Monthly Arrears : Working Capital
Total

rc7s~,w-
pLs

	

$1.820
-- ---- - - -- -- --- -v

n. . .

Disconnection Savings Collection Savings

DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (EA) 0 Percentage of accounts in arrears (FA) 51%

No . accts in arrears (M increments) 2.99 Total number of accounts 585

DNPS 0 .0 Accounts in arrears 299

Cost per MP FLAB Cost per sswnt In arrears $72 .94

Tots! cost of DNPs $o Total non-DNP collection cost $3,867

DNPper 100 Accts in Arrears, (EUP) 0 Percentage of axounts in arrears (ELIP) 27%

No . eats in arrears (100 increments) 1 .58 Total number of accounts 586

DNPs 0 .0 Accounts in arrears 158

Cost per DNP V2118 Cost per account in arrears $12 .94

Total cost of DNPs $0 Total nw-DNP collection cost $2,047

aY aRO8rS 9G-day a rears

Vol $21,204
$6 .9 ,10 818,023
6 .94 18M2
$928 SM87

EA population Total Arrears (Ss) 30-day

ArrDollars$01803 "Am
Dollars adjusleci for charge-offs $9,156
$1,000 increments 915
fflo Mi nq_Sap lta~tpe.! $1,000 --------------------------------------- s

-
BAB



ELIP population

	

Total Arrears ($a) 30-day Arrears 60-cay arrears

	

90-day arrears
Dollars

	

$14,333 $3,583 $2,867

	

$7,883
Dollars adjusted for chargeoifs

	

-

	

-

	

$3,404

	

$2,580

	

-

	

-$6,701

	

-
$1,000 Increments

	

3.40

	

2.58

	

6.70
Werkinsrappel-PerV!,292

	

$6 .18

	

$9.28

	

$32.87
Natalworking

	

$2a
. ... .
_.. ... . .._ ... . ... ._____________$220

-... ... ._ . .'_
. .. ... ._

. ._P ... . ...2_ .__________-_ ..____________ ..._._.. .___ ... . ._____. . .._._..... . . .. ... .__..1_____ ._
Cosisavings--___--_______________-_____

$51
-___

$58
-_-_______

$533
-___--_ _

t ----------------------------------------------------------

-COSlsavis _
-__________$"00

Total

$907

_ - $265

$642

Working rapt-al_pe: $1_000________________._. .._ .._. .. .__._.... . ._ ...... . .._.. ._ . ... ....$45_68. ._...._. .

	

$309
rTOtelwotkingcapitalezPnse___.___.____._.. .... .... ._ ..._.... . ._ ....... ...... ... . ... ....$27_99$17 .68 :i6. ...__..._._ .._-_

ELIP population

	

Total charge-o0s30dayAnears60-day arrears

	

90deyarreers
CollecIabilityfador

	

95.0% 90 .0%

	

85.0%
Uncollectablerate

	

5.0% 5.0%

	

50%
Uncollectabledollars

	

$717 $179 $143

	

$394
$1,000 Increments

	

0.18

	

0.14

	

0.39
Wwkingcapitel_P?r $1 :000 ._..___.__________

	

$45.68

	

$36.06

	

$3.09
'TOtalworkin

	

ca italez erase

	

-
...... .. .. . ... ..... . ..... ... ... .... ... . ... .

	

_
$8 .18

	

$5.17
... . ... . ... . ... . ._... ... .

__E722- . ---------------
_ ._ . .

Cost
savni9s-_-_________--_-____-$1

.734-___$20-___
-___________________

l___________________________$13_____________
$3

Total

$49.83

~COStsf=g= -- - ---_57.867!7

Disconnection Savings Collection Savings
DNPper 100 Accts in Arrears (E1) 0 Percentage of accounts in arrears (PA) 48%
No. accts In sneers (100 increments) 2 .83 Total number of accounts 577
DNPs 0.0 Accounts in arrears 277
Cost per DNP $121 .18 Cost per account in arrears $12 .94
Total cost of DNPs $0 Total non-DNP collection cost $3,584

DNPper 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP) 0 Percentage of accounts in arrears . (ELIP) 23%
No. eats In enears (100 Incremental 1 .33 Total number of accounts 577
GNPs 0.0 Accounts in arrears 133
Cost per DNP $121 .18 Cost per account in moose, $12 .94
Total cost of DNPS $0 Total non-DNP collection cost $1,717

t:narg
EApopulation Total chargeoffs30-dayArrears 60-day arrears 90-day arrears
Collectabllity Fodor 95.0% 90 .0% 85 .0%
Uncolledablerate 5.0% 50% 5.0%
Uncollectabledollars $2,451 $613 $490 $1 .348
$1,000 increments 0 .61 0 .49 1 .35

EA population

January-03
Monthly Arrears : Working

Total Arrears ($s) 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears

Capital
90-day arrears

Dollars $49,022 $12,255 $9,804 $26,962
Dollars adjusted for chargeooffs $11,643 $8,824 $22,918
$1,000 Increments 11 .64 8.82 22 .92
Working capital-per $1_00 $6 .18 $9 .28 $32 .87
ITotPlwprkin co italex ense _ . . .. . ..... . ._ ._. ..__. .__.. ..._...... ... . .._$72._.__.. . ... .. _

$759 -----
_

---------------
._



February-03
Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

EA population

	

Total Aneams ($a) 30-day Arrears &D-day arrears

	

90-day arrears
Dollars

	

$PIAN $12.915 $10 .332

	

$28,414
Dollars adjusted for charge-offis

	

$12,270

	

$wng

	

$24,152
57,000 increments

	

12.27

	

9.30

	

2405

Wo!Wuqpltal.pwr $ 1 000

	

------------------------------- ------------------------ $618-________$9_28-_....._...._._ .._ . ._._______53287-.. . ... . ... ._. .____.
IT018i worldfiq_c2pitale.pense ... ... . ... .

	

6----------------------------------- -------------------$L

	

. ..----- $ 86 . . .

	

..... ... ... . ... . .. .... ..E94--------------------------

-----------------------------------
Qoslsw,mLs

	

$R-----56- ----------...............................................

Total

...mRs

ML

-wau,

unarg
EA population

	

Total chaTe-offs 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears

	

90-day arrears

Colleclability factor

	

95.0%

	

BOA%

	

85.0%
Uncollectable rate

	

5.0%

	

5.0%

	

5D%
Uncellectable dollars

	

$2.583

	

$646

	

$517

	

$1,421
$1,000 increments

	

0.65

	

042

	

1 .42
W.dInG capLw_Lp2ArjRqR

	

$45. 68 $36Z6

	

$3,09
'LlotalworMnqua P!IaLsnmst

	

$29.50

EUP population

	

Total charge-offs 30-day Anrears 60-day arrears

	

90-day
arrears

Collectabilityfactor

	

95.0% 90 .0%

	

85.0%
Unwlleclable rata

	

5.0%

	

5.0%

	

5.0%
Uncdledabledollers

	

$015 Via $09

	

$00
$1,000 increments

	

0.19

	

0.15

	

0.41

Total

. $52.51

la7-;.t'!-T-'TH :: :: : :: : :::::::--fl IE82 IcKirbt-------------------ri,020

$ 1 . 000
1TZ~al
wo,lkinqcqpk!~Per ... ... . . ------------

worki2q.Spp_l~aLfLxee_a!T ... . ... ... ... ...

-
- - - - -- - - - --- -tso ----t aQ----------

-----------
.. . ..... .... . .. ... . .. . ... . .

---- - - -- nag--

$45 .6 8- $3.09.. ... . .... .. . .
B $126.U.36 ... . ... . ... $5 .37

- - 10 -- - - - -- ----- -- - ---- - --$U f3 - - $37

Disconnection Savings Collection SoOngs
DNPper 100 Accts in Arrears (FA) 4 Percentage of amounts in arrears (FA) 49%
No. accis in arrears (100 increments) 2 .81 Total number of accounts 573
DNPS 11 .2 Amounts in

arrears
281

AM per DNP $1518 Cost per amount in arrears $1224
Total as of DINIPS $1,361 Total non-DNP collection cost V=3

DNP per 100 Accts in
Arrears

(ELIP) 0 .5 Percentage of
accounts

in
arrears

(ELIP) 23%
No . accts in

arrears
(100 moments) 1 .32 Total number of amounts 573

DNPs 17 Accounts in mns .us 132
Cost per DNP VITAS Cost per amount in arrears 512.94
AM cost of DNPs $80 Total non-UNP collection cast $1,705

ELIP population Total Arrears ($a) 30-clay
Arrears

60-day arrears 90-day arrears
Dollars $14,892 mom vwB $USI
Dollars adjusted for caparge-offs, $3,537 $2 .681 MR62
$1,000 increments 3 .54 2 .68 626
lfflorkinAHptlalp2r $1,000 SU8 $9.28 $32,87
1YWta-I ;;.,ki29 Sa_p $229



EA population
Dollars
Dollars adjusted for chargeoffs
$1,000 increments
Worknqpaprtal-per$1 :000 --------
Total workin m itaexl ense

ELIPpopulation
Dollars
Dollars adjusted for charge-offs
$1,000 increments
Wodcin~cepltel- par $1_000_---

.___~TOialworkinw italex ense

igsts=vin9-

Charge-offs Working Capital
EApopulation

	

Total cherge-offs 30-day
Arrears

60-day
arrears

	

90-day
arrears

Colleclabililyfactor

	

950% 90.0%

	

85.0%
Uncollecteblerate

	

5.0% 5.0%

	

5.0%
Uncollectabledollars

	

$2,811 $703 $562

	

$1,546
$1,000 increments

	

0.70

	

0.56

	

1.55
J_nq capital- per $1 _000----.--

	

$45.68

	

$36.06

	

_

	

$3.09

	

_

	

_
workin ca italex ense

	

-..__ . ..._
.$32.10$20.27'... . .._

.__... ..._ .

	

$4_77

ELIPpopulation

	

Total chargeoffs30-dayArrears 60-dayarrears

	

90-day arrears
Collectabilityfactor

	

95.0% 90 .0%

	

85.0%
Uncollectablerate

	

5.0% 5 .0%

	

5.0%
Uncollectabledollars

	

$818 $204 $164

	

$450
$1,000 increments

	

0.20

	

0.16

	

0.45
Workin capital_per$1,900
I7otalworkin.9___raPitaleze_____ense_

tErtrBZgS______________

Disconnection Sayings
DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (EA)
No . accts in arrears (100 increments)
DNPs
Cost per DNP
Total cost of DNPs

DNP per 100 Accts In Arrears (ELIP)
No . accts in effears (100 increments)
DNt
Cost per DNP
Total cost of DNt

odrain99 _ ______________

Total

$57_15..

$45.68 $36 .06 $3_.09 _$9
.: $5 .90-_-----"_

......_.-._.---_--V_39_
._ .___________-__. .. .

______$1
.994-___ $29--__314

-_--__-____93________-
- $16 .62.

Collection Savings
6 .9 Percentage of accounts in arrears (EA) 47%

2 .63 Total number of accounts 559
18 .1 Accounts in arrears 263

$121 .18 Cost per account in arrears $12 .94
$2,197 Total non-DNP collection cost $3,400

4.5 Percentage of accounts in arrears (ELIP) 25%
1 .40 Total number of accounts 559

6.3 Amounts in effears 140
$121 .18 Cast per account in arrears $12 .94

$762 Total non-DNP collection cost $1,808

x7,43$1 Icostsavi_C__ 31,59P

March-03
Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

Total Arrears ($s) 30-day Arrears 60day smears 90-day arrears Total

$56,224 $14,056 $11,245 $30,923
$13,353 $10,120 $26,285
13 .35 10 .12 26.28
$6 .18 $9 .28 $32.87 _

-
. . ..... . ... . .. .....-...... . ..._.______ U3_._ ._. . ._. ...

.$94_____________$864-_________
__

_ $1 .040__

Total Arrears (Sal30-dayArrears 6"ay arrears 90dayameers

$16,351 $4,088 $3,270 $8,993
- $3,883 $2,943 - $7 .644

3 .88 2.94 7,64
$6 .18 $9.28 $32.87___
$24 .127 . $251

--

$309 ._

$59-367___ ____
5673 738



April-03

EA population
Dollars
Dollars adjusted for chargeoffs
$1,000 increments
orking
tlal working capitalexpense

ELIP population

	

Total Arrears
($s) 30-day

Arrears
60-day arrears

	

90-day arrears
Dollars

	

$15,097 $3,774 $3,019

	

$8.303
Dollars adjusted for chergeofis

	

$3,586

	

$2,717

	

$7,058
$1,000 increments

	

3.59

	

2.72

	

7.06
workmgym(let-pnLSi$618-. . ..._.. . $9 .2s_ ._._ .. . ._._ .._.__... ..__ ._$?ze?_ ..._. .._ .__.._-,. .__ .
;Total working capital emPense__ -__ -

	

$22

	

$25

	

8232

CosISeWngs-__-____---_________________-------------------------------------
S68568 ________-_ f625

--__-___
I___________-__-_________--_--______-_ .-______--___

_$279

$753 _

unarg
EApopulation

	

Total charge-offs 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears

	

90-day
arrears

Colleclabiftyfactor

	

95.0% 90.0%

	

85.0%
Uncollectablerate

	

S.0% 5.0%

	

5.0%
Undetectable dollars

	

$2,790

	

$697

	

$558

	

$1,534
$1 .000 increments

	

0.70

	

0.56

	

1.53
Working capital_per $1,000 __________-___________

	

$45.68

	

$36.06

	

$3.09,_-------------------------------- ____________

	

___.___._-.-._. .. .-._ ._ . ._ . .________-___.. ..- .-. ._
;Total working capitalexpense_$31.86

	

$20.12

	

$4.73

ELIP population

	

Total chargeoffs 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears
Colleuabilityfaclor

	

96.0% 90 .0%
Uncollectablerate
Uncollectabledollars
$1,000 increments

iTOiaiv_orking capital expense _-___________________

9Mayarrears
85 .0%

-Cost se---------------I----_-_______

Total

- $56 .71__

DisconnecJon Savings
DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (EA)
No. emus in arrears (100 Increments)
DNPS
Cost per DNP
Total cost of DNPs

DNPper 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP)
No . awls in arrears (100 increments)
DNPs
Cost per DNP
Total cost of DNPs

LCOST==g=____-_----__ ..-_ Sae. [c-o-siaxi=g___-____________sis1~

$755

_______ -___________________.__._38_82-_---__

5 .0%
$189
0 .19
$45.68

5 .0%
$151
0 .15
$36 .06

5.0%
$415
0.42
$3 .09
8128 $15.35-

------32.035----$73 --- 315
--_--_----_$3--

- ------_____________

Collection Savings
3 .4 Percentage of accounts in arrears (EA) 50%

2 .74 Total number of accounts 547
9 .3 Accounts in arrears 274

$121 .18 Cost per account in arrears $12.94
$1,127 Total non-DNP collection cost $3,539

4 .2 percentage of accounts In arrears (ELIP) 23%
1 .26 Total number of accounts 547
5 .3 Amounts in arrears 126

$121 .18 Cost per account In arrears $12 .94
$640 Total non-DNP collection cost $1,628

Total Arrears ($s)
$55,794

Monthly Arrears :
30-day Arrears 60-day arrears

$13 .949 $11,159

Working Capital
90-day arrears

$30,687
Total

$13,251 $10,043 $26,084
13 .25 10 .04 26.08
$6 .18 $9 .28 $32 .87
$82 --- ----$93--- ---$857 $1,032



May-03
Monthly Arrears: Working Capital

EA population

	

TotaAmews Q NO,Parears NO!" amears

	

90-day arrears
Dollars

	

$51,093 $12,773 $10,219

	

$migi
Dollars adjusted for charge-offs

	

$12,135

	

$9,197

	

$23,886
$1,000 increments

	

12.13

	

9.20

	

2329

----------- .... ...

Total

Total

Woql9_9_9.apital pwV1200...... ...... . ... . ...
!Total ------

. . $109. W B .
- ---------

. ... ...
.-_... . ..

.__... ....- . ... .__.__$7.24-___________x_57-
... . ... . ... ... . .

.

.
.
.

.

.
.
.
.
.

.

. .
..
.
.
.
.
.
.
$1,08 ALLN

=1 $14____________$3_______--
.

Disconnection Savings Colledion Savings
IDNP

bar
100 Accts in Arrears (EA) 5.7 Percentage of accounts in arrears (FA) 52%

No. accts in arrears (100 norements) 2 .78 Total number of amounts 534
DNPs 1&8

Amounts
in arrears 278

Camper MP Ism Cast
per account in arrears $12 .94

Total cast of DNPs $1,918 Total non-DNP collection cost $3,593

DNP per 100 Accts in Arrows (ELIP) Percentage of accounts In arrears (ELIP) 25%
No . accts in areas (100 increments) 1 .34 Total number of accounts 534
DWs to Accounts in arrears 134
09 per MP $121 .18 Cost per amount in smears $1194
Total

coal
of DNPs $485 Total non-DNP collection cast $1,727

EC:o~1:C.v:g:s
___=__________=

1TER,
7 -

wofWD9HPll'Em$"000---------
ljoLW orkn_S_up~taLfmp!nET

$928------------------- ------------------- ---------- _16 .18 --------- _ V12 .87... ... . ..
$75 -1,69 $945

ELIP population Total Arrears (Ss) 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears 90-day arrears
Dollars $12,683 MAN $2,537 N,975
Dollars adjusted for charge-offs, $3,012 &2.2a3 0129
$1,000 increments 3 .01 2.28 &93
wo&'2qSPPit.ztP!er $ 1000 --------- ---------- $9 .28- - ----------- ----------- --------;LuB ---------- . ... ... ... .. ... ... . ... . .._$3227
iTotal work1rLQcapWq1!mp2mm -- -------------------------------- ------------- ... ... . .. ---- -------------------- ___$235 -- .

unarg
EA population Am warge-offs MayArrears W-day arrears sway armans
Colleclability factor 95 .0% 90 .0% 85 .0%
Uncollectable rate 5 .0% Sim% 5.0%
Uncole,301a dollwirs WAR HE $511 $1,405
$1,000 increments 0 .64 051 lAl

O6-____._._ ... . .. ..______.____$309_ .._.. . ... . ._ .________
iTowl

.... ....... .
. . ... . .. ...... ...... ...___ .. .. ....... ...... ..... . $29.17___$It-12 . ... ...... .. ..... ..... . ...

EUP population Total cluarge-offs 30-day Arrears 60-day amass 90-day arrears
cy"Wif Mom 95 .0% 9110% 115 .0%
Uncollectable rate 5.0% 5.0% 51%
unwileawle mum wu Vw VV $49
$1 .000 increments "ll 013 035



rung capital per $1,000

	

$6.18

	

$9.28

ELIP population
Dollars

Dollars adjusted for charge-oft
$1ADD increments
Worldp2capuepevk~ .q(Oq.. .......__.... . . ..... . ... . ... . ..... . . .... .... . .. ..

	

$9 28

	

~3
--------------------------------------------- ----

	

------------- -----------------

---------------------------------- $I

	

R
tl2ot-Ls

	

F9- --- I 6i--_--------§614

TotalArreaus($s) 3D-dayArmam 60-dayarrears

	

90-day arrears

$72,877 Mmg 0=5

	

$7,082
MAN $2,310

	

$6,020
3A6 232

	

642

Total

__$978.--

$238.

-]E IL32.

arg
EA population

	

Total charge-aft 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears

Collectabililyfartor

	

9511% 90 .0%
Unceflectatak, rate

	

5.0%

	

50%
U.cellectabla, dollars,

	

$2.6, 12

	

$660

	

$528
$1,000 increments

	

OAS

	

0.53
$45.6B ... . .

	

.. ... ... . ... ..... . . $3 .09 ... ... .... ..... ... . ..
pital epaLse . ...... . . .. . ...... . .. ...... . ... .... ...... . ..... . . .. . $30.11 . .. . . .. .. E19 .05.________________._____.____$4 .48

90-day arrears

85.0%

$1,453
1 .45

ELIP population

	

Total charge-oft 30-cay Arrears 60-day arrears
Gollectabittlyfactor

	

95.0% gob%
Uncolectable rate

	

5.0%

	

5.0%
Uncalerclatials dollars

	

1060

	

to

	

$129
VADO increments

	

us

	

0 .13
Working Tp i q!1psr $1 .000

	

$45.6~

	

$36.06-l1olj

	

------- ... . ... -------------__----------------------

	

-----
i!Lw?rkLnq_capitqtRxpLme

	

$4Z4-------------

	

--------- ------ - -

90-day arrears

8511%
511%
$354
035

__ ZGis- -----_____________ ..-$1,998- .--

	

so
-____-_____0

- - - - - ----k(22S- - -- ---- -- ---

Total

-. $53 .71

M&09

$41

Disconnection Savings
DNP per 100Amts in Arrears (EA)
No. suds in arrears (100 incremental
DNPs
OnyxDNP
Total cost Of DNPs

DNP W 100 Accts in Pursers (ELIP)
No . routs In arrears (100 increments)
DNPS
ON per MP
Total cost of DNPs

76
2.81
21 .0

$121 .18
$2,588

23
1 .43
3.3

$121 .18
$399

saving=_------- - --- - -

	

-C2------------:: :L2-9

Collection Savings
Percentage of accounts In arrears (EA)
Total number ofamounts
Accounts in arrears
Cost per account in arrears

Total non-DNP collection cost

Percentage of accounts in stream (ELIP)
Total number of supplants
Accounts in

arrears

mm per account in arrears

Total non-DNP calledion cost

55%
511
281

$12 .94
$3,637

28%
511
143

$72.94
$1 .851

SKI -Hg:-- -- ---- - - -- -- - - ---$1.785

June-03
Monthly Arrears: Working Capital

EA population Tow Arrears IQ 30A" Arrears 60-0ay arrears 90-day
arrears

orders $52,837 $13,209 810 .567 $29,061
Dollars adjusted for charge-offs $12,549 omi $24,707
$1,000 increments 12.55 9,51 moo



Total

v5WOW

rd;TtiiZnF - -- - - - - -- --- - -- -C1 . FS0 rc7st-s vins ------ - - - ----- - -rlT,'2.__L . ..... . . . .....

WWW' capkil P. $1AW------ ------ --
11atal Oruq%aq~Wfmpej~~e... . . ... ...

Zrnis-- -- -- --- - - - --- - -- -- -- --- - - - --

-------------- ------------------- -------
. ..... . ... . .. . . ... . ... ... .... ... ..

--- - ---- -VTO--- - ----- - - - -

$45 .68 MOB $3 .00 ----------
PAO

---------------------------- ~
$4 .8g $1 .14. . ... . ... . ......... . ... . ... ... . __........ . .. . .

----------$10----------- ---------$13-- I - -- --- - - -- - - ---- - - -0- - - ------

-
__ -------$36$13 .71__;

-

Disconnection Savings Collection Savings
ONP per 1130 We in Arrears (10) 55 Percentage 0 accounts in arrears (EA) 54%
No. accts In smears (100 increments) 2.68 Two] number of accounts 496
DNP5 14 .7 Aconunts in smears 288
Cost perDNP $121 .18 Cost per

account
In arrears $12.94

Total custolDws $1085 Total non-DNP collection cost 53 .466

DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP) 26 Percentage of accounts in arnews (ELIP) 32%
No. accts in arrears (100 Increments) 1 .59 Total number of accounts 496

DNP. 4 .7 AccountsA wrens 159

Cost per DNP 5127 .18 Coal per account In arrears $12.94

Total cost of DNPs $500 Total non-DNP collection cost $2,054

unarly

EA population Total charge-offs 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears 9OAay amears
Cmectath"Isdor 95 .0% 904% 85 .0%
Uncolleclable rate 5 .0% 5.0% 5.0%
Uncollsolable dollars $2.464 $616 $493 $1,355
VA00Incramerris 0A2 0A9 136

$45.68 $3A9
iTotal .wkin cap

.__
.... . .___---------------------- $28.14 . .. ... __$17 .77.. . .. ..... .. . . .. . . $4 .18. . .. . . ... .. . ......

EUP population Total charge-offs 30-day Arreal 60 ,day arrears 90day arrears
CAUMNIty factor 95 .0% 90 .0% BSA%
Uncollectable, rate 5D% 5.0% 5.0%
Uncollectable &Mrs $675 $169 $135 $371
0=0 increments 0." 0.13 037



ELIP population
Dollars
Dollars adjusted for charge-oft
$1,000 increments
WarkinA_cepital-pe=$1_000

Disconnection Savings
DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (FA)
No. amts in arrears (100 Mcremerd)
DNPs
Cost per DNP
Total cost of DNPs

DNP per 100 Accts in Arrears (ELIP)
No . accts in arrears (100 increments)
DNPs
Cost per DNP
Total cost of DNPs

0 .8
2.57
2 .1

$121 .18
$249

3.9
1 .55
6.0

$121 .18
$732

LCASls=vi_g=_____--__-___8,

Total Arrears ($$) 30-day Arrears 60-day arrears

	

90-day arrears
$13,010 $3,252 $2,602

	

$7,155
$3,090 $2,342

	

$6,082
3.09 2.34

	

6.08
$6 .18 $9 .28

	

$32.87

Collection Savings
Percentage of accounts In arrears (FA)
Total number of amounts
Accounts in arrears
Cost per account In arrears
Total non-DNP collection cost

Percentage of amounts in arrears (ELIP)
Total number of amounts
Accounts in arrears
Cost per amount in arrears
Total non-DNP collection cost

2 . ... . ...__---------. . ... .-.. ..... . ... .... ... . ...
$;9

$22

jCOStsavi F-

	

$ 39____

	

-----------w3 --------------

	

86

ELIP population
Wledabilily factor
Uncollectable rate
Uncslectable dollars
$1,000 increments

IScapllal-per $1 _000

Total chargeoffs30day~ears60dayarream

	

90-day anears
95 .0% 90 .0%

	

85.0%
5 .0% 5 .0%

	

5.0%
$163 $130

	

$358
0 .16 0 .13

	

0.36
45 .68 $3606

	

$3.09-
I7otalworkin ca italex ensa--_'________ ._______________________________$749_ ._ .-. ...

	

$7
:70 ---__

.._ . ..._______
L.E._......A.. .p . .. .-..P._ ... ...__ . ... .__ .__ .___.___.____________________________._ .___ ..-:. ._. . .-_____.

.fi9
.. .. . .. . . .. . .- . .. . ...____ .__ ... . . . ._. . ....______________-_. ._ ._. .

$650

saving-__

	

______ _ _ _ $Zjqj ___--_-__

Total

$39 .69

-- $13 .22

$27

53%
484
257

$12 .94
$3,319

32%
484
155

$12 .94
$2,004

August-03

Monthly Arrears : Working Capital

EApopulation Total Arrears ($a) 30-day
Arrears

60-day arrears 90-day stream Total
Dollars $39,248 $9,812 $7,850 $21,586
Were adjusted forcherge-o8s $9,321 $7,065 $18,348
$1,000 increments 9 .32 7 .06 18 .35
Worki9capilal_pe:$1:000 -. . $6.18 $9 .28 $32.87
TOtalworkiny~pll- exper-se-_--_-------------------- _----------- $5$__ $66 $603

.
.----------

______ .
$726

anarg

EApopulation Total chargeo8s30dayArrears 60daystream 90-day armors
Colleclabilityfactor 95.0% 90.0% 85.0%
Unccllectablemto 5.0% 5 .0% - 5 .0%
Uacolleclabledollars $1,962 $491 $392 $1,079
$1 .000 Increments 0 .49 0.39 1 .08
WoMin $45.68 $36 .06 $3 .09
ITOteI
L..._ . ..

working capital exile-$
---------__._________ .__ __ .__._ .___ .__ . .._ . ... .......... . .__ .. .__ ._________ . .. . . ..-. . ..

$22_47-__. .-_$14:15$3_33



Rebuttal Testimony
Barbara Misenheimer

Poverty Level by Household Size(2003)

	

,

SOURCE100% Federal Poverty Level : 68 Federal Register 6456 - 6458 (February 7, 2003).

Natural Gas Burden at 4% Based On Poverty Level by Household Size(2003)

SOURCE: 100% Federal Poverty Level : 68 Federal Register 6456 - 6458 (February 7, 2003) .

Poverty Level Range Household Size -
1 2 3 4 5 6

25% $2,245 $3,030 $3,815 $4,600 $5,385 $6,170
50% $4,490 $6,060 $7,630 $9,200 $10,770 $12,340
75% $6,735 $9,090 $11,445 $13,800 $16,155 $18,510
100% $8,980 $12,120 $15,260 $18,400 $21,540 $24,680
125% $11,225 $15,150 $19,075 $23,000 $26,925 $30,850
150% $13,470 $18,180 $22,890 $27,600 $32,310 $37,020

Poverty Level Range Household Size
1 2 3 4 5 6

25% $90 $121 $153 $184 $215 $247
50% $180 $242 $305 $368 $431 $494
75% $269 $364 $458 $552 $646 $740
100% $359 $485 $610 $736 $862 $987
125% $449 $606 $763 $920 $1,077 $1,234
150% $539 $727 $916 $1,104 $1,292 $1,481



Rebuttal Testimony
Barbara Meisenheimer

Unaffordable Expenditures At Assumed Staff Discounts (Light Shading)
Discount But Within Affordable Natural Gas Burden Absent Discount (Dark Shading)
Poverty Level Range

	

Household Size
1

	

2

	

3
25°1°
50%
75%
100%
125% $449
150% $539

SOURCEA 00% Federal Poverty Level : 68 Federal Register 6456 - 6458 (February 7, 2003) .

25%
50%
75%
100%

Natural Gas Burden at 4% Based On Poverty Level by Household Size(2003)
Unaffordable Expenditures At $20 and $40 Tiered Discounts (Shaded)
Discount But Within Affordable Natural Gas Burden Absent Discount (Dark Shading)
Poverty Level Range

	

Household Size

125% $449 $606
150% e4 , $5 $727

SOURCEA00% Federal Poverty Level : 68 Federal Register 6456 -6458 (February 7, 2003) .

Natural Gas Burden at 4% Based On Poverty Level by Household Size(2003)
Unaffordable Expenditures At Multi-Tier Discounts (Shaded)
Discount But Within Affordable Natural Gas Burden Absent Discount (Dark Shading)

SOURCE: 100% Federal Poverty Level : 68 Federal Register 6456 - 6458 (February 7, 2003) .

Multi-Tier Annual Discount Table

Attachment 3

1 2 3 4 5 6
25% $600 $570 $480 $480 $480 $480
50% $480 $450 $360 $360 $360 $360
75% $330 $300 $210 $210 $210 $210
100% $300 $270 $180 $0 $0 $0
125% $180 $90 $0 $0 $0 $0
150% $90 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Poverty Level Range Household Size
1 2 3 4 5 6

25% $90 $121 $153 $184 $215 $247
50% $180 $242 $305 $368 $431 $494
75% ~ i. .c"_;52,6 $364 $458 $552 $646 $740
100% $359 $485 $610 $736 $862 $987
125% $449 $606 $763 $920 $1,077 $1,234
150% $539 $727 $916 $1,104 $1,292 $1,481

3 4 5 6
$153 $184 $215 $247
$305 $368 $431 $494
$458 $552 $646 $740
$610
$763 $920 $1,077 $1,234
$916 $1,104 $1,292 $1,481


