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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 1 
 2 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND OCCUPATION. 3 

A. My name is Barbara R. Alexander.  I am the sole member of Barbara Alexander Consulting 4 

LLC. My address is 83 Wedgewood Dr., Winthrop, ME 04364.  I appear in this case as a 5 

witness on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA). 6 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE WITH RESPECT TO THE 7 

ISSUES ON WHICH YOU ARE PROVIDING TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 8 

A. I opened my consulting practice in March 1996, after nearly ten years as the Director of 9 

the Consumer Assistance Division of the Maine Public Utilities Commission.  While there, 10 

I testified as an expert witness on consumer protection, customer service and low-income 11 

issues in rate cases and other investigations before the Commission. My consulting practice 12 

is directed to consumer protection, customer service and low-income programs and policies 13 

relating to the regulation of the telephone, electric and gas industries. In particular, I have 14 

focused on the changes in policies and procedures required by state regulation in the 15 

transition to retail competition.  Among my areas of expertise are policies and programs 16 

related to Default Service and related issues concerning the transition to retail competition 17 

for both the electric and natural gas industries.  I have appeared in over 30 U.S. and 18 

Canadian provinces on these issues and made numerous presentations on this issue before 19 

state regulatory commissions and at national conferences. 20 

 I am a graduate of the University of Michigan (B.A. 1968) and the University of 21 

Maine School of Law (J.D. 1976).   22 
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 I have been involved in the implementation of retail electric and natural gas 1 

competition in Pennsylvania on behalf of the OCA since 1997.  I testified on consumer 2 

education, consumer protection, supplier licensing, customer enrollment, default service, 3 

and Code of Conduct issues for the OCA in the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission’s 4 

(Commission) electric restructuring proceedings in 1997 and 1998 and in the natural gas 5 

restructuring cases beginning in 1999.   I have provided testimony submitted on behalf of 6 

the OCA on service quality and low-income program issues associated with recent electric 7 

and natural gas distribution company mergers.  With respect to issues relating to retail 8 

market competition policies, I testified on behalf of the OCA on policies that should govern 9 

the planning and acquisition of Default Service for residential customers and on proposals 10 

to adopt Purchase of Receivables (POR) programs, Customer Referral Programs, and other 11 

“retail market enhancement” programs for electric and natural gas utilities, including 12 

FirstEnergy distribution companies, Duquesne Light Co., PECO Energy (both gas and 13 

electric service), PPL Electric, UGI Utilities, Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, T.W. Phillips 14 

Gas and Oil Co. and Peoples Natural Gas.  I testified on behalf of the OCA in PECO 15 

Energy’s prior Default Service Program proceedings with regard to retail market programs.  16 

My updated CV with the specific identification of these proceedings is attached as Exhibit 17 

BA-1. 18 

 19 
Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 20 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the OCA with respect to the proposal by PECO Energy (PECO) 21 

to continue its current Standard Offer Program (SOP) and PECO’s proposal to implement 22 

its Customer Assistance Program (CAP) Shopping Program.   23 
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Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1 

PECO’S STANDARD OFFER PROGRAM. 2 

A. With regard to the PECO’s Standard Offer Program, I recommend that PECO implement 3 

the following reforms: 4 

• The name that PECO has given this program brands the program as part of PECO’s 5 

“smart” programs.  The word “smart” has been widely used to connote a program that is 6 

beneficial to customers or that has attributes that are “digital” or “modern.”  This program 7 

has nothing to do with energy efficiency, smart meters, smart technologies, or any other 8 

attribute typically associated with programs that are branded as “smart,” and for which 9 

PECO’s ratepayers have expended substantial resources to implement.  This is a 10 

straightforward fixed price plan with an EGS that has no “smart” attributes as that term is 11 

typically used.  Finally, by repeatedly emphasizing PECO’s connection and brand name 12 

with this program, the customer is also led to believe that the plan terms and actions of the 13 

EGS are approved by PECO, which is also not the case.  PECO should refer to this program 14 

as the “standard offer program” or “a customer choice program.”   15 

• PECO should inform customers who agree to hear more about the program that the 16 

call is being transferred to PECO’s agent, Kandela, who will offer more detailed 17 

information about the program. 18 

• PECO must immediately change the Kandela script to require its agent to fully 19 

present the program and answer the customer’s questions in an educational manner prior 20 

to moving to the selection of the supplier.  The customer must be asked to agree to enroll 21 

with a specific supplier by name and not, as currently done, agree to enroll in the PECO 22 

Smart Energy Choice program.  As currently implemented, Kandela asks the customer to 23 
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enroll in the PECO Smart Energy Choice Program before the customer has selected a 1 

supplier or even heard the balance of the required disclosures. 2 

• PECO should require all SOP suppliers to provide their cents per kWh rate on the 3 

PECO bill in a location that allows the customer to compare that rate with the PTC each 4 

month.  The disclosure that urges customers to compare their SOP supplier price with the 5 

PTC so they can change at any time without fee or penalty rings hollow when such a 6 

comparison is not possible. 7 

• PECO should be required to monitor its own and Kandela’s call recordings and 8 

provide a monthly summary of that evaluation in light of the scripts and training to ensure 9 

that all aspects of this program are correctly explained to customers and that the enrollment 10 

process is more educational than promotional.  PECO should not allow Kandela’s agents 11 

to explain the program in their own words without ensuring that the content and intent of 12 

the required disclosures are given in plain language.  This ongoing evaluation should be 13 

available to the Commission and the OCA upon request. 14 

• PECO should replicate the PPL Electric analysis of what price SOP customers pay 15 

after the end of their 12-month contracts.  This evaluation is crucial to the actual benefits 16 

provided by the SOP and may inform the Commission about the need for SOP contract 17 

renewal reforms (as well as EGS contract renewal reforms generally).  18 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PECO’S PROPOSED 19 

CAP SHOPPING PROGRAM. 20 

A. With regard to PECO’s proposed CAP Shopping Program, I recommend that PECO’s 21 

proposed overall design be implemented with the following conditions: 22 

• First, this program must be accompanied by robust and well-designed customer 23 
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education materials to CAP customers about this new ability to shop and select an EGS.  1 

However, PECO has not submitted any of the materials or details about its promised 2 

educational program.  As a result, it is difficult to agree with a program that will require 3 

careful and well-designed educational materials that, as I recommend, should include a 4 

customer feedback mechanism to ensure that CAP customers understand this program and 5 

the consumer protections associated with it.  I recommend that PECO be required to 6 

develop and share its customer educational materials and the means by which it will 7 

conduct ongoing research associated with the measurement of success of this program with 8 

stakeholders prior to the program’s implementation and that stakeholders have the ability 9 

to bring disputes and issues of policy and content to the Commission for resolution.  The 10 

alternative is to allow PECO to implement this program without sufficient oversight. 11 

• Second, PECO proposes that the IT costs projected to be incurred for this program 12 

be recovered from customers in a future base rate case.  While I recognize that this 13 

approach was approved by the Commission in a prior Order, I question whether this is 14 

appropriate.  Given PECO’s proposal that the program costs will not be incurred until at 15 

least five EGSs sign up to implement this program and solicit CAP customer enrollments, 16 

it would be a proper incentive to impose those implementation costs on EGSs as a means 17 

of testing their commitment to actually participate in the program for a given period of 18 

time.  Otherwise, the potential that PECO will incur costs that it seeks to impose on 19 

ratepayers and EGSs drop out of the program within a year or two is a realistic one, 20 

resulting in increased risks for ratepayers.  Any EGS commitment must include a sufficient 21 

period of time to justify the expense of this program. 22 
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II. BACKGROUND ON THE STANDARD OFFER PROGRAM 1 
 2 
Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE GENESIS OF THE STANDARD OFFER PROGRAM. 3 

A. The Commission issued its Final Order concerning proposals for its Intermediate Work 4 

Plan to adopt retail market enhancements on March 2, 2012.1  This Order contained 5 

recommendations concerning how the Electric Distribution Companies (EDCs) should 6 

implement several market enhancement programs, including the Standard Offer Customer 7 

Referral Program.   The Commission’s Order established the following key parameters for 8 

this Program2: 9 

• “The terms and conditions of the standard offer must be presented to customers before 10 

they decide to enter the program.”  The enrollment by a customer will be on an “opt-11 

in” or voluntary basis. 12 

• Participating Electric Generation Suppliers (EGSs) must offer a 7% reduction in the 13 

Price to Compare (PTC) from the PTC in effect at the time of the offer. 14 

• The contract term must be a minimum of four months and a maximum of twelve 15 

months. 16 

• The EGS must not charge an early termination fee during the term of the Referral 17 

contract. 18 

• The EGS must notify the participating customer at the end of the Referral Program term 19 

of options to continue service (without the obligation of the 7% discount) and that 20 

                                                 
1 Investigation of Pennsylvania’s Retail Electricity Market:  Intermediate Work Plan, Docket No. I-2011-2237952, 
Final Order, (March 2, 2012) (Intermediate Work Plan Final Order). 
 
2 Intermediate Work Plan Final Order at 31-32. 
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customers will remain with the EGS on a “month to month basis,” unless the customer 1 

takes affirmative action to choose either a product offered by the EGS, a product 2 

offered by another EGS, or elects to move to Default Service.   3 

• The “bulk” of the costs for this program must be borne by the participating EGSs. 4 

Q. FOLLOWING THIS ORDER, HOW WAS THE SOP IMPLEMENTED BY PECO? 5 

A. PECO’s SOP was approved in its DSP II proceeding and was initiated with enrollments 6 

beginning in August 2013.  PECO’s program has been reviewed and approved in all of the 7 

following DSP proceedings with various changes to the scripts used by PECO’s customer 8 

representatives and PECO’s third party agent who actually presents the program, obtains 9 

approval to participate in the program, and enrolls customers with a supplier authorized by 10 

PECO to participate in this program.  PECO requires EGSs to offer a fixed price agreement 11 

for 12 billing cycles to participating customers.  The fixed price is set at 7% below the PTC 12 

in effect at the time of a customer’s agreement to participate in the program.   13 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE COMMISSION’S 14 

DIRECTIVES ON THE SCRIPTS THAT THE EDCs SHOULD USE IN PRESENTING 15 

THE SOP. 16 

A. The Commission issued an Order in the most recent FirstEnergy DSP proceeding that 17 

provided guidance on CAP Shopping programs and Referral Program scripts.3  In this 18 

Order the Commission actually set forth specific script language.   19 

FirstEnergy Call Center Mover/New Service Script: 20 

Are you satisfied with what I have done for you today? I have completed your order. With your permission, 21 
I will transfer you and your order information to our vendor. They will provide you with a confirmation 22 
number, offer you potential rate savings through our Electric Choice Program, and help you to set up other 23 
services if needed.” 24 

                                                 
3 Docket No. P-2017-2637855 et al. Order (February 28, 2019). 
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 1 

First Energy PTC and High Bill Calls Script: 2 

In Pennsylvania, you can choose the company that generates your electricity – also known as your electric 3 
supplier – without impacting the quality of your service. Would you like to speak to a representative who can 4 
offer you a potential rate savings by enrolling with an alternate supplier? 5 
 6 

With regard to the third-party vendor that an EDC might contract with to enroll customers 7 

in this program, the Commission ordered: 8 

[CUSTOMER NAME], there are many registered electric suppliers doing business in the state of 9 
Pennsylvania and you have the option of choosing any of them.  In an effort to encourage choice, the State 10 
Utility Commission has made the Standard Offer program available to you. 11 
 12 
The program offer is a 7 % discount off the current Price to Compare that you are currently paying with 13 
[EDC NAME] as your default service supplier.  There are no fees for selecting an alternate supplier today or 14 
any penalties for changing suppliers before the 12 months are up. 15 
 16 
The current Price to Compare rate for [EDC NAME] is [X.XX] cents per kilowatt-hour.  The rate for this 17 
Standard offer is X.XXX cents per kilowatt-hour.  The Standard Offer rate may be higher or lower than the 18 
price to compare and the percentage savings you will experience compared to [EDC NAME] supplier 19 
generation will vary as the price to compare changes.  The price to compare changes quarterly in March, 20 
June, September and December, however your Standard Offer rate will remain fixed the same for 12 billing 21 
cycles and is the same no matter which participating supplier you select.       22 
 23 
You can cancel this contract anytime without penalty and select another supplier or return to default service 24 
with [EDC NAME] for service at the Price To Compare.  I can enroll you with an approved supplier of your 25 
choice from our list or I can select one for you.  Do you have questions?  Do you agree to be enrolled with a 26 
supplier for this program?  27 
 28 

(NOTE:  The underlining reflects the Commission’s changes from its prior Tentative Order.] 29 
 30 
In addition, the Commission issued a Secretarial Letter on January 23, 2020 to give 31 

direction to the EDCs about certain aspects of the implementation of Default Service.4  In 32 

this Secretarial Letter the Commission referenced SOP Referral Scripting and directed the 33 

EDCs to the scripting language included in the FirstEnergy DSP Order quoted above, 34 

stating, “We suggest that EDCs, when preparing their upcoming DSP filings, review the 35 

                                                 
4 Investigation into Default Service and PJM Interconnection, LLC Settlement Reforms, Docket M-2019-3007101 
(January 23, 2020). 
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Commission’s actions in the above noted FirstEnergy proceeding and to include in their 1 

filings analysis of their SOPs, the current scripting, and any proposed scripting that 2 

adequately informs customers about the SOPs while maintaining important safeguards and 3 

protections.”5  As a result, I interpret this language to allow for an evaluation of the EDC’s 4 

“analysis” of its SOP and an evaluation as to whether the scripting maintains important 5 

safeguards and protections. 6 

III. ANALYSIS OF PECO’S IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SOP AND 7 
PROPOSALS IN THIS PROCEEDING  8 
 9 

Q. WHAT ARE THE SCRIPTS THAT PECO USES TO PRESENT THE SOP? 10 

A. The PECO customer service representative is instructed to make the following statement 11 

after the reason for the customer’s transaction with PECO has been completed: 12 

Your new account number is [12345-67899]. In Pennsylvania, you can choose the supplier that provides 13 
your electricity without impacting the quality of service provided by PECO. PECO is sponsoring a 14 
program called the Smart Energy Choice Program that may be able to offer you a potential savings 15 
opportunity by enrolling with an electric generation supplier.  Would you like to hear more?6 16 

 17 
Q. WHAT IS PECO’S THIRD PARTY AGENT INSTRUCTED TO INFORM 18 

CUSTOMERS ABOUT THIS PROGRAM? 19 

A. PECO’s third party agent is Kandela.7  The training and scripting materials provided by 20 

PECO to Kandela require the agent to use the following scripts: 21 

KANDELA INITIAL GREETING: Hi, My name is [Agent’s NAME]. I understand you would 22 
like to learn more about the PECO Smart Energy Choice Program. In order to continue, I’ll need some 23 
basic information to retrieve your account. May I have the phone number associated with your new 24 
account please? 25 

                                                 
5 Ibid., at 10. 
6 PECO Response to OCA-I-1(a). 
7 PECO’s prior agent was AllConnect. 



OCA Statement No. 2 
 

 
Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander 

On Behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate 
Docket Nos. P-2016-2534980 

Page 10 

AFTER THE ELIGIBLE ACCOUNT HAS BEEN VERIFIED: PECO is responsible for 1 
delivering your electricity. The actual generation of the electricity you receive can be provided by PECO 2 
or a participating supplier of your choice. The PECO Program offers a fixed price of [SOP rate] 3 
cents/kWh for one year provided by an Electric Generation Supplier. The fixed Program price provides a 4 
7% discount off of today’s Price to Compare which is [PTC Rate] cents/kWh. 5 
PECO’s Price to Compare changes quarterly in March, June, September and December. The PECO 6 
Smart Energy Choice Program price will not change during the 12 monthly bills, but the Price to 7 
Compare could be higher or lower than the PECO Program price during this period. 8 

“Would you like to enroll in the PECO Smart Energy Choice Program?” 9 

“Do you know the supplier that you would like to select for this program?” 10 

AFTER SUPPLIER SELECTED:  You have selected < Supplier Name> as your <electric or gas> 11 
supplier with an annual fixed rate of <rate> that’s 7% off today’s Price to Compare rate. Check your bill 12 
for the Price to Compare rate and supplier rate to verify you are still receiving the best rate possible. Also, 13 
make sure you read notices from this supplier for contract end date, rate changes, etc. 14 
Soon you will receive information from the supplier and a letter from PECO confirming your supplier 15 
enrollment. Remember, you can always re-enroll in the PSEC program or change suppliers at any time 16 
with no penalties or fees. Please contact the supplier if you have any questions about the supplier charges, 17 
fees, rates, contract, etc. We thank you for participating in the PECO Smart Energy Choice Program.8 18 

[Emphasis added.] 19 

 20 
Q. WHAT DID PECO SUBMIT AS ITS “ANALYSIS” OF THE SOP IN ITS FILING? 21 

A. PECO Witness Carol Reilly did not submit an analysis of its SOP in her proposal to extend 22 

the SOP with PECO’s current scripting instructions.  According to Ms. Reilly, PECO did 23 

not need to change the script for its customer service representatives or those agreed upon 24 

for use by their third party agent as developed in the DSP IV proceeding.9 25 

Q. BASED ON YOUR REVIEW OF THE PECO SCRIPTS AND CERTAIN CALL 26 

RECORDINGS, DO YOU HAVE CONCERNS? 27 

A. Yes. I have several concerns. 28 

• PECO presents this program as the “PECO Smart Energy Choice Program.”  This 29 

is the name that PECO’s representatives and PECO’s third party agent use to describe the 30 

                                                 
8 PECO Response to OCA-I-3(a). 
9 Direct Testimony of Carol Reilly, PECO Energy Statement No. 3, at 17. 
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program throughout its presentation.  The customer is asked to enroll with the PECO Smart 1 

Energy Choice Program and not, as required by the Commission’s scripts, required to agree 2 

to enroll with a supplier.  As a result, the customer would naturally assume that this is a 3 

PECO program to provide savings on their bill since the name is repeatedly used to describe 4 

the program and the customer is speaking to a PECO customer service representative or an 5 

agent of PECO after the customer agrees to the transfer.  The repeated emphasis on 6 

identifying this program with PECO and the confusing nature of the “savings” that is being 7 

offered as a result of the relationship to the 7% discount and the changes in the PTC during 8 

the term of the 12-month contract creates the potential for a misleading and over-hyped 9 

presentation of the potential benefits of this program. 10 

• Based on my review, PECO’s customer service representatives complete the 11 

transaction with PECO prior to offering the transfer to discuss the PECO Smart Energy 12 

Choice Program in a proper manner.10  However, several representatives did not clearly 13 

state that this program requires enrollment with an alternative supplier and used terms such 14 

as “lower rate” and “savings opportunity” without any of the program’s caveats that are 15 

reflected in the mandated scripts for Kandela.  Furthermore, this offer to hear more about 16 

the program was not accompanied by the identification of the entity to whom the call is 17 

being transferred. When one customer asked where the call was being transferred, the 18 

representative stated, “To the PECO Smart Energy Choice Program where you will sign 19 

up for a lower rate.”11  As a result, it is fair that customers would assume that they are being 20 

                                                 
10 PECO Response to OCA-III-1 provided the electronic files for the first 10 calls handled by PECO representatives 
that presented the option for the SOP in February 2020.  These files are marked HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 
because they contain personal customer information.   
11 PECO Response to OCA-II-1, See, e.g., call _1_6788498462772106474_1_1087.wav  
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transferred to another PECO department and that PECO is offering the lower rate to 1 

customers.  I acknowledge that PECO’s representatives in most calls made it clear that the 2 

customer would enroll with an alternative supplier and, in those calls, most customers 3 

declined the transfer option. 4 

• The Kandela scripts break up the required SOP disclosures set forth by the 5 

Commission in its FirstEnergy DSP Order.  The customer is presented with some of the 6 

information and then asked to enroll with the PECO Smart Energy Choice Program.  The 7 

agent requires the customer to say “yes” in order to continue, but then immediately moves 8 

to the selection of a specific supplier followed by the last portion of the approved script. 9 

The customer is, therefore, required to make an enrollment decision prior to hearing all the 10 

consumer protections and disclosures associated with this program.   11 

•  Based on my review of a selection of calls recorded between the PECO customer 12 

and Kandela, those agents market the program in a promotional manner, that is, the agent 13 

does not present a fair and impartial view of the program, but rather pushes the customer 14 

to enroll.12  The script is read rapidly and in a rote fashion.  More than one agent described 15 

the script as required “legalese” and then purported to explain the program in his own 16 

words that completely ignored the consumer protection information included in this script, 17 

such as calling the default service “variable” and promising savings with the supplier 18 

contract.13  None of these agents explained the risk associated with the 7% discount and 19 

                                                 
12 PECO Response to OCA-III-2 provided the electronic files for the first 10 calls referred to Kandela in February 
2020 as requested in the data request.  These files are marked HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL because they contain 
personal customer information.  The file names reflect the name of the Kandela agent and I have removed that name 
from any citation to a specific call. 
13 PECO Response to OCA-III-2.  See, e.g., 07 PSEC FEB _____________ 02.03.20.mp3 and call and call 08 PSEC 
FEB _______ 02.03.20.mp3.   
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the movement in the future PTC that might either lower or eliminate that discount (or, to 1 

be fair, increase the value of that discount).  None of the agents made it clear that the 2 

customer could stay with PECO’s default service.  The program was repeatedly explained 3 

in most calls as a “savings”, “lower bills” and the rights of the customer upon the end of 4 

the 12-month contract were passed over rapidly and without any intent to ensure that the 5 

customer actually understood the rapid-fire script language.14  The emphasis on marketing 6 

the program and obtaining a customer enrollment is no doubt due to the contractual 7 

payments to Kandela for each successful enrollment.15  As a result, there is little difference 8 

between the revenue incentives reflected in the telemarketing calls conducted by an EGS 9 

and the presentation of the SOP by Kandela to PECO’s customers.  This type of 10 

promotional presentation is not appropriate for a program offered by an EDC and is not 11 

required by any Commission directive. 12 

• The only written information given to the customer arrives from the supplier once 13 

the enrollment is completed and not from PECO.   14 

• PECO has not conducted any analysis of how Kandela’s agents present and market 15 

this program to ensure that PECO’s training and instructions are being followed.  The only 16 

reports submitted by Kandela to PECO reflect its call handling performance metrics.16 17 

• The script instructs customers to compare their supplier contract price obtained 18 

through the SOP with PECO’s PTC during the term of their contract so that customers can 19 

change anytime without additional fee or penalty.  However, customers cannot compare 20 

                                                 
14 Anyone who has ever heard the required Truth in Lending disclosures in credit advertisements would immediately 
recognize the manner in which these scripts are routinely read by Kandela’s agents. 
15 PECO Response to OCA-I-11 (a). 
16 PECO Response to OCA-III-4(a). 
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the PTC with the supplier’s rate on their PECO bill because PECO’s bills do not state the 1 

supplier’s rate expressed as a cents per kWh price.17  Rather, PECO presents supplier 2 

charges as a single dollar amount.  As a result, customers who enroll with a supplier can 3 

never really understand if they are paying a higher price than the PTC.   4 

Q. HAS PECO UNDERTAKEN ANY ANALYSIS OF WHETHER CUSTOMERS 5 

UNDERSTAND THE MATERIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR THIS 6 

PROGRAM OR WHAT CUSTOMERS PAY AFTER THE RENEWAL PROCESS AT 7 

THE END OF THE 12-MONTH CONTRACT TERM? 8 

A. No.  PECO has never conducted a survey or other informal or formal customer research to 9 

explore customer understanding of the program based on the scripts it uses, particularly 10 

about whether the 7% bill discount is fixed and how it relates to changes in the Price to 11 

Compare (PTC).18  PECO has not conducted any analysis of the actual bill impacts for 12 

customers enrolling in this program.19  Nor has PECO evaluated the customer’s experience 13 

with the supplier as a result of the renewal process at the end of the 12-month contract 14 

term.20  This latter concern is now relevant in light of PPL Electric’s DSP testimony that 15 

documented that most SOP customers who remain with the SOP supplier after the contract 16 

term (all of which typically include negative option renewal clauses) are routinely charged 17 

a much higher price than the SOP contract or the PTC.21  As a result, I do not agree that 18 

PECO has analyzed its SOP to ensure that adequate consumer protections are reflected in 19 

                                                 
17 PECO accepts supplier charges as “bill ready” and suppliers are not required to state their cents per kWh rate on 
PECO bills. 
18 PECO Response to OCA-I-10. 
19 PECO Response to OCA-I-5. 
20 PECO Response to OCA-I-8. 
21 Direct Testimony of Michelle LaWall-Schmidt, PPL Statement No. 4, Docket No. P-2020-2019356 ((March 25, 
2020).  I attach a chart showing the results of PPL’s analysis as Exhibit BA-2. 
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the implementation of this program. 1 

Q. HOW MANY EGSs HAVE PARTICIPATED IN THE SOP WITH PECO? 2 

A. EGS enrollment levels increase when it is in their benefit to take advantage of market 3 

conditions.22 As the PTC has increased steadily in the last several years, EGS enrollment 4 

has increased and the prohibition on in-person marketing as a result of the COVID 19 5 

pandemic has no doubt made the SOP a safe haven for an EGS to obtain customers at a 6 

reasonable cost of only $30/enrollment. The most recent data indicates that 20 EGSs are 7 

participating in PECO’s SOP, an all-time high.23  Clearly, as the numbers indicate, the EGS 8 

community’s commitment to the SOP varies significantly over time and through different 9 

market conditions. 10 

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS AND REFORMS FOR THE STANDARD OFFER 11 
PROGRAM 12 
 13 
Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS WITH REGARD TO PECO’S 14 

SOP FOR DSP V.   15 

A. I recommend that PECO implement the following reforms and initiatives as a condition of 16 

continuing the SOP: 17 

• The name that PECO has given this program brands the program as part of PECO’s 18 

“smart” programs.  The word “smart” has been widely used to connote a program that is 19 

beneficial to customers or that has attributes that are “digital” or “modern.”  This program 20 

                                                 
22 As I documented in the prior PECO DSP proceeding, the number of EGSs that have been approved by PECO to 
participate in the SOP has varied, from 10-17 in early 2014, to a low of 4-6 EGSs in the April 2014-January 2015 
period, followed by an increase in February 2015-May 2015, a lower level of participation again in the summer of 
2015, followed by the participation of 17 EGSs again beginning in April 2016.   
23 PECO Response to OCA-I-5 (marked CONFIDENTIAL due to the names of the participating EGSs). 
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has nothing to do with energy efficiency, smart meters, smart technologies, or any other 1 

attribute typically associated with programs that are branded as “smart,” and for which 2 

PECO’s ratepayers have expended substantial resources to implement.  This is a 3 

straightforward fixed price plan with an EGS that has no “smart” attributes as that term is 4 

typically used.  Finally, by emphasizing PECO’s connection and brand name with this 5 

program, the customer is also led to believe that the plan terms and actions of the EGS are 6 

approved by PECO, which is also not the case.  PECO should refer to this program as the 7 

“standard offer program” or “a customer choice program.”   8 

• PECO should inform customers who agree to hear more about the program that the 9 

call is being transferred to PECO’s agent, Kandela, who will offer more detailed 10 

information about the program. 11 

• PECO must immediately change the Kandela script to require its agent to fully 12 

present the program and answer the customer’s questions in an educational manner prior 13 

to moving to the selection of the supplier.  The customer must be asked to agree to enroll 14 

with a specific supplier by name and not, as currently done, agree to enroll in the PECO 15 

Smart Energy Choice program.  As currently implemented, Kandela asks the customer to 16 

enroll in the PECO Smart Energy Choice Program before the customer has selected a 17 

supplier or even heard the balance of the required script and the mandated consumer 18 

protection disclosures. 19 

• PECO should require all SOP suppliers to provide their cents per kWh rate on the 20 

PECO bill in a location that allows the customer to compare that rate with the PTC each 21 

month.  The disclosure that urges customers to compare their SOP supplier price with the 22 

PTC so they can change at any time without fee or penalty rings hollow when such a 23 
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comparison is not possible. 1 

• PECO should be required to monitor its own and Kandela’s call recordings and 2 

provide a monthly summary of that evaluation in light of the scripts and training to ensure 3 

that all aspects of this program are correctly explained to customers and that the enrollment 4 

process is more educational than promotional.  PECO should not allow Kandela’s agents 5 

to explain the program in their own words without ensuring that the content and intent of 6 

the required disclosures are given in plain language.  This ongoing evaluation should be 7 

available to the Commission and the OCA upon request. 8 

• PECO should replicate the PPL Electric analysis of what price SOP customers pay 9 

after the end of their 12-month contracts.  This evaluation is crucial to the actual benefits 10 

provided by the SOP and may inform the Commission about the need for SOP and renewal 11 

contract reforms generally 12 

V. PECO’S PROPOSED CAP SHOPPING PROGRAM 13 
 14 
Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE CAP SHOPPING PROGRAM THAT PECO HAS 15 

PROPOSED? 16 

A. Generally, yes.  The program appears to reflect the key consumer protections outlined by 17 

the Commission in its prior orders.  For example, PECO has proposed that: 18 

• EGSs that seek to serve CAP customers must confirm their understanding and 19 

agreement with the program and complete a registration form with PECO; 20 

• that EGSs must not charge the CAP customers a rate that exceeds the PTC during 21 

any month that the EGS contract is in effect;  22 

• the CAP contract must not include any additional fees or charges; and 23 
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• CAP customers will be returned to default service if the EGS does not propose to 1 

renew the CAP customer contract under the rate ceiling requirement or the customer does 2 

not enter into another EGS contract with these same rate conditions.   3 

PECO also proposes outreach and education to CAP customers about this program.  4 

PECO proposes that its education costs should be recovered through the Customer 5 

Education Charge and that the IT costs to implement this program should be recovered in 6 

base rates in a future base rate proceeding.  Finally, PECO proposes that a minimum of 7 

five EGSs should commit to participate in the program prior to incurring the costs to 8 

implement the program.  These conditions and criteria are essential to my overall approval 9 

of the PECO CAP Shopping program as proposed. 10 

Q. DO YOU HAVE SUGGESTIONS FOR A MORE SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION? 11 

A. I have two suggestions: 12 

• First, this program must be accompanied by robust and well-designed customer 13 

education materials to CAP customers about this new ability to shop and select an EGS.  14 

However, PECO has not submitted any of the materials or details about its promised 15 

educational program.  As a result, it is difficult to agree with a program that will require 16 

careful and well-designed educational materials that, as I recommend, should include a 17 

customer feedback mechanism to ensure that CAP customers understand this program and 18 

the consumer protections associated with it.  I recommend that PECO be required to 19 

develop and share its customer educational materials and the means by which it will 20 

conduct ongoing research associated with the measurement of success of this program with 21 

stakeholders prior to the program’s implementation and that stakeholders have the ability 22 

to bring disputes and issues of policy and content to the Commission for resolution.  The 23 
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alternative is to allow PECO to implement this program without sufficient oversight. 1 

• Second, PECO proposes that the IT costs projected to be incurred for this program 2 

be recovered from customers in a future base rate case.  While I recognize that this 3 

approach was approved by the Commission in a prior Order, I question whether this is 4 

appropriate.  Given PECO’s proposal that the program costs will not be incurred until at 5 

least five EGSs sign up to implement this program and solicit CAP customer enrollments, 6 

it would be a proper incentive to impose those implementation costs on EGSs as a means 7 

of testing their commitment to actually participate in the program for a given period of 8 

time.  Otherwise, the potential that PECO will incur costs that it seeks to impose on 9 

ratepayers if most or all of the EGSs drop out of the program within a year or two is a 10 

realistic one, resulting in increased risks for ratepayers.  Any EGS commitment must 11 

include a sufficient period of time to justify the expense of this program. 12 

 13 

Q. DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME? 14 

A. Yes. 15 
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Publications and Testimony  
 
“How to Construct a Service Quality Index in Performance-Based Ratemaking”, The Electricity Journal, April, 1996 
 
“The Consumer Protection Agenda in the Electric Restructuring Debate”, William A. Spratley & Associates, May, 
1996  
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[Analysis of and recommendations concerning the need to regulate service quality in move to price cap regulation] 
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Consumer Protection Proposals for Retail Electric Competition: Model Legislation and Regulations”, Regulatory 
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Commission, CUB v. Illinois Bell Telephone Co., January 22, 1997; July, 1997. [Analysis of recent service quality 
performance and recommendations for changes in current service quality performance plan] 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, Restructuring 
Proceedings before the Pennsylvania PUC: PECO Energy; Pennsylvania Power and Light Co.; GPU Energy; 
Duquesne Light Co.; West Penn Power Co., UGI-Electric, Pennsylvania Power Co., Pike County Light and Power 
Co. (1997 and 1998). [Specific consumer protection, consumer education and supplier-utility-customer interactions 
necessary for move to electric restructuring] 

“The Transition to Local Telecommunications Competition: A New Challenge for Consumer Protection”, Public 
Counsel Section, Washington Attorney General, October, 1997. [Reprinted in part in NRRI Quarterly Bulletin, Vol. 
19, N0.1, Spring, 1998] 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate, Restructuring 
Proceedings before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities: Public Service Electric and Gas, Jersey Central (GPU), 
Rockland Electric Co., Atlantic Electric Co., March-April, 1998. [Phase-in and customer enrollment, Code of 
Conduct, consumer protections associated with the provision of Provider of Last Resort service] 

Oppenheim, Gerald (NCLC) and Alexander, Barbara, Model Electricity Consumer Protection Disclosures, A Report 
to the National Council on Competition and the Electric Industry, April 1998. 
 
Direct and Reply Testimony on behalf of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel, Investigation into Certain 
Unauthorized Practices (Slamming and Cramming), Case.  No. 8776, before the Maryland Public Service 
Commission, 1998 and 1999. 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel, Universal Service Issues, Case No.  8745, 
before the Maryland Public Service Commission, November 20, 1998. 
 
“Cramming is the Last Straw: A Proposal to Prevent and Discourage the Use of the Local Telephone Bill to Commit 
Fraud,” NRRI Quarterly Bulletin, Fall. 1998. 
 
Alexander, Barbara, Retail Electric Competition:  A Blueprint for Consumer Protection, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Office of Energy and Renewable Energy, Washington, D.C., October 1998.   

Alexander, Barbara, “Consumer Protection Issues in Electric Restructuring for Colorado:  A Report to the Colorado 
Electricity Advisory Panel,” on behalf of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel, February 1999. 
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Testimony on Proposed Interim Rules (Consumer Protection, Customer Enrollment, Code of Conduct, Supplier 
Licensing) on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the New Jersey BPU, May 1999. 

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP, West Virginia PUC Investigation into Retail Electric Competition (consumer 
protection, universal service, Code of Conduct), June 15, 1999. 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania OCA, Natural Gas Restructuring proceedings (8 
natural gas utilities): consumer protection; consumer education; code of conduct, before the Pennsylvania PUC, 
October 1999-April 2000. 
 
Comments on Draft Rules addressing Slamming and Cramming (Docket No. RMU-99-7) on behalf of the Iowa Office 
of Consumer Advocate, before the Iowa Utilities Board, October 1999. 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Door to Door Sales of Competitive Energy Services,” LEAP Letter, January-February 2000 
[Wm. A. Spratley & Associates, Columbus, OH] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate, Central Maine Power Company Alternative 
Regulation Plan [Docket 99-666] on service quality issues, before the Maine PUC, May 2000. 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP, Universal Service Programs and Funding of low-income programs for electric 
and natural gas service, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No.  EX000200091, July, 2000. 
 
Comments (on behalf of NASUCA and AARP) on Uniform Business Practices Reports, May and September 2000. 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania OCA, Verizon-Pennsylvania Structural Separation Plan on service 
quality, customer service and consumer protection issues [Docket No. M-00001353] before the Pennsylvania PUC, 
October 2000. 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate, Verizon-Maine Alternative Form 
of Regulation on service quality issues [Docket No. 99-851] before the Maine PUC, January and February 2001. 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Citizens Utility Board, Nicor Gas Customer Select Pilot Program, on 
consumer protection and regulation of competitive natural gas suppliers [Docket Nos. 00-0620 and 00-0621] before 
the Illinois Commerce Commission, December 2000 and February 2001. 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate on consumer 
protection and service quality issues associated with the pending merger between GPU Energy and FirstEnergy, 
before the Pennsylvania PUC, Docket Nos. A-110300F0095 and A-110400F.0040 (February and March, 2001) 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate 
on consumer protection, service quality, and universal service issues associated with the pending 
merger between GPU Energy and FirstEnergy, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, 
Docket No. EM00110870 (April 2001). 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Default Service: What Should be Done When the Experiment Goes Awry?” (April 2001) 
 
Responsive Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate on service quality issues 
associated with a Plan for Alternative Regulation by Verizon-New Jersey, before the New Jersey Board of Public 
Utilities, Docket No. To01020095 (May 2001). 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate on service quality, 
consumer protection, and universal service issues associated with the pending merger between Conectiv and Pepco, 
before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, BPU Docket No. EM101050308  (September and November 2001). 
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Direct Testimony on behalf of the Public Interest Advocacy Centre (and others) on service quality regulation in the 
context of price cap rate plans, before the Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, Docket 
No. CRTC 2001-37 (August 2001). 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Default Service: What Should be Done when the Experiment Goes Awry?” An Update to the 
April 2001 paper (October 2001). 
 
Expert Witness Report, Sparks v. AT&T and Lucent Technologies, October 2001 [National class action lawsuit 
concerning the leasing of residential telephones] 
 
Expert Witness Report, Brown v. Reliant Energy, November 2001 [Claim of negligence in death of elderly resident 
after disconnection of electric service] 
 
Comments on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate on consumer protection, disclosure, and 
education program Guidelines applicable to local exchange telephone competition, before the Pennsylvania PUC, 
January 2002. 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Default Service for Retail Electric Competition:  Can Residential and Low-Income Customers 
be Protected When the Experiment Goes Awry?” (April 2002)  Available at 
www.ncat.org/liheap/pubs/barbadefault3.doc  
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the California PUC on CARE (low income program) concerning Rapid 
Deployment, Rulemaking 01-08-027 (2001 and 2002). 
 
Comments on behalf of Citizens Utility Board before the Illinois Commerce Commission on Proposed Rule to 
Allow the Use of Credit Scoring to Determine When a Deposit May be Required, ICC Docket No. 01-0644, June 24, 
2002. 
 
Comments on behalf of Consumer Groups before the Texas PUC on Rulemaking Proceeding to Amend 
Requirements for Provider of Last Resort Service, Docket No. 25360, June 28, 2002. 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the Board of Public Utilities 
on Joint Petition of New Jersey-American Water Co. and Thames Water Aqua Holding for Approval of a Change in 
Control of New Jersey-American Water Co., Docket No. WM01120833, July 18, 2002. 
 
Alexander, Barbara, Consumer Education Programs to Accompany the Move to Retail Electric Competition, 
prepared for the National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates (NASUCA), July 2002.  Available at 
www.nasuca.org  
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the Board of Public Utilities on 
Petition of NUI Utilities d/b/a Elizabethtown Gas Co. for Approval of Increased Base Tariff Rates and Charges for 
Gas Service, Docket No. GR02040245, September 6, 2002. 
 
Alexander, Barbara, An Analysis of Residential Energy Markets in Georgia, Massachusetts, Ohio, New York, and 
Texas, prepared for the National Energy Affordability and Accessibility Project, National Center for Appropriate 
Technology, September 2002.  Available at www.ncat.org/neaap  
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania PUC on Philadelphia Gas Works’ Gas Restructuring Filing, Docket No. M-00021612, September 
2002 and November 2002. 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Consumer Groups before the Texas PUC on Notice and Request of Mutual Energy 
CPL and Mutual Energy WTU for Approval of Changes in Ownership and Affiliation, Docket No. 25957, October 
15, 2002. 
 
Comments on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Advanced 
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Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Revision of Chapter 54 Pertaining to Electric Generation Supplier Licensing, 
Docket No. L-00020158, March 5, 2003. 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the New 
Jersey BPU on Jersey Central Power & Light’s base rate case proceeding (service quality and reliability of service), 
Docket No. ER02080506, ERT02080507, and ER02070417, December 2002 and February 2003. 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Managing Default Service To Provide Consumer Benefits In Restructured States: Avoiding 
Short-Term Price Volatility” (National Center for Appropriate Technology, June 2003).  Available at:  
http://neaap.ncat.org/experts/defservintro.htm  
 
Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of New Jersey AARP before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities on 
Basic Generation Service, Docket No. EO03050394 (August and September 2003). 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of the Ratepayer Advocate before the New 
Jersey BPU on rate case proceedings for New Jersey-American Water Co., Elizabethtown Water Co., and Mt. Holly 
Water Co. (service quality and low-income programs and policies), Dockets Nos. WR03070509-WR03070511 
(December 2003). 
 
Comments on behalf of the Texas Legal Services Center and other Consumer Groups before the Public Utility 
Commission of Texas, Proposed Revisions to Chapter 25, Substantive Rules Applicable to Electric Service 
Providers, Project No. 27084 (December 2003). 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Natural Gas Price Volatility: Regulatory Policies to Assure Affordable and Stable Gas Supply 
Prices for Residential Customers,” (2004), available at http://www.ncat.org/liheap/news/Feb04/gaspricevol.htm 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Montana’s Universal Systems Benefit Programs and Funding for Low Income Programs:  
Recommendations for Reform:  A Report to AARP” (January 2004). 
 
Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel before the Public Utilities 
Commission of Colorado, In the Matter of the Proposed Repeal and Reenactment of all Rules Regulating Gas 
Utilities (Docket No. 03R-520G) and Electric Utilities (Docket No. 03R-519E) (February and September 2004). 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Supplemental Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before 
the Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of Duquesne Light Co. for Approval of Plan for Post-Transition Period POLR 
Services, Docket No. P-00032071 (February-April 2004). 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the California PUC, Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own 
Motion to Establish Consumer Rights and Consumer Protection Rules Applicable to All Telecommunications 
Utilities, R. 00-02-004 (March 2004). 
 
Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of AARP before the Maine PUC, Inquiry into Standard Offer Supply 
Procurement for Residential and Small Commercial Customers, Docket No. 2004-147 (April 2004). 
 
Comments on behalf of Wisconsin Citizens’ Utility Board before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission’s Gas 
Service Standards, Docket No. 1-AC-210 (July 2004). 
 
Comments on behalf of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel before the Public Utilities Commission of 
Colorado, In the Matter of the Proposed Repeal and Reenactment of all Rules Regulating Telephone Utilities and 
Providers (Docket No. 03R-524T) (September 2004). 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, 
Investigation if Metropolitan Edison Co., Pennsylvania Electric Co. and Pennsylvania Power Co. Reliability 
Performance, Docket no. I-00040102, [customer service and reliability performance] (June 2004). 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Vermont Department of Public Service before the Vermont Board 
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of Public Utilities, Investigation into Successor Alternative Regulatory Plan for Verizon Vermont, Docket 6959 
[Service Quality] (November 2004 and March 2005). 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Vermont Energy Programs for Low-Income Electric And Gas Customers: Filling The Gap” 
(November 2004), Prepared for AARP Vermont.   
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Wisconsin Citizens’ Utility Board before the Wisconsin Public 
Service Commission, Application of Wisconsin Power and Light Co. for Authority to Increase Retail Electric, 
Natural Gas and Ripon Water Rates, Docket No. 6680-UR-114 [customer service, credit and collection programs 
and expenses, low income programs, fixed bill program] (April 2005). 
 
Comments on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Inquiry 
into Revisions to Chapter 81, Residential Utility Service Standards for Credit and Collection Programs, and Chapter 
86, Disconnection and Deposit Regulations for Nonresidential Utility Service, Docket No. 2005-005 (April and May 
2005). 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of AARP Montana before the Montana Public Service Commission, 
Northwestern Energy Electric Cost Tracker, Docket No. D2004.6.90 [Default Service cost recovery policies and 
integration with low income programs] (December 2004 and July 2005). 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public 
Utilities Commission, Joint Application of PECO Energy Co. and Public Service Electric and Gas Co. for Approval 
of the Merger of Public Service Enterprise Group, Inc. with and into Exelon Corporation, Docket No. A-
110550F0160 [customer service, reliability of service, low income programs] (June 2005). 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Illinois Citizens’ Utility Board, City of Chicago, and Community Action for Fair 
Utility Practice, before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Petition to Initiate Rulemaking with Notice and 
Comment for Approval of Certain Amendments to Illinois Administrative Code Part 280 Concerning Deposit 
Requests and Deposit Refunds by Utilities, Docket No. 05-0237 (June 2005). 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of The Utility Reform Network (TURN) before the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Own Motion to Establish Consumer Rights and 
Consumer Protection Rules Applicable to All Telecommunications Utilities, Docket R-00-02-004 (August 2005). 
 
Alexander, Barbara, Red Flags for Consumer Protection Policies Governing Essential Electric and Gas Utility 
Services:  How to Avoid Adverse Impacts on Low-Income Consumers, prepared under contract with Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory Energy Division (October 2005). 
 
Comments on behalf of Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel, Texas Legal Services Center, Texas Ratepayers’ 
Organization to Save Energy and AARP Texas, before the Texas PUC, Evaluation of Default Service for Residential 
Customers and Review of Rules Relating to the Price to Beat and Provider of Last Resort, Project No. 31416 (March 
2006) [Default service policies] 
 
Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania PUC, In the Matter of the Petition of the Pennsylvania Power Co. for Approval of an Interim Provider 
of Last Resort Supply Plan, Docket No. P-00052188 [Default Service policies] (December 2005 and January 2006). 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate before the Maine PUC, 
Investigation into Verizon Maine’s Alternative Form of Regulation, Docket No. 2005-155 [Retail Service Quality] 
(January and May 2006). 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “State Developments Changing for Default/Standard Retail Electric Service,” Natural Gas & 
Electricity, September 2006. 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Government and Consumer Parties (CUB, Attorney General of 
Illinois) before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Petition to Initiate Rulemaking with Notice and Comment for 
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Approval of Certain Amendments to Illinois Administrative Code Part 280, Docket No. 06-0379 (May and 
September 2006). [Consumer Protection rules] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, In Re 
Application of UGI Utilities, Inc., UGI Utilities Newco, Inc., and Southern Union Co., Docket Nos. A-
120011F2000, A-125146, A-125146F5000 (June 2006).  [Customer Service, Service Quality, and Universal 
Services] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel before the Maryland PSC, In 
The Competitive Selection of Electricity Supplier/Standard Offer or Default Service for Investor-Owned Utility 
Small Commercial Customers and, Delmarva Power and Light and Potomac Electric Power Residential Customers, 
Case No. 9064 (August and September 2006). [Default Service policies] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel before the Maryland PSC, In 
The Matter of the Optimal Structure of the Electric Industry of Maryland, Case No. 9063 (October and November 
2006). [Default service policies] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP Maine before the Maine PUC on various dockets and notices concerning the 
implementation of Standard Offer Service for residential customers, Docket Nos. 2006-314, 2006-557, and 2006-
411 (July-November 2006). [Default service policies]  
 
Comments on behalf of AARP District of Columbia before the District of Columbia PSC, In the Matter of the 
Development and Designation of Standard Offer Service in the District of Columbia, Case No. 1017 (2006).  
[Default service policies] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP New Jersey before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, In the Matter of the 
Establishment of a Universal Service Fund Pursuant to Section 12 of the Electric Discount and Energy Competition 
Act of 1999, Docket No. EX00020091 (August 2006) [Recommendations for USF program changes] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania 
PUC, Joint Application of Equitable Resources, Inc. and the People’s Natural Gas Co., d/b/a Dominion Peoples, for 
Approval of the Transfer of All Stock Rights of the Latter to the Former and for the Approval of the Transfer of All 
Stock of Hope Gas, Inc., d/b/a/ Dominion Hope to Equitable Resources, Inc., Docket No. A-122250F5000 
(September and October 2006).   [Customer Service, Service Quality, and Universal Service issues) 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, 
Pennsylvania PUC v. Natural Fuel Gas Distribution Corp., Docket No. R-00061493 (September 2006) [Supplier 
Purchase of Receivables Program] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP Montana before the Montana Public Service Commission, Joint Application of 
NorthWestern Energy and BBI to purchase NorthWestern Energy, Docket No. 2006.6.82 [December 2006] 
[Conditions for approval of merger; low income and customer service programs] 
 
Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, 
Petition by PPL Electric Utilities Corp. for Approval of a Competitive Bridge Plan, Docket No. P-00062227 
(December 2006) [Default Service policies] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania 
PUC, Application of Duquesne Light Company for a Certificate of Public Convenience Under Section 1102(a)(3) of 
the Public Utility Code Approving the Acquisition of Duquesne Light Holding, Inc. by Merger, Docket A-
110150F0035 (December 2006 and January 2007) [Conditions for approval of merger; low income and customer 
service programs] 
 
Testimony before the House Least Cost Power Procurement Committee, Illinois General Assembly, on HB 1510, on 
behalf of AARP [March 22, 2007] 
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Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of Duquesne Light Co. for Approval of Default Service Plan for January 1, 2008 to 
December 31, 2010, Docket No. P-00072247 [April 2007] [Default Service policies] 
 
Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of AARP New Jersey before the Board of Public Utilities BGS Working 
Group concerning BGS procurement policies and proposed demand response program, (March-May 2007) [Default 
Service policies] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP New Jersey to the New Jersey BPU Staff on draft proposed USF regulations (May 
2007) [Low income program design and implementation] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, Smart Meters, Real Time Pricing, And Demand Response Programs: Implications For Low 
Income Electric Customers (May 2007) 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Maine Office of Public Advocate before the Maine Public Utilities 
Commission, Re:  Joint Application for Approvals Related to Verizon’s Transfer of Property and Customer 
Relations to Company to be Merged with and into FairPoint Communications, Inc., Docket 2007-67 (July and 
September 2007) [Service Quality and Customer Service Conditions for Merger] 
 
Testimony on behalf of AARP Montana before the Montana Public Service Commission, In the Matter of Montana 
Dakota Utilities Co., Public Service Commission Investigation and Direction on Electric and Natural Gas Universal 
System Benefits, Docket No. D2006.1.2 (July 30, 2007) [Design and funding for low income programs] 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Maine Office of Public Advocate before the Maine Public Utilities 
Commission, Central Maine Power Co. Chapter 120 Information (Post ARP 2000) Transmission and Distribution 
Utility Revenue Requirement and Rate Design And Request for Alternative Rate Plan, Docket No. 2007-215 
(August 30, 2007 and February 2008) [AMI deployment] 
 
Direct and Reply Testimony on behalf of AARP Maryland before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the 
Matter of the Commission’s Investigation of Investor-Owned Electric Companies’ Standard Offer Service for 
Residential and Small Commercial Customers in Maryland, Case No. 9117, Phase I and II  (September 2007) 
[Default Service policies] 
 
Testimony on behalf of AARP Maryland before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the 
Commission’s Investigation of Advanced Metering Technical Standards, Demand Side Management Competitive 
Neutrality, and Recovery of Costs of Advanced Meters and Demand Side Management Programs, Case 9111 
(November 2, 2007) [Default Service policies; AMI deployment] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP District of Columbia before the D.C. Public Service Commission, In the Matter of 
The Application Of Potomac Electric Power Co. For Authorization to Establish A Demand Side Management 
Surcharge and an Advanced Metering Infrastructure Surcharge And to Establish a DSM Collaborative and an AMI 
Advisory Group, Formal Case No. 1056 (August 10, September 10, November 13, 2007, April 2008) [Default 
Service policies; AMI deployment] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP District of Columbia before the D. C. Public Service Commission, Re:  The Petition 
of the Office of the People's Counsel for the District of Columbia for an Investigation into the Structure of the 
Procurement Process for Standard Offer Service, Formal Case No. 1047 (November 2007) [Default Service policies] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal and Surrebuttal testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of the West Penn Power Co. d/b/a Allegheny Power for Approval of its Retail Electric 
Default Service Program and Competitive Procurement Plan for Service at the Conclusion of the Restructuring 
Transition Period, Docket No. P-00072342 (February-March 2008) {Default service procurement policies] 
 
Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Virginia Commission on Electric Utility Restructuring in the General 
Assembly on HB 1523 and SB 311 (January 2007) [Electric Utility Integrated Resource Planning] 
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Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Ohio House of Representatives on SB 221 (February 2008) [Default 
Service procurement policies for post-transition period] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, The Federalization Of Energy Prices:  How Policies Adopted By The Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission Impact Electricity Prices For Residential Customers: A Plain Language Primer (March 
2008) 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, In the Matter of the Universal 
Service Fund, Docket Nos. EO07110888 and EX00020091 (April 2008) [low income program; automatic 
enrollment] 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, PUC v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. R-2008-2011621 
(May and June 2008) [rate case: retail gas competition and Purchase of Receivables program]  
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Public Counsel and the Energy Project before the Washington Utilities and 
Transportation Commission, WUTC v. Puget Sound Energy, Inc., Docket Nos. UE-072300 and UG-072301 (May 
2008) [revisions to Service Quality Index; storm cost recovery; fixed customer charge; low income program 
funding] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Public Counsel and the Energy Project before the Washington Utilities and 
Transportation Commission, In the matter of the Application of Puget Holdings LLC and Puget Sound Energy for an 
Order Authorizing Transaction, Docket No. U-072375 (June 2008) [Conditions for Sale: customer service; low 
income programs] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Local 223, UWUA before the Michigan Public Service Commission, In the Matter of 
the application of Detroit Edison Co. for authority to increase its rates, Case No. U-15244 (July 2008) [Customer 
Service standards; Advanced Metering proposal] 
 
Reply Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Mississippi Public Service Commission, Proceeding to Review 
Statewide Energy Generation Needs, Docket No. 2008-AD-158 (August 2008) [Integrated Resource Planning] 
 
Comments on behalf of Local 223, UWUA before the Michigan Public Service Commission, In the matter, on the 
Commission’s own Motion, to investigate the development of minimum functionality standards and criteria for 
advanced metering infrastructure (AMI), Case No. U-15620 {August 2008) [Advanced Metering policies and 
standards] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Illinois Citizens Utility Board and AARP  before the Illinois Commerce 
Commission, Citizens Utility Board, Citizens Action/Illinois and AARP vs. Illinois Energy Savings Corp. d/b/a U.S. 
Energy Savings Corp., Complaint pursuant to 220 ILCS 5/19-110 or 19-115, Docket 08-0175.  (August and 
November 2008) [Investigation of marketing activities and licensing conditions of an alternative gas supplier] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
on filings by electric utilities pursuant to SB 221:  Market Rate Option plan filed by FirstEnergy (Case No. 08-936-
EL-SSO), Electric Security Plan filed by FirstEnergy (Case  No. 08-935-EL-SSO), and Electric Security Plan filed 
by AEP Ohio (Case No.08-917-EL-SSO & Case No. 08-918-EL-SSO) (September-November 2008) [Default 
Service procurement policies; energy efficiency and smart meter proposals] 
 
Reply, Surrebuttal, and Supplemental Testimony on behalf of Maryland Office of People’s Counsel before the 
Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter of Appropriate Forms of Regulating Telephone Companies, 
Case No. 9133 (August and October 2008; July 2009) [service quality performance conditions for alternative rate 
regulation of Verizon-MD] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Idaho Public Utilities Commission, In the Matter of the Application Of 
Idaho Power Co. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to Install Advanced Metering Infrastructure 
(“AMI”) Technology Throughout its Service Territory, Case No. IPC-E-08-16 (December 2008) [Smart Meter costs 
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and benefits] 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Joint Application for the Authority and Necessary Certificates of Public 
Convenience to Transfer all of the Issued and Outstanding Shares of Capital Stock of the Peoples Natural Gas Co. 
d/b/a Dominion Peoples, Currently owned by Dominion Resources, Inc. to Peoples Hope Gas Companies LLC, an 
Indirect Subsidiary of Babcock & Brown Infrastructure Fund North America LP, and to Approve the Resulting 
Change in Control of the Peoples Natural Gas Co. d/b/a Dominion Peoples, Docket No. A-2008-2063737 
(December 2008 and July 2009) [Proposed conditions relating to Service Quality and Universal Service programs] 
 
Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Petition 
of PPL Electric Utilities Corp. for Approval of a Default Service Program and Procurement Plan, Docket No. P-
2008-2060309 (January 2009) [Retail Market Programs] 
 
Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Petition 
of PECO Energy Co. for Approval of its Default Service Program and Rate Mitigation Plan, Docket No. P-2008-
2062739 (January 2009) [Retail Market Programs] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Mississippi Public Service Commission, In Re: Order Establishing Docket 
to  
Consider standards established by the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, Docket No. 2008-ad-477 
(February 2009) [PURPA Policies; Integrated Resource Planning; Time-Based Pricing] 
 
Co-Author of Comments on behalf of The Utility Reform Network (TURN) before the California Public Utilities 
Commission, Order Instituting Rulemaking to consider Smart Grid Technologies Pursuant to Federal Legislation 
and on the Commission’s own Motion to Actively Guide Policy in California’s Development of a Smart Grid 
System, Docket R. 08-12-009 (2009 and 2010)  [Smart Grid policies] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts before the 
Department of Public Utilities, Investigation by the Department of Public Utilities on its Own Motion into the 
Preparation and Response on Fitchburg Gas & Electric Co. d/b/a Unitil to the December 12, 2008 Winter Storm, 
D.P.U. 09-01-A (March and April 2009) [Investigation of storm restoration practices] 
 
Testimony on behalf of UWUA Local 132 before the California Public Utilities Commission, Southern California 
Gas Co. Advanced Metering Infrastructure, Docket No. A.08-09-023 (April 2009) [Advanced metering deployment] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Delaware Public Service Commission Staff before the Delaware 
Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the Investigation into the Business and Marketing Practices of Horizon 
Power and Light, LLC, Docket No. 355-08 (April and June 2009) [Investigation into marketing and contract 
practices of licensed electricity supplier] 
 
Testimony on behalf of AARP before the District of Columbia Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the 
Application of Potomac Electric Power Co. for Authority to Establish a Demand Side Management Surcharge and 
an Advanced Metering Infrastructure Surcharge and to Establish a DSM Collaborative and an AMI Advisory Group, 
Formal Case No. 1056 (June 2009) [Advanced Metering proposal] 
 
Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public 
Utility Commission, Petition of Metropolitan Edison Co. and Pennsylvania Electric Co. for Approval of its Default 
Service Program, Docket Nos. P-2009-2093053 and P-2009-2093054 (June 2009) [Default Service policies] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, with the Assistance of Mitchell, Cynthia and Court, Gill, Renewable Energy Mandates: 
An Analysis Of Promises Made And Implications For Low Income Customers,  Prepared under contract with Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory UT-Battelle, LLC, Purchase Order No. 4000091296  (June 2009). 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the People of the State of Illinois and AARP before the Illinois Commerce 
Commission, Petition of Commonwealth Edison Co. to Approve and Advanced Metering Infrastructure Pilot, 
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Docket No. 09-0263 (July 2009). [Advanced Metering pilot design and scope] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts before the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Massachusetts Electric Company & Nantucket Electric Company 
d/b/a 
National Grid, Smart Grid Pilot Proposal, Docket No. 09-32 (August 2009) [Advanced Metering pilot design] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts before the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Fitchburg Gas and Electric Co., d/b/a/ Unitil, Smart Grid Pilot 
Proposal, Docket No. 09-31 (August 2009) [Advanced Metering pilot design] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter of Potomac 
Electric Power Company and Delmarva Power and Light Company Request for the Deployment of Advanced Meter 
Infrastructure, Case No. 9207 (October 2009) [Advanced Metering deployment costs and benefits; dynamic pricing 
proposals] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, Application of Baltimore 
Gas and Electric Company for Authorization to Deploy A Smart Grid Initiative and to Establish a Tracker 
Mechanism For the Recovery of Costs, Case No. 9208 (October 2009) [Advanced Metering deployment costs and 
benefits; dynamic pricing proposals] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, 
Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation Requesting Approval of a Voluntary  Purchase of Accounts 
Receivables Program and Merchant Function Charge, Docket No.P-2009-2129502 (October 2009) [Retail 
competition policies: purchase of receivables programs] 
 
Direct and Cross Reply Testimony on behalf of The Energy Project (Washington) before the Washington Utilities 
and Transportation Commission, In the Matter of the Petition of Avista Corporation, D/B/A Avista Utilities, For an 
Order Authorizing Implementation of a Natural Gas Decoupling Mechanism and to Record Accounting Entries 
Associated With the Mechanism. Docket No. UG-060518 (consolidated) (August and September 2009) [Natural gas 
decoupling proposal; impact on low income customers] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts before the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, NSTAR Electric Co. Smart Grid Pilot Proposal, Docket No. 09-33 
(November 2009) [Advanced Metering pilot design] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Public Counsel Section, Attorney General of Washington, before the Washington 
Utilities and Transportation Commission, In the Matter of the Joint Application of Verizon Communications Inc. 
and Frontier Communications Corporation For an Order Declining to Assert Jurisdiction Over, or, in the Alternative, 
Approving the Indirect Transfer of Control of Verizon Northwest Inc., Docket No. UT-090842 (November 2009) 
[Service Quality Conditions] 
 
Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the Pennsylvania PUC, 
Petition of Duquesne Light Company for Approval of Default Service Plan for the Period January 1, 2011 through 
May 31, 201, Docket No. P-2009-2135500 (January 2010) [Retail Competition policies] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of The Citizens Utility Board (CUB), The City Of Chicago, 
and The People Of The State Of Illinois (Attorney General), before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Revision of 
83 Ill. Adm. Code 280, Docket No. 06-0703 (January 2010, October 2010, February 2011) [Consumer Protection 
policies governing electric, natural gas, and water utility service] 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Maine Office of Consumer Advocate, before the Maine PUC, Central 
Maine Power Co., Petition Requesting That the Commission Issue an Order to Modify CMP’s Service Quality 
Indicators by Eliminating Or Changing the Current MPUC Complaint Ratio and to Waive Penalties, Docket No. 
2009-217 (February and July 2010) [Evaluation of Request for Waiver of Penalty] 
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Direct, Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the 
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of UGI Utilities, Inc.—Gas Division for Approval to Voluntarily Implement a Purchase 
of Receivables Program and Merchant Function Charge And  Of a Potential Affiliated Interest Agreement 
Between UGI Utilities, Inc.—Gas Division And Affiliated Entities, Docket No. P-2009-2145498 (April and May 
2010) [Purchase of Receivables Program Conditions] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Massachusetts Attorney General, before the Massachusetts Department of Public 
Utilities, Western Massachusetts Electric Co. Smart Grid Pilot Proposal, Docket D.P.U. 09-34 (May 2010) [Smart 
Meter and Pricing Pilot evaluation and conditions] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the 
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of PECO Energy Company for Approval of its Natural Gas Supplier Purchase of 
Receivables Program, Docket No. P-2009-2143588 (March, April, and May 2010) [Purchase of Receivables 
Program Conditions] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the 
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. for Approval to Voluntarily Implement a 
Modified Purchase of Receivables Program Pursuant to SEARCH Filing Requirement and Interim Purchase of 
Receivables Guidelines, Docket No. P-2009-2099333 (February and March 2010) [Purchase of Receivables 
Program Conditions] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the 
Pennsylvania PUC, Petition of PECO Energy Company for Approval of its Revised Electric Purchase of 
Receivables Program, Docket No. P-2009-2143607 (February and March 2010) [Purchase of Receivables Program 
Conditions] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Dynamic Pricing?  Not So Fast.  A Residential Consumer Perspective,” The Electricity Journal 
(July 2010) (http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tej.2010.05.014)  [Opposition to Mandatory Time-Based Pricing for 
residential customers] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the 
Pennsylvania PUC, Joint Application of West Penn Power Company doing business as Allegheny Power Company, 
Trans-Allegheny Interstate Line Company and FirstEnergy  Corporation for a Certificate of Public Convenience 
Under Section 1102(A)(3) of the Public Utility Code Approving a Change of Control of West Penn Power Company 
and Trans-Allegheny Interstate Line Company, Docket Nos.A-2010-2176520 and A-2010-2176732 (August, 
September and October 2010) [Service Quality, Customer Service, and Universal Service Program Conditions] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, before the Pennsylvania PUC, 
Petition of T.W. Phillips Gas and Oil Co. for Approval of Purchase of Receivables Program, Docket No. P-2009-
2099192 (August 2010) [Purchase of Receivables Program Conditions] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP, before the Maryland PSC, Application of Baltimore Gas and Electric 
Company for Authorization to Deploy a Smart Grid Initiative and to Establish a Tracker Mechanism and For the 
Recovery of Costs, [Petition for Rehearing] Case No. 9208 (August 2010) [Smart Meter Costs and Benefits; 
Consumer Protections] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, Who Owns And Can Monetize The Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions That Result From 
the DOE Low-Income Weatherization Assistance Program?  Prepared under contract with Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory UT-Battelle, LLC, Purchase Order No. 4000091296  (September 2010) 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Consumer Advocate Division before the Public Service Commission of West 
Virginia, Monongahela Power Co. and the Potomac Edison Co., both doing business as Allegheny Power Co., and 
FirstEnergy Corp. and Trans-Allegheny Interstate Line, Case No. 10-0713-E-PC (October 14, 2010) [Merger:  
Service Quality, Customer Service, and Universal Service Program Conditions] 
 
Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Office of People’s Counsel, before the Maryland Public Service Commission, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tej.2010.05.014
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In the Matter of the Merger of FirstEnergy Corp. and Allegheny Energy, Case No. 9233 (October 22, 2010) [Default 
Service Policies] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Consumer Advocate Division before the Public Service Commission of West 
Virginia, Appalachian Power co. and Wheeling Power Co., Case No. 10-0699-E-42T (November 10, 2010) [Base 
Rate Case:  reforms to ameliorate rate impacts on low income customers; remote disconnection tariff proposal] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of AARP, before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Commonwealth 
Edison Co. Petition for Approval of an Alternative Rate Regulation Plan, Docket No. 10-0257 (November and 
December 2010) [Analysis of consumer protections and risks in alternative rate plan]  
 
Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission, Pennsylvania PUC v. Peoples Natural Gas Co., LLC 2010 Base Rate Proceeding, Docket No. R-
20102201702 (February 23, 2011) [Purchase of Receivables program] 
 
Expert Report of Barbara Alexander on Behalf of Plaintiffs, Benjamin Berger, individually and on behalf of all other 
similarly situated and the general public, vs. The Home Depot USA, Inc, U.S. District Court, Central District of 
California, Western Division, Case SACV 10-678 SJO (PLAX), March 1, 2011 (Negative Option Sales Method for 
“tool rental protection”) 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission, Joint Application for all the Authority and the Necessary Certificates of Public Convenience to 
Transfer All of the Issued and Outstanding Shares of Capital Stock of T.W. Phillips Gas and Oil Co., currently 
owned by TWP, Inc., to LDC Holdings II LLC, an indirect Subsidiary of SteelRiver Infrastructure Fund North 
America LP, and to Approve the Resulting Change in Control of T.W. Phillips Gas and Oil Co., Docket No. A-
2010-2210326 (March 31, 2011) [Service Quality, Customer Service, and Universal Service Program Conditions] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, Pepco’s Proposed 
AMI Consumer Education Plan, Formal Case No. 1056 (March 30, 2011) 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, Reliability of Service, Formal Case No. 766, 982, 991, and 1002 (April 11, 2011) 
[Restoration of Service for Major Outage Events]  
 
Direct and Rebuttal testimony on behalf of the Attorney General of Arkansas before the Arkansas Public Service 
Commission, In The Matter Of The Application Of Oklahoma Gas And Electric Company For Approval Of The 
Deployment Of Smart Grid Technology In Arkansas And Authorization Of A Recovery Rider And Regulatory 
Asset, Docket No. 10-109-U (May and June 2011) (Smart Grid costs and benefits; cost recovery; conditions) 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Retail Electric Competition:  Default Service Policies and Residential Customer Migration,” 
Report to AARP (May 2011). 
  
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter of Potomac 
Electric Power Co and Delmarva Power and Light Co. Request for the Deployment of Advanced Meter 
Infrastructure,  Case No. 9207 (June 16, 2011) (Analysis of amended AMI business case; costs and benefits; 
conditions) 
 
Direct and Reply Comments on behalf of Citizens Utility Board of Oregon before the Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon, Docket No. UM 1415 (September and October 2011) (Rate Design; time-varying rates) 
 
Alexander Barbara, “The Status of AMI and Dynamic Pricing Programs In Georgia, Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, 
Louisiana, And Mississippi,” Report for AARP (October 2011). 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Oklahoma Corporation Commission, In The Matter Of The 
Application of Oklahoma Gas And Electric Company, For An Order Of The Commission Authorizing Applicant To 
Modify Its Rates, Charges, And Tariffs For Retail Electric Service In Oklahoma, Cause No. PUD 201100087 
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(November 9, 2011 and November 16, 2011) (revenue requirement and rate design) 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, Proposed Revisions to Reliability 
and Customer Service Regulations, RM 43 (November 16, 2011) (reliability performance standards and customer 
call center standards) 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, In the 
Matter of  
The Application for Potomac Electric Power Co. for Authority to Increase Existing Retail Rates and Charges for 
Electric  
Distribution Service, Formal Case No. 1087 (December 14, 2011) (AMI cost recovery, Reliability Infrastructure 
Mechanism surcharge, customer care costs) 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP and the People of the State of Illinois before the Illinois Commerce 
Commission, Commonwealth Edison Company, Approval of Multi-Year Performance Metrics Pursuant to Section 
16-108(f) and (f-5) of the Public Utilities Act, Docket No. 11-0772 (January 30, 2012) (Performance Metrics 
relating to AMI deployment; remote disconnection of service) 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Joint Petition of Metropolitan Edison Company, Pennsylvania Electric 
Company, Pennsylvania Power Company, West Penn Power Company, Approval of Default Service Programs, 
Docket Nos. P-2011-2273650, et al. (February, March and April 2012) (Retail Opt-in Auction, Customer Referral 
Programs) 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General before the Massachusetts 
Department of Public Utilities, Western Massachusetts Electric Co. 2011 Winter Storm Investigation, Docket No. 
D.P.U. 11-119-C (March 9, 2012) (Analysis of communications with customers and state and local officials in storm 
restoration) 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP and the People of the State of Illinois before the Illinois Commerce 
Commission, Ameren Utilities, Approval of Multi-Year Performance Metrics Pursuant to Section 16-108(f) and (f-
5) of the Public Utilities Act, Docket No. 12-0089 (March 19, 2012) (Performance Metrics for AMI Deployment; 
remote disconnection of service) 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General before the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, National Grid 2012 Smart Grid Pilot Proposal, Docket No. D.P.U. 11-
129 (April and May 2012) [Analysis of proposed smart meter and dynamic pricing pilot proposal] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, Dynamic Pricing Implementation 
Working Group Report, Case Nos. 9207 and 9208 (May 14, 2012) [Design and implementation of Peak Time 
Rebate programs for Pepco and BGE] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking, Major Event Outage Restoration Plans, Formal Case No. 766, 982, 991, and 1002 (May 29, 
2012) [Regulatory reporting requirements for major event outage restoration plans] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of The Utility Reform Network (TURN) before the Public Utilities Commission of the 
State of California, In the Matter of the Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company Smart Grid Pilot 
Deployment Project, Application 11-11-017 (May 16, 2012) [Analysis of proposed customer education pilot] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Petition of PECO Energy Co. for Approval of its Default Service Program, 
Docket No. P-2012-2283641 (April and May 2012) [Retail Opt-In Auction and Customer Referral Programs] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission, Equitable Gas Co. Request for Approval of Tariffs, Docket Nos. R-2012-2304727, R-
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2012-2304731, and R-2012-2304735 (July 25, 2012) [Purchase of Receivables Program] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Petition of PPL Electric Utilities, Inc. for Approval of a Default Service 
Program and Procurement Plan for the Period June 1, 2013 through May 31, 2015, Docket No. P-2012-2302074 
(July and August 2012) [Retail Opt-In Auction and Customer Referral Programs] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Petition of Duquesne Light Co. for Approval of Default Service Plan for 
the Period June 1, 2013 through May 31, 2015, Docket No. P-2012-2301664 (July, August, and September 2012) 
[Retail Opt-In Auction and Customer Referral Programs] 
 
Affidavit and Expert Report on behalf of Plaintiffs, Bellermann v. Fitchburg Gas & Electric Co., Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, Civil Action No. 09-00023 (August 23, 2012) [Analysis of utility storm restoration response] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Public Utility Law Project (New York) before the New York State Public Service 
Commission, Proceeding on Motion of the Commission as to the Rates, Charges, Rules and Regulations of Niagara 
Mohawk Power Corporation For Electric and Gas Service, Case No. 12-E-0201 and 12-G-0202 (August 31, 2012) 
[Rate case:  low income programs, credit and collection policies, service quality] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Maryland Public Service Commission, In the Matter of the Electric 
Service Interruptions in the State of Maryland due to the June 29, 2012 Derecho Storm, Case No. 9298 (September 
10, 2012) [Analysis of customer communications in major storm restoration for Pepco and BGE] 
 
Comments on behalf of the Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy before the Ohio Public Utility Commission, In the 
Matter of the Commission’s Review of its Rules for Competitive Retail Natural gas Service, Case No. 12-925-GA-
ORD, and In the Matter of the Commission’s Review of its Rules for Competitive Retail Electric Service, Case No. 
12-1924-EL-ORD (January 2013) [retail market regulations, consumer protections, licensing, disclosures] 
 
Direct and Cross Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Texas Legal Services Center and Texas Ratepayers’ Organization 
to Save Energy before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, Petition by Homeowners United for Rate Fairness to 
Review Austin Rate Ordinance No. 20120607-055, PUC Docket No. 40627 (February 2013) [low income programs] 
 
Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Connecticut Senate Finance Revenue and Bonding Committee in 
opposition to proposal for auction of electric customers to retail suppliers, SB 843 (March 4, 2013) 
 
Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of AARP before the Ohio Public Utility Commission, In the Matter of 
the Commission’s Investigation of the Retail Electric Service Market, Case No. 12-3151-EL-COI (March and April 
2013) [retail market reforms, default service, and consumer protections] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public 
Utility Commission, Petition of UGI Utilities, Inc.—Electric Division for Approval of a Default Service Plan and 
Retail Market Enhancement Programs for 2014-2017, Docket Nos. P-2013-235703 (June 2013) [Retail Market 
Enhancement programs; referral program] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Government of the District of Columbia before the District of Columbia Public 
Service Commission, In the Matter of the Application of the Potomac Electric Power Co. for Authority to Increase 
Existing Retail Rates and Charges for Electric Distribution Service, Formal Case No. 1103 (August 2013) [low 
income discount program] 
 
Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of AARP before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Generic, In The 
Matter of The Commission’s Inquiry Into Retail Electric Competition, Docket No. E-00000W-13-0135 (July and 
August 2013) [implementation of retail electric competition] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Delaware Public Service Commission, Rulemaking for Retail Electric 
Competition, PSC Regulation Docket No. 49 (September 2013) [consumer protection regulations for retail electric 
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competition] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP before the New Jersey Board of Public Service, In the Matter of the Petition of 
Public Service Electric and Gas Co. for Approval of the Energy Strong Program, Docket No. EO13020155 and 
GO13020156 (October 2013) [reliability programs; cost recovery mechanism] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Canadian Office and Professional Employee’s Union, Local 378, before the British 
Columbia Utilities Commission, Re: Fortis BC Energy, Inc. Application for Approval of a Multi-Year Performance 
Based Ratemaking Plan for 2014 through 2018, Project No. 3698719 (December 2013) [Service Quality Index] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission, Petition of PPL Electric Corp. for Approval of a New Pilot Time-of-Use Program, Docket No. P-2013-
2389572 (January 2014) [Design of pilot TOU program; bid out to competitive energy supplier]  
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Petition of FirstEnergy Companies (Met-Ed, Penelec, Penn Power, and 
West Penn) for Approval of a Default Service Programs, Docket Nos. P-2013-2391368, et al. (January-March 2014) 
[Retail market enhancement programs, referral program] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Petition of PPL Electric Utilities for Approval of a Default Service 
Program and Procurement Plan for June 2013-May 2015, Docket No. P-2013-2389572 (January-May 2014) [Retail 
market enhancement programs, referral program] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of AARP before the Corporation Commission of Oklahoma, Application 
of Public Service Company of Oklahoma for Adjustment to Rates and Charges and Terms and Conditions of Service 
for Electric Service in the State of Oklahoma, Cause No. PUD-201300217 (March and May 2014) [AMI cost/benefit 
analysis and cost recovery; riders and surcharges; customer charge; low income program] 
 
Direct and Reply Testimony on behalf of the District of Columbia Government through its Department of 
Environment before the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, In the Matter into the Investigation 
into the Issues Regarding the Implementation of Dynamic Pricing in the District of Columbia, Formal Case No. 
1114 (April and May 2014) [Dynamic pricing policies and programs for residential customers] 
 
Comments on behalf of AARP before the Delaware Public Service Commission, Rulemaking for Retail Electric 
Competition, PSC Regulation Docket No. 49 (Revised) (June 2, 2014) [consumer protection regulations for retail 
electric competition] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission, Petition of Duquesne Light Company for Approval of Default Service Plan For the 
Period June 1, 2015 through May 31, 2017, Docket No. P-2014-2418242 (July and August 2014) [retail market 
enhancement programs, referral program] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission, Petition of PECO Energy Co. for Approval of its Default Service Plan for the Period 
June 1, 2015 through May 31, 2017, Docket No. P-2014-2409362 (June 2014) [retail market enhancement 
programs, referral program] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “An Analysis of State Renewable Energy and Distributed Generation Mandates on Low Income 
Consumers:  Recommendations for Reform” (Oak Ridge National Laboratory, DOE, September 2014) 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Pennsylvania PUC v. West Penn Power, Metropolitan Edison, Penn 
Power, and Penelec, Dockets Nos. R-2014-2428742-24287245 (November 2014 and January 2015) [FirstEnergy 
rate cases:  customer service; reliability of service; estimated billing protocols; proposed Storm Damage Expense 
Rider; tariff revisions] 



 

18 
 

 
Comments on behalf of Delaware Division of the Public Advocate before the Delaware Public Service Commission, 
Rulemaking for Retail Electric Competition, PSC Regulation Docket No. 49 (Revised) (January 2015) [consumer 
protection regulations for retail electric competition] 
 
Reply Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Public Service Commission of Maryland, In the Matter of the 
Investigation into the Marketing, Advertising and Trade Practices of Major Energy Electric Services, LLC and 
Major Energy Services, LLC, Case No. 9346(b) (March 2015) [unfair and deceptive practices; compliance with MD 
statutes and regulations for electric generation supplier] 
 
Reply Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Public Service Commission of Maryland, In the Matter of the 
Investigation into the Marketing, Advertising and Trade Practices of XOOM Energy Maryland LLC, Case No. 
9346(a) (March 2015) [unfair and deceptive practices; compliance with MD statutes and regulations for electric 
generation supplier] 
 
Direct, Surrebuttal and Supplemental Surrebutal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer 
Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania by Attorney General 
Kathleen Kate, through the Bureau of Consumer Protection and Tanya McCloskey, Acting Consumer Advocate v. 
Respond Power, Docket No. C-2014-2427659 (May-October 2015) [unfair and deceptive practices; compliance with 
PA statutes and regulations for electric generation supplier] 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, on behalf of the 
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate and Bureau of Consumer Protection, Attorney General, Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania by Attorney General Kathleen Kate, through the Bureau of Consumer Protection and Tanya 
McCloskey, Acting Consumer Advocate v. IDT Energy, Inc., Docket No. C-2014-2427657 (April 2015) [unfair and 
deceptive practices; compliance with PA statutes and regulations for electric generation supplier] 
 
Affidavit of Barbara Alexander before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, on behalf of the Pennsylvania 
Office of Consumer Advocate and Bureau of Consumer Protection, Attorney General, Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania by Attorney General Kathleen Kate, through the Bureau of Consumer Protection and Tanya 
McCloskey, Acting Consumer Advocate v. Blue Pilot Energy, LLC, Docket No. C-2014- 2427655 (June 2015) 
[unfair and deceptive practices; compliance with PA statutes and regulations for electric generation supplier] 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, on behalf of the 
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate and Bureau of Consumer Protection, Attorney General, Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania by Attorney General Kathleen Kate, through the Bureau of Consumer Protection and Tanya 
McCloskey, Acting Consumer Advocate v. Blue Pilot Energy, LLC, Docket No. C-2014- 2427655 (September 
2015) [unfair and deceptive practices; compliance with PA statutes and regulations for electric generation supplier] 
 
Reply Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Public Service Commission of Maryland, In the Matter of the 
Investigation into the Marketing, Advertising and Trade Practices of Blue Pilot Energy, Case No. 9346(c) (July 31, 
2015) [unfair and deceptive practices; compliance with MD statutes and regulations for electric generation supplier] 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, on behalf 
of Public Counsel and the Energy Project, WUTC v. Avista Utilities, Dockets UE-150204 and UG-150205, (July 
2015) [Analysis of request for smart meter (AMI) deployment and business case.] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate, Joint Petition of Metropolitan Edison Company, 
Pennsylvania Electric Co., Pennsylvania Power Co., and West Penn Power Co. [FirstEnergy] for Approval of their 
Default Service Program and Procurement Plan for the Period June 1,2017 through May 31, 2019, Docket Nos. P-
2015-2511333, et. al. (January-February 2016) [Retail Market Enhancement Programs: standard offer program and 
shopping for low income customers] 
 
Alexander, Barbara and Briesemeister, Janee, Solar Power on the Roof and in the Neighborhood:  
Recommendations for Consumer Protection Policies (March 2016). 
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Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate, Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corp. for Approval of 
a Default Service Program and Procurement Plan for the Period June 1, 2017 through May 31, 2021, Docket No. P-
2015-2526627 (April-May 2016) [Retail Market Enhancement Programs: standard offer program and shopping for 
low income customers] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate, Petition of PECO Energy Co. for Approval of its 
Default Service Program for the Period from June 1, 2017 through May 31, 2019, Docket No. P-2016-2534980 
(June-July 2016) [Retail Market Enhancement Programs: standard offer program and shopping for low income 
customers] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission on behalf of 
the Office of Consumer Advocate, Petition of Duquesne Light Co. for Approval of Default Service Plan for the 
Period June 1, 2017 through May 31, 2021, Docket No. P-2016-2543140 (July-August 2016) [Retail Market 
Enhancement Programs: standard offer program and shopping for low income customers] 
 
Briesemeister, Janee and Alexander, Barbara, Residential Consumers and the Electric Utility of the Future, 
American Public Power Association (June 2016) 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission on behalf 
of the Public Counsel and The Energy Project, Washington UTC v. Avista Corp. d/b/a Avista Utilities, Dockets UE-
160228 and UG-160229 (August 2016) [Base Rate Case and AMI Project analysis of costs and benefits] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, Analysis of Public Service Co. of Colorado’s “Our Energy Future” Initiative:  Consumer 
Concerns and Recommendations, AARP White Paper (December 2016), attached to the Direct Testimony of Corey 
Skluzak on behalf of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel, Docket No. 16A-0588E (Exhibit CWS-35). 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio on behalf of the Office of 
Consumer Counsel, In the Matter of the Application of Ohio Power Co. for Authority to Establish a Standard 
Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. 4928.143, in the Form of an Electric Security Plan, Case No. 16-1852-EL-SSO (May 
2017) [Response to proposal for new surcharge for certain distribution grid investments]  
 
Alexander, Barbara, Analysis and Evaluation of PEPCO's Root-Cause Analysis Report: District of 
Columbia Customer Satisfaction, prepared for the District of Columbia Office of People’s Counsel and submitted to 
the D.C. Public Service Commission in Formal Case No. 1119 (May 2017) 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Arkansas Public Service Commission on behalf of the Attorney 
General of Arkansas, Application of Entergy Arkansas, Inc. for an Order to find Advanced Metering Infrastructure 
to be in the Public Interest, Docket No. 16-06-U (June 2017) [Analysis of AMI business case; consumer protection 
policies] 
 
Rebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission on behalf of the 
Office of Consumer Advocate, Pennsylvania PUC, et al., v. Philadelphia Gas Works, Docket No. R-2017-2586783 
(June 2017) [Purchase of Receivables Program, customer shopping issues] 
 
Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Maryland Public Service Commission on behalf 
of the Office of People’s Counsel, In the Matter of the Application of Potomac Electric Power Co. for Adjustments 
to its Retail Rates for the Distribution of Electric Energy, Case No. 9443 (June and August 2017) [Service Quality 
and Reliability of Service] 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, on behalf 
of the Washington State Office of Attorney General, Public Counsel Unit, W.U.T.C. v. Puget Sound Energy, 
Dockets UE-170033 and UG_170034 (June 2017) [Base Rate Case:  Service Quality Index; customer services] 
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Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander before the Maryland Public Service Commission on behalf 
of the Office of Peoples Counsel, In the Matter of the Merger of AltaGas Ltd. And WGL Holdings, Inc., Case No. 
9449 (August and September 2017) [Merger: conditions for service quality and reliability of service] 
 
Supplemental Testimony in Opposition to Joint Stipulation and Recommendations of Barbara Alexander before the 
Public Utilities Commission of Ohio on behalf of the Office of Consumer Counsel, In the Matter of the Application 
of Ohio Power Co. for Authority to Establish a Standard Service Offer Pursuant to R.C. 4928.143, in the Form of an 
Electric Security Plan, Case No. 16-1852-EL-SSO (October 11, 2017) [Response to Stipulation approving new 
surcharge for certain distribution grid investments] 
 
Direct and Rebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander on behalf of The Public Utility Project of New York, before 
the New York Public Service Commission, Case 15-M-0127 In the Matter of Eligibility Criteria for Energy Service 
Companies, Case 12-M-0476 Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Assess Certain Aspects of the Residential 
and Small Non-residential Retail Energy Markets in New York State, and Case 98-M-1343 In the Matter of Retail 
Access Business Rules (November and December 2017) [Analysis of New York retail energy market for residential 
customers; recommendations for reform] 
 
Comments of Barbara Alexander before the Delaware Public Service Commission, on behalf of the Delaware 
Division f the Public Advocate, In the Matter of the Review of Customer Choice in the State of Delaware, Docket 
No. 15-1693 (December 22, 2017) [Proposals for retail market enhancement programs] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, Analysis and Evaluation of PEPCO's Supplemental Root-Cause Analysis Report: District of 
Columbia Customer Satisfaction prepared for the District of Columbia Office of People’s Counsel and submitted to 
the D.C. Public Service Commission in Formal Case No. 1119 (January 2018) 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate, 
before the Pennsylvania Utility Commission, Joint Petition of Metropolitan Edison Company Pennsylvania Electric 
Company, Pennsylvania Power Company, and West Penn Power Company For Approval of their Default Service 
Program and Procurement Plan for the Period June 1, 2019 Through May 31, 2023, Docket Nos. P-2017-2637855, 
et seq. (February, March, and April 2018) [Retail Market Enhancement Programs in a default service proceeding] 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander on behalf of the Arizona Corporation Commission Staff, before the Arizona 
Corporation Commission, In the Matter of the Application of Brooke Water, LCC for increase in water rates, Docket 
No. W-03039A-17-0295 (May 15, 2018) [Analysis of customer service, call center performance, and compliance 
with prior Commission orders] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Residential Demand Charges:  A Consumer Perspective,” EUCI Conference, Nashville, TN 
(May 2018) 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander in Opposition to the Joint Stipulation and Recommendation on behalf of the 
Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel, before the Public Utility Commission of Ohio, Case No. 17-0032-EL-AIR 
et seq. (June 15, 2018) [Analysis of the prudence of Duke Energy Ohio’s Advanced Metering Infrastructure 
Deployment and request for inclusion of costs in rate base] 
 
Alexander, Barbara, “Time to End the Retail Energy Market Experiment for Residential Customers,” Harvard 
Electricity Policy Group (June 2018) 
 
Rebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander on behalf of the Office of Consumer Advocate, before the Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission, PUC v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. R-2018-2647577 (July 3, 
2018) [Analysis of gas utility billing policies for non-commodity services and retail natural gas suppliers] 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander on behalf of TURN and Center for Accessible Technology before the 
California Public Utility Commission, 2018 Rate Design Window, Docket No. A.17-12-011, et al. (October 26, 
2018) [Consumer Protections to Accompany the Transition to Default Time of Use Rates for residential customers; 
analysis of customer education and messaging] 
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Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate 
before the Pennsylvania Utility Commission, PUC vs. Pittsburgh Water and Sewer Authority, Docket Nos. R-2018-
3002645, R-2018-3002647 (September and October 2018) [Analysis of compliance with Pennsylvania consumer 
protection and service quality performance of a large water and sewer utility; base rate case] 
 
Direct Testimony of Barbara Alexander on behalf of TURN before the California Public Utility Commission, 
Southern California Edison Charge Ready 2 Infrastructure and Market Education Programs, Docket No. A.18-06-
015 (November 30, 2018) [Analysis of proposed mass market customer education proposal] 
 
Direct, Surrebuttal and Supplemental Surrebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander on behalf of the Pennsylvania 
Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Implementation of Chapter 32 of 
The Public Utility Code Regarding Pittsburgh Water and Sewer Authority – Stage 1, Docket Nos. M-2018-2640802 
and M-2018-2640803 (April, May and August 2019) [Analysis of consumer protection, customer service, and 
customer education programs of large water and wastewater utility] 
 
Direct, Rebuttal, and Surrebuttal Testimony of Barbara Alexander on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer 
Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Application of Aqua America, Inc., Aqua Pennsylvania, 
Inc., Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc., Peoples Natural Gas Company, LLC and Peoples Gas Company, LLC for 
all of the Authority and the Necessary Certificates of Public Convenience to Approve a Change in Control of Peoples 
Natural Gas Company, LLC and Peoples Gas Company LLC by Way of the Purchase of All of LDC Funding, LLC’s 
Membership Interests by Aqua America, Inc., Docket Nos. A-2018-3006061, A-2018-3006062, and A-2018-3006063 
(April and May 2019) [Customer Service, Consumer Protection, and Universal Service conditions for merger] 
 
Testimony in Opposition to Settlement on behalf of The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Council, before the Ohio 
Public Utilities Commission, In the Matter of the Commission’s Investigation of PALMco Power OH, LLC dba 
Indra Energy and PALMco Energy OH, LLC dba Indra Energy, Case No. 19-957-GE-COI (September 4, 2019) 
[Analysis of proposed settlement for consumer protections and customer remedies] 
 
Testimony in Opposition to Settlement on behalf of The Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Council, before the Ohio 
Public Utilities Commission, In the Matter of the Commission’s Investigation of Verde Energy USA Ohio LLC, 
Case No. 19-0958-GE-COI (October 2, 2019) [Analysis of proposed settlement for consumer protections and 
customer remedies] 
 
Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania Public 
Utility Commission, Joint Petition of Metropolitan Edison Co., Pennsylvania Electric Co., Pennsylvania Power Co. 
and West Penn Power Co. for Approval of Their Involuntary Remote Disconnect Procedures, Docket No. P-2019-
3013979 et al. (March 20, 2020) [Criteria for remote disconnection of service with AMI] 
 
 
Presentations and Training Programs: 
 

• Presentation on Consumer Protection Policies for Solar Providers, New Mexico Public Regulatory 
Commission, Santa Fe, NM, January 2017 

• Presentation on Residential Rate Design Policies, National Energy Affordability and Energy Conference, 
Denver, CO., June 2016 

• Presentation on “Regulatory-Market Arbitrage:  From Rate Base to Market and Back Again,” before the 
Harvard Electricity Policy Group, Washington, D.C., March 2016. 

• Presentation on Residential Rate Design and Demand Charges, NASUCA, November 2015. 
• Alexander, Barbara, “Residential Demand Charges:  A Consumer Perspective,” presentation for Harvard 

Electricity Policy Group, Washington, D.C., June 2015. 
• Presentation on “Future Utility Models:  A Consumer Perspective,” for Kleinman Center for Energy Policy, 

U. of Pennsylvania, August 2015. 
• Presentation, EUCI Workshop on Demand Rates for Residential Customers, Denver, CO [May 2015] 
• Presentation, Smart Grid Future, Brookings Institute, Washington, DC [July 2010] 
• Participant, Fair Pricing Conference, Rutgers Business School, New Jersey [April 2010] 
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• Presentation on Smart Metering, National Regulatory Conference, Williamsburg, VA [May 2010] 
• Presentation on Smart Metering, Energy Bar Association Annual Meeting, Washington, DC [November 

2009] 
• Presentation at Workshop on Smart Grid policies, California PUC [July 2009] 
• National Energy Affordability and Energy Conference (NEAUC) Annual Conference 
• NARUC annual and regional meetings 
• NASUCA annual and regional meetings 
• National Community Action Foundation’s Annual Energy and Community Economic Development 

Partnerships Conference 
• Testimony and Presentations to State Legislatures: Virginia, New Jersey, Texas, Kentucky, Illinois, and 

Maine 
• Training Programs for State Regulatory Commissions: Pennsylvania, Georgia, Kentucky, Illinois, New 

Jersey 
• DOE-NARUC National Electricity Forum 
• AIC Conference on Reliability of Electric Service 
• Institute of Public Utilities, MSU (Camp NARUC) [Instructor 1996-2006] 
• Training Programs on customer service and service quality regulation for international regulators (India and 

Brazil) on behalf of Regulatory Assistance Project 
• Georgia Natural Gas Deregulation Task Force [December 2001] 
• Mid Atlantic Assoc. of Regulatory Utility Commissioners [July 2003] 
• Illinois Commerce Commission’s Post 2006 Initiative [April 2004] 
• Delaware Public Service Commission’s Workshop on Standard Offer Service [August 2004] 
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PPL Response to OCA-I-7, attachment 1, Chart MLS-3. 
 

 

 



BEFORE THE 

 PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 

 

Petition of PECO Energy Company for Approval     :  

of a Default Service Program for the Period of       : Docket No. P-2020-3019290 

June 1, 2021 through May 31, 2025  : 

 

 

    

VERIFICATION 

 

I, Barbara R. Alexander, hereby state that the facts set forth in my Direct Testimony, 

OCA Statement 2, are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief and 

that I expect to be able to prove the same at a hearing held in this matter.  I understand that the 

statements herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904 (relating to unsworn 

falsification to authorities).  

 

 

DATED:  June 16, 2020  Signature: _____________________________________ 

*290042           Barbara R. Alexander 

      

Consultant Address: Barbara Alexander Consulting, LLC 

                 83 Wedgewood Drive 

                 Winthrop, Maine 04364 

DocuSign Envelope ID: F8528136-1817-4D13-B3AF-89D8FD12CAD7
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