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I. WITNESS BACKGROUND 1 

Q.   Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 2 

A.   My name is Harry Geller. I am an attorney. I am the former Director of the 3 

Pennsylvania Utility Law Project. I am currently retired, but serve as Senior Counsel to 4 

the Pennsylvania Utility Law Project (PULP) and as a consultant to legal aid programs 5 

and their clients. I maintain an office at 118 Locust St., Harrisburg, PA, 17101, however 6 

since the issuance of the Governor’s Covid-19 emergency disaster declaration, I am 7 

working from 4213 Orchard Hill Rd, Harrisburg, PA, 17110.  8 

Q.   Briefly outline your education and professional background. 9 

A.   I received my B.A. Degree from Harpur College, State University of New York at 10 

Binghamton in 1966, and a J.D. degree from Washington College of Law, American 11 

University in 1969. Upon graduation from law school, I entered the Volunteers in Service 12 

to America (VISTA) program, where I was assigned to the New York University Law 13 

School. I took courses in the Law School’s Urban Affairs and Poverty Law program and 14 

worked with the Community In Action Program on the West Side of Manhattan in New 15 

York City from 1969-1971. In 1971, I started as a Staff Attorney for the New York City 16 

Legal Aid Society, Criminal Court and Supreme Court Branches in New York County. In 17 

1974, I moved to Pennsylvania and began working for Legal Services, Incorporated 18 

(LSI). LSI was a civil legal aid program serving Adams, Cumberland, Franklin and 19 

Fulton Counties. I worked at LSI from 1974-1987 first as a Staff Attorney, then as 20 

Managing Attorney, and ultimately became Executive Director. Through a restructuring 21 

with other legal services programs, LSI became part of what is now known as MidPenn 22 

Legal Services and Franklin County Legal Services. 23 
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In 1988, I was hired to be the Executive Director of PULP, a statewide project 1 

dedicated to the rights of low-income utility customers. At PULP, I represented low-2 

income individuals with utility and energy concerns, and supported organizations 3 

advocating for low-income households in utility and energy matters. As the Executive 4 

Director of PULP, I consulted and co-counseled on a wide variety of individual utility 5 

consumer cases, and I participated in task forces, work groups and advisory panels, 6 

including the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) Advisory 7 

Committee. I frequently trained community organizations, legal aid staff and advocacy 8 

groups across Pennsylvania about the various utility and energy matters affecting 9 

Pennsylvania’s low-income population. I retired from PULP on June 30, 2015. Although 10 

no longer employed by PULP, I now serve as a Senior Counsel to PULP and as a 11 

consultant to legal aid programs and their clients. In sum, I have over 50 years’ 12 

experience with households in poverty, including over 30 years focusing specifically on 13 

utility and energy issues affecting low-income consumers. My resume is attached as 14 

Appendix A. 15 

Q.   For whom are you testifying in this proceeding? 16 

A.  I am testifying on behalf of Tenant Union Representative Network and Action  17 

Alliance of Senior Citizens of Greater Philadelphia (collectively “TURN et al.”) 18 

Q.    Please describe the focus of your work over the past fifty years. 19 

A.    I have represented low-income individuals and organizations serving low-income  20 

populations in a wide variety of legal matters, including family law, public benefits, 21 

unemployment compensation, utility shut-offs, debtor/creditor, and housing related 22 

disputes. Over the past 32 years, both at PULP and in retirement, my focus has been 23 
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ensuring that low-income households can connect to, afford, and maintain utility and 1 

energy services. 2 

In all of these legal matters, I worked almost exclusively on behalf of low-income 3 

individuals and households. Through this work, I have become intimately familiar with 4 

the daily lives of countless of our poorest citizens. I have spent hundreds, if not 5 

thousands, of hours assisting clients in combing through their budgets to attempt to assist 6 

them to make ends meet. Over the years, I have consistently had to address the issues 7 

which have arisen for the significant number of low-income families who have an 8 

inability to pay for the most basic monthly necessities on the incomes they have. Almost 9 

every month, my clients faced the stark necessity of choosing which bills they could 10 

forego with the least drastic consequences. 11 

In addition to my deep understanding of the daily monetary struggles facing poor 12 

families, I have an extensive knowledge of the array of programs designed to allow low-13 

income individuals to afford utility service. While at PULP, I was involved in numerous 14 

proceedings evaluating the effectiveness of required Universal Service Programs to assist 15 

low-income families. I have spent thousands of hours identifying issues in Universal 16 

Services and making recommendations for changes to Universal Service programming to 17 

better serve low-income consumers. This advocacy has strongly informed my awareness 18 

of the necessity of these programs as well as the recognition that successfully integrated 19 

programs for low-income consumers were essential to their effectiveness. As director of 20 

PULP, I played an instrumental role in the development, oversight, and monitoring of the 21 

initial pilots and then the statutorily required low-income Universal Service Programs, 22 

each of which is structured to provide a different and complementary form of assistance 23 
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to low-income customers, such that those customers have the ability to afford and 1 

maintain basic utility service. For example, the Customer Assistance Program (“CAP”) 2 

provides alternatives to traditional collection methods for low-income, payment troubled 3 

utility customers. The Low-income Usage Reduction Program (“LIURP”) is a targeted 4 

weatherization program designed to assist low-income households with the highest 5 

energy consumption, payment problems, and arrearages.  The Customer Assistance and 6 

Referral Evaluation Service Program (“CARES”) provides assistance and referrals to 7 

resources for special needs, low-income customers. These programs work in tandem and 8 

are designed to assist low-income households in maintaining affordable utility services 9 

and safe living environments while reducing utility collection costs, thereby benefitting 10 

other ratepayers. 11 

Further, over the years I have advocated with utility providers and regulators to 12 

improve policies and practices that create barriers for low-income customers’ ability to 13 

access and afford utility service. This includes advocacy to improve how utilities 14 

administer their Universal Service programs and LIHEAP processes, but also advocacy to 15 

improve the ways that utilities interface with and respond to the needs of all of their low-16 

income customers, including those who are not enrolled in a utility Universal Service 17 

Program.   18 

Q. Have you testified in any proceeding before the Pennsylvania PUC? 19 

A.   Yes. Most recently, in the past five years, I provided testimony in  20 

 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, et al. v.  Peoples Natural Gas Company 21 

LLC, Docket No. R-2018-3006818;  22 
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 Joint Application of Aqua America, Inc., Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc., Aqua 1 

Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc., Peoples Natural Gas Company LLC and Peoples 2 

Gas Company LLC for all of the Authority and Necessary Certificates of Public 3 

Convenience to Approve a Change in Control of Peoples Natural Gas Company 4 

LLC, and Peoples Gas Company LLC by way of the Purchase of all of LDC 5 

Funding LLC’s Membership Interests by Aqua America, Inc., Docket Nos. A-6 

2018-3006061,   A-2018-3006062,  A-2018-3006063;  7 

 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v AQUA Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket 8 

Nos. R-2018-3003558 (Water) and R-2018-3003561 (Wastewater);  9 

 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Duquesne Light Company; Docket No 10 

R-2018-3000124; R-2018-3000829;  11 

 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. PECO Energy Company – Electric 12 

Division, Docket No. R-2018-3000164;  13 

 Joint Petition of Metropolitan Edison Company, Pennsylvania Electric 14 

Company, Pennsylvania Power Company and West Penn Power Company for 15 

Approval of their Default  Service Program,  Docket Nos P-2017-2637855, 16 

P-2017-2637857, P-2017-2637858, P-2017-2637866;  17 

 PECO Energy Company’s Pilot Plan for an  Advance Payments Program 18 

Submitted Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §56.17 and PECO Energy Company’s Petition 19 

for Temporary Waiver of Portions of the Commission’s Regulations with Respect 20 

to that Plan, Docket No. P-2016-2573023;  21 
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 Petition of PECO Energy Company for Approval of a Default Service Program 1 

for the Period of June 1, 2017 through May 31, 2019, Docket No. P-2016-2 

2534980;  3 

 Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for Approval of a Default Service 4 

Program and Procurement Plan for the Period of June 1, 2017 through May 31, 5 

2021, Docket No. P-2016-2526627;  6 

 Petition of Duquesne Light Company for Approval of a Default Service Program 7 

for the Period of June 1, 2017 through May 31, 2021, Docket No. P-2016-8 

2543140;  9 

 Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission et al. v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, 10 

Inc., Docket No. R-2016-2529660;  11 

 Joint Petition of Metropolitan Edison Company, Pennsylvania Electric Company, 12 

Pennsylvania Power Company, and West Penn Power Company for Approval of 13 

their Default Service Programs for the period commencing June 1, 2017 through 14 

May 31, 2019; Docket Nos. P-2015-2511333, P-2015-25113351, P-2015-15 

2511355; P-2015-2511356; and  16 

 Petition of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation for Approval of its Energy 17 

Efficiency and Conservation Plan, Docket No. M-2015-2515642. 18 

Q.  Have you testified in any other PGW base rate proceeding before the 19 

Commission?  20 
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A. Yes.  I served as a witness for TURN et al. in PGW’s most recent base rate 1 

proceeding, Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Philadelphia Gas Works, R-2 

2017-2586783.  3 

Q.  What information did you rely on in preparing your testimony for this 4 

proceeding? 5 

A.  In addition to publicly available information, compiled by the PUC and other 6 

sources, I relied on information contained in PGW’s rate case filing, other PUC 7 

proceedings involving PGW, and discovery responses provided by PGW in response to 8 

discovery requests by TURN et al. and the other parties in this proceeding.   9 

Q.   What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 10 

A.   In its suspension order, the PUC noted that this proceeding was an opportunity to 11 

consider whether PGW’s proposed and current rates, rules and regulations are just, 12 

reasonable, and lawful. I will explore those issues. The main purpose of my testimony is 13 

to address the effect of PGW’s proposed rate increase on its low-income customers, 14 

including customers enrolled in PGW’s customer assistance program, the Customer 15 

Responsibility Program (“CRP”), and low-income customers who are not enrolled in 16 

CRP.  I conclude that the proposed increase will have a negative effect. In the first 17 

section of my testimony, I explain why I oppose PGW’s proposal to increase its fixed 18 

residential customer charge by 40% from $13.75 to $19.25.  Next, I examine the quality 19 

of customer service provided to PGW’s low-income customers. I do not believe that 20 

PGW’s current customer assistance programs sufficiently protect PGW’s low-income 21 

customers – CRP and non-CRP participants – from the harm that is likely to result from 22 

increased rates.  I explain why the quality of customer service provided to PGW’s low-23 
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income customers is of particular concern in the context of the Covid-19 pandemic and 1 

the disproportionate economic impact on the most disadvantaged.  In additional sections 2 

of my testimony, I address how various PGW policies result in low-income customers, 3 

including vulnerable tenants, being unable to access or maintain affordable natural gas 4 

service.  I also provide specific recommendations on how PGW can modify its policies to 5 

better allow its low-income customers to maintain service on affordable terms. In a final 6 

section of my testimony, I discuss whether PGW’s requested rate increase is just and 7 

reasonable in light of the policies discussed in my testimony and their adverse effect in 8 

low-income customers. I conclude that it is not.   9 

II. THE REASONABLENESS OF PGW’S RATE INCREASE  10 

Q.  Do you support PGW’s proposed rate request? 11 

A.   No. As I will describe further in my testimony, low-income customers will be 12 

disproportionately affected negatively by the proposed rate increase. This is exacerbated 13 

by the serious limitations that PGW has imposed on the effective operation of its low-14 

income CRP program. In addition, PGW’s policies continue to contribute to significant 15 

numbers of low-income customers being unable to access, maintain, and restore service. 16 

As such, I believe that unless PGW makes a meaningful commitment to improving 17 

programs and policies for the Company’s low-income customers, the Commission should 18 

not approve PGW’s proposal to raise its rates. In addition to the recommendations 19 

contained in my testimony to provide additional assistance to customers, I recommend 20 

that PGW maintain better and more robust information regarding its low-income 21 

customers. Further, PGW must commit to reviewing and analyzing how its policies are 22 

exacerbating the likelihood that customers will experience a service termination and 23 
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spend long periods of time without service. In particular, I recommend that PGW revise 1 

and improve polices pertaining to CRP enrollment and charges; LIHEAP Crisis 2 

acceptance; compliance with the Discontinuance of Service to Leased Premises 3 

provisions of the Public Utility Code at 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1521-1533; customers who are 4 

victims of domestic violence; Language Access for Limited English Proficient customers; 5 

and policies related to customers’ ability to reconnect to PGW service after they are 6 

disconnected.  7 

II. PGW’S PROPOSAL TO INCREASE ITS FIXED CUSTOMER 8 

CHARGE  9 

Q.  Can you briefly describe PGW’s proposal to increase its residential customer 10 

charge? 11 

A.  Yes. In this proceeding, PGW has proposed to increase its fixed residential 12 

customer charge from $13.75 per month to $19.25 per month.  PGW Statement 6, Direct 13 

Testimony of Kenneth S. Dybalski, at 7.   This is a forty percent increase. If approved, 14 

PGW’s residential customers, including its non CRP low-income customers, will pay the 15 

highest customer charge of any gas customers in the state of Pennsylvania.  PGW 16 

Statement 1, Direct Testimony of Gregory Stunder, at 7 (table).1  17 

Q.   What is your opinion on PGW’s proposal? 18 

A.  It is my opinion that PGW’s proposal to increase its residential customer charge 19 

will result in significant harm to PGW’s low-income customers. Most of PGW’s low-20 

income customers are not enrolled in PGW’s CRP program and many of PGW’s CRP 21 

                                                      
1 According to PGW, UGI has proposed a fixed customer charge of $19.95 in its currently pending rate 

case at R-2019-3015162. PGW St. 1 at 7. If UGI’s increase and PGW’s increase are both approved, PGW’s 

charge would be the second highest gas fixed charge.  
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customers are paying bills based on usage through the CRP Average Bill. These 1 

customers are responsible for paying PGW’s fixed customer charge and will be unable to 2 

avoid a higher fixed customer charge if it is approved by the Commission. Many of 3 

PGW’s low-income customers have minimal or no resources to pay higher fixed charges 4 

and are now struggling to pay current charges and maintain their service.  Because the 5 

customer charge is fixed and unavoidable, PGW customers will not be able to lower the 6 

charge by moderating natural gas consumption. In 2015, the National Association of 7 

State Utility Consumer Advocates (NASUCA) passed a resolution opposing gas and 8 

electric utility efforts to increase delivery service customer charges.  A copy of the 9 

resolution is attached as Appendix B. In the resolution, NASUCA contends that increased 10 

customer charges have a disproportionate impact on low-volume consumers. The 11 

resolution cited to data showing that natural gas consumption increases as income 12 

increases and higher incomes lead to occupation of larger sizes of housing units and 13 

increased likelihood of higher gas utility usage.  I agree with NASUCA’s findings and I 14 

am concerned that PGW’s proposal to increase its customer charge will 15 

disproportionately harm low and limited income, low-use customers. 16 

III. QUALITY OF SERVICE PROVIDED TO LOW-INCOME 17 

CUSTOMERS  18 

Q.  Does PGW’s rate increase testimony address the quality of service that it 19 

provides to its low-income customers? 20 

A.  Yes. PGW has presented testimony regarding the quality of service that it 21 

provides to its low-income customers. PGW Statement 7, Direct Testimony of Douglas 22 

A. Moser, at 13-18.  In his testimony, Mr. Moser asserts that PGW has undertaken 23 
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numerous efforts during the past several years to improve its customer service. PGW St. 1 

7 at 1:21-23. Mr. Moser identifies specific actions PGW has taken with regards to its 2 

low-income customers, claiming that PGW has introduced a more convenient and more 3 

accessible payment option for PGW’s “cash only/unbanked customers” with the launch 4 

of Retail Cash, a payment option that allows PGW customers to pay with cash at local 5 

retail providers without incurring a transaction fee. PGW St. 7 at 14:4-10. In addition, 6 

Mr. Moser claims that PGW has improved customer service for its low-income customers 7 

by voluntarily implementing a tool that allows customers to apply for CRP online. PGW 8 

St. 7 at 15:1-8. Mr. Moser includes a sampling of other PGW efforts intended to show 9 

that PGW has improved its customer service since its last rate case. PG St. 7 at 13-16. 10 

Q. Do you believe that these efforts show that PGW provides a high quality of 11 

service to its low-income customers? 12 

A.  No. I do not believe that PGW has done enough since its last rate case to improve 13 

the quality of service that it provides to its low-income customers. Nor do I believe that 14 

PGW has taken sufficient steps to modify its policies to prevent low-income customers 15 

from being unduly burdened by the proposed rate increase.  While I acknowledge the 16 

intent of the efforts mentioned in Mr. Moser’s testimony, I do not believe that they will 17 

mitigate the financial harm to PGW’s low-income customers that is likely to result if 18 

PGW’s rate request is approved.     19 

Q. Are you satisfied with PGW’s assessment of the quality of service that it 20 

provides to its low-income customers?   21 

A. No. Unfortunately, PGW has not made an assessment as to whether its policies 22 

impede low-income customers’ ability to access, maintain, and restore service. I will 23 
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discuss my concerns in more detail within this testimony. I believe that if PGW’s rate 1 

request is approved, and PGW is not required to modify a number of its policies, more 2 

PGW customers will struggle to afford their bills and will find themselves unable to 3 

maintain service.   4 

Q.  Do PGW’s low-income customers currently struggle to afford their bills? 5 

A. Yes. We can look at publicly available Commission data to understand some of 6 

the issues that PGW low income customers are experiencing. A review of the 7 

Commission’s Universal Service Reports shows that PGW’s confirmed low income 8 

customers are terminated for nonpayment at more than double the rate of PGW’s non 9 

low-income customers. In 2017, the termination rate for PGW’s residential customers 10 

was 5.8%, but for PGW’s confirmed low-income customers it was 13.6%.2 In 2018, the 11 

termination rate for PGW’s residential customers was 5.4%, but for PGW’s confirmed 12 

low-income customers it was 11.8%.3 Since this data only reflects the subgroup of 13 

customers who PGW has confirmed meets its definition of low-income, many low-14 

income customers are not included. The actual number of low-income customers is 15 

estimated to be significantly higher. As such, the number of households in poverty who 16 

are terminated and without gas service each year in Philadelphia is likely to be higher. 17 

                                                      
2 See Pa. PUC, Bureau of Consumer Services, Report on 2017 Universal Service Programs & Collections 

Performance, at 12-13, 

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NGDC_UniServ_Rpt2017.pdf.  
3 See Pa. PUC, Bureau of Consumer Services, Report on 2018 Universal Service Programs & Collections 

Performance, at 13-14, 

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NGDC_UniServ_Rpt2018.pdf.  

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NGDC_UniServ_Rpt2017.pdf
http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NGDC_UniServ_Rpt2018.pdf
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PGW Annual Terminations and Reconnections4 1 

 2 

It is worth noting that even as PGW’s termination numbers rise and fall, the gap between 3 

the number of terminations and reconnections - the number of customers who are unable 4 

to reconnect to service - remains relatively stable. This same pattern holds true for 5 

confirmed low-income terminations and reconnections.  6 

 7 

                                                      
4 These numbers are taken from the PUC’s Universal Service Reports, available at 

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/filing_resources/universal_service_reports.aspx. 
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 1 

Another way to assess the quality of service provided to low-income customers is 2 

to look at cold weather survey results.  Cold weather survey results reveal that every year 3 

significant numbers of PGW customers enter the cold weather season without access to a 4 

safe heating source following a shut off for nonpayment during the calendar year. More 5 

PGW customers enter winter without a safe central heating source than in any other 6 

service territory in the state. In 2017, PGW reported 8,761 households entering winter 7 

without a safe central heating source due to termination of utility service.5 In 2018, that 8 

number was 7,777.6  In 2019, PGW reported that 7,318 customers entered winter with a 9 

                                                      
5 4-Year Average, 2016 & 2017 Cold Weather Survey Results – Gas, 

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/Cold_Weather_Results_2017.pdf 
6 4-Year Average, 2017 & 2018 Cold Weather Survey Results – Gas, 

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/Cold_Weather_Results_2018.pdf 
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safe central heating source.7 In each Cold Weather Survey, PGW only counts households 1 

terminated in the same calendar year, and does not include households whose gas was 2 

shut-off the previous calendar year or who have been without service for more than a 3 

year. Cold weather resurvey results also show that many PGW customers remain off well 4 

into the winter months following a shut off for nonpayment. 2018 Cold Weather resurvey 5 

results show that there were 7,777 households without a safe central heating source when 6 

PGW surveyed properties on December 17, 2018.8 When PGW completed a resurvey on 7 

February 1, 2019, some 5,375 households remained without a safe central heating 8 

source.9  9 

Taken together, this data shows that low-income PGW customers are particularly 10 

challenged when it comes to maintaining and restoring PGW service.  My experience, 11 

which I believe is consistent with common sense, is that facing winter without a safe 12 

heating source is an unacceptable hardship which falls on only the most economically 13 

challenged households who have been unable to reconnect service after being 14 

involuntarily shut-off. As a result, I believe the current challenges of low-income 15 

households in PGW’s service territory to maintain and reconnect to essential natural gas 16 

service are only likely to be exacerbated if PGW’s proposed rate increase becomes 17 

effective and typical residential heating costs increase by 11.2% per month.10   18 

Q: Do you have concerns about the quality of service to PGW’s low-income 19 

customers? 20 

                                                      
7 4-Year Average, 2018 & 2019 Cold Weather Survey Results – Gas, 

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/Cold_Weather_Results_2019.pdf 
8 Cold Weather Resurvey, 

http://www.puc.pa.gov/General/publications_reports/pdf/Cold_Weather_Results_2018-2.pdf 
9 Id. 
10 See PGW Statement 1, Direct Testimony of Gregory Stunder, at 8:3-5. 

https://clsphila-my.sharepoint.com/personal/jprice_clsphila_org/Documents/PGW%20Rate%20Case%202020/Testimony/Direct%20Testimony/4-Year%20Average,%202018%20&%202019%20Cold%20Weather%20Survey%20Results%20–%20Gas,%20http:/www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/Cold_Weather_Results_2019.pdf
https://clsphila-my.sharepoint.com/personal/jprice_clsphila_org/Documents/PGW%20Rate%20Case%202020/Testimony/Direct%20Testimony/4-Year%20Average,%202018%20&%202019%20Cold%20Weather%20Survey%20Results%20–%20Gas,%20http:/www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/Cold_Weather_Results_2019.pdf
http://www.puc.pa.gov/General/publications_reports/pdf/Cold_Weather_Results_2018-2.pdf
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A:  Yes. Many of PGW’s low-income customers are paying bills that they cannot 1 

afford. Philadelphia’s lowest income households have incredibly high energy burdens. 2 

Data on the home energy affordability gap shows that average energy burdens can be up 3 

to 26% of income for the households in Philadelphia facing the deepest poverty.11  4 

 Home Energy 

Burden 

Individual 

Household Shortfall 

Estimated Number 

of Households 

Less than 50% FPL 26.2% $1,573 69,580 

50 to 99% FPL 14% $1,165 78,620 

100% to 124% 

FPL 

9.3% $728 33,098 

125% to 149% 

FPL 

7.6% $437 30,598 

150% to 184% 

FPL 

6.3% $87 43,347 

 5 

Recent data shows that even households in Philadelphia with income above the poverty 6 

level struggle to make ends meet. Forty three percent of households in Philadelphia fall 7 

below what is called the self-sufficiency standard, which measures how much income is 8 

needed to meet families’ basic needs at a minimally adequate level.12 Since 2010, the cost 9 

of basic needs increased 31% on average across Pennsylvania, while wages only 10 

increased 17%.13 In Philadelphia, a household of one adult and two kids (one preschooler, 11 

one school age) needs an income of $66,723.35 to make ends meet.14  12 

                                                      
11 This data is taken from the Pennsylvania data on the website Home Energy Affordability Gap, run by the 

Public Finance firm of Fisher, Sheehan and Colton, available at 

http://www.homeenergyaffordabilitygap.com/03a_affordabilityData.html.  
12 See Diana M. Pearce, Overlooked & Undercounted 2019 Brief: Struggling to Make Ends Meet in 

Pennsylvania (October 2019); 

http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/sites/default/files/selfsuff/images/PA2019_Demographic.pdf 
13 Id. at 7.  
14 This number comes from the Self Sufficiency Standard Tables for 2020 found at 

http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/Pennsylvania. By contrast, a household of 3 is eligible for CRP if 

their income is below $32,580 a year. See, e.g., CRP Eligibility, 

https://www.pgworks.com/uploads/pdfs/CRP_Eligibility_2020.pdf. 

http://www.homeenergyaffordabilitygap.com/03a_affordabilityData.html
http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/sites/default/files/selfsuff/images/PA2019_Demographic.pdf
http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/Pennsylvania
https://www.pgworks.com/uploads/pdfs/CRP_Eligibility_2020.pdf
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Only customers enrolled in PGW’s Customer Responsibility Program (CRP) on a 1 

percentage of income rate will be insulated from the impact of the rate increase – at least 2 

for as long as they remain enrolled in CRP.15  But most of PGW’s low-income customers 3 

are not enrolled in CRP. As of 2018, there were 206,533 estimated low-income customers 4 

and 149,217 confirmed low-income customers in PGW’s service territory.16 Yet, only 5 

54,890 PGW customers were enrolled in CRP as of April 2020.17 This means that less 6 

than 37% of PGW’s confirmed low-income customers were enrolled in CRP as of April 7 

2020 and less than 27% of its estimated low-income customers were enrolled. It is worth 8 

noting as well that of the 54,890 PGW customers enrolled in CRP in April 2020, 15,455 9 

– 28% of CRP enrollees – were enrolled in CRP Average Bill.  These customers, 10 

although enrolled in CRP, are not receiving a bill based on a percentage of their income 11 

and thus will be affected by any rate increase. 12 

Q.  How will PGW’s proposed rate increase impact PGW’s low-income 13 

customers? 14 

A.   For the majority of PGW’s low-income customers who are not enrolled in CRP, 15 

the proposed rate increase will have a direct impact on their bills.  Absent the adoption of 16 

measures to mitigate the impact of the rate increase, this direct financial impact to 17 

struggling households will lead to threat of shutoff and termination. In Philadelphia, 18 

                                                      
15 I note that even PGW customers on a percentage of income rate may still be receiving bills that are 

unaffordable to their unique household budgets. However, this is true regardless of whether a rate increase 

is approved, and therefore not my focus in this proceeding. Indeed, PGW has recently moved in a separate 

proceeding to lower the percentage of income used to calculate CRP Percentage of Income Bills, consistent 

with new Commission policy on that issue. My testimony focus is on evaluating the impact of the rate 

increase request on low-income customers who are not on CRP Percentage of Income Payments.  
16 Pa PUC, Bureau of Consumer Services, 2018 Universal Service Report, Available at: 

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NGDC_UniServ_Rpt2018.pdf 
17 PGW Response to TURN et al. I-4.  

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/General/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NGDC_UniServ_Rpt2018.pdf
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households are already struggling. According to a recent PEW report, close to 26% of 1 

Philadelphians live in poverty, and 14% of Philadelphians live in deep poverty.18 And these 2 

numbers do not reflect the economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, which has led to 3 

record levels of unemployment and will almost certainly increase the number of households 4 

living in poverty.19 Eighty two percent of low-income households in Philadelphia live in 5 

private-market housing with no rent subsidies – and of those households, 80% spent 50% or 6 

more of their income on housing expenses alone.20 As noted by a PEW report: 7 

Not having enough income to meet basic needs is an omnipresent stress, 8 

particularly for those responsible for caring for children and other loved 9 

ones. Beyond their economic situations, residents living in poverty more 10 

frequently cope with poor health outcomes, live in communities with high 11 

crime rates and failing schools, and struggle to find safe and affordable 12 

housing.21  13 

An inability to meet basic household energy needs is known as energy insecurity – 14 

research has found that children in energy insecure households are more prone to food 15 

insecurity, hospitalizations, poorer health ratings and developmental concerns.22 Rising 16 

energy costs force a “heat or eat” dilemma, where low-income households are forced to 17 

decide between food and energy.23 Research is already showing that for households 18 

                                                      
18 The PEW Charitable Trusts, The State of Philadelphians Living in Poverty, 2019 (April 2019) at 1, 

https://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/assets/2019/05/state_of_poverty.pdf.  
19 Philadelphia County saw 91,040 unemployment claims in the month of April 2020, a 1321.3% increase 

over the previous April. Center for Workforce Information & Analysis, Pennsylvania Regular UC Benefits, 

Initial Claims by Workforce Development Area (May 15, 2020), available at 

https://www.workstats.dli.pa.gov/Products/Pages/Products%20By%20Geography.aspx, attached hereto as 

Appendix C. 
20 The PEW Charitable Trusts, Philadelphia’s Poor: Experiences From Below the Poverty Line (Sept. 2018) 

at 13, https://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/assets/2018/09/phillypovertyreport2018.pdf 
21 Id. at 24. 
22 Diana Hernandez, Understanding ‘Energy Insecurity’ and Why it Matters to Health, 167 Soc. Sci. Med. 

at 2 (October 2016), available at https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5114037/ 
23 Id. 

https://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/assets/2019/05/state_of_poverty.pdf
https://www.workstats.dli.pa.gov/Products/Pages/Products%20By%20Geography.aspx
https://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/assets/2018/09/phillypovertyreport2018.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5114037/
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impacted economically by the COVID-19 pandemic, being able to pay utility bills is a 1 

serious concern.24 2 

CRP is critical to ensuring that low income PGW customers stay connected to 3 

essential natural gas service that enables them to heat their homes, cook meals, and use 4 

hot water to stay healthy. CRP provides customers with a bill that is intended to assist 5 

with energy costs. CRP also includes an arrearage forgiveness component that allows 6 

eligible customers to earn forgiveness of previous debts by making payments while on 7 

CRP.   8 

 The benefits of CRP are only available to low-income households if those 9 

households are able to enroll in and maintain enrollment in the program. As noted above, 10 

the majority of PGW’s low-income customers are not enrolled in CRP and those who 11 

gain entry often lose the benefit of the CRP subsidy when income fluctuates or when 12 

PGW policies prohibit them from re-entry.  In addition, CRP Average Bill customers 13 

receive a bill that is based on their usage at the time of enrollment or recertification.25 As 14 

such, the financial impact of the proposed increase will be directly felt by all those non- 15 

CRP Percentage of Income Payment customers.  16 

I believe that PGW can provide some mitigation of the effect of its proposed rate 17 

increase to its low-income customers by modifying CRP policies. In later sections of my 18 

                                                      
24 Karpman et al., The COVID-19 Pandemic Is Straining Families’ Abilities to Afford Basic Needs (April 

2020) at 14, https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/102124/the-covid-19-pandemic-is-

straining-families-abilities-to-afford-basic-needs_4.pdf. (“Among adults in families that lost work or 

income, over half (50.6 percent) were worried about being able to pay debts, and many also worried about 

being able to pay housing costs (45.6 percent), utility bills (43.8 percent), and medical costs (39.5 percent) 

and having enough food to eat (35.3 percent) in the next month. These data suggest that in addition to those 

who have already had problems paying their bills, a large share of adults in families losing work or income 

were newly at risk of falling behind on the rent, mortgage, or utility bills and going without food and 

medical care in the months ahead.”). 
25 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-7, Attachment A at 3 (“With the addition of the CRP agreement type, 

average bill. CRP is based on the customer’s income and household size or a customer’s usage, whichever 

is lower.”). 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/102124/the-covid-19-pandemic-is-straining-families-abilities-to-afford-basic-needs_4.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/102124/the-covid-19-pandemic-is-straining-families-abilities-to-afford-basic-needs_4.pdf
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testimony, I will also discuss the ways that PGW operates its CRP in violation of its 1 

Tariff and approved Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan.  However, while 2 

changes to CRP policies are necessary, implementation of those changes will not, in 3 

themselves, safeguard the majority of PGW’s low-income customers from the financial 4 

impact of PGW’s rate increase. Any assessment of the reasonableness or justness of 5 

PGW’s rate proposal must consider the financial harm to the large number of low-income  6 

who are not enrolled in CRP (151,643 or 73% of the estimated low-income customers in 7 

PGW service territory).    8 

Assessing the potential harm to low-income customers is critical in a base rate 9 

proceeding. Poverty is a permanent reality in Philadelphia – now exacerbated by a global 10 

pandemic which has led to economic devastation across the country and unprecedented 11 

financial stress for many Philadelphia households.26 I believe that any rate increase 12 

approval must be conditioned upon a Commission requirement that PGW concurrently 13 

take action to mitigate the financial harm to its low-income customers.  14 

Q.  Please describe PGW’s Customer Responsibility Program.  15 

A.  PGW’s CRP is a percentage of income plan program that also includes a budget 16 

billing option. The CRP discounted bill includes a monthly “asked-to-pay” amount that is 17 

based either on a percentage of income calculation or the customer’s budget bill amount, 18 

whichever is lower.27  CRP is available to all low-income residential customers with a 19 

gross household income at or below 150% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). Currently, 20 

                                                      
26 Philadelphia County saw 91,040 unemployment claims in the month of April 2020, a 1321.3% increase 

over the previous April. Center for Workforce Information & Analysis, Pennsylvania Regular UC Benefits, 

Initial Claims by Workforce Development Area (May 15, 2020), attached hereto as Appendix C. 
27 See Philadelphia Gas Works Second Amended Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan 2017-

2020 at 6-7, http://www.puc.state.pa.us/pcdocs/1535412.pdf (hereinafter “USECP”). PGW calls its CRP 

budget billing program “CRP Average Bill”.  

http://www.puc.state.pa.us/pcdocs/1535412.pdf
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percent of income customers between 0-50% FPL receive a bill that is 8% of their 1 

household income; customers between 51-100% FPL receive a bill that is 9% of their 2 

household income; and customers between 101-150% FPL receive a bill that is 10% of 3 

their income.28 CRP budget bill customers, which PGW refers to as CRP Average Bill 4 

customers, receive a bill based on the budget bill amount at the premise calculated at the 5 

time of enrollment or recertification in CRP.29 Customers entering CRP have collection 6 

activity on their pre-entry (“pre-program”) arrears frozen. CRP participants are required 7 

to pay a monthly $5 co-pay toward reducing the frozen pre-program arrears on their 8 

accounts and, by paying their monthly CRP bills, are eligible to receive arrearage 9 

forgiveness over a 36 month period.    10 

Q: Will you be commenting on whether CRP Percentage of Income bills are, in fact, 11 

affordable to customers? 12 

A. No. It is not my intention to address CRP Percentage of Income levels in this 13 

proceeding. The Commission has recently updated its policy statement on Customer 14 

Assistance Programs like CRP, adjusting the percentages of income it considers 15 

affordable to low-income households.30 This update followed a comprehensive review of 16 

the concept of affordability. The Commission has also approved a specific pilot plan by 17 

PGW to reduce the percentage of income used to calculate CRP Percentage of Income 18 

bills.31 As a result of the Commission’s recent action, whether or not a household can 19 

afford a specific CRP designated percentage of its income is not an issue I will address in 20 

                                                      
28 As noted above, the PUC has approved a PGW request to lower these percentages of income, consistent 

with changes in Commission policy. See Order, Petition to Amend Philadelphia Gas Works Universal 

Service and Energy Conservation Plan for 2017-2022, Docket No. P-2020-3018867 (Mar. 26, 2020), at 22. 
29 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-1.  
30 See 52 Pa. Code § 69.265 (2)(i)(B). 
31 See Order, Petition to Amend Philadelphia Gas Works Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan 

for 2017-2022, Docket No. P-2020-3018867 (Mar. 26, 2020), at 22. 
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this testimony. The CRP Percentage of Income amount is not tied to whether PGW’s rate 1 

increase request is approved. To the extent low-income PGW customers are able to 2 

access and maintain enrollment in the CRP Percentage of Income program, they will be 3 

insulated from the rate increase.  4 

Q:  What concerns about CRP do you think are necessary to address in the 5 

context of PGW’s proposed rate increase?  6 

A:  First, since only those customers who are able to gain entry into CRP Percentage 7 

of Income Payment component will be shielded from the effects of the proposed rate 8 

increase, while all other low-income customers will bear the burden, I believe it is 9 

necessary to address PGW policies that impede access to CRP, including income 10 

documentation requirements. Indeed, PGW specifically addressed the issue of access to 11 

CRP in its supporting testimony, citing to its initiative to make CRP application available 12 

online. Second, I will discuss why I believe PGW’s implementation of its CRP Average 13 

Bill payment is performed in a manner that is contrary to the Commission’s intent and 14 

violates the terms of its USECP and its Tariff.  15 

Access to CRP 16 

Q:  What concerns do you have about low-income customers’ ability to access 17 

CRP? 18 

A:  PGW’s income verification procedures appear to be unnecessarily burdensome, 19 

and may be limiting whether customers are able to enroll or stay enrolled in CRP. In 20 

addition, the majority of PGW CRP applicants apply in-person. Data provided by PGW 21 

shows that from August 2018 through the beginning of June 2020, PGW received 49,058 22 

applications (56% of total applications) in a District Office, compared to 14,135 23 
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applications online and 23,907 applications by mail.32 While mail and online applications 1 

remain an option, to my knowledge, PGW’s customer service centers have been closed 2 

since March 16, 2020 due to the COVID-19 crisis.33 I am concerned that at a time of 3 

great need, a significant number of PGW CRP applicants and customers are unable to 4 

access the program. I will also discuss below my concerns about the ability of Limited 5 

English Proficient customers to access CRP.  6 

Q:  Do you have concerns about the enrollment numbers in CRP? 7 

A:  Yes. While PGW’s enrollment numbers have remained stable since 2018, this 8 

appears to be entirely driven by CRP Average Bill enrollees – customers who had 9 

previously been ineligible for CRP. In January 2018, the total CRP enrollment was 10 

49,859 households.34 CRP Average Bill was introduced in June of 2018. By April of 11 

2020, CRP enrollment had increased to 54,890 –15,455 of those customers were CRP 12 

Average Bill customers. This means that the number of customers enrolled in a PIPP or 13 

Minimum Bill actually decreased to 39,435 – 10,424 fewer households. The reduction in 14 

the number of PIPP customers is troubling, and I believe PGW should provide an 15 

analysis as to why this is the case.  This lack of growth, coupled with the reduction in 16 

PIPP participants is troubling.  PGW must do more to ensure that low-income households 17 

enroll – and remain enrolled – in CRP.  18 

Q:  How does PGW accept CRP applications? 19 

                                                      
32 PGW Response to TURN II-65. 
33 As of the date of testimony submission, PGW’s website states “Effective Monday, March 16, PGW will 

close all five PGW Customer Service Centers until further notice.” Our Locations, Philadelphia Gas Works, 

available at  https://www.pgworks.com/residential/contact-us/our-locations (last accessed June 15, 2020). 
34 PGW Response to TURN I-4 Attachment A.  

https://www.pgworks.com/residential/contact-us/our-locations
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A:  At this time, PGW accepts applications in person in its district offices, online, and 1 

through the mail. Based on the data provided by PGW, more than half of CRP 2 

applications are submitted in person. The table below shows applications received and 3 

approved through the various pathways, from August 2018 through early June 2020: 4 

 Applications 

Received35 

Applications 

Received (%) 

Applications 

Approved36 

Submitted 

Applications 

Approved (%) 

District Office 49,058 56.3% 41,940 85.49% 

Online 14,135 16.2% 8,034 56.84% 

Mail 23,907 27.5% 16,863 70.54% 

Total 87,100  66,837  

Its notable that not only are the majority of applications submitted in person, but 5 

applications submitted in person are also significantly more likely to be approved than 6 

online or mail applications.  7 

 Q:  What efforts has PGW undertaken to do outreach and increase enrollment in 8 

CRP? 9 

A:  In response to discovery, PGW stated that  10 

Since the last rate case, PGW has fully implemented an online 11 

enrollment tool for CRP. PGW engages in significant CRP outreach 12 

via bills, media, letters, advertising, in-person events, engagement 13 

with non-profits and other stakeholders. PGW also proposed and 14 

received PUC approval to implement a pilot program which will 15 

provide reduced CRP percentage of income bills and could 16 

reasonably be expected to improve CRP enrollment.37  17 

 18 

                                                      
35 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-64. 
36 See PGW Response to TURN et al. II-65. I am advised by counsel that based on their conversations with 

PGW representatives, the original data provided by PGW had the numbers for online and mail applications 

approved inverted for 2019 and 2020. The numbers in the table reflect the correct numbers.  
37 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-51. 
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Q:  Do you believe these outreach and enrollment efforts are sufficient? 1 

A: No. I commend PGW on proactively implementing the lower energy burdens in 2 

the PUC’s CAP policy statement, and share the hope that this may potentially increase 3 

enrollment. However, I continue to be concerned that these changes will not be enough if 4 

PGW doesn’t make changes to its enrollment policies. Based on PGW’s declining PIPP 5 

enrollment numbers, and the fact that less than half of PGW’s confirmed low-income 6 

customers are enrolled in CRP, I would conclude that more needs to be done.  Striving 7 

for a more affordable energy burden is essential and PGW’s change in that direction is 8 

excellent. However, if an inadequate number of low-income are benefitting from it and 9 

the PIPP enrollment numbers are declining, then the overall program continues to fall 10 

short of achieving just and reasonable rates for its low-income population and therefore a 11 

rate increase should not be approved. 12 

Q:  What recommendations do you have to strengthen outreach and enrollment 13 

in CRP? 14 

A:  First, I recommend PGW establish additional pathways for enrollment. I 15 

commend PGW on establishing an online application – however, as seen in the 16 

enrollment numbers, low-income customers are more likely to apply for CRP in person 17 

than online or by mail, and far more likely to have their application accepted when they 18 

complete it in-person. The commission has long had a policy to encourage use of 19 

Community Based Organizations.38 I encourage PGW to consider allowing Community 20 

Based Organizations to aid PGW in processing or accepting CRP applications in person. I 21 

                                                      
38 See 52 Pa. Code § 69.265 (8)(ii). 
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also believe additional pathways for enrollment and recertification are necessary given 1 

the current COVID-19 pandemic.  2 

Q:  What concerns do you have about enrollment given the COVID-19 3 

pandemic? 4 

A:  As noted, the majority of households enroll in CRP at PGW’s district office 5 

locations. Those offices have been closed since mid-March. Even if they reopen as the 6 

Philadelphia area starts to reopen, many vulnerable households may not be able to safely 7 

go to these offices.39 The City of Philadelphia’s Public Health guidance specifically states 8 

that: 9 

While the Governor’s Yellow Phase calls for the suspension of stay-at-10 

home orders, the Department of Public Health will continue to advise city 11 

residents that they are “safer at home,” and should only leave to engage in 12 

essential activities. This is true for all city residents, and even more so for 13 

Philadelphia residents who: 14 

 are 65 years old or older; 15 

 have certain health conditions (such as asthma, chronic lung disease, 16 

heart conditions, diabetes, severe obesity, chronic kidney disease, 17 

liver disease, or a compromised immune system); 18 

 live with or care for someone who is 65 years old or older, or has 19 

health conditions.40 20 

 21 

Q:  Do you have any recommendations that can address these concerns? 22 

A:  Yes. I believe PGW should implement a process for phone enrollment, for those 23 

customers who are unable to access the online application and unable to go in person to a 24 

PGW office. PGW could run this process through its Customer Service Call Center, or 25 

could work with Community Based Organizations to implement this phone enrollment 26 

                                                      
39 See City of Philadelphia, Department of Public Health, Guidance on Social Distancing, available at 

https://www.phila.gov/guides/safer-at-home/social-distancing/.  
40 Id. 

https://www.phila.gov/guides/safer-at-home/social-distancing/
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process. I also recommend that PGW accept self-verification of income and changes in 1 

income for new enrollment and recertification.  2 

This would be in line with measures that DHS has taken during the pandemic for 3 

administration of LIHEAP benefits.41 I believe this is necessary during the pandemic and, 4 

if and when the pandemic subsides, should continue as a pilot. After two years, PGW 5 

should evaluate the effectiveness of this policy and consider implementing self-6 

verification moving forward. Short of self-verification, I believe additional measures can 7 

also be taken to improve PGW’s income verification procedures to allow greater access 8 

to CRP. 9 

Q:  Can you describe PGW’s income verification procedures? 10 

A:  PGW’s Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan (“USECP”) states the 11 

following with regard to CRP intake: “When a customer applies for CRP, he/she must 12 

provide proof of income for the prior 30 days for all household members. For customers 13 

that are self-employed, PGW will accept annual federal or state tax returns filed within 14 

the last 12 months as proof of self-employment income.”42 The USECP also explains 15 

how a customer with zero income can complete an assessment to describe how they meet 16 

basic expenses.43  17 

PGW’s USECP does not go into detail as to the specific forms of documentation 18 

that PGW accepts. However, in response to discovery, PGW provided an extensive list of 19 

                                                      
41 See LIHEAP Policy Clarification: Accepting client statement as verification of income termination and 

household composition due to coronavirus (COVID-19) (March 30, 2020), attached hereto as Appendix D 

(“However, due to the COVID-19 health crisis, it is now permissible to accept a client’s statement as 

verification of income or household composition if they are unable to acquire the requested 

documentation...”).  
42 USECP at 15.  
43 Id. at 16.  
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acceptable and unacceptable forms of income when applying for CRP.44 The list of 1 

unacceptable forms of income documentation includes:  2 

 Profit/Loss statement for a self-employed household member 3 

 Letter from an employer 4 

 W-2 forms 5 

Q:  Do you have concerns about these procedures? 6 

A:  Yes. PGW’s list is restrictive and does not allow customers flexibility in showing 7 

their income. Many Philadelphians patch together multiple different part-time jobs to 8 

attempt to make ends meet. This can make proving income difficult, even when there is 9 

not a pandemic. A recent data brief from the Economy League explains part-time work as 10 

follows: 11 

This moment in economic history is defined, in part, by what we 12 

might call “hustling,” or the cobbling together of various income 13 

streams by many workers. Our data systems still largely capture 14 

payroll employment, making it challenging to capture how today’s 15 

workers spend their employment hours – whether they’re working 16 

multiple part-time jobs, working a part-time job while attending 17 

school or caring for family, working as a consultant under a formal 18 

or informal contract, or moonlighting in the evenings or weekends 19 

with a part-time job after a full-time job ends for the day.45 20 

 21 

Many part-time jobs are gig economy jobs – driving for Uber, or Lyft, or shopping for 22 

Instacart. The people working these jobs are not considered employees – they are 23 

classified by their employers as independent contractors.46  PGW lists the only acceptable 24 

                                                      
44 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-55, Attachment A.  
45 Shields and Hornstein, A Snapshot of Philadelphia’s Part-Time Workforce (February 2020), available at 

http://economyleague.org/providing-insight/leadingindicators/2020/02/19/parttimephl.  
46 See Alexia Fernandez Campbell, The recession hasn’t ended for gig economy workers, Vox.com (May 

28, 2019), available at https://www.vox.com/policy-and-politics/2019/5/28/18638480/gig-economy-

workers-wellbeing-survey 

http://economyleague.org/providing-insight/leadingindicators/2020/02/19/parttimephl
https://www.vox.com/policy-and-politics/2019/5/28/18638480/gig-economy-workers-wellbeing-survey
https://www.vox.com/policy-and-politics/2019/5/28/18638480/gig-economy-workers-wellbeing-survey
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proof of income for self-employed individuals as a prior year’s Federal tax return. For 1 

many of these workers, while technically self-employed, they may not have enough 2 

history to have a previous year’s tax return. This is just one example of why flexibility in 3 

income documentation is necessary. 4 

Q:  What do you recommend to improve PGW’s income verification 5 

procedures? 6 

A:  PGW should allow for more flexibility in the type of documentation allowed to 7 

prove income. As noted above, I recommend for the immediate Covid-19 crisis, and as a 8 

pilot, PGW accept self- verification of income. But even short of self-verification, and 9 

whether or not the Covid-19 crisis continues, PGW should act to remove the barriers to 10 

CRP enrollment created by inflexibly adhering to a prescribed list and by adopting a 11 

more customer friendly method of verification.  Specifically, I recommend that any 12 

documentation that shows earnings should be acceptable. For example, PGW should 13 

accept letters from employers, profit/loss statements from self-employed individuals, 14 

representative paystubs from within the last few months, or a previous year’s W-2s, along 15 

with a certification from the customer that that the documentation provided is 16 

representative.  17 

CRP Average Bill 18 

Q:  Can you describe PGW’s general budget billing policies for customers not on 19 

CRP Average Bill? 20 

A:  PGW’s current tariff describes budget billing as a “plan . . . averaging the cost of 21 

Gas Service over a 12-month period.”47 PGW’s training documents describe Budget 22 

                                                      
47 See Philadelphia Gas Works Gas Service Tariff at 26. 
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Billing as a way for “residential customers to even out seasonal variations in their 1 

monthly gas bills.”48 According to those training documents, initial budget amounts are 2 

based on the customer’s past 12 months of usage. If a customer has not lived in a 3 

premises for a full 12 months, the budget is based on a “typical PGW customer bill.”49 In 4 

response to discovery, PGW stated that the initial budget bill is set based on the prior 12 5 

months of usage at the premise.50 According to PGW, if there is no premise usage, “PGW 6 

determines a premise within close proximity in the same rate class.” PGW first looks to 7 

the left of the premise, then to the right of a premise, then across the street. If none of 8 

those are available, a “defaulted budget amount” is used.51 9 

Customers, not in CRP, on traditional budget billing have their bill adjusted every 10 

three months to keep the payment in line with their actual usage and gas rates.52 At the 11 

end of the 12 month period, PGW “trues up” the budget bill – charging or crediting the 12 

customer for the amounts charged above or below the actual usage bill. If a customer 13 

owes more than $100 but less than $300, that amount is billed over a 6-month period, and 14 

if a customer owes more than $300, that amount is billed over 24 months.53  15 

I note that the method of calculating the initial budget bill is described slightly 16 

differently in the training document provided in response to discovery requests than in 17 

the discovery response to TURN et al. II-1. While this is concerning because it indicates 18 

either a lack of consistency or potentially inadequate training on PGW’s part, budget bill 19 

adjustments over the course of the year can correct for an initial calculation that was 20 

                                                      
48 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-4 Attachment A.  
49 Id. at 1. 
50 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-1. 
51 Id. 
52 Id.  
53 Id. 
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either too high or too low. As I will discuss, these differences become more troubling 1 

when this initial calculation is used for the CRP Average Bill and no subsequent 2 

adjustments are made.  3 

Q:  Can you describe the CRP Average Bill? 4 

A:  As noted above, CRP enrollees are placed at a budget amount if it is lower than 5 

the percentage of income (PIPP) amount. PGW implemented CRP Average Bill as a part 6 

of its most recent comprehensive USECP proceeding.  According to the current USECP, 7 

the CRP discounted bill includes a monthly “asked-to-pay” amount that is based either on 8 

a percentage of income calculation or “the customer’s budget bill amount” whichever is 9 

lower.54 As part of its Order requiring a budget bill option, the Commission noted that 10 

“many CRP customers are currently paying more than the actual cost of their gas usage 11 

over the course of the program year.  Low-income customers enroll in CRP to receive the 12 

most affordable gas payment and achieve debt forgiveness.  PGW should periodically 13 

review CRP accounts to ensure customers are paying the most affordable rate.”55  14 

Q:  If this was approved most recently in a USECP, why is it relevant in the 15 

context of a rate case? 16 

A:  As a general matter, as noted elsewhere in my testimony, I believe that how PGW 17 

implements its Universal Service programming is relevant – because it reflects the quality 18 

of PGW’s customer service and reasonableness of policies, and because access to 19 

Universal Service programming is critical to low-income customers being insulated from 20 

financially harmful rate increases.  However, I also specifically raise issues related to the 21 

                                                      
54 USECP at 6-7. 
55 Order, Philadelphia Gas Works Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan for 2017-2020 

Submitted in Compliance with 52 Pa. Code § 62.4, Docket No. M-2016-2542415 (August 3, 2017) at 19.  
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CRP Average Bill because PGW is implementing its administration of the CRP Average 1 

Bill in a manner that is potentially charging certain CRP customers more than what they 2 

would pay in actual usage charges. This goes directly to whether PGWs current and 3 

proposed rates, rules and regulations are lawful, just and reasonable.56  4 

Q:  How has PGW implemented its CRP average bill? 5 

A.  To set the budget, or Average Bill, amount, PGW uses the calculation it would 6 

use if it were to enroll the customer in traditional budget billing.57 However, unlike 7 

traditional budget billing, the CRP Average Bill monthly amount is not compared with 8 

actual usage during the 12 month term.58 As described in PGW training manuals, “[t]he 9 

average bill amount is equal to the ASB59 at the customer’s premise. However, unlike the 10 

ASB the average bill amount is not adjusted quarterly. The average bill amount, as 11 

determined when the customer enters CRP, is used until the customer recertifies, or until 12 

the account is reviewed on the customer’s anniversary.”60 It is not readjusted, as the 13 

traditional budget bill is at 3 month intervals. As a result, if the initial average bill amount 14 

is calculated based on data that is not reflective of what the customer’s actual usage will 15 

be, it is possible for CRP Average Bill customers to be charged, over a 12 month period, 16 

amounts that exceed their actual usage charges for those same 12 months. While I 17 

supported the adoption of a budget bill option for CRP customers in my prior PGW rate 18 

                                                      
56 See Suspension Order at 2-3. 
57 See PGW Response to TURN II-6 Attachment A at 2. In responses to discovery, PGW consistently 

responded that no CRP budget billing option exists, rather a CRP Average Bill option exists. I think that by 

making this distinction, PGW is inserting a difference which was not intended; and creates negative results. 

As noted, PGW’s USECP refers to a budget bill option, as does the Commission order requiring PGW to 

implement this option.  
58 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-16.  
59 Although, I have seen no definition of ASB, I am assuming it refers to ‘Actual Suggested Budget’. 
60 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-6 Attachment A at 2. 
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case testimony, I believe that PGW is operating its CRP Average Bill option in an 1 

inappropriate manner not intended by the Commission. 2 

Q.  Please elaborate on your concerns regarding PGW’s CRP Average Bill 3 

option.  4 

A.   As noted above, by not periodically readjusting the average bill amount for CRP 5 

customers to account for actual usage, as it does in traditional budget billing, PGW is 6 

overcharging some CRP customers. To my knowledge, PGW actually tracks usage and 7 

amount charged on customer’s bills each month. Each CRP bill has a line item entitled 8 

either “CRP Discount” or “CRP Reverse Discount.”61 As described by PGW:  9 

 In most months, but not all, the CRP amount is less than the billing amount 10 

based on usage. In such cases the bill segment will display a line item 11 

entitled CRP Discount. During months in which the CRP amount is higher 12 

than the billing amount based on usage, the difference is expressed as CRP 13 

Reverse Discount. Please note that no matter the value of the CRP discount 14 

or CRP reverse discount, the customer’s monthly bill will be equal to their 15 

Agreement Amount…62 16 

 17 

In my experience, it can be  reasonably expected - given seasonality of gas usage - 18 

that customers with a fixed monthly bill on CRP might have a few months during 19 

which their CRP amount (whether PIPP or Average bill) is more than their actual 20 

usage.  Customer Assistance Programs are intended to provide a bill discount to 21 

low-income customers as a recognition that low-income customers are less able to 22 

afford utility bills. It is therefore problematic if a CRP customer is charged more 23 

than their actual usage over the course of a full year, and, I believe, contrary to the 24 

Commission’s intent in ordering that CRP budget billing be established by PGW. 25 

                                                      
61 PGW Response to TURN II-15 Attachment A.  
62 Id.  
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I restate the Commission’s goal, previously cited in my testimony and I italicize 1 

the issue which the Commission ordered to be addressed. 2 

“many CRP customers are currently paying more than the 3 

actual cost of their gas usage over the course of the program 4 

year.  Low-income customers enroll in CRP to receive the 5 

most affordable gas payment and achieve debt forgiveness.  6 

PGW should periodically review CRP accounts to ensure 7 

customers are paying the most affordable rate.”63  8 

By not truing up the CRP Average Bill periodically during the course of  a full year as it 9 

does for  its traditional budget billing  customers, I believe PGW’s method of 10 

implementation is harmful to its CRP Average Billing customers and  does not meet the 11 

Commission’s intent. 12 

Q:  Do you know how many CRP customers have been overcharged as Average 13 

Bill customers? 14 

A:  No. As of April 2020, there are 15,455 CRP customers who are enrolled in CRP 15 

Average Bill.64 The number of customers enrolled in CRP Average Bill has consistently 16 

increased since its launch in June 2018.65 One way to approximate whether customers 17 

were overcharged is to compare the CRP Reverse Discounts (amount charged above 18 

actual usage) received to CRP Discounts received (amount charged below actual usage) 19 

over 12 months. PGW provided discovery which shows that a significant number of 20 

                                                      
63 Order, Philadelphia Gas Works Universal Service and Energy Conservation Plan for 2017-2020 

Submitted in Compliance with 52 Pa. Code § 62.4, Docket No. M-2016-2542415 (August 3, 2017) at 19. 

(Emphasis added). 
64 PGW Response to TURN I-2, Attachment A. 
65 Id. 
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accounts may have received CRP Reverse Discounts that were in excess of their CRP 1 

Discounts.66 2 

Q:  Do you have any recommendations as to how PGW can change its internal 3 

operations of the CRP Average Bill? 4 

A:  Yes. There are several ways that PGW could address this problem. First, PGW 5 

could treat CRP Average Bills like traditional budget bills, and use the same mechanism 6 

to adjust bills quarterly over the course of the year. I would also recommend that PGW 7 

train its Customer Service Representatives and anyone enrolling customers into CRP to 8 

explain how and when the CRP Average Bill gets adjusted, as well as how a customer 9 

can request a review of their CRP amount. Finally, I recommend that PGW conduct a 10 

comprehensive review of CRP Average Bill accounts to determine how many customers 11 

were overcharged. For each customer, PGW should adjust their billing to reflect actual 12 

usage, and provide bill credits to those customers.   13 

Q.  Will your proposals benefit PGW's customers? 14 

A.  Yes.  If PGW improves its administrative processes to increase access to and 15 

removes barriers to CRP enrollment, low-income customers will benefit by being charged 16 

more affordable rates.  These customers will be less likely to fall behind on their bills and 17 

less likely to experience service terminations that result from nonpayment.  All PGW 18 

customers will benefit from reduced expenses attributable to CRP nonpayment.  The data 19 

shows that participation in the CRP program is of great benefit to some customers 20 

because it significantly reduces the risk of service termination.  In 2018, approximately 21 

4.9% of PGW’s CRP customers were terminated for nonpayment compared to 11.8% of 22 

                                                      
66 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-18.  
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confirmed low income customers.67  Confirmed non-CRP low-income customers face a 1 

greater risk of loss of service due to nonpayment than CRP customers.   2 

I therefore recommend that the Commission deny the proposed PGW rate 3 

increase until PGW has taken steps in line with my recommendations to improve access 4 

and enrollment to CRP as well as adjust its CRP Average Bill process to ensure that all  5 

PGW’s  low-income customers - CRP & non-CRP -  customers receive just and 6 

reasonable rates. 7 

Low Income Usage Reduction Program (LIURP) 8 

Q:  What is LIURP? 9 

A:  The Low Income Usage Reduction Program or LIURP is one of the universal 10 

service programs that regulated Pennsylvania utilities are required to provide to their low 11 

income customers. The purpose of LIURP is to assist low income customers to conserve 12 

energy and reduce energy bills. The programs are also intended to reduce the risk of 13 

customer payment delinquencies and the costs associated with uncollectible accounts 14 

expense, collection costs and arrearage carrying cost.  Therefore, an appropriately 15 

available and administered LIURP will be a necessary component to ameliorating the 16 

effect of PGW’s proposed rate increase on its many low-income customers who will bear 17 

the burden of any rate increase. 18 

Q.   What benefits does LIURP provide to PGW’s low income customers? 19 

                                                      
67 These numbers have been taken from the following sources: PGW Response to TURN et al. I-4; PGW 

Response to TURN et al. I-9; Pa PUC, Bureau of Consumer Services, 2018 Report on Universal Service 

Programs & Collections Performance, 

http://www.puc.pa.gov/General/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NGDC_UniServ_Rpt2018.pdf. 
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A.    PGW data shows that receipt of LIURP measures results in substantial bill 1 

reduction and energy savings for LIURP participants.68 In 2016, statewide LIURP 2 

activities resulted in gas heating energy savings of 13.1% and an average annual gas 3 

heating bill reduction of $211.69  In response to discovery requests, PGW provided a 4 

qualified estimate that in 2018, LIURP participants saved an average of $76 per year after 5 

receipt of LIURP measures.70  LIURP participants also experienced significant energy 6 

savings post treatment. In response to discovery requests, PGW provided the following 7 

table showing the average energy savings for LIURP participants.71 LIURP participants 8 

who received comprehensive usage reduction treatment from PGW saw substantial 9 

energy savings, 16.6% in 2017 and 15.3% in 2018.  10 

Gross Savings 2016 2017 2018 

Comprehensively Treated 11.1% 16.6% 15.3% 

Core Treatment Only  2.1% 7.1% 4.0% 

While the benefits of LIURP are clear, some low-income customers are unable to access 11 

the program. I am concerned about the PGW tenant customers who are unable to access 12 

LIURP services due to lack of landlord cooperation. PGW provided data showing the 13 

number of tenants who were considered for LIURP but who ultimately had services 14 

rejected due to landlord refusal or landlord failure to respond to a solicitation of 15 

approval.72 I have summarized this information in the table below.73  16 

Year  LIURP Services Rejected 

due to Landlord Refusal  

LIURP Services Rejected 

due to Landlord Failure to 

Respond  

                                                      
68 PGW Response to TURN et al. I-27 and I-28 
69 Pa PUC, Bureau of Consumer Services, 2018 Report on Universal Service Programs & Collections 

Performance, 

http://www.puc.pa.gov/General/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NGDC_UniServ_Rpt2018.pdf.  
70 PGW Response to TURN et al. I-27  
71 PGW Response to TURN et al. I-28 
72 PGW Response to TURN et al. I-29 
73 Id.   

http://www.puc.pa.gov/General/publications_reports/pdf/EDC_NGDC_UniServ_Rpt2018.pdf
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2017 83 1,009 

2018 131 1,255 

2019 105 1,131 

In each of the past three years there have been more than 1,000 PGW customers who 1 

were unable to access LIURP services, and achieve the associated bill reduction and 2 

energy savings, simply due to a landlord’s failure to respond to PGW’s solicitation of 3 

approval.  4 

Q.  What can PGW do to improve tenant customer access to LIURP? 5 

 6 

A.  I believe that PGW can improve its process for obtaining landlord approval to 7 

perform LIURP services. When asked to describe the process that PGW uses to reach out 8 

to landlords to obtain approval to perform LIURP service for a tenant, PGW responded 9 

that, under its current solicitation process, PGW sends a letter and an authorization form 10 

to the landlord concurrent with the program notification letter that is sent to the eligible 11 

tenant customer.74 PGW did not provide any additional information about its process for 12 

obtaining landlord approval. I believe that PGW should do more. I recommend that in 13 

addition to a single letter, PGW make multiple attempts to obtain landlord approval to 14 

perform LIURP services for a tenant, including direct contact with the owner or 15 

representative to inform them of the benefits of LIURP energy efficiency efforts. In 16 

addition, I recommend that PGW work with its tenant customers to identify barriers to 17 

obtaining landlord approval, and assign CARES representatives to follow up with these 18 

customers and landlords as well as to make referrals to social service agencies and 19 

community organizations that may be able to provide additional assistance with obtaining 20 

landlord authorization.  21 

                                                      
74 PGW Response to TURN et al. I-30 
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Q.  Do you have other recommendations regarding PGW’s LIURP? 1 

A.  Yes. I note that in the past two calendar years, PGW has not exhausted its LIURP 2 

budget. In 2018, PGW had $140,216 in unspent LIURP dollars.75 In 2019, PGW had 3 

$20,350.76 I recommend that PGW add these remaining funds to its LIURP budget for 4 

2020. If LIURP funds remain unspent at the end of 2020, they should carry over and be 5 

added to PGW’s 2021 LIURP budget. PGW could use a portion of these funds to 6 

implement my recommendations regarding PGW’s efforts to obtain landlord consent to 7 

perform LIURP services.  8 

 9 

IV. REVIEW OF PGW POLICIES  10 

Q. Please explain the purpose of this section of your testimony. 11 

A.   In this section of my testimony, I examine various PGW policies that contribute to 12 

customers being unable to maintain and restore their PGW service.  Whereas the earlier 13 

section of my testimony focused on how low-income customers can access CRP and 14 

LIURP, this section focuses  more broadly on policies that apply to all low-income 15 

customers and other vulnerable customers, including tenants, victims of domestic 16 

violence, and Limited English Proficient customers.  17 

Philadelphia tenants are vulnerable because they struggle to afford their housing 18 

costs and experience high rates of eviction.77  Prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, 19 

                                                      
75 PGW Response to TURN et al. I-31 
76 Id.  
77 See generally Mayor’s Taskforce on Eviction Prevention and Response, Report and Recommendation 

(June 2018), 

https://www.phila.gov/hhs/PDF/Mayors%20Task%20Force%20on%20Eviction%20Prevention%20and%2

0Response-Report.pdf 

https://www.phila.gov/hhs/PDF/Mayors%20Task%20Force%20on%20Eviction%20Prevention%20and%20Response-Report.pdf
https://www.phila.gov/hhs/PDF/Mayors%20Task%20Force%20on%20Eviction%20Prevention%20and%20Response-Report.pdf
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Philadelphia was experiencing an eviction crisis.78 In 2017, over 24,000 eviction filings 1 

were recorded in Philadelphia.79  Local leaders fear that Philadelphia could experience an 2 

avalanche of evictions after the Covid-19 related eviction moratorium is lifted.80  It is 3 

critical that PGW’s rate increase does not exacerbate the eviction crisis in Philadelphia by 4 

making tenants’ PGW bills unaffordable and contributing to tenants’ inability to keep up 5 

with their housing costs. As I discuss in greater detail in my testimony below, victims of 6 

domestic violence are often uniquely vulnerable to physical and financial harm – 7 

especially during the period of separation from a violent intimate partner.  In addition, 8 

almost a quarter of Philadelphia’s population speaks a language other than English.  9 

PGW should take efforts to ensure that all of its customers have access to all available 10 

options to access and afford their PGW service.  These issues are relevant to this 11 

proceeding because inadequate attention to the needs of vulnerable customers 12 

demonstrates deficiencies with the quality of service that PGW provides to its customers. 13 

In some cases, it raises concerns about whether PGW is taking advantage of opportunities 14 

to increase revenue.   15 

First, I review problems related to PGW’s LIHEAP Crisis grant acceptance 16 

policies. Next, I review PGW’s compliance with the Discontinuance of Service to Leased 17 

Premises provisions of the Public Utility Code at 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 1521-1533. I believe that 18 

PGW could do more to ensure that tenants are able to maintain service on terms 19 

consistent with the statute. I also review PGW’s current Language Access policies for 20 

                                                      
78 Id.  
79 Id. at 9. 
80 Editorial, Lawmakers should anticipate avalanche of evictions after coronavirus, Philadelphia Inquirer 

(April 24, 2020), available at https://www.inquirer.com/opinion/editorials/coronavirus-covid-19-eviction-

housing-crisis-20200424.html. 

https://www.inquirer.com/opinion/editorials/coronavirus-covid-19-eviction-housing-crisis-20200424.html
https://www.inquirer.com/opinion/editorials/coronavirus-covid-19-eviction-housing-crisis-20200424.html
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Limited English Proficient customers, as well as PGW’s policies for customers who are 1 

victims of domestic violence. Finally, I review problems related to customers’ ability to 2 

reconnect to PGW service and recommend that PGW undertake concerted efforts to bring 3 

disconnected customers back on to its systems.   4 

Q.  Please describe your review of PGW’s LIHEAP acceptance policy and any 5 

conclusions you have reached. 6 

A.  The Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program or LIHEAP is a federally 7 

funded program that provides low-income households with assistance to help pay home 8 

energy costs.  LIHEAP is administered by the states.  In Pennsylvania, the Department of 9 

Human Services (DHS) administers LIHEAP. Generally, LIHEAP is open November 10 

through March. Pennsylvania LIHEAP is therefore specifically designed to be available 11 

to Pennsylvania’s most vulnerable households so that those households can maintain and 12 

connect to heating related service during the cold weather months.  In recent years, 13 

Pennsylvania has set its income eligibility level at 150% of the Federal Poverty Level, 14 

which exactly matches the income eligibility level for PGW’s CRP; and it has primarily 15 

provided LIHEAP assistance in three different forms.  The LIHEAP Cash component is a 16 

grant that is available to assist with paying home energy costs.  The amount of the grant 17 

is based on a formula which considers the income and size of the applicant’s household 18 

as well as the heating degree days in the region of the state where the applicant resides.  19 

Applicants do not need to be payment troubled or in shut off status to be eligible for a 20 

LIHEAP Cash grant.  The LIHEAP Crisis component is a grant that is only available to 21 

help applicants resolve an imminent or existing home heating crisis, typically the 22 

imminent or actual loss of heat. For an applicant to be eligible for a Crisis Grant, to either 23 
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halt a shut-off or to reconnect service, a vendor must agree to accept the grant. The 1 

amount of the minimum and maximum Cash and Crisis grants a household is eligible to 2 

receive can vary from year to year. In recent years, for example, Crisis has provided 3 

grants of up to $600. Cash and Crisis grants are almost always paid directly to a heating 4 

fuel vendor or utility company.  A third component of LIHEAP, the Crisis Interface or 5 

Weatherization component, provides repair or replacement of broken heating systems, 6 

through weatherization contractors or subcontractors, for eligible Crisis applicants.  7 

 As a condition of settling its last rate case, PGW agreed to conduct a cost/benefit 8 

analysis of the impact of modifying its LIHEAP Crisis acceptance policy to permit its 9 

low-income customers to maintain or restore service when the Crisis grant amount is less 10 

than the full account balance that is due. Since the last rate case PGW has modified its 11 

LIHEAP Crisis acceptance policy to permit customers that have past due balances which 12 

exceed the amount of the maximum Crisis grant to direct those grants to PGW.  In these 13 

situations, although the amount of the grant may not satisfy the amount that PGW would 14 

be permitted to charge the customer to maintain or restore service, PGW accepts the 15 

grant, reduces the customer’s balance by the amount of the grant, and continues to 16 

provide service to the customer.  If the customer had previously been in shut off status, 17 

the termination notice is cancelled.  18 

For LIHEAP program year 2018-2019, PGW permitted customers to utilize a 19 

Crisis grant to prevent a termination of service if the balance on the account was $2500 or 20 

less.81 For LIHEAP program year 2019-2020 this amount was increased to $3000.82 PGW 21 

                                                      
81 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-28 
82 Id.  
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does not currently provide brochures, bill messages, or website messages describing its 1 

Crisis acceptance policy to customers.83  2 

PGW’s modified Crisis acceptance policy has resulted in thousands of PGW 3 

customers being able to preserve PGW service during the cold weather season, while 4 

bringing millions of dollars in additional Crisis funds to PGW.84  PGW provided the 5 

following table showing the number of customers who received a Crisis grant as a result 6 

of PGW’s modified Crisis acceptance policy and the total dollar amount of Crisis grants 7 

received in each fiscal year as a result of the modified policy.   8 

YEAR # of Customer  $ Grants 

FY18 949 $455,171 

FY19 1,879 $1,200,577 

FY20 1,047 $707,218  

 9 

 While I commend PGW for modifying its Crisis grant acceptance policy, PGW 10 

can and should do more. I am concerned that PGW has not adequately tracked the 11 

limitations of its policy.  In addition, I believe that additional modifications to PGW’s 12 

Crisis acceptance policy would permit greater numbers of low-income customers to 13 

access and maintain service.  In response to TURN et al. discovery requests seeking 14 

information about the number of  PGW customers who were unable to access Crisis due 15 

to PGW’s Crisis acceptance policy, and the total dollar value of grant assistance denied to 16 

these customers, PGW responded that “this information in not readily available and 17 

                                                      
83 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-27 
84 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-22 
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would require a costly and burdensome special study to produce.” 85  This response 1 

reflects a failure by PGW to honor its Settlement commitment to conduct a cost/benefit 2 

analysis of the impact of modifying its LIHEAP Crisis acceptance policy.  Additionally, 3 

this response reflects a lack of a serious commitment on PGW’s part to understanding the 4 

economic benefit of its Crisis acceptance policies and the opportunities to modify it to 5 

bring benefit to both PGW and its low-income customers.  6 

Q. What recommendations do you have regarding PGW’s LIHEAP acceptance 7 

policy?  8 

A.  As a first step, on an annual basis, PGW should begin to track and maintain data 9 

pertaining to its LIHEAP Crisis acceptance policy. Once the data is developed, PGW 10 

should maintain it in a readily available data bank.  At a minimum, for both customers 11 

seeking to preserve service and customers seeking to restore service through utilization of 12 

a LIHEAP Crisis grant, PGW should track the number of customers who:  13 

 receive a LIHEAP Crisis grant who had a balance due to PGW in an amount  14 

greater than the maximum Crisis grant amount;  15 

 the dollar value of LIHEAP Crisis grants received by PGW for customers with an 16 

account balance greater than the maximum Crisis grant amount;  17 

 the number of customers who attempted to use a LIHEAP crisis grant but were 18 

unable to, due to their balance being greater than PGW’s Crisis acceptance 19 

threshold;  20 

  the number of customers who attempted to use a LIHEAP crisis grant  to restore 21 

service but were rejected; and 22 
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  the dollar value of those rejected Crisis grants.  1 

Next, PGW should review its LIHEAP Crisis acceptance policy to determine 2 

whether additional modifications to the policy would result in increasing the number of 3 

customers who are able to maintain or restore service by obtaining assistance from 4 

LIHEAP Crisis. I believe that in light of the large number of PGW customers who enter 5 

the cold weather season without PGW service, PGW should expand its LIHEAP Crisis 6 

policy to permit customers to restore PGW service even if the grant is not enough to pay 7 

PGW’s restoration demand in full.  8 

 I believe that PGW should perform a yearly cost/benefit analysis to determine 9 

whether its Crisis threshold is set at an amount that will allow every eligible LIHEAP 10 

Crisis applicant to maintain or restore PGW service.  In addition, PGW should determine 11 

if it has adequate policies in place for customers to manage and afford arrears that are not 12 

paid off by the grant, and, if not, PGW should adopt policies that permit these customers 13 

to manage their arrears so that they are not at risk of shut off soon after receipt of the 14 

Crisis grant. 15 

Finally, PGW should ensure that information about its Crisis acceptance policy is 16 

widely available to customers through brochures, bill messages, PGW’s website, and 17 

other customer communication points, throughout the LIHEAP season.  18 

Discontinuance of Service to Leased Premises (Subchapter B) 19 

Q.  Please describe your review of PGW’s compliance with the Discontinuance of 20 

Service to Leased Premises provisions of the Public Utility Code at 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 21 

1521 and any conclusions you have reached. 22 
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 A. The Discontinuance of Service to Leased Premises provisions of the Public Utility 1 

Code, or Subchapter B, govern the process that PGW and other regulated utilities are 2 

required to follow in discontinuing service to premises that are likely to be tenant 3 

occupied.  Consistent with Subchapter B, prior to termination of service of a landlord 4 

ratepayer for non-access to the premises or nonpayment of billing charges, the utility is 5 

required to notify each dwelling unit reasonably likely to be occupied by an affected 6 

tenant.  Under Subchapter B, an affected tenant has a right to continue service or to 7 

immediately restore terminated service by paying the utility an amount equal to the bill 8 

for the affected account of the landlord ratepayer for the billing month preceding the 9 

notice to the tenant.  The utility retains an obligation to notify the tenant of the monthly 10 

bill for succeeding billing months and the tenant has a right to continue service by paying 11 

the successive bill.  12 

Q. Do you have concerns related to PGW’s compliance with Subchapter B? 13 

A.   Yes. I do not believe that PGW is making sufficient effort to determine whether 14 

properties are reasonably likely to be tenant occupied and to provide notice to affected 15 

tenants of their right to continue service pursuant to Subchapter B. I am also concerned 16 

that PGW’s process for establishing Subchapter B accounts for affected tenants is 17 

inadequate and burdensome.    18 

I believe that tenants in PGW’s service territory are at risk of shut off and are 19 

unable to access affordable options to continue or restore service. PGW maintains that it 20 

uses various methods to determine whether a property is tenant-occupied.86 I do not 21 

                                                      
86 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-38. PGW maintains that its methods include a determination during the 

initial set-up of service, using public records, and reviewing PGW service records or by visiting the 

property in preparation of the notice process. Also, PGW relies upon information provided to the utility by 
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believe PGW’s methods have been sufficient to determine the number of tenant occupied 1 

properties in its service territory or to provide notices to tenants as required by 2 

Subchapter B. I base my opinion on the fact that PGW has coded only a small number of 3 

its customer accounts as landlord accounts and has issued a low number of Subchapter B 4 

notices to tenants, relative to the size of the tenant population in Philadelphia. According 5 

to 2018 Census data, there are an estimated 287,543 renter occupied housing units in 6 

Philadelphia.87  Notwithstanding the size of Philadelphia’s tenant population, PGW has 7 

coded just 7,514 as landlord accounts.88 PGW data for 2018 and 2019 reveals that the 8 

utility provided a surprisingly low number of Subchapter B notices to tenants prior to 9 

termination for landlord nonpayment.89 This information is summarized in the table 10 

below.  11 

Year Number of Subchapter B Notices PGW 

Sent to Tenants Prior to Shutoff for 

Landlord Nonpayment  

2018 532 

2019 484 

 12 

One consequence of PGW’s failure to provide required Subchapter B notices is that 13 

tenants may never learn of their right to continue service without assuming responsibility 14 

for the landlord’s delinquent bill. As a result, tenants may struggle to pay PGW balances 15 

that they cannot afford, and for which they are not legally responsible, to preserve or 16 

                                                      
the owners of residential property pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §1529.1, which requires owners to notify a public 

utility when a dwelling unit is used for rental purposes, but only if the unit is not individually metered.  
87See Selected Housing Characteristics, American Community Survey 2018 (Table DP04), available at 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=philadelphia%20city%20housing&g=1600000US4260000&tid=AC

SDP1Y2018.DP04&t=Housing&layer=VT_2018_160_00_PY_D1&cid=DP04_0001E&vintage=2018 
88 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-42 
89 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-41 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=philadelphia%20city%20housing&g=1600000US4260000&tid=ACSDP1Y2018.DP04&t=Housing&layer=VT_2018_160_00_PY_D1&cid=DP04_0001E&vintage=2018
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=philadelphia%20city%20housing&g=1600000US4260000&tid=ACSDP1Y2018.DP04&t=Housing&layer=VT_2018_160_00_PY_D1&cid=DP04_0001E&vintage=2018
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restore service. Still others may lose housing due to their inability or unwillingness to pay 1 

for charges for which their landlord is responsible. From a revenue perspective, PGW’s 2 

low number of notices relative to its tenant population denotes to me a failure to provide 3 

a significant number of the required Subchapter B notices. This also indicates that the 4 

utility is most likely collecting little of the potential ongoing revenue from tenants willing 5 

to make payments to continue service pursuant to Subchapter B. PGW collected just 6 

$261,797 from tenants making payments pursuant to Subchapter B in 2018 and $227,953 7 

in 2019.90  8 

 Further, PGW has implemented Subchapter B policies that may prevent tenants 9 

from maintaining or restoring service. For example, PGW requires tenants seeking 10 

protection under Subchapter B to go into a district office to establish an “Et-al account” 11 

before they can begin making payments to maintain or restore service.91 I believe this 12 

will be problem for tenants seeking Subchapter B protection if PGW is permitted to 13 

resume terminations during the Covid-19 pandemic as a result of tenants not going into a 14 

district office. PGW district offices have been closed since March 16, 2020. Even if the 15 

district offices reopen during the pandemic, tenants should not have to risk their health to 16 

access Subchapter B protections.  17 

Once the tenant presents at the district office, PGW requires the tenant to produce 18 

acceptable proof of address and proof of residency before they can establish the Et-al 19 

account.92 In its Tenant Landlord Et-al training guide, PGW instructs its representatives 20 

to verify that the address on the Subchapter B notice matches the address listed on a 21 

                                                      
90 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-43 and II-44.  
91 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-36.  
92 Id. at Attachment A, Pg. 15 
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document issued by a state/federal agency which contains the tenant’s name.93 This 1 

suggests that PGW requires tenants to produce proof of address in the form of a 2 

document issued by a state/federal agency. I believe this is a burdensome requirement 3 

and PGW should accept a broad range of proof of address.  PGW also requires the tenant 4 

seeking Subchapter B protection to provide proof of residency. In its training guide, 5 

PGW instructs its representatives to verify that the name and address on the tenant’s 6 

government-issued photo ID matches the lease or document demonstrating tenant’s 7 

residency at the address.94 This presumes that the tenant has a government-issued photo 8 

ID. PGW should permit tenants to provide a broad range of identification documents. If 9 

the tenant fails to provide acceptable proof of address and residency, PGW does not 10 

permit the tenant to make a payment to continue service or to restore service pursuant to 11 

Subchapter B.95 I believe that these policies are unduly burdensome for innocent tenants 12 

seeking protection under Subchapter B to continue their service, when their landlord has 13 

defaulted and they desire to make monthly payments.  14 

Q. What do you recommend regarding PGW’s compliance with the tenant 15 

protection provisions of Subchapter B? 16 

A.  PGW must adopt a proactive and aggressive approach to determining which 17 

properties in its service territory are reasonably likely to be tenant occupied. I recommend 18 

that on a routine basis PGW should seek this information from its customers, not only at 19 

the time of the initial set-up of service. In addition, PGW should compile information on 20 

whether a property is likely to be tenant occupied from a broad array of public records, 21 

                                                      
93 Id.  
94 Id.  
95 Id.  
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including the Philadelphia Office of Property Assessment, the Philadelphia Department 1 

of Licenses and Inspections, and publicly available court records. PGW should work with 2 

tenant organizations and other stakeholders in Philadelphia to determine the best methods 3 

for identifying tenant occupied properties.   PGW should immediately correct its apparent 4 

under noticing and begin providing Subchapter B notices to tenants prior to effectuating 5 

shut offs to landlord ratepayers.   Prior to shut off for nonpayment at any property, PGW 6 

should make every effort to determine whether the property is reasonably likely to be 7 

tenant occupied, and, if so, to provide the required Subchapter B notices to these tenants. 8 

Finally, in keeping with the intent of the statute to protect innocent tenants, when their 9 

landlord defaults, PGW should accept a broad range of proof of address and residency 10 

documentation from tenants seeking to preserve or restore service pursuant to Subchapter 11 

B.  12 

Q.  Are there other Customer Service issues you think are necessary to address 13 

in this proceeding? 14 

A. Yes. I’d like to address PGW’s implementation of the protections for victims of 15 

domestic violence pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §1417. I will also be addressing PGW’s 16 

policies and procedures regarding language access. Finally, I will discuss problems 17 

related to customers’ ability to reconnect to service.  18 

Domestic Violence Protections  19 

Q. Can you explain what protections 66 Pa. C.S. §1417 provides? 20 

A.  Section 1417 specifically exempts victims of domestic violence from the terms of 21 

Chapter 14. Chapter 14 is a set of formulaic and strict billing and termination standards 22 

for the Public Utility Commission and utilities like PGW. Section 1417 is a recognition 23 
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that victims of domestic violence are often uniquely vulnerable to physical and financial 1 

harm – especially during the period of separation from a violent intimate partner, when 2 

the risk of physical violence and financial instability is greatest.96 This exemption is 3 

intended to allow greater flexibility for victims of domestic violence in dealing with 4 

utility debt – allowing victims to start fresh, and recognizing the multi-faceted nature of 5 

domestic violence.97   6 

Currently, if a consumer is exempt from Chapter 14 pursuant to section 1417, 7 

subchapters L through V of the Commission’s Chapter 56 regulations apply.98  These 8 

subchapters provide several critical protections for victims of domestic violence.  For 9 

example, pursuant to subchapter N, section 56.285, a victim cannot be held responsible 10 

for utility debt accrued by a third party.99  And, if utility debt is accrued in the victim’s 11 

name, section 56.285 allows a victim to obtain additional and more flexible payment 12 

arrangement terms based on their unique facts and circumstances. In addition, section 13 

                                                      
96 See Nat’l Resource Ctr. on Domestic Violence, Intimate Partner Homicide Prevention, 

https://vawnet.org/sc/intimate-partner-homicide-prevention (explaining that separation is a “predominant 

risk factor” for intimate partner homicide). 

97 Utility debt is a particularly unforgiving barrier for victims of domestic violence attempting to start over 

after separating from an abuser. Chief among the consequences of utility debt is the inability to secure safe 

and affordable housing, as the existence of utility debt may disqualify a victim of domestic violence from 

public housing, and a utility termination may trigger eviction proceedings.  See 24 CFR § 960.203. Indeed, 

it is not a coincidence that domestic violence – and the consequential inability to secure safe housing – is 

the “primary cause of homelessness” for women in this country. See Nat’l Law Ctr on Homelessness & 

Poverty, Facts on Homeless, Housing, and Violence Against Women, https://nlchp.org//wp-

content/uploads/2018/10/DV_Fact_Sheet.pdf.  
98 52 Pa. Code, Ch. 56, Subsections L-V. 

99 “A utility may not require, as a condition of the furnishing of residential service, payment for residential 

service previously furnished under an account in the name of a person other than the applicant unless a 

court, district justice or administrative agency has determined that the applicant is legally obligated to pay 

for the service previously furnished.” 52 Pa. Code § 56.285. 
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56.335 entitles victims of domestic violence to additional notice of termination 48 hours 1 

prior to termination. 2 

Q:  How does a victim of domestic violence access these protections? 3 

A: Chapter 14 defines covered persons as “victims under a protection from abuse 4 

order as provided by 23 Pa. C.S. Ch. 61 (relating to protection from abuse) or a court 5 

order issued by a court of competent jurisdiction in this Commonwealth, which provides 6 

clear evidence of domestic violence against the applicant or customer”100  7 

Q: Did PGW provide any written policies or training materials specific to these 8 

protections? 9 

A: No. PGW stated only that “PGW follows requirements of Chapter 56”101 and that 10 

the only method PGW uses to identify customers is if they self-identify or provide a 11 

protection order.102 PGW has no training materials or manuals that discuss the protections 12 

and rights of victims of domestic violence.103  13 

Q: Do you have concerns about this approach? 14 

A: Yes.  I am concerned that by referencing only a Protection from Abuse Order, 15 

PGW is not providing adequate protection for those victims of abuse who are also 16 

protected by the more recent extension of exemption provided by amendments to Chapter 17 

14- namely, any court order issued by a court of competent jurisdiction in this 18 

Commonwealth, which provides clear evidence of domestic violence. against the 19 

applicant or customer. Further, PGW does not appear to have written policies or 20 

procedures. PGW’s approach is wholly inadequate. PGW must ensure that customers are 21 

                                                      
100 66 Pa. C.S. §1417 (emphasis added). 
101 PGW Response to TURN et al. III-7.  
102 PGW Response to TURN et al. III-7. 
103 Id. 
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advised properly of their rights and that the procedures used to identify these customers 1 

are consistent. Based on PGW’s responses, it is not clear how PGW makes the 2 

determination to  follow the statute and exempt appropriate victims from Chapter 14, how 3 

any customer would know they are entitled to specific additional protections,  or even 4 

what PGW staff know to do if presented with documentation  not in the form of a PFA.  5 

Q: What do you recommend? 6 

A: PGW needs to have a written policy of how it handles cases for this vulnerable 7 

population. At a minimum, when a customer discloses that they are a victim of domestic 8 

violence, that call should be prioritized for resolution by a small and designated team 9 

specifically trained on the unique statutory protections and  the vulnerabilities and need 10 

for privacy protections of victims. 11 

Victims of domestic violence should be given at least 3 days to provide a copy of 12 

their order before termination is allowed to proceed. I also recommend that PGW 13 

expressly define the equitable payment arrangement parameters which it will employ for 14 

victims of domestic violence, and that it explicitly train staff that the payment 15 

arrangement restrictions contained in Chapter 14 do not apply and more equitable terms 16 

are intended to be set..   17 

I recommend that PGW develop training materials for its Customer Service 18 

Representatives (CSRs) that explain: the rights associated with domestic violence 19 

protections and the procedures used to process documentation, and identifies how to 20 

transfer calls to the designated team at PGW. Finally, I recommend that PGW partner 21 

with local domestic violence programs to provide reciprocal training, and ensure that 22 

domestic violence advocates and PGW employees are fully trained on the availability of 23 
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these critical protections. In establishing these partnerships, PGW should also designate 1 

specific PGW liaisons to work with advocates for victims of domestic violence.  2 

Q:  Does PGW have any public facing materials regarding domestic violence 3 

protections? 4 

A: Reviewing PGW’s website, I note that PGW does have a flyer linked on its 5 

“Assistance Programs & Grants” page entitled “Protection from Abuse”.104 It covers 6 

several of the relevant protections, but states that they only apply if a victim of domestic 7 

violence has a current Protection from Abuse Order (PFA). It does not provide any 8 

information about how to access those protections.  9 

Q:  Do you have any concerns or recommendations about these public-facing 10 

materials? 11 

A: I am concerned that this flyer incorrectly states the law and the standard victims 12 

of domestic violence must meet – victims can provide a Protection from Abuse Order or 13 

other court order with clear evidence of domestic violence. I recommend that in addition 14 

to adequately training its staff, PGW update and expand its public facing materials, 15 

including website language, flyers and bill messaging, to identify the rights associated 16 

with the domestic violence protections and the required documentation, and explain 17 

specifically how a customer can self-identify and provide information to PGW. 18 

Language Access 19 

Q:  Why specifically do you raise language access as an issue in this proceeding? 20 

A:  How PGW serves its Limited English proficient (LEP) customers is a core 21 

customer service issue. PGW cites to its improvements in customer service as a reason to 22 

                                                      
104 https://www.pgworks.com/uploads/pdfs/Protection-from-Abuse.pdf. Additional searches of PGW’s 

website for Protection from Abuse or Domestic Violence turned up no results.  

https://www.pgworks.com/uploads/pdfs/Protection-from-Abuse.pdf
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support its proposed rate increase. PGW St. 1 at 4:5. In his testimony, Gregory Stunder 1 

indicates improved customer satisfaction and improved operations at PGW’s customer 2 

service centers. PGW St. 1 at 5. Similarly, Douglas Moser states in his testimony several 3 

improvements to PGW’s call center, as well as modernization efforts to PGW’s website 4 

and bill messaging. PGW St. 7 at 14-17. However, PGW has made no indication of 5 

efforts to improve service to its LEP customers. As I will discuss below, almost a quarter 6 

of Philadelphia’s population speaks a language other than English, and more than half of 7 

LEP Philadelphians speak a language other than Spanish. Yet, PGW’s policies, 8 

assessments and staff training in interacting with these populations appears to be quite 9 

sparse. In evaluating PGW’s rate increase request, it is important to consider PGW’s 10 

efforts to provide quality customer service to all of its customers – including those who 11 

don’t speak English. 12 

Q.  What information is available regarding the number of Limited English 13 

Proficient individuals who reside within PGW’s Service Territory available? 14 

A.  There is publicly available census data regarding the extent of the LEP 15 

population in Philadelphia, and the various languages of origin spoken in Philadelphia. 16 

That information is summarized in the table below:105  17 

 Total Households % of Population 

Spanish 166,348 11.24% 

Chinese 31,410 2.12% 

                                                      
105 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2018, Language Spoken at Home by Ability to 

Speak English For the Population 5 Years and Over (Table B16001). Data available at data.census.gov. 
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Vietnamese 12,974 0.88% 

Russian 12,694 0.86% 

Arabic 11,295 0.76% 

Haitian 10,155 0.69% 

French 9,204 0.62% 

All other languages 99,964 6.75% 

All non-English 

languages 

354,044 23.92% 

 1 

As this data shows, almost a quarter of the population in the city of Philadelphia is 2 

Limited English Proficient – and Spanish-speaking households make up less than half of 3 

the LEP population in Philadelphia. According to census data, the top five non-English 4 

languages spoken in Philadelphia are: Spanish, Chinese (all dialects), Vietnamese, 5 

Russian, and Arabic.  6 

Q.  What information has PGW provided regarding its language access policies? 7 

A.  PGW does not appear to have a written policy regarding language access for 8 

Limited English Proficient customers. Asked to provide a copy of any PGW policy 9 

regarding language access, PGW responded:  10 

PGW provides a language line translation option for callers 11 

and visitors to the District Offices who ask for language 12 

related assistance.106  13 

 14 

Q.  Has PGW reviewed or completed a needs assessment regarding its Limited 15 

English Proficient customers? 16 

                                                      
106 PGW Response to TURN et al. III-2. That response also references responses to TURN et al. III-3, III-

4, III-5, and III-6. 
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A.  No. Asked to provide any needs assessment completed by or for PGW, or within 1 

PGW’s possession, regarding the locations and numbers of Limited English Proficient 2 

PGW customers, PGW responded that “[u]nder current PUC regulation, PGW does not 3 

perform “needs assessments” relevant to language.”107 4 

Q: Has PGW provided any manuals, training materials, and/or documents that 5 

describe language access for LEP customers? 6 

A:  No. In response to a TURN discovery request, PGW stated that its training staff 7 

 8 

[P]rovides new CSRs with multiple quick reference guides 9 

that contain important numbers and resources to assist them 10 

with interacting with PGW customers. When trained, CSRs 11 

are verbally instructed on what steps to take when 12 

interpretation services are needed, and CSRs perform hands-13 

on training exercises to ensure that they are properly 14 

prepared to address calls where the language line is 15 

needed.108 16 

However, PGW provided no written materials, used by trainers or CSRs, so I am unable 17 

to review how the CSRs are trained or what information they are given regarding 18 

interpretation and working with limited English customers to ensure that information is 19 

communicated effectively.  20 

Q.  Does PGW have documents translated into any other languages? 21 

A.  Yes. PGW has translated a few categories of documents into Spanish, Chinese 22 

and French, including:109  23 

 Residential Termination Notices (Spanish) 24 

 LIHEAP and Crisis Outreach Letters (Spanish) 25 

                                                      
107 PGW Response to TURN et al. III-1. 
108 PGW Response to TURN et al. III-3. 
109 See PGW Response to TURN et al. III-4. A full list is included as Attachment A to that response.  
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 CRP Recertification Letters (Spanish) 1 

 Collection Agency Referral Notices (Spanish) 2 

 CRP Brochures, UESF Flyers, and LIHEAP/Crisis Flyers (Spanish, 3 

Chinese, French) 4 

  5 

Q.  Is any translation or interpretation mandated by law? 6 

A.  Yes. The PUC’s regulations obligate PGW to include in its termination notice 7 

“Information in Spanish directing Spanish-speaking customers to the numbers to call for 8 

information and translation assistance.”110 That same regulation requires PGW to provide 9 

similar materials “in other languages when census data indicates that 5% or more of the 10 

residents of the utility’s service territory are using that language.” The PUC’s regulations 11 

also require “[a] public utility which serves a substantial number of Spanish-speaking 12 

customers” to “provide billing information in English and in Spanish.”111 In addition, 13 

because PGW receives federal grants,112 I am advised by counsel at Community Legal 14 

Services that PGW may have language access obligations under Title VI of the Civil 15 

Rights Act of 1964.113  16 

                                                      
110 52 Pa. Code § 56.91 (b) (17). 
111 52 Pa. Code § 56.201 
112 The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program, for example, is a federal grant program. PGW 

receives millions of dollars through LIHEAP each year. See, e.g., PGW Response to OCA III-2.  
113 See 42 U.S.C. § 2000d. In Philadelphia, all City agencies must provide language access services and 

develop language access plans. See Philadelphia Home Rule Charter § 8-600. See also City of Philadelphia, 

Language Access Philly, https://www.phila.gov/programs/language-access-philly/. The standards for 

Language Access have been articulated by the Managing Director’s Office. See City of Philadelphia Office 

of the Managing Director, Managing Director’s Directive No. 62: Language Access Policy and Plan for All 

Departments, 

https://www.phila.gov/MDO/Orders%20and%20Directives/Directive%2062%20Language%20Access%20

051616.pdf. As an entity owned by the city of Philadelphia, PGW should strive to meet the standards 

applicable to city agencies.  

https://www.phila.gov/programs/language-access-philly/
https://www.phila.gov/MDO/Orders%20and%20Directives/Directive%2062%20Language%20Access%20051616.pdf
https://www.phila.gov/MDO/Orders%20and%20Directives/Directive%2062%20Language%20Access%20051616.pdf
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Q.  Does this information give rise to any concerns? 1 

A.  I am concerned that given the large LEP population in Philadelphia, PGW has not 2 

done any needs assessment to determine the extent of language access needs in its service 3 

territory, and does not have a clear written policy for language access, including how and 4 

when documents are translated, and guidelines for interpretation for its CSRs.  When 5 

documents are not translated into a specific language,114 the quality of interpretation is 6 

essential. This includes not only the availability of Language Line, but how customers 7 

indicate they need interpretation assistance over the phone or in person, and how CSRs 8 

respond to those requests.  Because PGW has not shown that it has any clear and 9 

coherent policies around language access, I have concerns about the ability of LEP 10 

individuals to understand their rights and responsibilities regarding billing and 11 

termination, as well as how to access PGW’s low-income programs. I note that this is 12 

also a safety concern – while PGW has translated some documents into Chinese (the 3rd 13 

most spoken language in Philadelphia behind English and Spanish), PGW has not 14 

translated information on its website or bills regarding what to do with leaks and odors 15 

and other safety tips into any language other than Spanish.115  This lack of coherent 16 

policy around language access reflects a poor level of customer service to this population. 17 

                                                      
114 As shown above, the number of languages spoken in Philadelphia is extensive, and translation may not 

be feasible for all languages. By way of comparison, the Philadelphia Water Department’s Language 

Access Plan notes that some of its documents have been translated in up to 10 languages: Spanish, Chinese, 

Vietnamese, Cantonese, Portuguese, Russian, Korean, Cambodian, Polish and Albanian. See Philadelphia 

Water Department: Language Access Plan (2017) at 8, 

https://www.phila.gov/media/20170602143450/Philadelphia-Water-Department-LAP-2017-FINAL.pdf. 
115 PGW Response to TURN et al. III-4 Attachment A. 

https://www.phila.gov/media/20170602143450/Philadelphia-Water-Department-LAP-2017-FINAL.pdf
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Q:  Do you have specific concerns regarding the ability of LEP households to 1 

access CRP and other Universal Service programs? 2 

Yes. There is often a high correlation between LEP and low-income populations.116  As 3 

discussed elsewhere in this testimony, absent CRP PIPP enrollment, low income 4 

households will feel the full brunt of any approved rate increase.  To the extent that LEP 5 

households cannot access or understand CRP, they will be even less likely to be insulated 6 

from the impact of the rate increase. I note that while PGW has translated CRP brochures 7 

and grant assistance flyers into two languages other than Spanish (Chinese and French), 8 

the actual CRP Application has only been translated into Spanish.  9 

Q.  What do you recommend? 10 

A.  As a preliminary matter, I recommend PGW undertake a needs assessment of its 11 

customer base and service territory that looks at the number of LEP households, by zip 12 

code or census tract, the languages spoken, and the extent to which those households are 13 

likely to be low-income and should be targeted for low-income programs. Based upon 14 

that needs assessment, I propose PGW draft a written policy that focuses on how PGW 15 

will ensure that all customers, regardless of language of origin, are able to understand 16 

their rights and responsibilities, and able to access low income programs. Such a policy 17 

should include steps to identify LEP individuals, how PGW will ensure access to 18 

interpretation services, and the circumstances in which it identifies documents to be fully 19 

                                                      
116 “LEP individuals were more likely to live in poverty than English-proficient individuals.  In 2013, about 

25 percent of LEP individuals lived in households with an annual income below the official federal poverty 

line – nearly twice as high as the share of English-proficiency persons (14 percent).”  Jie Zong and Jeanne 

Batalova, Migration Policy Institute, “The Limited English Proficient Population in the United States” (July 

8, 2015), available at https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/limited-english-proficient-population-united-

states.  
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translated or to include a tagline. To the extent that PGW determines either a tagline or 1 

full translation of documents is warranted, PGW’s written policy should identify how it 2 

will ensure quality control for translations.  3 

 Given the number of different languages spoken in Philadelphia, I further 4 

recommend that PGW work with the City of Philadelphia Office of Immigrant Affairs to 5 

develop this language access policy.117 . 6 

Reconnection to Service 7 

Q.  Can you please explain your concerns related to PGW’s customers’ ability to 8 

reconnect to service? 9 

A.  Yes. I believe that PGW has chosen to forego revenue opportunities by failing to 10 

adopt additional, flexible reconnection policies for disconnected customers.  The Covid-11 

19 pandemic has underscored the reality that PGW can and should do more to help its 12 

customers to reconnect to service. In response to the pandemic, Philadelphia’s electric 13 

and water service providers adopted compassionate and sound policies to permit 14 

terminated customers to affordably restore service.118 In March 2020, PECO and the 15 

Philadelphia Water Department agreed to waive reconnection fees, down payments, and 16 

other upfront payment demands that had prevented some customers from restoring 17 

service to their homes.119 In the months since the start of the pandemic, the Philadelphia 18 

Water Department has restored service to more than 15,000 customers who were 19 

                                                      
117 The Office of Immigrant Affairs oversees Language Access Philly, the City of Philadelphia’s language 

access program. See City of Philadelphia, Language Access Philly, 

https://www.phila.gov/programs/language-access-philly/ (accessed June 15, 2020) 
118 See generally https://www.peco.com/SafetyCommunity/Safety/Pages/coronavirus.aspx and 

http://water.phila.gov/covid-19/.   
119 Id.  

https://www.phila.gov/programs/language-access-philly/
https://www.peco.com/SafetyCommunity/Safety/Pages/coronavirus.aspx
http://water.phila.gov/covid-19/
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previously disconnected for non-payment.120 PGW declined to adopt such a policy, 1 

notwithstanding the large number of disconnected customers in its service territory.121 2 

Instead, PGW continued to require disconnected customers to satisfy PGW’s full 3 

payment demand prior to restoring service. I acknowledge the need of PGW to protect its 4 

workers during the pandemic; however, if PGW is able to reconnect service to some 5 

households able to pay the full arrears, it should not arbitrarily exclude those unable to 6 

make full payment. Without natural gas service, many of these customers are unable to 7 

access hot water for basic sanitation. If the pandemic persists into the cold weather 8 

season, as health experts predict, these customers will find that they are also unable to 9 

access heat unless they can meet PGW’s full payment demand.  I believe that, although 10 

not required to do so, PGW, unlike Philadelphia electric and water suppliers, has 11 

demonstrated a disregard for the public health of Philadelphia’s economically challenged 12 

                                                      
120 See Lana Adams, Department of Revenue, City will not turn off water for non-payment until July 10, 

available at https://www.phila.gov/2020-05-22-city-will-not-turn-off-water-for-non-payment-until-july-

10/.  
121 See Christian Hetrick, PGW is under pressure to restore services to Philly residents who got 

disconnected before coronavirus hit, Philadelphia Inquirer (May 13, 2020), available at 

https://www.inquirer.com/consumer/pgw-gas-utility-service-restoration-philadelphia-coronavirus-

20200513.html. While PGW has noted that turning on gas requires entry into customers’ homes and cited 

to its need to comply with “governmental imposed social distancing” as “one of the factors” in its decision 

not to restore customers who fail to satisfy the full payment demand, PGW continues to restore service to 

customers during the pandemic if the customer satisfies PGW’s payment terms. See PGW’s Response to 

the PUC’s COVID 19 Customer Service, Billing and Public Outreach Provisions Request for Utility 

Information, Docket No. M-2020-3020055, http://www.puc.pa.gov//pcdocs/1665663.pdf 

(“PGW is currently assessing its reconnection fee to restore service. This fee is due prior to reconnection. P

GW is not allowing customers to pay “any arrearage” for reconnection –  reconnection terms have not chan

ged.”). PGW has rejected the PUC’s guidance set forth in its March 13 Covid-19 Emergency Order, in 

which the PUC encouraged utilities to restore service to customers whose service is terminated, to the 

extent that they can safely do so. See PUC Public Utility Service Termination Moratorium Proclamation of 

Disaster Emergency – Covid-19, Docket No. M-2020-3019244, 

http://www.puc.pa.gov/general/pdf/Emergency_Order_M-2020-3019244_031320.pdf. I believe that 

PGW’s Covid-19 restoration policy is out of line with the reasonable and compassionate policies adopted 

by Philadelphia’s other utility providers and is unfairly denying access to service to vulnerable PGW 

customers during a public health emergency.  

https://www.phila.gov/2020-05-22-city-will-not-turn-off-water-for-non-payment-until-july-10/
https://www.phila.gov/2020-05-22-city-will-not-turn-off-water-for-non-payment-until-july-10/
https://www.inquirer.com/consumer/pgw-gas-utility-service-restoration-philadelphia-coronavirus-20200513.html
https://www.inquirer.com/consumer/pgw-gas-utility-service-restoration-philadelphia-coronavirus-20200513.html
http://www.puc.pa.gov/pcdocs/1665663.pdf
http://www.puc.pa.gov/general/pdf/Emergency_Order_M-2020-3019244_031320.pdf
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residents by failing to adopt flexible, affordable standards for reconnection during the 1 

pandemic.  2 

It appears that PGW’s Covid-19 response is consistent with PGW’s overall lack 3 

of a robust approach to helping its disconnected low-income customers to restore service. 4 

PGW was asked to describe any policies that the utility has adopted since its 2017 Rate 5 

Case to improve its outreach to households who are unable to reconnect to PGW service 6 

because of high balances. PGW states that it performs outreach to customers whose 7 

service was terminated as part of its cold weather survey process and informs customers 8 

of traditional payment options when they call in to PGW seeking restoration of service.122 9 

I believe that PGW should do more to assist these customers beyond its required 10 

obligation during a short period of the year.   11 

Q.  What do you recommend that PGW do to increase the number of 12 

disconnected customers who are able to affordably restore service in its territory? 13 

A. To start, PGW should begin to maintain detailed data on the status of 14 

disconnected properties in Philadelphia. When TURN et al. asked PGW to provide 15 

information on the number of customers who had service reconnected following a shut 16 

off for nonpayment, PGW indicated that it does not track this information.123 Similarly, 17 

when TURN et al. asked PGW to provide information on the average number of days that 18 

customers remain without service following a shut off for nonpayment, PGW responded 19 

that it does not track this information.124 PGW should begin to track and maintain this 20 

information. Such information would provide a better understanding of how many of 21 

                                                      
122 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-50.  
123 PGW Responses to TURN et al. I-10, I-13, I-16 
124 PGW Responses to TURN et al I-12, I-14, I-17 
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PGW’s low-income customers remain without service for significant periods of time.  I 1 

suggest that PGW survey the properties that it determined to be off at the time of the 2 

Cold Weather Re-survey that it performed for years 2016 through 2019.125 PGW should 3 

seek to determine how many customers terminated since 2016 remain disconnected. To 4 

the extent that those properties remain occupied, and customers desire to restore service, 5 

PGW should work with those households to reconnect service on affordable terms.    6 

In addition, PGW should be required to analyze the financial impact of keeping 7 

customers off of its system. I believe that some disconnected customers would be able to 8 

pay off arrears owed to PGW over time and contribute revenue to PGW if they are able to 9 

affordably restore service.     10 

In other parts of my testimony I have opined that PGW should eliminate barriers 11 

to CRP enrollment that prohibit low-income customers from accessing affordable bills. I 12 

believe that these actions will increase the number of low-income PGW customers who 13 

are able to affordably reconnect service. I also recommend that PGW expand its LIHEAP 14 

Crisis acceptance policy to permit all LIHEAP eligible households to restore service upon 15 

receipt of a Crisis grant, irrespective of the balance on the account. PGW’s data shows 16 

that its Crisis acceptance policy has succeeded at preventing terminations for significant 17 

numbers of low-income customers and yielded substantial additional revenues for PGW. 18 

It makes sense that PGW should expand its policy to include customers seeking to restore 19 

service.   20 

Further, PGW should take a second look at customers who have been prevented 21 

from restoring service on affordable terms due to PGW’s policies regarding unauthorized 22 

                                                      
125 Because PUC regulation prohibits PGW from demanding payment of debt more than four years old as a 

condition to restoring service, I believe that a four year look back is appropriate. 
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use.  Every year, PGW terminates scores of PGW customers due to suspected or 1 

confirmed unauthorized use. In 2018, PGW discontinued service to 1787 customers due 2 

to suspected or confirmed unauthorized use.126 In 2019, PGW discontinued service to 3 

1779 customers due to suspected or confirmed unauthorized use.127 In these situations, 4 

PGW requires the customer to make full payment of all charges associated with 5 

unauthorized use as a precondition to restoration of service. PGW should begin to track 6 

and maintain data on these customers, including whether they are able to reconnect to 7 

service and the average number of days that they remain without service. I believe that 8 

PGW will probably find that there are significant numbers of PGW customers who have 9 

gone for long periods of time without gas service due to their inability to meet payment 10 

demands associated with unauthorized use.  Such information would be of value.  With 11 

this data in hand, PGW could evaluate whether its unauthorized use policies are overly 12 

punitive and develop policies to permit these customers to restore on affordable terms. If 13 

these customers are low-income and they have not previously been enrolled in CRP, 14 

PGW should permit these customers to enroll in CRP without full payment of charges 15 

associated with unauthorized use.  16 

 Finally, I believe that PGW should adopt flexible reconnection policies for the 17 

duration of the Covid-19 pandemic and economic crisis, including waiver of reconnection 18 

fees. I believe that in appropriate circumstances, there is a compelling public health 19 

reason for reconnecting customers without requiring unaffordable upfront payments, but 20 

also, these customers may be able to pay off their arrears and contribute additional 21 

revenues to PGW once they are restored. 22 

                                                      
126 PGW Response to TURN et al. II-47  
127 Id.  
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V. PROPOSED POLICY CHANGES  1 

Q.  Can you please summarize any policy changes that you recommend at this 2 

time?  3 

A.  I recommend the following PGW take the following actions: 4 

CRP Enrollment 5 

 Allow Community Based Organizations to accept or process CRP applications 6 

in person 7 

 Implement a phone enrollment process for CRP 8 

 Accept Self-Verification of income for duration of COVID-19 pandemic and 9 

as a continuing pilot 10 

 Adopt a more customer friendly method of income verification that accepts 11 

any documentation that shows earnings in combination with a customer 12 

certification that the documentation provided is representative of their income 13 

CRP Average Bill 14 

 Adjust CRP Average Bills quarterly 15 

 Train CSRs to explain how and when CRP Average Bill gets adjusted, as well 16 

as how a customer can request a review of their CRP amount 17 

 Conduct a comprehensive review of CRP Average Bill accounts to determine 18 

how many customers were overcharged. For each customer, adjust their 19 

billing to reflect actual usage, and provide bill credits to those customers.   20 

Low Income Usage Reduction Program 21 
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 Make multiple attempts to obtain landlord approval to perform LIURP 1 

services for a tenant, including direct contact with the owner or 2 

representative to inform them of the benefits of LIURP energy efficiency 3 

efforts. 4 

 Work with tenant customers to identify barriers to obtaining landlord 5 

approval, and assign CARES representatives to follow up with these 6 

customers and landlords as well as to make referrals to social service 7 

agencies and community organizations that may be able to provide 8 

additional assistance with obtaining landlord authorization. 9 

 Add unused funds from 2018 and 2019 to the 2020 LIURP budget, and 10 

carry over any unused 2020 funds to PGW’s 2021 LIURP budget. 11 

LIHEAP Crisis Acceptance 12 

 Track and maintain data pertaining to PGW’s LIHEAP Crisis acceptance policy, 13 

including:  14 

o the number of customers who: receive a LIHEAP Crisis grant who had a 15 

balance due to PGW in an amount  greater than the maximum Crisis grant 16 

amount;  17 

o the dollar value of LIHEAP Crisis grants received by PGW for customers 18 

with an account balance greater than the maximum Crisis grant amount;  19 

o the number of customers who attempted to use a LIHEAP crisis grant but 20 

were unable to, due to their balance being greater than PGW’s Crisis 21 

acceptance threshold;  22 
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o  the number of customers who attempted to use a LIHEAP crisis grant  to 1 

restore service but were rejected; and 2 

o  the dollar value of those rejected Crisis grants.  3 

  Review its LIHEAP Crisis acceptance policy to determine whether additional 4 

modifications to the policy would result in increasing the number of customers 5 

who are able to maintain or restore service by obtaining assistance from LIHEAP 6 

Crisis.  7 

 Expand its LIHEAP Crisis policy to permit customers to restore PGW service 8 

even if the grant is not enough to pay PGW’s restoration demand in full.  9 

 Perform a yearly cost/benefit analysis to determine whether its Crisis threshold is 10 

set at an amount that will allow every eligible LIHEAP Crisis applicant to 11 

maintain or restore PGW service.   12 

 Determine if PGW has adequate policies in place for customers to manage and 13 

afford arrears that are not paid off by the grant, and, if not, PGW should adopt 14 

policies that permit these customers to manage their arrears so that they are not at 15 

risk of shut off soon after receipt of the Crisis grant. 16 

 Ensure that information about its Crisis acceptance policy is widely available to 17 

customers through brochures, bill messages, PGW’s website, and other customer 18 

communication points, throughout the LIHEAP season.  19 

Subchapter B 20 

 Adopt a proactive and aggressive approach to determining which properties in its 21 

service territory are reasonably likely to be tenant occupied. 22 
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o Routinely seek this information from its customers, not only at the time of 1 

the initial set-up of service.  2 

o Compile information on whether a property is likely to be tenant occupied 3 

from a broad array of public records, including the Philadelphia Office of 4 

Property Assessment, the Philadelphia Department of Licenses and 5 

Inspections, and publicly available court records.  6 

o Work with tenant organizations and other stakeholders in Philadelphia to 7 

determine the best methods for identifying tenant occupied properties.   8 

o Prior to shut off for nonpayment at any property, make every effort to 9 

determine whether the property is reasonably likely to be tenant occupied, 10 

and, if so, to provide the required Subchapter B notices to these tenants.  11 

o Accept a broad range of proof of address and residency documentation 12 

from tenants seeking to preserve or restore service pursuant to Subchapter 13 

B. 14 

Language Access 15 

 Perform a needs assessment of PGW’s customer base and service territory that 16 

looks at the number of Limited English Proficient (LEP) households, by zip code 17 

or census tract, the languages spoken, and the extent to which those households 18 

are likely to be low-income and should be targeted for low-income programs.  19 

 Draft a written policy that focuses on how PGW will ensure that all customers, 20 

regardless of language of origin, are able to understand their rights and 21 

responsibilities, and able to access low income programs. Such a policy should 22 

include steps to identify LEP individuals, how PGW will ensure access to 23 
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interpretation services, and the circumstances in which it identifies documents to 1 

be fully translated or to include a tagline.  2 

Domestic Violence 3 

 Draft a written policy of how PGW handles cases for victims of Domestic 4 

Violence.  5 

o At a minimum, when a customer discloses that they are a victim of 6 

domestic violence, that call should be prioritized for resolution by a small 7 

and designated team specifically trained on the unique statutory 8 

protections and  the vulnerabilities and need for privacy protections of 9 

victims. 10 

 Provide victims of domestic violence at least 3 days to provide a copy of the 11 

Protection from Abuse or other court order before termination is allowed to 12 

proceed.  13 

 Expressly define the equitable payment arrangement parameters which it will 14 

employ for victims of domestic violence, and that explicitly train staff that the 15 

payment arrangement restrictions contained in Chapter 14 do not apply and more 16 

equitable terms are intended to be set. 17 

 Develop training materials for its Customer Service Representatives (CSRs) that 18 

explain: the rights associated with domestic violence protections and the 19 

procedures used to process documentation, and identifies how to transfer calls to 20 

the designated team at PGW.  21 

 Partner with local domestic violence programs to provide reciprocal training, and 22 

ensure that domestic violence advocates and PGW employees are fully trained on 23 
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the availability of these critical protections. In establishing these partnerships, 1 

PGW should also designate specific PGW liaisons to work with advocates for 2 

victims of domestic violence.  3 

 Update and expand its public facing materials, including website language, flyers 4 

and bill messaging, to identify the rights associated with the domestic violence 5 

protections and the required documentation, and explain specifically how a 6 

customer can self-identify and provide information to PGW. 7 

Service Reconnection 8 

 Track and maintain detailed data on the status of disconnected properties in 9 

Philadelphia, including the number of customers who have service reconnection 10 

following a shut off for nonpayment and the average number of days customers 11 

remain without service following a shutoff for nonpayment.  12 

 Resurvey the properties that PGW determined to be off at the time of the Cold 13 

Weather Survey and Resurvey that it performed for years 2016 through 2019. To 14 

the extent that those properties remain occupied, and customers desire to restore 15 

service, PGW should work with those households to reconnect service on 16 

affordable terms 17 

  Perform an analysis of the financial impact of keeping customers off of its system  18 

 Track and maintain data on customers terminated for unauthorized usage, 19 

including whether they are able to reconnect to service and the average number of 20 

days that they remain without service. PGW could evaluate whether its 21 

unauthorized use policies are overly punitive and develop policies to permit these 22 

customers to restore on affordable terms. If these customers are low-income and 23 
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they have not previously been enrolled in CRP, PGW should permit these 1 

customers to enroll in CRP without full payment of charges associated with 2 

unauthorized use.  3 

 Adopt flexible reconnection policies for the duration of the Covid-19 pandemic 4 

and economic crisis, including waiver of reconnection fees. 5 

VI. THE REASONABLENESS OF PGW’S RATE INCREASE  6 

Q.  Do you have an opinion about PGW’s proposed rate request? 7 

A.   Yes. I believe that PGW should not be permitted to raise its rates without 8 

providing a contemporaneous commitment to improving programs and policies for the 9 

Company’s vulnerable customers. In light of  my testimony about the serious limitations 10 

that PGW has imposed on the effective operation of its low-income CRP program, that 11 

PGW  has not been honoring the spirit of its most recent settlement terms to conduct a 12 

cost benefit analysis regarding its LIHEAP Crisis acceptance policies, and my testimony 13 

about various policies that PGW has adopted or omitted, which have contributed to 14 

significant numbers of low and limited income customers being unable to access, 15 

maintain, and restore service, I believe that PGW has not demonstrated that its policies 16 

and proposed rates are just and reasonable.  PGW must commit to providing better 17 

customer service and customer assistance to its low-income and vulnerable customers. 18 

While my testimony proposes several actions that PGW can take to provide additional 19 

assistance to its customers, I encourage PGW to begin to maintain better and more robust 20 

information on its  customers and whether PGW policies are exacerbating the likelihood 21 

that these customers will experience a service termination and, when they do, will spend 22 

long periods of time without service.  23 
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VII. CONCLUSION  1 

Q.  Does this conclude your testimony? 2 

A. Yes. 3 
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THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 

STATE UTILITY CONSUMER ADVOCATES 

RESOLUTION 2015-1 

 

OPPOSING GAS AND ELECTRIC UTILITY EFFORTS TO INCREASE  

DELIVERY SERVICE CUSTOMER CHARGES 

 

Whereas, the National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates (“NASUCA”) has a 

long-standing interest in issues and policies that ensure access to least-cost gas and electric utility 

services, which are basic necessities of life in modern society; and 

 

Whereas, in recent years, gas and electric utilities have sought to substantially increase the 

percentage of revenues recovered through the portion of the bill known as the customer charge, 

which does not change in relation to a residential customer’s usage of utility service, through 

proposals to increase the customer charge or through the imposition of what have been called 

Straight Fixed Variable or SFV rates; and 

 

Whereas, these gas and electric utilities have sought to justify such increases by arguing that all 

utility delivery costs are “fixed” and do not vary with the volume of energy supply delivered to 

customers, and that reductions in customer usage due to conservation and energy efficiency 

increase the risk of non-recovery of utility costs; and  

 

Whereas, based on these arguments, these gas and electric utilities have proposed that a greater 

percentage of utility costs (distribution costs such as electric transformers and poles and natural 

gas mains, traditionally recovered through volumetric rates) should be collected from customers 

through flat, monthly customer charges; and 

 

Whereas, gas and electric utilities’ own embedded cost of service studies,i in fact, show that a 

substantial portion of utility delivery service costs are usage-related, and therefore, subject to 

variation based on customer usage of utility service; and 

 

Whereas, increasing the fixed, customer charge through the imposition of SFV rates or other 

high customer charge structures creates disproportionate impacts on low-volume consumers 

within a rate class, such that the lowest users of gas and electric service shoulder the highest 

percentage of rate increases, and the highest users of utility service experience lower-than-

average rate increases, and even rate decreases,ii in some instances; and 

 

Whereas, nationally recognized utility rate design principles call for the structuring of delivery 

service rates that are equitable, fair and cost-based; and 

 

Whereas, SFV and other high customer charge rate design proposals, in which low-use 

customers would see greater than average increases, while high-use customers would experience 

lower-than-average increases and even decreases in their total distribution bill, are unjust and 

inconsistent with sound rate design principles; and 
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Whereas, data collected by the U.S. Energy Information Administration show that in a vast 

majority of regions called “reportable domains,”iii low-income customers (with incomes at or 

below 150% of the federal poverty level) on average use less electricity than the statewide 

residential average and less than their higher-income counterparts;iv and 

 

Whereas, these data also show that in every reportable domain but one, elderly residential 

customers (65 years of age or older) use less electricity on average than the statewide residential 

average and less than their younger counterparts;v and 

 

Whereas, these data also show that in a vast majority of reportable domains, minority (African 

American, Asian and Hispanic) utility customers on average use less electricity than the 

statewide residential average and less than their Caucasian counterparts;vi and  

 

Whereas, data from the U.S. Department of Energy’s Residential Energy Consumption Survey 

for the Midwest Census region, show that natural gas consumption increases as income 

increases, and that higher incomes lead to occupation of larger sizes of housing units,vii thereby 

increasing the likelihood of higher gas utility usage, and that natural gas usage increases as 

income increases in the vast majority of reportable domains throughout the U.S;viii and  

 

Whereas,  given these documented usage patterns, the imposition of high customer charge or 

SFV rates unjustly shifts costs and disproportionately harms low-income, elderly, and minority 

ratepayers, in addition to low-users of gas and electric utility service in general; and 

 

Whereas, because the imposition of high customer charge or SFV rates results in a smaller 

percentage of a customer’s utility bill consisting of variable usage charges, customers’ incentive 

to engage in conservation as well as federal and state energy efficiency programs is significantly 

reduced; and  

 

Whereas, NASUCA supports the adoption of cost-effective energy efficiency programs as a 

means to reduce customer utility bills, help mitigate the need for new utility infrastructure, and 

provide important environmental benefits; and 

 

Whereas, given that the imposition of high customer charge or SFV rates means that a smaller 

percentage of a customer’s utility bill is derived from variable usage charges, the imposition of 

SFV-type rates reduces the ability of utility customers to manage and control the size of their 

utility bills;  

 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that NASUCA continues its long tradition of support for the 

universal provision of least-cost, essential residential gas and electric service for all customers; 

 

Be it further resolved, that NASUCA opposes proposals by utility companies that seek to 

increase the percentage of revenues recovered through the flat, monthly customer charges on 

residential customer utility bills and the imposition of SFV rates;  

 

Be it further resolved, that NASUCA urges state public service commissions to reject gas and 

electric utility rate design proposals that seek to substantially increase the percentage of revenues 
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recovered through the flat, monthly customer charges on residential customer utility bills – 

proposals that disproportionately and inequitably increase the rates of low usage customers, a 

group that often includes low-income, elderly and minority customers, throughout the United 

States;  

 

Be it further resolved, that state public service commissions should promote and adopt gas and 

electric rate design policy that minimizes monthly customer charges of residential gas and 

electric utility customers in order to ensure that delivery service rates are equitable, cost-based, 

least-cost, and encourage customer adoption of conservation and federal and state energy 

efficiency programs. 

 

Be it further resolved that NASUCA authorizes its Executive Committee to develop specific 

positions and to take appropriate actions consistent with the terms of this resolution.  

 

 

 

Submitted by Consumer Protection Committee 

       

Approved June 9, 2015 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

 

No Vote: Wyoming 

Abstention: Vermont 
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iSee, e.g., Illinois Commerce Commission Docket No. 14-0244/0225,  Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co. – 

Proposed Increase in Delivery Service Rates, PGL Ex. 14.2, p. 1, lines 8, 14, 38 and 42, col. D; Illinois Commerce 

Commission Docket No. 13-0384, Commonwealth Edison Company, AG Ex. 1.0 at 12-13, citing ComEd Ex. 3.01, 

Sch. 2A, p. 13, col. Tot. ICC, line 248.   

 
iiICC Docket No. 14-0224/0225, AG Ex. AG/ELPC Ex. 3.0 at 15, 25. 

 
iiiThe U.S. Energy Information Administration’s Residential Energy Consumption Survey provides detailed 

household energy usage and demographic data for 27 states or regions of the U.S. referred to as “reportable 

domains.” 

 
ivSee Wis. Pub. Serv. Com’n Docket No. 3270-UR-120, Application of Madison Gas and Electric Co. for 

Authority to Adjust Electric and Natur4al Gas Rates, Public Comments of John Howat, National Consumer Law 

Center, October 3, 2014, citing 2009 U.S. EIA Residential Energy Consumption Survey data by “Reportable 

Domain” at 5-6.  

 
vId. at 7-8. 

 
viU.S. Energy Information Administration, 2009 Residential Energy Consumption Survey. 

 
viiSee ICC Docket No. 14-0224/0225, North Shore Gas, Peoples Gas Light & Coke Company – Proposed 

Increase in Gas Rates, AG Ex. 4.0 at 11-12; AG Ex. 4.1, RDC-5, p.1-3. 

 
viiiU.S. Energy Information Administration, 2009 Residential Energy Consumption Survey. 
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Center for Workforce Information & Analysis
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Workforce Development Area APRIL 2020 MARCH 2020
Volume Change 

over the Month

Percent Change 

Over the Month APRIL 2019
Volume Change 

over the Year

Percent Change 

Over the Year

PENNSYLVANIA 768,980 564,410 204,570 36.2% 51,790 717,190 1384.8%

BERKS COUNTY 28,260 26,030 2,230 8.6% 1,720 26,540 1543.0%
BERKS 28,260 26,030 2,230 8.6% 1,720 26,540 1543.0%

BUCKS COUNTY 39,620 25,380 14,240 56.1% 1,900 37,720 1985.3%
BUCKS 39,620 25,380 14,240 56.1% 1,900 37,720 1985.3%

CENTRAL 31,320 26,960 4,360 16.2% 2,920 28,400 972.6%
CENTRE 5,700 5,000 700 14.0% 280 5,420 1935.7%

CLINTON 1,950 1,690 260 15.4% 190 1,760 926.3%

COLUMBIA 3,880 3,240 640 19.8% 490 3,390 691.8%

LYCOMING 6,710 5,370 1,340 25.0% 590 6,120 1037.3%

MIFFLIN 2,570 2,160 410 19.0% 260 2,310 888.5%

MONTOUR 770 650 120 18.5% 80 690 862.5%

NORTHUMBERLAND 5,350 4,600 750 16.3% 590 4,760 806.8%

SNYDER 2,490 2,330 160 6.9% 250 2,240 896.0%

UNION 1,900 1,920 -20 -1.0% 190 1,710 900.0%

CHESTER COUNTY 24,590 17,250 7,340 42.6% 1,400 23,190 1656.4%
CHESTER 24,590 17,250 7,340 42.6% 1,400 23,190 1656.4%

DELAWARE COUNTY 35,730 21,480 14,250 66.3% 2,060 33,670 1634.5%
DELAWARE 35,730 21,480 14,250 66.3% 2,060 33,670 1634.5%

LACKAWANNA COUNTY 13,960 9,610 4,350 45.3% 1,100 12,860 1169.1%
LACKAWANNA 13,960 9,610 4,350 45.3% 1,100 12,860 1169.1%

LANCASTER COUNTY 33,050 28,190 4,860 17.2% 1,650 31,400 1903.0%
LANCASTER 33,050 28,190 4,860 17.2% 1,650 31,400 1903.0%

LEHIGH VALLEY 46,010 30,390 15,620 51.4% 2,500 43,510 1740.4%
LEHIGH 26,120 17,670 8,450 47.8% 1,420 24,700 1739.4%

NORTHAMPTON 19,890 12,720 7,170 56.4% 1,080 18,810 1741.7%

LUZERNE/SCHUYLKILL 30,740 22,010 8,730 39.7% 2,850 27,890 978.6%
LUZERNE 22,090 14,990 7,100 47.4% 2,080 20,010 962.0%

SCHUYLKILL 8,650 7,020 1,630 23.2% 770 7,880 1023.4%

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 48,740 31,190 17,550 56.3% 2,390 46,350 1939.3%
MONTGOMERY 48,740 31,190 17,550 56.3% 2,390 46,350 1939.3%

NORTH CENTRAL 12,820 12,630 190 1.5% 1,290 11,530 893.8%
CAMERON 360 350 10 2.9% 40 320 800.0%

CLEARFIELD 4,570 4,250 320 7.5% 520 4,050 778.8%

ELK 2,790 3,160 -370 -11.7% 270 2,520 933.3%

JEFFERSON 2,630 2,310 320 13.9% 200 2,430 1215.0%

MCKEAN 1,810 2,010 -200 -10.0% 190 1,620 852.6%

POTTER 660 550 110 20.0% 70 590 842.9%

NORTHERN TIER 7,460 5,940 1,520 25.6% 700 6,760 965.7%
BRADFORD 2,400 1,890 510 27.0% 170 2,230 1311.8%

SULLIVAN 250 190 60 31.6% 20 230 1150.0%

SUSQUEHANNA 1,620 1,090 530 48.6% 140 1,480 1057.1%

TIOGA 1,680 1,570 110 7.0% 210 1,470 700.0%

WYOMING 1,510 1,200 310 25.8% 160 1,350 843.8%

NORTHWEST 26,210 23,790 2,420 10.2% 2,110 24,100 1142.2%
CLARION 1,880 2,100 -220 -10.5% 250 1,630 652.0%

CRAWFORD 4,410 4,150 260 6.3% 360 4,050 1125.0%

ERIE 15,560 13,840 1,720 12.4% 1,160 14,400 1241.4%

FOREST 210 200 10 5.0% 10 200 2000.0%

VENANGO 2,470 2,260 210 9.3% 230 2,240 973.9%

WARREN 1,680 1,240 440 35.5% 100 1,580 1580.0%

PHILADELPHIA COUNTY 97,930 54,760 43,170 78.8% 6,890 91,040 1321.3%
PHILADELPHIA 97,930 54,760 43,170 78.8% 6,890 91,040 1321.3%

POCONO COUNTIES 22,510 14,750 7,760 52.6% 1,220 21,290 1745.1%
CARBON 4,290 3,660 630 17.2% 390 3,900 1000.0%

MONROE 12,520 7,260 5,260 72.5% 550 11,970 2176.4%

PIKE 2,860 1,650 1,210 73.3% 130 2,730 2100.0%

WAYNE 2,840 2,180 660 30.3% 150 2,690 1793.3%

SOUTH CENTRAL 84,840 63,320 21,520 34.0% 4,630 80,210 1732.4%
ADAMS 6,290 4,550 1,740 38.2% 260 6,030 2319.2%

CUMBERLAND 13,320 9,590 3,730 38.9% 660 12,660 1918.2%

DAUPHIN 17,320 12,190 5,130 42.1% 990 16,330 1649.5%

FRANKLIN 8,150 4,330 3,820 88.2% 480 7,670 1597.9%

JUNIATA 1,620 1,560 60 3.8% 110 1,510 1372.7%

LEBANON 7,720 7,100 620 8.7% 530 7,190 1356.6%

PERRY 2,540 2,150 390 18.1% 140 2,400 1714.3%

YORK 27,880 21,850 6,030 27.6% 1,460 26,420 1809.6%

SOUTHERN ALLEGHENIES 25,920 21,680 4,240 19.6% 2,540 23,380 920.5%
BEDFORD 3,040 2,160 880 40.7% 310 2,730 880.6%

BLAIR 7,620 7,010 610 8.7% 650 6,970 1072.3%

CAMBRIA 7,530 6,520 1,010 15.5% 690 6,840 991.3%

Pennsylvania Regular UC Benefits

Initial Claims by Workforce Development Area

THIS DATA IS NOT COMPARABLE TO CLAIMS DATA RELEASED IN ANY OTHER REPORT
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Workforce Development Area APRIL 2020 MARCH 2020
Volume Change 

over the Month

Percent Change 

Over the Month APRIL 2019
Volume Change 

over the Year

Percent Change 

Over the Year
FULTON 1,070 440 630 143.2% 50 1,020 2040.0%

HUNTINGDON 2,480 1,990 490 24.6% 370 2,110 570.3%

SOMERSET 4,180 3,560 620 17.4% 470 3,710 789.4%

SOUTHWEST CORNER 26,460 20,380 6,080 29.8% 1,830 24,630 1345.9%
BEAVER 11,560 9,190 2,370 25.8% 730 10,830 1483.6%

GREENE 1,680 1,110 570 51.4% 170 1,510 888.2%

WASHINGTON 13,220 10,080 3,140 31.2% 930 12,290 1321.5%

THREE RIVERS 72,320 56,150 16,170 28.8% 5,440 66,880 1229.4%
ALLEGHENY 72,320 56,150 16,170 28.8% 5,440 66,880 1229.4%

TRI COUNTY 19,090 16,540 2,550 15.4% 1,460 17,630 1207.5%
ARMSTRONG 3,870 3,630 240 6.6% 400 3,470 867.5%

BUTLER 10,830 9,500 1,330 14.0% 690 10,140 1469.6%

INDIANA 4,390 3,410 980 28.7% 370 4,020 1086.5%

WEST CENTRAL 10,860 9,150 1,710 18.7% 850 10,010 1177.6%
LAWRENCE 4,890 4,040 850 21.0% 360 4,530 1258.3%

MERCER 5,970 5,110 860 16.8% 490 5,480 1118.4%

WESTMORELAND/FAYETTE 30,540 26,830 3,710 13.8% 2,340 28,200 1205.1%
FAYETTE 7,900 7,010 890 12.7% 740 7,160 967.6%

WESTMORELAND 22,640 19,820 2,820 14.2% 1,600 21,040 1315.0%

OUT OF STATE 39,310 15,900 23,410 147.2% 3,700 35,610 962.4%

●Additional Claims are any application for unemployment insurance benefits for a new period of unemployment within a benefit year after a break in benefits of at least one week due to employment.

●Transitional Claims are a claim filed to request a determination of eligibility and establishment of a new benefit year having an effective date within the 7-day period immediately following the benefit year ending date 

and a week for which period immediately following the benefit year ending date and a week for which compensation or waiting period credit was claimed.

Note: This report does not include federal or military claims (UCFE/UCX). May not match claim amounts reported elsewhere due to rounding.

Initial Claims include all applications for a determination of entitlement to unemployment insurance benefits. (New, Additional, & Transitional)

●New Claims are the first applications for a determination of entitlement to unemployment insurance benefits made by an individual in a claim year.

Page 2 of 2



Policy Clarification   

LIHEAP – All  

PLA-19822-678  

  

Submitted:  March 25, 2020    Agency: CAOs          

 

Subject:  Accepting client statement as verification of income termination and  

  household composition due to coronavirus (COVID-19) 

  

Question:    Should we accept a client’s statement as verification due to issues arising 
 from the COVID-19 health crisis? 

  
Response By:  LIHEAP Policy Unit  Date:   March 30, 2020   

  

Workers are required to request verification of household composition and income. 
 
However, due to the COVID-19 health crisis, it is now permissible to accept a client’s 
statement as verification of income or household composition if they are unable to 
acquire the requested documentation, third-party verification by the caseworker has not 
been possible, or the household is receiving other benefits that have already accepted 
the client’s statement. Accepting client statements as verification during this emergency 
is sufficient verification as provided in 55 Pa. Code § 601.101. 
 
The caseworker must enter “client statement” as the verification code. If the household 
is receiving other benefits and the client’s statement was used as verification of income 
and/or household composition, the case can be processed through the no-change 
workflow.  
 
If the CAO determines at a later date that the income did not decrease, the CAO will file 

an overpayment. 

 


