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UGI-I&E-V-4 Please reference the answer to UGI Gas to I&E-II-15(e). Is
Ms. Gumby aware of any other public utilities that were required
to prove that their EE&C Plans provided greater enhancements to
reliability and safety than other potential investments? If so,
please identify the relevant utilities and their EE&C Plans.

Response: No. However, the proposed voluntary plan presents the
possibility of enhancing UGI Corporation profits for no out-
of-pocket costs, so expectation of a higher standard of
analysis to insure best service to ratepayers is not
unreasonable.
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UGI-I&E-III- 1 To the extent not already provided elsewhere, please provide
copies of all workpapers and documents relied upon by
Ms.Gumby in support of her conclusion in I&E Statement No. 2,
page 8, line 8 that “EE&C programs are not essential to the
provision of safe and reliable service.”

Response: All workpapers and documents relating to I&E Statement No. 2
were previously provided.

In addition, UGI CPG witness Paul H. Raab did agree that “of
course” EE&C plans were not necessary to the provision of safe
and reliable service in his rebuttal testimony in the 2010 CPG
case, R-2010-22214415 CPG Statement No. 9-R, p. 7, ln. 8-11.
A copy of Mr. Raab’s testimony cover sheet and the referenced
page 7 is attached to this response.
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UGI-I&E-V-3 Please reference the answer to UGI Gas to I&E-II-14(b). Does
Ms. Gumby believe that the TRC cost-benefit analysis provided
by the Company does not provide adequate evidence of cost-
effectiveness? If so, please explain the reasons why in detail and
provide all supporting documents relied upon by Ms. Gumby.

Response: Yes. While the submitted TRC cost-benefit analysis does
reflects cost-effectiveness, the TRC analysis result is a
product of future conditions projected by UGI-Gas. Since
UGI-Gas has not proposed any penalties or shifting of costs
to the shareholders if the cost-benefit analysis and
projections are inaccurate, UGI-Gas has no incentive not to
make the projections necessary to yield the desired cost-
benefit result.
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