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DANIEL J. DALTON (CHAIRMAN): We would like to get the hearing started.
For those of you who are testifying today, we're shooting today for terminating this
hearing somewhere between one and one-thirty.

For those of you who may have been lulled into a belief by our early
December heat wave that the Legislature had, indeed, repealed winter this year, I
can only express our regrets and ask you to participate today in what is sadly becom-
ing an annual event, a convening of concerned government and utility officials to
try to determine how to deal with the critical problems of utility shutoffs of those
customers who are unable to pay their bills. While I noted that the problem is
perennial, this year's version is more critical than ever before, for the sharp
increases in the prices of natural gas and electricity this year are being com-
pounded by increased unemployment and inflation proportionate, and Federal and State
reductions in those safety net programs developed to cushion the fall.

I don't want to take time away from our witnesses to describe the
problem in detail, for most of the people in the room have struggled with it only
too often. However, I would like to take a few minutes to suggest some of the com-
plexities that have to be dealt with, and some of the questions I would like our
speakers to address.

Part of the problem is inherent in our nation's and State's present
economic and energy crises. Today's subject is really the back end of the other
problems this Committee has been dealing with for the past several months. Some of
the energy assistance programs designed to help have not been adjusted to new economic
realities. The amounts of subsidy they provide are no longer =-- At the same time,
the requirements for eligibility have been undermined by that same inflation. For
example, eligibility for weatherization programs are based on income levels so low
that families of four earning more than $10,000 do not qualify. Ten thousand dollars
income, of course, leaves little extra money for insulation and other conservation
measures. Thus, the utility bills rise, and with them payment delinquency. Such a
family is thus scissored between stabilized eligibility requirements and rising
energy costs and inflation. The tenant who lives in an apartment whose utilities
are paid by the landlord may find himself in another kind of "no win" situation. He
may find his utilities turned off for the failure of his landlord, who doesn't live
in the dwelling, to pay the bill. The homeowner who heats with oil may find his
heating effectively cut off by the shutoff of his electricity which runs his furnace.

Since we are talking about basic needs, the responses of aggrieved
individuals are understandably sometimes desperate, unsafe or illegal. Heating with
ovens or other makeshift devices leads inevitably each year to scores of accidents
and deaths, and does little to solve the problem.

I should note that last year, a constituent of mine was killed that
way, because of a gas stove that was open all night, with a subsequent explosion
and fire. The same can be said for those who try to jimmy their furnaces or stoves
to get them to work in ways which they were not intended to work, in order to circum-
vent an electrical shutoff. These kinds of problems and responses suggest some of
the complexities of the issue, and I would hope that those here to speak might address
them. I know the Board of Public Utilities has to deal with this each year, and I
would like them to explain today the details and rationale of their order. I would
like others to comment on this order, and on my legislation imposing a moratorium on
shutoffs of residents. I would also like representatives of the utilities to explain



how they are dealing with the problem and what criteria or procedures they have
adopted and, of course, what their own problems are, whether they have to do with
their own fuel supply contracts or with customers who exploit measures to provide
relief to the truly needy.

What I would like to hear are proposals for permanently solving, not
just managing the problem, so that we do not have to reassemble again next year with
another rash of bills and orders. I would like as the first witness to call up Mr.
Sam Scozzaro from the Senior Citizens' Utility Task Force. 1Is Sam here?

SAM SCO0O2ZZARO: Good morning, Senator.

SENATOR DALTON: Good morning, Sam.

MR. SCOZZARO: Before I begin, I want to preface my remarks with the
following statement so you can get a picture of what we were really up against when
we began this whole program. The New Jersey Federation of Senior Citizens spear-
headed the battle for no winter shutoff, in collaboration with other citizens' groups
statewide. We were able to convince the Board of Public Utilities of the rightness
of our cause. With that and the PURPA Act, which had just come into being, the Board
came up with a comprehensive policy that had to be worked out. Thanks to the under-
standing and perseverance of Tony Zarillo, Ed Beslow and Ken Papsun, all members of
the Board staff, we came up with a workable plan for a No Winter Shutoff Program.

It is not perfect, but it has been a help in relieving some of the pain and suffer-
ing for the poor souls who could not help themselves.

The utilities' representatives were another story. They accused us of
being deadbeats and senior citizen owners of stocks and bonds who, rather than pay
their utility bills, keep their money in banks to accumulate extra interest, which,
of course, was a pure myth.

Now, with that out of the way, I would like to move on into the actual
testimony that I have gotten together here. It will be necessary for me to refer to
the actions of the then President of the Board of Public Utilities, Commissioner
George H. Barbour, in the history of events leading up to the present no shutoff
program in force at the present time from December 1, 1982 to March 15, 1983 in the
State of New Jersey. My reference to him is not to be interpreted as criticism of
his actions. Since he was President, as such he spoke for the Board; therefore, my
remarks should be interpreted as criticism of the Board, since it was their policy
he was carrying out.

Early in the 1970s, when gas and electric started to soar upward, the
New Jersey Federation of Senior Citizens began to receive numerous complaints from
its members who were on a low fixed income and were concerned because of their in-
ability to meet their high utility bills, maintain their homes, their health, and
feed themselves. They also complained of the harsh, abusive and sometimes cold-
blooded brutal treatment they had received from local utility management. At the
national level since 1972, there was concern because of the escalation of energy
prices that exceeded the rise in the Consumer Price Index. Seniors living on $200
or $300 per month and paying rent were existing without even the essentials of a
decent life style, without adequate help for fuel, and the high cost of prescription
drugs left little for food. Such was the scenario we were faced with at the time.
As a result of the growing complaints in New Jersey, not only from senior citizens,
but from low and middle-income residential consumers as well, through the efforts of
the New Jersey Federation the Residential Lifeline Bill A-1830 was born.



Assemblyman Pellecchia, together with twenty-five sponsors, introduced
Bill A-1830 in the Assembly on April 5, 1976. It provided for the Public Utility
Commission to designate a lifeline quantity of gas and electricity to supply the
minimum energy needs of the average residential user for use of space and water
heating, lighting, cooking and food refrigeration at the lowest possible cost. The
bill was passed and signed by Governor Byrne. The Public Utility Commission returned
the bill to the Legislature, together with a staff report that they could not come up
with a plan to make the law workable. A new bill, A-3601, was introduced in the
Assembly which provided for the repeal of Chapter 440 of the Laws of 1977, and pro-
vided a fixed-dollar energy credit to eligible senior citizens and the disabled.
The difference between A-1830 and A-3601 was that funding would be provided exclu-
sively from casino tax revenues instead of the restructuring of rates, and was
limited to eligible senior citizens and the handicapped who met a means test, and
excluded all other residential users.

As conditions worsened, the Federation together with other interested
citizen groups, requested and was granted an opportunity to meet with George H.
Barbour, Chairman of the Board of the Public Utility Commission. At that meeting,
we requested of the Commissioner that, in view of the harsh winter that had been
predicted and which we already had had a taste of from October to December, 1978,
that he declare a moratorium on winter shutoffs for the remainder of the winter
months. His response was that the Commission did not have the authority to imple-
ment a moratorium. Before meeting with Commissioner Barbour, we had been authorita-
tively advised by former Commissioner Joel Jacobson, at the Citizen/Labor Energy
Coalition Convention, held in the Cherry Hill Inn, Cherry Hill, New Jersey, that
Commissioner Barbour had the authority to declare a moratorium in view of the hard-
ship on the termination of gas and electric service, and we advised the Commissioner
that we had been so informed. His reply was that he was not too sure about that.
We then asked Commissioner Barbour that, since he felt he did not have authority to
declare a moratorium, we knew that the Governor had the authority in a hardship
situation, and would he call the Governor and ask him to impose a moratorium on the
termination of gas and electric service for the remainder of the winter months? He
promised he would do that for us. When Rohn Hines, Executive Director of the Federa-
tion, called Commissioner Barbour the following week to ask if he had called the
Governor, he reportedly replied that he had not, and that he had no intention of
calling him. The Federation responded with a stiff letter to him. Shortly after
that, late in January, 1979, a moratorium was declared for February and March, with
an agreement with the utilities that it was not to be publicized. The Federation
was not notified by the Public Utility Commission that a moratorium had been declared.
We learned of the decision indirectly from the Governor's staff person when we made
a request for a meeting with the Governor.

With the passage of the Federal Public Utility Regulatory Act of 1978,
P.L. 95-647, which set up standards for the termination of service which were
basically: (1) reasonable prior notice and opportunity to dispute; (2) no termina-
tion during periods when health may be impaired; (3) unable to pay for such service;
and, (4) reasonable protection for the elderly and the handicapped consumer, the
Board, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 48:2-13, 48:2-14 and 48:2-25, initiated Docket No.
792-88, to review its rules regarding discontinuance of residential electric and gas

service. This was initiated pursuant to the Board's perceived obligation under the



PURPA Act. The docket was assigned to the Administrative Law Judge, Diane Sukovitch.
Up until this time, the practice of the Board was to send out letters to the utilities
requesting that they exercise compassion and restraint in the use of the shutoff as a
tool to collect utility bills. Needless to say, the record shows, according to the
reports the utilities are required to file with the Board monthly, that the request
was largely ignored by the utilities.

As for the Administrative Law Judge, she did hold public hearings where
interested parties such as the Federation, the Community Action Program Association, and
county and State departments on aging, all of whom had an extensive background of
experience and daily contacts with seniors, the needy and the handicapped, were per-
mitted to make presentations before the Administrative Law Judge. What those hearings
amounted to was window dressing. The real case was decided by attorneys for the
utilities in hearings held in Newark, since the Administrative Law Judge and the attor-
neys had decided that it was to be a litigated case, which in effect meant that resi-
dential consumers' groups were excluded unless they had an attorney. The Federation
did have an attorney to represent them who was a senior citizen who donated his
services. However, he could not cope with his assignment and the expert testimony
of the utilities. By comparison, when Senator Harrison Williams was involved in the
passage of the nation's Home Energy Assistance Program in Washington, he requested
the County Department on Aging to produce evidence, tape record it, and get it to him
as soon as possible so that he could present it before the Senate Investigating
Committee. We had no problem getting over a dozen seniors and handicapped persons
from the Princeton area, transporting them to Trenton, and recording their testimony.
We could not do that before the State Administrative Law Judge, because it required
representation of a competent attorney who knew his way around. Needless to say,
residential consumers, particularly seniors and handicapped, do not have that kind
of money. Also, how do you get crippled seniors from South Jersey up to Newark to
testify? Their condition does not permit a trip of this sort, as it would be detri-
mental to their well-being.

The Administrative Law Judge, on March 19, 1980, did make her initial
decision which was submitted to the Board. Included therein was the finding of the
Administrative Law Judge that the informal moratorium on winter terminations requested
of the electric and gas utilities by the Board beginning with the 1977-1978 heating
season, along with the informal practice of the utilities themselves, had greatly
reduced the number of winter service terminations for nonpayment. This, coupled
with the costs that have to be borne by the utilities, in reality borne by other
consumers, resulted in the Administrative Law Judge's recommendation against a
regulation that would specifically prohibit the termination of electric and gas
service during the winter months.

In her decision and recommendation, the Administrative Law Judge is
mouthing the utilities' line, which was in contradiction of evidence in the hands of
interested parties with a background of experience and daily contacts with the
seniors, the needy and the handicapped. We were not permitted to enter into the
segment of the case where the decisions were to be made for reasons explained earlier
in this presentation. The Administrative Law Judge received one side of the story --
the utilities.

The Board, however, in its Order dated June 19, 1980, determined that
additional information was required in order that it could balance the merits of a



prohibition of service termination during the winter months against the adverse
economic impact upon the utilities. The Board stated therein:
"The Board agrees with the Administrative Law Judge that
its present regulations provide much relief to those resi-
dential customers who are burdened with a medical emergency
or who are elderly or handicapped, and that the Board's
informal moratorium, together with formal policies of the
utilities,played a positive role in decreasing discontinu-
ance of service during the winter season. Despite the above,
however, it is equally apparent that the absence or potential
absence of gas and electric service during the heating season
continues to be a major problem to the health of many citizens

of the State and, therefore, is a major concern of this Board.

"This concern, coupled with our concern with regard to the
potential economic impact on the utilities of a complete
winter termination, has led the Board to the conclusion that
avenues must be investigated in an attempt to arrive at the

most reasonable solution.

"To accomplish this, we are of the opinion that the record

in this proceeding must be supplemented. Therefore, it is

our determination that the question of the total ban on

winter termination be made part of the Phase II proceeding to

be conducted by the Board and participated in by all parties

of record."

As a result, conferences were initiated and all parties of record were
invited to attend. As usual, the utility representatives did not want a formal pro-
hibition of winter terminations because it would interfere with their cash flow and
inhibit them from collecting utility bills. Board staff took the position that they
had a mandate from the Board to come up with a workable solution to an admittedly
difficult problem that we all were faced with and insisted that the group come up
with a workable solution to the problem. The Federation took the position that the
utilities had an inherent social responsibility due to franchise granted by govern-
ment for the promotion of the public good; that the Federation subscribed to pro-
nouncements of experts in the field, one, Chairperson Cicchetti, of the Public
Service Commission of Wisconsin, who said, "It is immoral to threaten using the
potential loss of life (a penalty far more severe than the eighteenth century's
cruel and inhuman punishment of debtor's prison) as a utility bill collection device;"
and, that what had to be decided was what the priority was going to be, the preserva-
tion of life and health of people, or the preservation of the cash flow of the utilities.

The conferences produced a stipulation which was entered into and signed
by the affected utilities staff of the Board of Public Utilities, and the Department of
the Public Advocate, Division of Rate Counsel. The Federation did not sign the stipu-
lation because it did not include an all-inclusive ban on winter termination for senior
citizens, the needy and the handicapped.

The terms of the stipulation provided that no regulated electric or gas
utility would discontinue service during the period from December 1 through March 15,
for residential customers who demonstrated at the time of the intended termination

that they were:



1. Recipients of the Lifeline Credit Program;

2. Recipients of benefits under the Federal Home Energy
Assistance Program (HEAP), or certified as eligible
therefore under standards set by the New Jersey

Department of Human Services;

3. Recipients of Federal Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC);

4, Recipients of Supplemental Security Income (SSI);

5. Members of the Pharmaceutical Assistance to the Aged
Program (PAA) ;

6. Recipients of General Welfare Assistance benefits; or

7. Unable to pay their utility bills because of circum-

stances beyond their control.

Category No. 7 was included, unbeknown at the time by the Federation,
as a concession to the Federation in response to its request for an all-inclusive
no winter shutoff.

Highlights of the stipulation are:

A deferred payment agreement that utilities may request of

their residential customers no more than 25% of the balance

of a total bill outstanding at the time that the repayment

agreement is made or executed.

Customers already determined to be in one of the seven
categories of eligibility who are contacted on an accumu-
lated delinguent balance would remain qualified for the
moratorium, provided that they agreed to make good faith
payment, if they had the financial ability to do so.

The payment should represent a good faith effort to meet the
outstanding amount and, if possible, be equivalent to a
budget amount, although a lesser amount could be accepted.

That there was insufficient evidence before the Board upon
which to dispose of the issue left unresolved in the Board's

previous order.

The unresolved issue was: as to the status to be given a
customer whose service has not been terminated during the
period of December 1 through March 15 of any year pursuant

to the terms of the stipulation, and whose account was still
unpaid, in whole or in part on next December 1. The question
to be answered was, on or after the preceding March 16, the
customer's service was terminated, must service be restored

on December 1?

That the docket should remain open in order that the Board

may dispose of the unresolved issue, monitor and evaluate

the winter program, and modify it if necessary.

Prior to the following year's heating season, 1981-1982, another stipu-
lation was entered into and signed by all parties, including the Federation. Without



going into detail, suffice to say that the stipulation was essentially the same as
the previous one with the unresolved issue of what to do with customers who had not
been terminated from December 1 through March 15, come December 1, should their
service be restored? The question still remains unanswered due to insufficient data
on their financial posture. The Board again left the docket open and gave direction
on data it required to resolve the unanswered issue.

For the heating season 1982-1983, the Board assigned an order and
decision adopting a modified version of the hearing examiner's findings which contain
very little change from the 1981-1982 order.

On the whole, I consider the Board's order and decision a good one,
and commend the staff and the Board for the diligence with which they have pursued
the termination issue. I take one exception, however. It is admitted by the utili-
ties, and the Board's staff concurs, that senior citizens are the best paying customers
and that they have no problem with them. Therefore, why require senior citizens to
go on a budget plan when they are already meeting their obligations? Placing the
senior citizen on a budget plan is to punish him/her for the sins of others. With
the few days left for living out the remainder of their lives, the right to use their
money as they see fit should not be taken away from them. They should be permitted
to make their decision whether to go on a budget or not the same as any other good

paying customer.
In going over the October, 1982 reports from the New Jersey gas and

electric companies on discontinuance of service, some interesting information emerges,
even though some utilities do not supply the necessary information the Board requires.
It is safe to say that shutoff and termination notices have been increasing since
1979, and are still increasing. A contributing factor in shutoff incidence is the
skyrocketing rate increases, raw material and adjustment charges, the net effect of
which is the pricing of consumers out of the market. Following is the information I
have assembled from utility discontinuance of service reports which may be understated

due to the unavailability of information from some utility reports:

TERMINATIONS FROM 1979-81 1981-~-82
Atlantic City Electric Co. Increase 87% and Increasing
Elizabethtown Gas Co. Increase 155% and Increasing
Jersey Central Power & Light Decrease 33% but Increasing
N.J. Natural Gas Co. Increase 21% and Increasing

Public Service Electric & Gas - Not available due to incomplete reports.

Rockland Electric Co. Decrease .0079% No appreciable change.
South Jersey Gas Co. No appreciable change. No appreciable change.
TERMINATION NOTICES SENT OUT FROM 1979-81 1981-82

Atlantic City Electric Co. Increase 33% and Increasing
Elizabethtown Gas Co. Decrease 3.83% but Increasing
Jersey Central Power & Light Decrease 32% but Increasing
N.J. Natural Gas Co. Increase 15.5% and Increasing

Public Service Electric & Gas - Not available.
Rockland Electric Co. Decrease 26% No appre. change.

South Jersey Gas Co. Decrease 29.6% but Increasing

It can be readily seen that we are facing a serious problem that is not getting any
better.



There is evidence all around us that we all face a bleak future.
Commercial competitive enterprise is trying to cope with the immediate economic
problems we face by offering inducements in the form of rebates and discounts on
posted prices. There is evidence that the utilities, with their captive consumers,
are enjoying the highest rate of return in their history, not all due to inflation.
They choose to raise rates rather than take a look at their efficiency and over-
staffed management. There is evidence before this Committee that at least one
utility is interested in maintaining their utility market rating and their cash
flow in order that dividends may be provided for the utility's stockholders, who
apparently accept their utility management regardless of management failures. There
is evidence that legislators nationally and locally have become increasingly concerned
with the plight of their constituents regarding the ever-increasing cost of energy.

In summary, it is going to take more than the Federal and State govern-
ments to deal with the energy crisis we face. It is going to have to include the
cooperative effort of the utilities, the regulators, the legislators, and the churches.
If the utilities refuse to cooperate, then it will be up to the Board and the Legis-
lature to take corrective action.

Now, since then I came across a New York Times report on Sunday, and

they stress that there will be 300,000 involuntary gas disconnections this heating
season, against 260,000 last year, this according to a survey of state Public Utility
Commissioners and utilities of the Citizens' Labor and Energy Coalition, a nonprofit
group. I want to point out that I am not sure that this statistic represents the
State of New Jersey, because my figures do not agree with that. While it is up, it
is not that high for the State of New Jersey. On the other hand, they go on further
to say that there are going to be a lot more people doubling up. There are going to
be more people using their ovens. If this is a cold winter, there are going to be

a great number of people in a great deal of trouble.

Further down, Trenton apparently had something to say about it: "As
for urban homeowners, the City of Trenton, New Jersey, recently provided a typical
report on their plight to the United States Conference of Mayors." The report found
a rising number of people in Trenton who could not afford weekly heating costs of
$100 to $225 in the city's aging uninsulated housing stock, yet who earned too much
to qualify for Federal home heating programs. Therefore, many families, particularly
those facing unemployment, cannot afford heating. The Trenton report said, "There
have been recent incidents of fires in homes where the families are living without
heat or electric service and are using candles or kerosene heaters." They go on
further here and say, "The Ohio Public Utilities Commission, early this month,
ordered a moratorium on utility shutoffs until April 1, and declared that any of
the 25,000 homes currently without gas or electricity could be reconnected if the
residents paid $200 toward their overdue bill."

Now, Detroit Edison is going a little bit further than our New Jersey
utility. Our New Jersey utility has established a limiting device, and that limiting
device limits the people in the seven categories to ten amps of service on 120 volts.
I have the record here right from the Department of Energy, Board of Public Utilities,
and this is what they describe: "The service limiter is used for the purpose of tak-
ing responsible collection action against past due accounts of customers protected
from service discontinuance. Test Location: the service limiter adapter test will be
limited to the areas served by the Paterson Customer Service District Office and

the Metropolitan Division of Electric Transmission and Distribution. The affected



municipalities are listed in Exhibit 2. The service limiter adapter test will com-
mence on and after January 4, 1982, and will terminate at the conclusion of the 1981
winter moratorium. The Board will be notified of the effective start date."

Now, the selected customers were protected from service discontinuance
by qualifying for one or more of the seven winter moratorium categories. Why did
they select them? We fought so hard to get protection for these people, and the
utility representatives went along with us, and the Board of Public Utilities went
along and put in this device at their recommendation. This device, by the way, had
its origination in France. They use that to sell their electricity. In other words,
when you buy electricity in France, you don't buy kilowatt hours -- that is, you don't
buy day-to-day kilowatt hours. You have a contract, and that contract specifies that
you are going to use so much electricity. The idea there in France was to do away
with peak loads, where the problem really occurs, so somebody in Canada got the
bright idea of coming up with this device, and used this device in Canada to limit
the electricity to those people who didn't pay.

Now, the State of New Jersey comes along and takes this and uses this
device in the State of New Jersey. Our contention was it was cruel and inhuman
punishment to shut off electricity for the poor and the needy. I feel, and the
Federation feels, that the use of this device is a harassment, and it should be done
away with. If they want to do anything, I think what they should do, as has been
recommended -- and I think they are looking in that direction -- is to turn these
people off who can't afford to pay two local charities, and see what can be done
about it through that area. I spoke once before on that when it came to my atten-
tion that on Greenwood Avenue, right here in the City of Trenton, which is only a
few blocks from where I live, one woman lost her life. She lost her life due to
winter shutoff; the winter shutoff occurred the previous winter, but she never
bothered to get her electricity turned back on. This woman had plenty of money; she
had enough money to pay for that, for her bills. However, she wasn't getting along
with her family. She was brought into court a number of times, and the court didn't
pick up that this was a mental case which should have been turned over to a psychia-
trist or a psychologist.

The rule was at the time that when you shut off someone, the utility
was supposed to notify the health department of the municipality. I checked with
Hamilton Township to find out whether that had happened, and there was no record
of the utility having contacted that health department. It so happened that Franny
McManimon, who works there, was there and he spoke to me over the telephone. He
said, "Look, I don't go along with you, because this woman had plenty of money to
pay." I said, "Wait a minute, Franny. It's true she had plenty of money to pay,
but this woman was a mental case, and somebody should have been on the ball and
turned this case over to the proper authorities." Well, he agreed with me, but
that didn't bring the life back.

At the initial hearing here on the Board of Public Utilities, I think
I pointed out that while I was in the hospital my doctor told me about two women who
were brought into the hospital, one, eighty-two years old, both legs frozen; the
doctor had to cut her legs off, and she died the next day. Now, as I pointed out,
you can't document these kinds of cases; it is difficult. You can't get a doctor
to come up to testify that this is what happened. After all, he has to practice.
But that, nonetheless, takes away from the truth of what happened. That doctor had



no interest in telling me this, if there wasn't some basis of fact. So, I could go

on and talk more on the situation in Trenton, where an article appeared with reference
to a church taking in a lot of our people who cannot afford to even eat, let alone
pay for electricity, and the situation is getting worse. But, I think I will stop
right here because other people want to speak besides me. Now, if you have any
questions --

SENATOR DALTON: Yes, Sam. I wasn't aware of the Paterson situation,
the illustration. Do you want to run that by me again? What is happening there?

I think you indicated that the utility up there is limiting the use of electricity,
I would suppose in certain homes where people are in arrears.

MR. SCOZZARO: That's right, that is correct.

SENATOR DALTON: What are the parameters they are using? You said some-
thing about ten amps.

MR. SCOZZARO: Ten amps, 120 volts. That gives them enough to run an
electric light, their refrigeration, and their motor to run the heating system. Now,
if the party wants to iron a shirt or use a toaster, it will kick off. 1In the case
of this eighty-two year old woman, I don't think she had a limiting device on there.
But, anyway, in the case of this eighty-two year old woman who was unable to get
around to go over and kick off -- to set that back up again, she just wouldn't be
able to cope with that. There could be deaths, as occurred in this particular case,
you see. By the way, I have copies of all that I have said here for Mark, and that
is in there too. You can check it.

SENATOR DALTON: Let's go back to the recently announced Board policy,
Sam. The one concern that you outlined with that policy is with regard to seniors
who traditionally are, as you indicated, fairly good paying customers. You indicated
that if, in fact, a senior -- and correct me if I'm wrong -- is in arrears, he may be
required via this policy to be put on a budget plan. You find a problem with that,
so why don't you tell me a little bit about that? I don't think I fully understand
what you were getting at.

MR. SCOZZARO: Well, to begin with, if that senior citizen is in trouble
and he can't pay his bills because he is on a fixed income, how do you expect to put
him on a budget which will be far greater than he is able to pay? You see? Rather,
if he is granted the moratorium and he is able to pay it when he doesn't have the high
bills of buying medications, particularly in the wintertime, winter clothing, and that
sort of thing, he will be better able to cope with that situation. By the way, when
I was with the State of New Jersey, that was one of the things that -- when I was in
charge of all the clothing up there in North Jersey as instructor, I would spend the
biggest part of the budget during the winter months for the inmates, because that is
when all the clothing is needed. 1In the summertime, all I needed for the men was a
pair of shoes, a pair of pants and a shirt, and that was it. Now, that holds true
in the general population.

SENATOR DALTON: If, in fact, you didn't put them on a budget plan,
as you are suggesting, I would imagine that some would say that that is, in fact,
encouraging people not to pay.

MR. SCOZZARO: I don't believe that they should be put on a budget plan,
and I don't believe they should be granted a total moratorium. I believe they should
come up with a program where there will be a good faith payment, as is described, and,
if they made a good faith payment, that would indicate that at least good faith was
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there and that they would pay their bills eventually.

SENATOR DALTON: And your concern is that with this requirement what
will happen is that there will be sort of -- there will be owners' budget payment
plans put in force?

MR. SCOZZARO: Yes, but you see, we're talking about the party who
can't pay. What about the party who can pay who happens to be in that category,
and who has been paying? Why deny him the right, or her the right to use the money
as he/she sees fit?

SENATOR DALTON: I thought we were talking about people in arrears.

MR. SCOZZARO: We are =-- in one form we are talking about people in
arrears; but, we are also talking about people who are on this program --

SENATOR DALTON: Okay.

MR. SCOZZARO: -- but are able, or had been able and have not gotten
into arrears.

SENATOR DALTON: Okay.

MR. SCOZZARO: That is the differentiation there.

SENATOR DALTON: Thank you very much, Sam.

MR. SCOZZARO: You're welcome.

SENATOR DALTON: Next, we would like to hear from Mr. Charles Biscieglia
from the South Jersey Gas Company.

CHARLES BISCIEGLTIA: Good morning. My name is Charles Biscieglia,
and I am employed by South Jersey Gas Company as Assistant Vice President of Commer-
cial Operations. In this position, I am responsible for the planning and directing

of all general office and field staff functions with regard to commercial activities
of the company, including the Customer Information Center and all meter reading and
collection activities. I am here today to present testimony on behalf of South Jersey
Gas Company with regard to Senate Bill 1928, an act concerning the termination of
residential gas or electric utility service.

As I am sure you are aware, the Board of Public Utilities has issued
a decision and order dated December 2, 1982 concerning the termination of gas or
electric utility service to those residential customers who demonstrate an inability
to satisfy their utility bills.

In essence, the decision and order established the following formal
policy:

1. All residential customers receiving benefits under the

Lifeline Credit Program, Home Energy Assistance Program
(HEAP), Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC),
Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Pharmaceutical Assis-
tance to the Aged (PAA), or General Welfare Assistance,
or who are unable to pay their utility bills because of
circumstances beyond their control, will not have their
utility service discontinued for nonpayment during the

period from December 1 through March 15.

2. Those customers who were disconnected for nonpayment after
the end of the 1981-82 winter program and have not been
reconnected as of December 1, 1982, should be required to
make a down payment of up to 25% of the balance owed at

the time of discontinuance as a condition precedent to the
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receipt of utility service during this present heating

season.

3. All customers seeking protection of the winter program

be required to enroll in a budget payment plan.

4. All protected customers be required to make good faith
payments during the heating season, if they have the
ability to do so. Said payments should be equal to the
budget amount, although a lesser amount can be accepted.
No security deposit should be required during the mora-
torium period. Any customer who has the ability to
make a good faith payment, but who refuses to do so, may

be referred to the Board for determination.

5. All customers receiving benefits under the Home Energy
Assistance Program are required to transfer these pay-
ments to the customer's major heat supplier. Such pay-
ments shall be considered sufficient to satisfy the

requirement for good faith payments.

6. Utilities are required to increase their contacts with
social service agencies with regard to the winter termina-
tion program. Utilities are also required to submit for
Board approval, information sheets which will be made
available to their customers setting forth the terms and

conditions of the winter program.

7. If winter climate conditions persist longer than March 15,

the Board reserves the right to extend the moratorium con-
tingent upon the then known weather conditions.

Prior to this decision and order, numerous conferences were held during
early 1982. Participants in these meetings included representatives of the utilities,
Rate Counsel, Board staff, the Attorney General and a senior citizens' organization.
Subsequent to these conferences, a hearing schedule was established by Board staff.
Pursuant to this schedule, prefiled testimony was submitted by the utilities in early
June. Cross-examination of the utility witnesses was held on June 25, 1982, before
Examiner Edward D. Beslow, at which time all prefiled testimony was accepted into
evidence.

For the utilities as a whole, the record established during this hear-
ing reflects a pattern of increases in the number of annual residential delinquent
accounts and the level of residential net write-offs to revenues. A significant
portion of these increases has occurred since the inception of a formal winter pro-
gram. In addition, the record also reflects that many customers have used the winter
program as a means to avoid making any payments during the winter months.

In the case of South Jersey, everything within reason has been done to
identify low-income customers who fall into one of the seven protected categories.
With the exception of Lifeline customers, this identification was done primarily by
field contact by the Collection Department. It is the policy of South Jersey that
personal contact must be made before termination of any residential service during

the period from December 1 through March 15. While South Jersey Gas Company has
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identified 8,764 customers, it is believed that this number is considerably understated
due to the large number of "no contacts" made on field visits.

If I could just briefly get away from this testimony to explain a little
bit, and maybe answer some of Mr. Scozzaro's remarks, we had had various meetings with
the Department of Human Services in order to try to work out some method to identify
to the utilities which customers were receiving payments under the protected cate-
gory. Because of a number of reasons with confidentiality of this information, we
were unable to come up with a procedure that, I guess, would be compliable to the laws
that are in existence with confidentiality. We even met, the utilities and the Board
staff, with the Eagleton Institute to try to see if we could come up with some study
that they would perform to help the utilities identify which customers may be pro-
tected. Because the information they needed would identify these recipients again,
we had to drop those efforts. Mr. Scozzaro's remarks about the utilities not coming
forth with any of the information that was requested by the Board is erroneous. Each
utility that testified during the hearings in June presented figures and facts that
were available to them, and every effort was made on their behalf to try to secure
these facts. Unfortunately, there is just some identification that if a customer
would not come forth with, the utility just could not identify that customer.

Of the 8,764 customers identified by South Jersey Gas Company, almost
18% paid nothing on their utility bills for the period December 1, 1981 to April 20,
1982. 1In addition, approximately 35% paid less than half the amount which they were
billed. At this point I must bring up that the majority of those people who paid
nothing fell in categories where they were receiving some aid through one of the pro-
grams. It must be pointed out that the Lifeline and HEAP categories, where substan-
tial payments were made directly to the utility or in the form of dual-party checks,
were responsible for over 88% of all payments received. These direct and dual-party
payments do not, of course, represent discretionary payments by those protected cus-
tomers.

If utilities were prohibited from discontinuing service for nonpayment
by low-income customers without concern for good faith payments, we would surely see
a dramatic increase in the number of customers who would pay nothing during the winter
season. The end result would be the creation of unmanageable balances ending up in
termination of service after the winter season and subsequent write-offs. As of
November 30, 1982, South Jersey has written off $93,000 of protected customers' un-
paid balances with an additional $84,700 subject to write~off in the coming months.

Out of the $93,000 that we wrote off, $84,000 represented customers in
two categories: HEAP, those who were definitely receiving payments from the govern-
ment, and those under AFDC, some of whom were receiving subsequent payments for
energy, and some of whom we may not have known about. I think it is quite clear that
the senior citizens are not a problem to the South Jersey Gas Company, nor have we
ever on the record at the hearings indicated any adjectives that Sam used to describe
the senior citizens. We regard them as good customers of ours, and we regard them as
being paying customers of ours. I just want to go on record to indicate that South
Jersey Gas Company has no problem with senior citizens.

We must keep in mind that the main purpose of a winter program is to
assure utility service during the winter months to certain financially disadvantaged
customers, with the expectation that they would pay for this service prior to the

next winter heating season. In essence, it is a program that the utilities have
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willingly participated in for the benefit of a predetermined category of customers
during the winter heating season. It was never intended to be used by customers as

a method of avoiding ultimate payment of utility bills. A utility cannot be expected
to furnish service absent a reasonable expectation that it will be paid for. To
provide otherwise would result in an injustice to both the utility and its paying
customers.

While South Jersey has demonstrated it is sympathetic to the concern
regarding the need for utility service during the winter heating season, such need
is not different from the need of customers for food, clothing or shelter, and the
difficulties many of them have in paying for such necessities. However, as with
these necessities, the burden must be placed with society as a whole, and not with
the utility industry. Other industries do not provide services or products to those
customers who cannot afford to pay for them. The answer to this problem lies in social
legislation rather than as the responsibility of all utilities to serve customers who
do not or will not pay for utility service.

In conclusion, it is our opinion that the Board's recent decision and
order best deals with the concern to protect low-income customers, as well as the
potential economic impact a complete prohibition on winter termination without pro-
visions for payments would have on utilities and their customers. All utilities in
this State have, in the past, been able to work in a cooperative effort with the
Board to assure all reasonable protection for low-income customers. It has been the
experience of South Jersey that this cooperative effort has worked well with little
or no problems and we can see a continuation of that effort with the present decision
and order. It is our opinion that the Board has provided the public with every
reasonable option to avoid termination of service for nonpayment, while not prohibit-
ing the utility from its right to terminate service when all other options fail.

In addition to the present decision and order, current regulations
provide for third-party notification, telephone notification prior to termination
of service for those customers sixty-five years of age or older, notice to tenants
when a landlord-tenant relationship exists and service is to be terminated, notice of
discontinuance to include certain information to aid the customer in finding a remedy
to prevent termination of service, medical emergency provisions, deferred payment
arrangements and prohibition of weekend and holiday termination of service. 2an act
to prohibit the discontinuance of residential gas or electric service during the
winter months to certain low-income customers without concern for the provisions to
provide good faith payments as outlined by the Board cannot be supported by South
Jersey. This act would only create a subclass of customers, including many who would
not be within the Board's definitions and who otherwise have the ability to pay, who
would be receiving free utility service while increasing operating costs, delinquen-
cies and write-offs. This would not be in the best interest of our customers or the
public. South Jersey Gas Company endeavors to provide its service in a fashion that
ensures fairness. A moratorium that encourages customers not to pay what they other-
wise would, would not be fair for anyone. Thank you.

SENATOR DALTON: Thank you. I have some questions, if I may. You
indicated that prior to shutting off, that you will attempt to reach the customer
via phone. Is that correct?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: No. If we go out to make an effort to terminate

service, we must have face-to-face contact during the months of December 1 to March 15.
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If we make four trips to a property where the customer is not paying us and we have
not made face-to-face contact, that service will not be discontinued.

SENATOR DALTON: If, in fact, the face-to-face contact uncovers the fact
that the person may be disabled in a certain way, what is your usual treatment of that
type of situation?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: Well, I guess the first thing is we try to determine
whether or not the customer is eligible to receive any benefits under the existing
programs. If the customer is receiving benefits under one of the programs, they are
automatically protected. If they are not receiving benefits, and we feel they should,
we would direct them to that agency that we feel could help them. If it is a customer
who does not fit into any of those categories and who cannot receive help, we deal
with them on the process of our deferred arrangements. We would sit with them and
come up with what we would feel would be a reasonable agreement with a down payment,
and a reasonable deferred payment, if they have the ability to make payments. If
the customer does have the ability to make payments and refuses to do so, then they
are subject to termination of service.

SENATOR DALTON: How far behind in payment does a customer have to get
before you actually terminate?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: In our case, if we presented you with a utility bill
today that was for thirty days' worth of prior service, we would not tell you you
were delinquent until thirty days after the date you received the bill. Thirty days
after the date you received the bill, if you did not pay it, you would have a notice
on there telling you to contact our office for arrangements if you are having diffi-
culties in paying your bill. It would contain, as well, a statement of the customer's
rights. The customer has another seventeen days to call us prior to us making that
field visit. So, you have thirty days' worth of service, thirty days' worth of noti-
fication, and another seventeen days before we go out there. So, you're talking
about approximately seventy-five to seventy-seven days.

SENATOR DALTON: Okay. Do you treat commercial and industrial classes
of customers the same way?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: No.

SENATOR DALTON: How do you treat them if they are in arrears?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: We treat them in the same way as far as notification
is concerned. However, of course, there is no protection for those people as far
as falling into certain categories. So, at the time we go out to make a field visit
there, the collector makes a determination that we have a fair arrangement to get
payment or he discontinues service.

SENATOR DALTON: You indicated that you had to write off approximately
eighty-some thousand dollars --

MR. BISCIEGLIA: Yes.

SENATOR DALTON: =-- for nonpayment.

MR. BISCIEGLIA: Yes.

SENATOR DALTON: I'm sorry; go ahead.

MR. BISCIEGLIA: That is only of the 8,700 people we identified to
fall within the protective categories.

SENATOR DALTON: 1Is that residential customers alone?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: Yes, sir.

SENATOR DALTON: What is that figure with regard to commercial and

industrial customers?
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MR. BISCIEGLIA: I can tell you this, that we will end up with approxi-
mately $200,000 written off for protected customers. Our total write-off, and this
would represent only 229 customers -- our total write-offs would be $750,000 for the
year, and we are talking about thousands of customers. Two hundred and twenty-nine
of protected will account for $200,000 of the $750,000. Our experience has been that
commercial and industrial write-off is approximately between 4% and 5% of the total
gross write-off -- very insignificant.

SENATOR DALTON: How much again?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: Between 4% and 5% of the $750,000.

SENATOR DALTON: Four and five percent of the $750,000?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: Yes, very insignificant. We have provided one of your
aides, I think it's Debbie Borie, with a copy of our testimony that was submitted
during the Commission's hearing. In there are a lot of statistics that may help
answer some of your questions.

SENATOR DALTON: How many people in your company do the actual monitor-
ing relative to your shutoff -- or implement your shutoff policy?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: Approximately six management-type individuals have the
responsibility to oversee the policy, both at the general office level and at the
divisional level.

SENATOR DALTON: Do you use any, I guess, devices that would establish
parameters for use of energy within one's home, a la the Paterson type of situation
that was described by Sam?

MR. BISCIEGLIA: No, I don't believe you will have any gas utilities
that are using -- it's a device to limit electric service.

SENATOR DALTON: I have no further questions.

MR. BISCIEGLIA: May I make one more comment?

SENATOR DALTON: Sure.

MR. BISCIEGLIA: I am trying to recall exactly what -- On the budget
plan, Sam was addressing the requirement to put the senior citizen people on the
equal payment plan, or the budget plan. I think you have to keep in mind, that if
the senior citizen is not having any difficulty in paying his bills, there is no
obligation whatsoever in the Board's order that he enter an equal payment plan.

The equal payment plan provision is only for that senior citizen who is not paying
his bills, and who is having difficulty in meeting his bills. As far as the senior
citizen who is able to pay, no utility, nor the Board, knows anything about him.

He continues to pay his bill in the method that he chooses. It is not mandatory
that all seniors enter an equal payment plan.

SENATOR DALTON: Okay. Thank you very much.

We would like to hear next from Mr. Bill Potter, Department of Public
Advocate.

R. WILLIAM POTTE R: Thank you, Senator. Commissioner Rodriguez could
not be here today. He had hoped to attend and present the Department's testimony,
but he had a conflict which emerged pretty late and he asked me to come here, as I
have often done in the past.

I have, not our usual long tome, but I do have an outline of our
recommendations -- (Senator Dalton interrupts to inquire if microphones are working).
I think, Jjust to start off, it certainly is our view at the Public Advocate that

the series of hearings you have been holding over the last several months are a
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tremendous benefit to the State, in helping to focus attention on some problems that
have been, in our view, swept under the rug for far too long and, even though we
hope legislation emerges out of these that will be adopted, I think even in the
absence of some positive legislation, that just by focusing attention that that is
doing a great deal to galvanize State agencies and the public behind a lot of these
measures, and thank you very much.

Let me start -- I can't help but comment on the testimony you have just
heard from South Jersey Gas Company. Specifically, the comment was made that there
is no real difference between the need for electric and gas service and a person's
need for clothing and food. I would respectfully dissent from that point of view.

In the first place, if you are behind in your bills at say J. C. Penney's, and you
find yourself unemployed and they cancel your credit card there, you can still go to
another store. If you cannot pay your bill at A&P, you can still go to Acme. There
is no competition in a public utility service territory. If you are cut off by South
Jersey Gas, there is not another gas company in the South Jersey area. If you are
cut off by PSE&G for electricity, you can't go someplace else for electricity, and
that is, I think, the fundamental misconception that I have heard for many years from
various utilities, and that is that somehow the problems of the people whom they are
serving who are too poor to pay their bills, or find themselves in extraordinarily
desperate circumstances, that is a "social problem," and, therefore, it is one that
they should not have to deal with, or that to the extent they do deal with it, it
should be at a diminutive level.

In our view, the franchise obligation of a utility is to be a monopoly
serving the public interest, and there should be a sort of quid pro quo there in
return for them having the protections of a monopoly, including a guaranteed oppor-
tunity to earn a rate of return. They should be able to respond to certain social
necessities as they are defined by such organs as the Legislature, the Board of
Public Utilities or the Department of Energy. So, I think if we get past that basic
conceptual problem, we can get on to some of the positive things that can be done for
people who are too poor to pay their bills.

Now, I have to commment on one other item as well. He stated that the
people who are on the moratorium level, that is, those people who meet the standards
not to be shut off in the wintertime, that during that period of time there has been
a significant increase in their nonpayment rate -- the nonpayment rate generally,
and, therefore, the necessity to write off -- I think he said $93,000 in unpaid bills.
But, during the period of time that the limited moratorium has been in effect, we have
also seen a dramatic increase in electric and gas rates and, according to the data
that David Paul, an attorney with our office, submitted in response to a hearing
examiner's report in November, the average increase in electric rates over the last
four years has been about 50%. In the natural gas area, it has been closer to 100%.
So, if there has been an increase in nonpayment, it very well could be that factor,
and not the fact that some compassion is being shown for people too poor to pay their
bills. I think that David could certainly discuss, if you wish, the fact that no one
could really disaggregate, they could not really pinpoint the causes for increases in
nonpayment. I submit it can't be done, given the enormous increase in rates.

Let me, if I could, turn to our recommendations. I know you have a
lot of speakers here, and I think by focusing on that we could really get to what we
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have to say.

New Jersoy L
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Our first recommendation is that there be a utility duty of full dis-
closure to all of their consumers as to their rights to receive special treatment
and, also, as to their rights for a hearing and to contest a bill. Now, this seems
so fundamental it shouldn't really be a source of controversy, but what we have
found is that many, many people simply have no idea of what their rights are, and
there is no requirement that the utilities inform the people of their rights. We
think that before anyone is terminated, they should be given a full reading of what
their rights are, so that they can then act upon them.

SENATOR DALTON: Bill, as you go along, may I ask questions?

MR. POTTER: Yes sir, please.

SENATOR DALTON: Most utilities would respond to that by saying, "We
are doing that, and before we terminate we do provide them with their rights." Has
that been the experience at the Public Advocate?

MR. POTTER: Well, I think the experience is that that may happen, but
it may not happen. Now, admittedly having a law that requires it doesn't guarantee
that it will happen, but we think it will provide some uniform policy on it. David,
did you want to comment further?

DAV ID G. P A U L: Senator Dalton, the current regulations promulgated by the
Board of Public Utilities deal with notice only with respect to a discontinuance that
might occur to any customer during any time of the year. There are no regulations
that specifically speak to the moratorium. The moratorium was negotiated on an ad
hoc basis, on a year-to-year basis over the past three years or so, and I can state
that before we even started negotiating, the position of the utilities has been that
it is their desire not to widely publicize any policy they have to be lenient. They
would rather see a situation where most of the State understood that they had an
obligation to pay, and that they were subject to termination. When a termination
notice went out during the wintertime, if the customer were then to contact the
utility and say, "Listen, I have a problem," between the utility and the customer
something would be worked out. That was the policy that was in existence before

the formal petition filed by the senior citizens and others back in 1973 for an
amendment to the Board's rules that would ask for just a total ban on shutoffs.

Now, since 1979, the utilities still have not been all that anxious to
publicize any of the agreements that have been entered into outlining the terms of
the moratorium. It has been our position that all low-income people, in the State
in general, would be aided if this information were widely distributed. But, as we
stated at the outset, there is nothing in the Board's rules right now which requires
any wide publicity at all of the rights and remedies under the moratorium programs.

MR. POTTER: Thank you. I might also add that we have recently --
in fact, I think today -- filed a motion with the Board of Public Utilities asking
that such information be included in the next billing cycle for all residential
consumers of the reqgulated electric and gas utilities.

Also, still sticking to the question of full disclosure and information,
the Public Advocate for the past few years has been disseminating a little pamphlet
that we call, "How to Fight the Cold War," and we are embarking upon a kind of annual
campaign to get this out to as many people as possible. We just had another 12,000
printed up and, if you'd 1like, I'll certainly make this available to anyone here, or
members of the public as well.

We also have a twenty-four hour toll free number, and I think I remember

what it is, if I could just repeat it. 1It's 800-792-8600, and if people are having
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difficulties with the utility shutoffs, we can't guarantee that we can get it turned
back on again, but we do have people who will work with the BPU and the utility and
do the best they can.

Let me go to something else here, the existing policies of the Board
of Public Utilities. We think there has been a dramatic improvement over the last
three or four years since the petition filed by the senior citizens, which has been
supported by the Public Advocate all along. We have gone from a view that there is
no responsibility to a view that there is a limited responsibility. Now, what is
still lacking, however, are those safeguards that will assure that this will take
place each winter, rather than be renegotiated every single year. It is always sort
of a potential cliff-hanger -- will we have a moratorium this year, and each year
the utilities want to sort of take back some of what was granted the year before
and, in fact, I think for next year, they had a position that people in arrears had
to be fully paid up, otherwise they could not be on the moratorium for next winter.

Now, the Board, I'm happy to say, rejected that position in their order
and decision of December 3, but I think what is sorely lacking and could be very help-
ful here, is to just clarify what is State policy. That, of course, is the role of
the Legislature. The legislation that we think could be very helpful is outlined in
Roman numerals II and III. First, we think there ought to be a legislated moratorium
on shutoffs at least between December 1 and March 15 for any person who lacks the
ability to pay. Essentially, those appear to be the seven categories covered under
the current moratorium customers. Second, and this is a change from existing policy,
the burden of proof should be on the utility in each individual instance to demon-
strate to the BPU that this particular customer ought to be shut off because this
person has not paid, and this person, furthermore, has the ability to pay. We think
right now the burden is on the person who has been shut off, to race to the Board
and say, "Please turn my electric service back on again." We understand that the
Board has directed their Bureau of Service and Inspection to be very compassionate
and understanding, and generally not Scrooge-like in dealing with these people's
problems, and we commend them for that. But, we think that the burden of proof ought
to be on the utility to go to the Board and say, "Here we have someone who is making
a fortune who won't pay."” That way there won't be that sort of possible tragedy that
we have all heard about, that Sam talked about -- elderly couples freezing in their
sleep at night, or children who die in fires because they used candles because they
couldn't afford to pay the electricity. That seems to happen each year, and we think
that by putting the burden on the utility, they will then have to focus on the real
deadbeats, rather than people who are too unfortunate.

A further requirement when a utility would go to the Board seeking to
shut someone off ought to be that they show there is no reasonable likelihood of harm
to the public health or safety. We think this provision ought to apply year-round.

When the hearing began on the seniors' petition back in 1979 -- or was it 19782
MR. PAUL: It was 1979.
MR. POTTER: -- 1979, there was a very well publicized fire in Somer-

ville where several children died. As one of the attorneys for one of the utilities
pointed out, he said, "See, that happened in April or May." My answer to that is,
"Well, therefore, we need those protections year-round, not just in the wintertime,"
before someone ought to be shut off from their service.

Roman numeral III B. discusses something which I think is also very

important, and my understanding is that the Department of Energy is going to talk
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about it today as well, and that is, energy conservation is really the key to help-

ing these people out, as well as all consumers. We think that before anyone should
lose their electric or gas service, the utility should have to go in there and help
weatherize that home. Now, we know that makes sense economically for all the con-
sumers, rather than building power plants, and we certainly know that that would
greatly benefit the individual who is unable to pay his or her bill. And, we list
there a series of the types of weatherization improvements that ought to be taken

and this list, by the way, is taken from certain items being done now by PSE&G for

a limited number of customers. So, I think there should be general agreement on those.

I should also add that there is currently legislation pending that would
provide for weatherization of homes that would be targeted to the poor. There may be
several bills that do this; the one I am familiar with is A-2208, Assemblywoman Ogden.
That bill provides for one-half of one percent of gross operating revenues to be set
aside for weatherization, with 75% of that amount to go to targeted customers, who
would be low-income customers. We think that that sort of thing would be very, very
helpful here.

Let me just conclude by saying, as I said in the beginning, utility
service really is a necessity of modern life. It is a monopoly which provides that
service and, therefore, I believe that the Legislature has a complete opportunity to
define the terms and conditions of that monopoly to include service to disadvantaged
people. Thank you very much.

SENATOR DALTON: Thank you, Bill.

MR. POTTER: Senator, perhaps I will just leave copies of our "How to
Fight the Cold War" up here in case people want to get them later. Thank you.

SENATOR DALTON: Is the representative from -- a representative from
PSE&G here?

FREDERTICK D. Di SANT I: Senator Dalton, joining me today are Dick
Fryling from our Law Department, and Mr. Jim Dieterle, who is Manager of our Customer
Service. We would like to address some of the things we have heard this morning, and
further indicate to you that we have been involved in this very serious public policy
issue for the last eight years in a continual dialogue with many State agencies.
(Speaker interrupted by audience because they could not hear him -- he begins again.)

We have, as you are well aware, been involved in a very serious dialogue
with many State agencies over the last eight years on this very serious public policy
question. A number of issues that have been raised today we would like to address,
and tell you about some of the positive things we are continuing to do in this area.

I would like to turn to Jim to describe some of those programs to you.

JAMES F. DIETETRLE: PSE&G represents the utility for most of the State's
large urban areas. As you are probably aware, in addition to Trenton and Camden, we
serve Paterson, Newark, Jersey City and the North Hudson area and, as a result, really
have the lion's share of the State's needy with regard to payment of electric and gas
utilities. This is a very important point, we believe, because really we view this
problem as a mutual problem, but one which really needs some type of social program
from State, Federal and local governments to meet. We have initiated a number of
programs ourselves to try to deal with the problem of customers who don't have the
ability to pay for service. This winter, for example, we have conducted meetings with
social agencies. During the week of December 6, we met -- we had four different meet-

ings across the State with every social agency representative that we had ever had
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contact with. We sent letters out inviting every agency, community action programs,
local neighborhood groups -- any social organization that really had helped us in the
past, to provide a means for customers to keep that service on and to avoid discontinu-
ance of service all throughout the year. We invited them; we had an excellent turnout,
many more than last year. What we did with themwere several things. One is we ex-
plained the BPU's order, because we felt it was very important for them to have the
message and to get it out to their constituents, as well as our own publicity, to try
to bring some understanding as to what the customer's responsibility is, given they
have the ability to pay, and what the utility's position is on this, and how we were
going to try to work with this winter's moratorium to avoid discontinuance of service.
We distributed question and answer sheets so that the folks who attended would have
something to bring back. We offered to supply as many copies as they would need so
they could get them out to their workers in the field.

We focused on the new provision of the budget payment plan, the deter-
mination of the good faith payment, and how PSE&G was going to try to administer the
moratorium so that we wouldn't run into a situation of a customer who, just from lack
of information or understanding, didn't really know what the program was. We wanted
to ensure that everybody had information on it. We also took that opportunity to
tell the social agency people about a new program at PSE&G this year. That program
established what we call "CARE Representatives." It stands for Customer Assistance
Referral and Evaluation, and what we have done this year is, in each of our collection
departments in our district offices throughout the State, we have designated one indi-
vidual, typically a supervisor, or a group supervisor, with an alternate in case he
is not in the office, to gather together a data bank on all possible areas of aid.

We felt that often customers are not aware of what kind of aid might be available.

As they call in, rather than strictly deal from the point of view of what resources
that customer might have, we thought it might be helpful to have information where
we could, not only give them telephone numbers or addresses of where to go, but also
the actual qualification data, so we could encourage customers and postpone any addi-
tional collection action until that customer gets back and says, "Well, I've made my
application," or"I've done this or I've done that."

That particular program we are hopeful will bring together information
on aid so that, if there is aid out there that a customer qualifies for, he will
be able to get it. The Board's order has a very important provision in it, and that
is that the "good faith payment" equal to a budget amount is required if the customer
has the ability to make that payment. PSE&G, when they visit customers, asks the
customers for their budget good faith payment if the customers indicate they are in
one of those categories and cannot pay the amount of the bill that is due. We then
take down any information that the customer says. Historically, we have been quite
liberal in accepting customers' statements as to their ability or inability to pay.
Last year's moratorium encouraged good faith payments for customers who had the
ability to do so. We typically will accept on face value that customer's statements
with regard to unemployment or medical emergency hardship or whatever. 1In addition,
our deferred payment arrangements that we have established in the past have been very
liberal. The regulations call for one payment agreement a year, with a 25% down pay-
ment. It is very common for our people to make second or third deferred payment
agreements, all with the hope that by getting the monthly payments to the level where
the customer has the ability to pay, he will be able to make the payments, keep the
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agreement, and get the bill paid off eventually. We have, at any given time, upward
of 20,000 plus deferred payment agreements working. We also have on the average
around 5,000 of these agreements that are broken. From my experience, that is not
particularly unusual with this kind of animal, because customers' circumstances
change.

We are always promoting communication with the customers. For instance,
during last year's moratorium we inserted with every discontinuance notice that went
out a notice on the moratorium. We wanted the customers to know about it, and that
particular notice explained to the customers how the moratorium was working, asked
them to contact us and make a deferred payment agreement and, if nothing else, con-
tact us, tell us you are eligible for that moratorium. As Mr. Biscieglia mentioned
from South Jersey Gas Company, we have had little success in trying to get lists of
which customers are in the moratorium and which customers are not. Our statistics
are very, very limited and relate to just those customers who have contacted us
during prior moratoriums and told us that they are eligible for the moratorium. The
only exception is the Lifeline customers, and I can only echo Mr. Biscieglia's com-
ments. Our payment problems and shutoff problems are not with senior citizens as a
whole. It is about the best-paying group of customers that we have overall.

As another positive program to attempt to keep customers from getting
into this position of facing unmanageable balances in the spring, we really do what-
ever we can to get this message out. I just wanted to make that very, very plain.
We do not try to keep the moratorium a secret. We need to hear from our customers;
we promoted -- we asked the social agency people to get that message out for us and,
again, we plan to be putting inserts in with our discontinuance notices -- and
reminders. Of course, we met with all our collection staffs and district managers
on November 29, got the message to them about the moratorium, and ensured that we
didn't have the type of situation where a customer just didn't know or didn't get
the message.

Just to back that up, one further step we take is that, when we have a
situation where we go out and visit a customer and that customer indicates, "I don't
have the ability to pay," we look at that customer's payment record and we look at
what type of effort the customer had been making to pay the bill in the past. For
example, often we'll see customers who just have made no payments for months and
months and months leading up to the moratorium. With other customers we will see
sporadic payments indicating that they are paying what they can. Basically, we
attempt to work with that customer on some type of payment agreement. We are find-
ing already that some of the customers cannot meet the budget amount during the
winter months. With electric and gas service, some of these customers have oil heat.
The 0il companies often are C.0.D. The customers have to pay for the oil, and so
cannot afford the full budget amount on the electric. We work with those customers
with deferred payment agreements calling for smaller payments during the winter
season, and then higher payments after the oil heating season is over with, in order
for them to afford it.

The case where a customer says, "I cannot afford to pay you money; I
just can't afford to pay anything," and we have a payment record that indicates they
haven't been paying anything up to the time of the collector's visit, and that pay-
ment record is at least three months o0ld -- Our collection procedures are quite

liberal, in that a customer has the use of about 117 days of service, a residential
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customer, before (inaudible) -- made some type of payment or have gone to the BPU
between that time. Frankly, the moratorium hasn't gone long enough for us to have
had experience as to how that process is going to work, but we believe it is a safe-
guard for customers who say that they truly do not have the ability to pay anything.

SENATOR DALTON: When you say go to the BPU -- excuse me for one second --
I'm a person in the lower end of Camden County, and I'm told to go to the BPU, what
do I do, go to Newark?

MR. DIETERLE: No, the vast, vast majority of inquiries that go to the
BPU, at least the ones that involve PSE&G because we keep records on them for collec-
tion purposes, are telephone calls, probably 95%, although I really don't have those
statistics in front of me. People need immediate action. They pick up the telephone
and they call the BPU. The BPU calls us immediately and registers the inquiry, and
that terminates shutoff action right then and there.

In addition to the CARE Representative program that we set up this year,
and the social agency meetings which we have held, PSE&G has other programs to try to
avoid this absolutely last resort of discontinuance of service. Frankly, I don't know
myself of any moratorium qualified customer last year who had service discontinued
during the December 1 to March 15 period. We have some other programs. We have what
we call a "Holiday Collection Schedule," in that during the period of December 20
through December 31, we will not discontinue any residential customer's service
regardless. We have a twenty-five degree temperature moratorium. That is a voluntary
moratorium that PSE&G established several years ago, and that provides for a moratorium
on residential service discontinuance whenever the forecasted temperature for the next
day is twenty-five degrees or lower.

I don't know if I mentioned it, but we will not discontinue service if
there is no contact when that collector visits during the period of December 1 to
March 15. Further, this year as last year, we are going to be actively promoting the
Home Energy Assistance Program through inserts that go with our notices of discontinu-
ance and our reminders. We feel that the Home Energy Assistance Program, while not
covering the entire problem, certainly goes a long way for customers in those finan-
cial circumstances. We worked with the Department of Human Services with the other
utilities this year in establishing two-party checks for automatic payment recipients,
so that the checks were applied against the customers' heating costs. We're really
trying to avoid two major problems with any broad based moratorium, broad based to
the extent of a blanket coverage regardless of customer payment responsibility.

Those two problems are these. One, obviously, is cost. The costs of
collection have gone up tremendously, much more so than just the increase in the size
of the bills. To give you a picture of this, just looking at the last two years'
uncollectable bills. In 1980, PSE&G lost seventeen and a half million dollars for
uncollectable bills. That was really about the time the moratorium was becoming
more and more of a factor here, and more and more residential customers were jumping
on the bandwagon. Since we can't visit all of our residential customers, obviously
we would have to have a tremendous staff for that, many customers just floated right
through the moratorium without making any payment, and then we saw lump sum payments
coming in at the end of March to pay for their heating bills. Of course, these are
the highest bills of the season for gas heat customers. This situation resulted in
a record charge off of uncollectable bills in 1981 of $26,989,000, almost $27,000,000.

It is true that our bills did increase in size during that time, but even measured
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as a percentage against revenue, the percentage went from .60 in 1980 to .78 in
1981, and that eighteen point increase -- I don't know exactly what the percentage
is, but that has been geared to the revenue going up -- the size of the bills going
up, so that is a true, whatever percentage that is, and with some quick math it's
certainly over a 25% increase, probably closer to a third, that is a pure increase
in uncollectable bills factoring out any increase from rate increases or fuel adjust-
ment charges. So, we see a very serious problem with uncollectable bills. We are
also quite concerned because our cash flow during the winter diminishes in relation
to what it normally is. We have to go out and borrow money and pay some of these
high interest costs to make up for that. So much for cost. It is obviously a con-
sideration for us, but just as much, if not more of a consideration, is what happens
in the spring.

Our experience has been that customers in the moratorium categories who
are covered by a blanket moratorium without any responsibility for payment pay us
nothing, and it is kind of understandable; it's human nature. These folks don't
have a lot of money in the first place. What happens is, in the spring, in April
and May, we have record numbers of shutoffs because these customers have the four
highest months of service usage all unpaid, the money has been spent for something
else -- these folks typically do not have bank accounts -- and they are faced with
service terminations in the spring. That has been our experience; that is what we
are hoping to avoid. Candles cause just as much of a problem in April as they do
during the winter. To have a year-round moratorium, we think, would send costs right
through the roof. We hear a backlash already from customers, who wonder why their
neighbor doesn't have to pay anything during the winter, while they're scrimpping
and saving and doing what they can to pay the bills. You know, in summary, we're
working with social agencies; we're working with the BPU; we're trying to do the
best that we can to avoid service terminations; but, we feel that there is some type
of customer responsibility for payment that has to be required in order to avoid an
escalation of costs and subsequent service shutoffs, which will really cause more
hardship in the end. Obviously, these costs get placed on customers' bills as an
operating cost, and we are trying to avoid that. We don't think it is fair for
PSE&G ratepayers who have this disproportionate number of the State's needy in their
service territory to take up that burden. We feel that it should be across the State
for any type of social programs  to make up for customers who truly do have just an
inability to pay for service.

I don't have a prepared statement; that's a pretty broad-brush treat-
ment, but I would be happy to answer any questions.

MR. DiSANTI: Senator, just to follow up with one quick comment.
Certainly, I sense your frustration with the fact that you feel that over the past
eight years there has been a piecemeal approach to this entire problem, and further
have suggested through your bill that once and for all a statute be formulated to
solve this problem. I would submit and suggest to you, however, that the way that
this problem has been dealt with has been a very responsible and a very reasonable
one, and further that it is a dynamic situation, which when something is done, trends
develop beyond that and have to be reassessed and reevaluated and, while it is frus-
trating, I think it is perhaps the most reasonable way to do that.

This morning I heard that there are two states -- again, every state
above the Frostbelt is dealing with the same type of problem, and I think the State of
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Michigan -- and you also mentioned the State of Wisconsin -- had moratorium orders
similar to the bill you have proposed, and have rescinded them as a result of the
consequences on utilities. So, again, I can appreciate your frustration, but having
been part of this process for eight years and recognizing the deliberations and
people such as Sam Scozzaro and others participating, I think it is probably best
handled by a dynamic type of ongoing continual refinement.

SENATOR DALTON: You indicated that last winter there were no shutoffs
under the seven protected categories within the PSE&G service area. Do you suspect,
or do you think there are going to be any shutoffs this year?

MR. DIETERLE: Well, we have a procedure this year under the Board's
order, which calls for referral to the Board for this determination. I sat at the
meeting when the BPU Commissioners announced the moratorium order, and they made it
quite clear, each of them, that they were going to take a very liberal approach to
a customer who truly had the inability to pay. We will not make that decision on our
own. We will refer those customers to the Board of Public Utilities for the determina-
tion. We feel that this is really the proper State agency that can administer the
determination of ability to pay, you know, on a uniform basis across the board, rather
than have a collection representative, you know, an employee of PSE&G out there attempt-
ing to arrive at some type of Solomonlike decision -- "You have the ability to pay,"
and "You don't." It is quite a difficult problem for anybody Who has to make that
determination and, frankly, we do anticipate from the Board a very liberal interpre-
tation. We do not expect to be shutting off customers who have that inability to pay,
but I really can't speak for them, and I can only say that we don't anticipate that
happening. I think that is something they would have to address.

During the many, many meetings and conferences, hearing testimony that
I, and many other people submitted, what seemed to come across time after time was,
it is important that there be a requirement. At least this was the utilities' point
of view. It is important that there be a requirement so that customers don't have
the expectation that they don't have to pay anything during the winter period. How
that requirement is actually enforced may be a different matter, but it would be very
important to ensure that customers are not left with the impression of free service
during the winter period. It plays havoc with energy conservation; there are no
incentives whatsoever, and part of our problem at PSE&G is that so many of the
customers that live in our big city areas are receiving aid and they move. They
move quite often. A program that allows them to simply pay nothing during the winter
season, we believe, will end up with a tremendous escalation in uncollectable bills.
We have seen a taste of that in what has occurred. Customers can move outside of our
service territory and move in with somebody else who has service supplied. There are
many different ways to avoid payment of that bill that has accumulated during the
winter months.

It's obviously a problem. It's a problem with any type of program that
really looks for some type of -- for instance, weatherization of an apartment where
a landlord is going to reap the benefit, and the customer is going to be moving out
after the bills have amounted to a certain degree and have been unpaid. We have, as
I am sure you are aware, a weatherization program moving forward in any event to try
to meet the problem. But, our experience has been that these customers are very
mobile and either have service shut off and then move, or move even before that
happens. We're really trying to avoid that, the kind of escalation we fear we have

seen the beginning of.
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SENATOR DALTON: I have no further questions. Thank you very much.

MR. DiSANTI: Thank you.

MR. DIETERLE: Thank you.

SENATOR DALTON: We are going to take a five-minute break and when we
return -- and it is going to be five minutes -- when we return I would like to begin

with Ms. Barbara Wanzer from the Camden County OEO.

(RECESS)

SENATOR DALTON: 1Is Barbara Wanzer here to testify? What we would like
to do now is to attempt to move on as rapidly as possible. If we could set up para-
meters -- and this is probably unfair of me -- be that as it may -- if we could keep
the dialogue, you know, the testimony, between five and seven minutes, so that we can =--
there are a lot of people who came here from long distances, and we want to ensure that
they do have the ability to testify, and only by keeping it at five to seven minutes
will we ensure that. So, Barbara?

BARBARA WA N Z E R: Thank you. Good afternoon. Camden County OEO exists
solely to serve low-income persons of Camden County. We strongly support Senate Bill
1928. Camden County OEO has worked for several years in trying to help poor persons
with home energy problems. The soaring fuel and utility costs have placed poor persons
in a period of unprecedented vulnerability. To help alleviate the plight of poor
persons, Camden County OEO applied in 1982 to two Philadelphia foundations for emer-
gency funds. As a result, the William Penn Foundation and the Glenmede Trust

Company awarded two grants for emergency needs of poor persons. Ten thousand dollars
of the $40,000 we received from the William Penn Foundation were applied to help pay
delinquent fuel bills of more than fifty families.

More recently we were awarded the Glenmede Trust Company grant of
$40,000, which is being utilized exclusively to help pay delinquent fuel and utility
bills. 1In both grants, the Camden County OEO utilizes a maximum of $200.00 to help
each family. The two foundation grants provide no staffing money. We are grateful
that our staffing money for this project is made possible by our current grants from
the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs. These two grants gave us, and give
us a unique opportunity to give the foundation money as leverage to help solve
problems of some individuals and families. We believe that the nationwide benefit
of spending these two grants is that in the process of taking case histories from
applicants, we are documenting the tragedies and extraordinary vulnerability of the popu-
lation in categories that can be found in all parts of America —- those who are on
Social Security, those whose unemployment compensation has run out, persons on State
and municipal welfare, and on SSI. Without using clients' names, we share at this
time two case histories which, not only speak to the ways people have been helped,
but to the fact that without the foundation money there would be no current solution
to these clients' problems.

Case History #l: A mother of three children had been deserted by her
husband who was in the service. She turned to OEO in desperation because of a $559
gas and electric bill. The utility company wanted a $278 payment that month. Her
gas and electric had been turned off. Her allotment from Aid to Families With
Dependent Children was $414.00 per month; her rent was $270.00 per month, plus approxi-
mately $121 for fuel oil per month. That left only $23.00. As a last resort, she sold

a television set and a crib for a total of $40. Through a grant obtained from the
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William Penn Foundation, OEO was able to give her $175.00 toward the utility bill.
She combined this with the $40.00 from the sale of her personal items. With this
payment to the utility company of $215.00, her gas for cooking was restored, as well
as her electric. In the process OEO asked HUD to review her rent and obtain a $48.00
per month subsidy for her. When OEO offered this woman emergency food assistance

and clothing, she turned it down, believing that she had already accepted her share
of help.

Case History #2: The father of three children had been laid off. By
the time he came to OEO to ask for help, his gas and electric had been turned off
for a month because of his inability to pay his bills. His unemployment compensation
had run out. His bill with Public Service Electric and Gas in May of 1982 was $1,781.00.
He and his family lived without heat for some months previously. The house was heated
with oil. His rent was $176.00 a month. When he received unemployment, the check was
$532.00 a month. During the time he had been working he paid PSE&G when he could.

His family includes a wife, and children aged three, two and six months. Through his
own initiative, he lined up a job which was semi-skilled and would pay $5.00 an hour.
He had obtained that job the day he came to OEO. OEO helped him get out a plan of
payment with PSE&G. OEO contributed $200.00 from the William Penn Foundation. He
borrowed $206.00 toward the utility bill. Six of the dollars he borrowed were used
to have the electric turned on again. His whole first pay of $200.00 was committed
to go toward the loan. When OEO offered to also assist with food, he was too proud
to accept that as well as the $200.00.

Indeed, we would like to read more case histories, but out of respect
to your time we will not. In conclusion, we point out a little recognized fact. We
know of no agency, including our own, which is following each person on public subsidy
to see how and if they are surviving. Camden County OEO does not have the staff to do
this. We know that we have gone below the tip of the iceberg. 1Ice is ice; no heat is
no heat; no food is no food. Just what type of practical research should be under-
taken is not the purpose of this presentation. It is to say that we know the misery
of poor persons to the depth.

We believe that removing guaranteed percentages of payments to utility
companies related to delinquent bills of poor persons could save a vast percentage
of the New Jersey population from economic extinction. Thank you.

SENATOR DALTON: Thank you, Barbara. It should be noted that Barbara
resides in a community that is in my district called Chesilhurst, and it is perhaps
one of the more progressive communities in the State with regard to what they are
doing in the whole area of energy. They are spending a lot of money down there
through various programs, as Barbara pointed out, to ensure that the homes of the
poor are well insulated and, additionally, the municipal government is doing some
really good things with regard to alternative energy sources, including solar. So,
Barbara, you should be commended, and I want to just thank you for coming up here
today. We appreciate it.

MS. WANZER: Thank you very much.

SENATOR DALTON: The next speaker is Mr. Chuck Richman, Assistant
Commissioner, Department of Energy.

CHARLES RICHMAN: Thank you, Senator. Let me apologize for not having
a written text; I will supply it to you at a future time. Now that I have a time

limit, I guess I don't have to say, "Please do not mistake my brevity for not being
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concerned with the situation."” We at the Department are very concerned. We see the
problems of the poor as they relate to energy as being a significant social and
economic issue for the State. When 40% of a poor person's income during the winter --
and that number is growing -- on average must be paid to energy companies, that is a
When the cutoffs and

that is not produc-

significant loss to them, and certainly is nonproductive money.
unpaid bills continue to rise, as we have heard testimony today,
tive for our society. When in our cities increasingly, homeowners must depend on a

C.0.D. delivery of oil, if they are to get oil at all, that does not speak well for
our society.

What we would hope, is that this Committee looks not simply -- and
simply is probably a poor choice of words -- but not look at the issue of cutoffs
and as it applies to utilities, but look to the broader question of dealing with the
disease, the problems of these homes, the inefficiency in them, and recognize that in
most cases the homes and the people living in them are suffering from dwellings which
or below standard in insulation.

are not insulated, In the survey we did three years

ago, we found that 50% of the homes in New Jersey lacked the bare minimum of R. 19

in the attic, let alone being in better shape than that. This continuing cycle of

using many State programs and Federal programs to aid in paying a utility bill merely
takes taxpayers' money, cycles it through a system, pays it to an energy company,
which sends it back to the producing states or producing countries where much of our
problems begin on this question.

What we believe should be examined by this Committee and the Legislature
is to undertake a full-scale investigation and examination of how these revenues are
being spent, what future monies would be available, and how they can be redirected,
hopefully -- or partially redirected into areas of energy conservation and retrofits.
The $175.00 we now pay under Lifeline a year has been increasing at a rate in excess
While $175.00 is

of most recent years' utility rates. not much, $175.00 put into a

proper retrofit package can return $80.00 to $100.00 in
that investment quickly. The amount of monies that are
welfare and, maybe more important in terms of the State

that we have today, the amount of monies that are going

savings a year, and pay back
going from general public
and the State budget problems

into subsidized housing, often

ill-constructed subsidized housing, is significant when measured against the potential

for energy saving. There are about 100,000 subsidized housing units in the State of
A

to believe after examining it that the data would differ

New Jersey. recent study that was completed in New York states -- and I have no reason
significantly here in New
Jersey --

that over 40% of the subsidy in those units is now going to pay for

energy bills, and, if a portion of that can be set aside to retrofit to bring down
the entire cost of energy, we think significant gains can be made in this whole issue
of unpaid bills, and like problems.

Additionally, when we look at the State's present economic situation,
and examine costs related to conservation and employment versus costs related to pro-
duction, whether it be a utility or the petroleum cycle, we find that the manufactur-
ing industry and the installation industry in the area of conservation, to provide a
job, is costing about $25,000 on the conservation side per employee. The capital
investment when we look to the public utility sector or the petroleum industry is
over $100,000 per employee. So, in creating a spending cycle not to reinforce
utility bill payments, but to have a spending cycle that promotes conservation, we

have a four to one ratio in job creation, that we can create four conservation jobs
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for a like amount of expenditures that now go into one job in the production side
of energy.

You made mention earlier of multi-family dwellings and the problems there.
Wisconsin recently established a minimum standard for -- minimum energy standard for
existing multi-family dwellings, and I would urge you to take a hard look at that.

It is a double-edged sword. Many people involved in the multi-family dwelling indus-
try today tell us that if they are forced to make capital improvements, they will walk
away from the housing and, when we already have a shortage of adequate housing units,
that is a difficult choice. But, I think the cost of energy is quickly becoming so
important, and so expensive, that it deserves a legislative look and examination of
those issues.

We believe some of the programs that have been begun by the utilities
should be expanded. Jersey Central has undertaken a new program recap to do a
systematic retrofitting of homes. Public Service has suggested a program speci-
fically designed for a quick fix of poor homes. While we have some reservations
about how that is to be developed, the concept is good and should be continued, and
I suggest to you that when utility spokesmen tell you about the large amounts of
money that are outstanding because people are not paying their bills, -- well, that
can be cut by conservation. A wise dollar spent by the utility now in conservation
can offset some of that long run loss of revenues.

I think it is important for the utilities to expand in that area, but
I am not addressing myself, frankly, to the moratorium question. I do not think we
in the agency have the expertise in that.

SENATOR DALTON: I have one quick question. The vehicles that you would
use to retrofit multi-family dwellings could be a bill such as Assemblywoman Ogden's,
which provides, as I understand it -- is it loans to eligible income people for the
retrofitting of their homes -- the bill that the Department has recommended with
regard to low interest loans for weatherization that would emanate from the utilities, and
the bill that I have in as well -- are they the three vehicles?

MR. RICHMAN: Yes. That approach, I think, and the legislation of
Assemblywoman Ogden, spans everything from a grant to an interest-bearing loan type
procedure.

SENATOR DALTON: Where would the money come from with Assemblywoman
Ogden's bill?

MR. RICHMAN: That comes from an assessment against the utilities.

SENATOR DALTON: An assessment against the utilities?

MR. RICHMAN: VYes, it is in the bill as presently drafted, one-half of
one percent of operating revenues must be set aside for this program. It also targets
75% of the money to low income, though it gives the Commissioner some authority to
change that target, depending upon needs and future developments. I think we can
even look further if we want to be innovative. Using seed money -- helping to develop
the initial financing and infrastructure of some companies that are willing to get
involved in this business, and patterning them after the recap program, can signifi-
cantly reduce the cost of conservation. And, you have the best of both worlds there.
If the State could help develop the capitalization of this company, and on the far
end the company doing the retrofit gets no money unless there are actual savings,
one, you are lowering the cost to begin with and, therefore, what the company has to

earn is less and, secondly, the company really has to earn it. There must be proved
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identified savings. That approach has a great deal of interest in our agency, and
we are looking to expand it.

SENATOR DALTON: Thanks a lot, Chuck. Our next speaker is Mr. Bob
English from SCOPE. Good afternoon.

ROBERT ENGTL IS H: Good afternoon, Senator. I would like to say from the
onset that I am also here as First Vice President of the Community Action Agency
Executive Directors' Association, and what I have to say, although the statistical
information is germane to our area, is generally true to poor people. I am for an
absolute moratorium, and the reasons have to do with affordable energy primarily,
and not the process of discontinuance or not discontinuing the flow of energy to a
low-income person's home.

We know that the average AFDC recipient receives about $325.00 a month;
the average SSI recipient receives about $267.00 a month; and, the average utility
bill at the coldest time in the winter is about $250.00 a month, or a little better.
Needless to say, once that utility bill is paid, there is absolutely nothing left for
anything else. There is no money left for rent; there is no money left for food. We
have served, in the summer, literally hundreds of people in our emergency food bank.
We have ascertained through unemployment statistics that at least 10,000 people in
our area, primarily working poor people, have been put on unemployment since the
beginning of the year, since May, and most of those people about now will be coming
off their extended benefits, and I would suggest to you that most of those people
will not qualify for the heat program. Most of those people will not gqualify for
existing State and Federal aid.

I think the other point that we need to take a good, strong look at is
the fact that out of the 283,000 people that applied for heat service this last year,
only 60% of them actually received those services. Forty percent of the people who
applied were not given any of that service at all. I don't know what happened to the
money; perhaps you could find that out. Beyond that, the suggestion is that we have
projected that approximately 45,000 people in our area will be in need of some kind
of energy-related assistance through the winter, because of the rising unemployment
rate, in addition to the fact that people simply cannot afford the current rates.
Atlantic Electric, in particular, -- we were intimately involved in a case against
that company that was just adjudicated in Newark, and the suggestion there is that,
regardless of the peoples' inability to pay, they are still going to get increases,
and we think that is wrong. People don't have money to pay a dime more. The money
is simply not there. People on fixed incomes, obviously, feel the crunch a lot more
than some of the rest of us.

We have seen that about 10% of the monthly income of a middle-income
person is spent on energy costs, whereas the low-income person is spending between
30% and 40% of their monthly income on energy costs. Obviously, that disparity
should be taken into consideration when you are formulating rates. The people can-
not afford the current method of providing energy costs, that is, low-income people.
What I am suggesting is that most utilities in the State -- all utilities in the
State should make a concerted and sincere effort, and my personal opinion is that
most of their conservation programs are "show and tell." They do not have a signi-
ficant impact on the reduction of energy costs and the utilization of that energy,
especially by low-income people and elderly people. I believe that if in fact
Atlantic Electric, for example, takes the proposal that we are currently prepared to

give them seriously, they can assist us in weatherizing more homes. That is obviously
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going to reduce the amount of energy that is used by a low-income person any time

of the year, and the suggestion is that if they are really serious about helping,

they will do those kinds of things, instead of doing things for people that, in fact,
do not really need it, such as their employees and others who have received assistance
through their New Directions Program.

I understand that the law judge awarded Atlantic Electric about $2.6
million for their energy conservation program. I would suggest that perhaps our
public officials, and perhaps you, Senator, in particular, could be very helpful in
pushing for alternative technology, the development of solar energy. When I worked
in Burlington County, we installed solar hot water units and we found by monitoring
the use of those units, that they supplied about 70% of the hot water requirements
for a family of four in the wintertime, in January and February. Obviously, that
has a tremendous impact on the amount of money that they are going to have to pay
on utility bills. I think that the fact that we are at a strangle hold with alterna-
tive technology means that we can't develop it. If oil companies and utility com-
panies have -- I know they have the technology, but they don't need to have the
control, because they have an interest in oil, and the suggestion is that as long as
their interests are in oil, their capital investments are twenty and thirty years
into the future, we are not going to see solar development. We can create a lot of
jobs for people through solar development and through energy conservation, such as
weatherization projects, because we have done it before, and the suggestion is that
it is not "make work." That is beneficial from the standpoint of reducing energy
costs to the point where perhaps it might be affordable for people who currently
cannot afford to pay it. And, secondly, to create jobs in what we consider to be a
high tech area, in the energy field for people who frequently are unemployed most of
the year. When the rest of the State is doing quite well, Cumberland County, Salem
County and Gloucester County are not doing well. You know, this year the unemploy-
ment rate went above 17% in Cumberland County. It is currently at 15%. Many of the
people who have been unemployed and who are currently unemployed have exhausted those
benefits. They are working poor people. I would suggest to you that they will not
qualify for these programs.

It is nice for the utilities to say that they are working with us, but
the suggestion is that, in working with us they are still, in their policies and the
way they budget their money and the way that they suggest their rates be set before
the Board, they are not considering that poor people simply cannot -- deferring the
payment does not resolve the problem. They cannot afford to pay the current rates.
I have a difficult time paying the current rates, and I'm sure you do too, Senator.
The suggestion is that if you are going to take somebody's total check and make them
pay that on energy costs, and then leave them to decide on their own how they are
going to get their food, then I would suggest to you that that perhaps has something
to do with the rising rate in crime, as well as other kinds of problems that we are
experiencing. That's really all I have to say, Senator.

SENATOR DALTON: Bob, you mentioned that the present energy conserva-
tion programs being implemented by the utilities are "show and tell" types of
projects. When you say that -- can you expand on that for me?

MR. ENGLISH: Yes, sir. We serve approximately thirty-five to forty
thousand poor people, depending on which class of person you are talking about --

if you are talking about elderly, or, generally speaking, the poor, and we do not

31



know of any, by telephone survey, that have received any conservation-related

services from AC Electric, or from South Jersey Gas. I believe there is an effort

at this point to extend those kinds of things to poor people, but the suggestion is
that, generally speaking, those programs have not been beneficial. It is well docu-
mented through the Department of Energy, through the Public Advocate's office, and
through my office as well, and through our statewide Association, that the utilities
have not made a sincere effort to make energy affordable to people who cannot afford
to pay current rates. I think it is absolutely ridiculous that they would even
suggest that people continue to pay these rates. I think it is also ridiculous for
them to assume that they can float indefinitely by having such rates. So, alternative
technology should be seriously considered, if only for people who cannot afford to pay
the rates that are currently in practice for conventional fuel sources.

SENATOR DALTON: I guess it was several months ago when we held a
hearing on what the utilities are doing to encourage conservation, that a number of
utilities indicated at that time that they had sent out brochures and information
relative to them bringing "house doctors" in to check out homes of low, middle and
upper income, everyone, in order to make recommendations and loans at that point to
implement those types of energy conservation programs. They also indicated that the
response to that has been minimal. Okay?

MR. ENGLISH: I would suggest, Senator, that perhaps the method they're
using in order to reach the people is inappropriate. Putting it in the bill in a
brochure -- I would suggest to you that most people throw those things away and never
read them. I would suggest to you that their only concern when they receive a bill
is whether or not they are able to pay it. They are not concerned with the other
things that are in there. I think that that also illustrates their lack of knowledge
of how poor people behave. They do not read a lot of information that is sent through
the mail, and if they're sending it through the mail, the suggestion is that they know
that and they do not really want them to respond. There are other ways of communicat-
ing. We could communicate very easily for them, but the suggestion is that perhaps
they do not want that because we might be effective in reaching a large number of
people who might be able to reap some benefits from the things they are suggesting
they are willing to do.

SENATOR DALTON: The program that Assistant Commissioner Richman talked
about, as far as low interest loans to retrofit places where low-income people live
in multi-family dwellings, this type of thing -- obviously, leaving that type of
program up to the homeowner or up to the apartment dweller -- you are suggesting,
you know, that if the government or a utility or something sends out a brochure and

says, "Hey, this is available," that people are not going to react. What you are further
suggesting, if I am hearing you correctly, is that only through grass roots organiza=-
tions can there be sufficient contact with poor people.

MR. ENGLISH: Unless the utilities are willing to redirect their
resources, I would suggest to you that that is exactly correct. That's it.

SENATOR DALTON: Bob, thank you for coming up, and thanks for all your
help, too. I appreciate it.

MR. ENGLISH: You're welcome, Senator.

SENATOR DALTON: Are the representatives from Atlantic Electric here?
J OHN Mc DONNETL L: Senator, we are as concerned with the problem as you
are, and I have asked Paul Liepe, our Manager of Customer Services, to address the

issue.
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PAUL C. L IEPE: It's nice to be here today. I would like to start by
commending you for your interest, and say that we are also concerned. I guess that
is not a view shared by everyone in the audience, but protection of the health and
safety of the million people in our service territory is taken very seriously by
the people at Atlantic Electric.

With regard to S-1928, I do not believe it is necessary to go through
the whole history of bans on termination of utility service in New Jersey again. I
would iike to make a few remarks about this year's program decided by the Board of
Public Utilities. I think that the Board's order and S-1928 bear many similarities
in that both seek to preserve the health and safety of the elderly and economically
disadvantaged citizens. In some ways I think the Board's order is more far-reaching
in that it encompasses more classes of citizens to be protected, and it also has
provisions for reconnection of those people who have been disconnected outside of
the moratorium period.

I think the most significant difference between S-1928 and the Board's
order is that the Board's order will allow termination if a customer does not make
good faith payment, and our data does indicate that there are people who were abusing
the moratorium in previous years and not making payment when they had the ability to
do so. The lack of any real incentive to pay results in the compilation of arrears
which, as was mentioned earlier, become unmanageable and may result in terminations
in the spring. Requirement for a good faith payment would seem to be in the best
interest of the disadvantaged customers, customers in general, and the utility.
Atlantic Electric makes many attempts to aid and support these customers with payment
problems. These efforts include reasonable payment extensions, budget plans, deferred
payment arrangements, and agency referrals.

To summarize our recent experience, our delinquencies are greater now
in 1982 than they were in 1981. However, I am happy to report that we have sent less
termination notices and that fewer terminations have actually occurred now than in
previous years.

In addition to the actions required by the Board's order and antici-
pated by S-1928, Atlantic Electric has a number of programs which aid the elderly and
disadvantaged, including no nonpayment terminations are worked during freezing weather
or during the Christmas holiday week, or any holiday for that matter. Personal contact
is required before all winter terminations. Whenever possible, terminations are done
by employees who are familiar with the various aid programs which are available, and
they frequently refer customers to those various aid programs. And, upon request, we
will notify a third party of any pending disconnection to try to avoid any inconveni-
ence.

We think that we have also taken the initiative in a number of areas.
We have had social agency meetings, and these have been going on since 1981, and we
are trying to build working partnerships through dialogue with the various social
agencies in our service territory. We are now scheduling to begin in January, social
agency site visits, where we will be going out -- our customer service representa-
tives will be going out to the social agency offices on a regular schedule for the
convenience of their clients. We have done quite a bit of work lately with Health
and Human Services regarding the Home Energy Assistance payments. Through the
efforts of the other utilities, as well as Atlantic Electric, beginning in January,

I understand that HEA checks will be issued as two-party checks, assuring that the

funds will be used for their intended purpose, which is to pay energy bills.
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I would also like to tell you about one other thing we did this week
in regard to Lifeline. Our records show large numbers of senior citizens who may be
eligible for Lifeline, but who are not receiving Lifeline benefits. We have contacted
each of these customers by letter, offering our assistance in making application for
Lifeline.

One other point that is not actually a company-sponsored initiative,
but one which I am involved in on my own time, and that is that the employees of
Atlantic Electric have themselves started a fund in the hope of being of assistance
to some of these disadvantaged people.

One additional issue which I feel must be addressed is that, despite
our best efforts, we are unable to identify the people that you mention in S-1928.
We don't know, with the exception of Lifeline, who these people are. We don't know
who is on PAA; we don't really know who these disadvantaged people are. We could
do better if we had more information. I think that despite the privacy concerns,
some compromise must be made with Health and Human Services to give us more of this
information.

To summarize, it would appear that the BPU's decision is beginning to
work. There seem to be fewer abuses of the winter termination provisions so far
this year, and there are fewer customers being terminated. On that basis, we really
do not feel that S-1928 is warranted.

SENATOR DALTON: Is that because of the weather, as opposed to the
BPU's policy? I mean, it hasn't been very cold recently.

MR. LIEPE: It is obviously a combination, but we have had a great
deal of success now that there is a requirement for payment, with encouraging people
to pay something. "Don't let it go until spring; pay what you can afford."

SENATOR DALTON: The issue that Bob English brought up relative to the
person who is unemployed, you know, particularly in your service territory now --
We're talking about Cumberland County =-- double digit inflation and unemployment --
Salem County. My legislative district is a combination of the counties you serve,
and is close to double digit. What happens to the guy who runs out of the extended
benefits and is not protected under -- who doesn't fall under one of the seven pro-
tected classes?

MR. LIEPE: Well, he would fall under one of the seven protected classes,
in that he would have the inability to pay. That is in itself a protected class. If
that person could demonstrate to us that he just didn't have the ability to pay, his
service would remain on.

SENATOR DALTON: Okay. I'm sure Bob, and a lot of people in the audi-
ence, would feel more comfortable if somebody would identify the inability to pay.

I talked about the person, and Barbara Wanzer talked about the person who has 40%,
50%, 60% of his monthly checks eaten up by utility bills. Do they come under the
definition of inability to pay? Does an unemployed person who is, you know, out
there scratching out something, whether it be right now selling Christmas trees,
or whatever --

MR. LIEPE: I wish I had a good definition.

SENATOR DALTON: Yes.

MR. LIEPE: We just try to be as reasonable and as compassionate as we
can, and to extend our service to people where there seems to be some expectation of

payment, or the inability to pay entirely.
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SENATOR DALTON: The whole issue that Chuck Richman raised with
regard to the retrofit program --

MR. LIEPE: Yes?

SENATOR DALTON: What are your thoughts about that? I mean, is that
something that you would be interested in? I don't know, you are probably not the
right person --

MR. LIEPE: That is really an area I am not qualified to speak in.
Perhaps John is.

MR. McDONNELL: We will address the Commissioner on that.

SENATOR DALTON: I would appreciate it.

MR. McDONNELL: I will see about that.

SENATOR DALTON: Okay. Thank you very much.

MR. LIEPE: Thank you.

MR. McDONNELL: Thank you.

SENATOR DALTON: The representatives from the New Jersey Tenants'

Association -- are they here? (no response) Carol Allen from the Community Action
Program -- Carol?
CAROL A LLEN: I brought for the record a study by the National Council

of Senior Citizens' Project Energy Care, and it is entitled "Seared Hopes and Frozen
Promises." 1It's the Energy Care report on home energy for the elderly, and it also
includes disabled in here. This is a statistical survey of the whole country of
energy prices broken down by regions and fuel types, and by relating it to incomes.
Also, there is a section on weatherization and what weatherization does. So, I am
going to give this to you to study. I also just gave some people back there the
address of where to send for that study, because it's free. If anybody else wants
to they can send for a copy. It is a very good study; it relates to the problem,
which is the high cost of energy and the inability of people to afford to pay for
their home energy.

The comments that I want to make -~ My name is Carol Allen and I work
for the Community Action Program's Executive Directors' Association in an energy
advocacy project which has been funded for the past four years by the U. S. Commu-
nity Services Administration, which was the anti-poverty program at the Federal level.
In those four years I have been to a number of national meetings where we talked with
Federal officials about the Federal response to the energy problem.

I would like to make my comments today a little bit general and just
ask, -- possibly since I have been sitting in hearings like this for a number of years
and I have heard a lot, as well as read a lot, I kind of get the feeling that every-
body is grappling with this issue, and the worst thing that can happen is for people
to break down and become adversative in the middle of such an important and difficult
question, because everybody has a role to play, and the problem is bigger than all of
us together. So, when we say what is the problem, what kind of a problem, whose
problem is it, and we hear things like economic problem, social problem, political
problem, the economic problem is obviously what is contained in that book, and we
have heard figures today. The average U.S. household -- this is everybody -- spends
6% of their income on home energy costs. These statistics are all verified in that
book. Low-income households, after energy assistance, spend an average of 19% on
home energy on an annual basis. Then we come to the winter months. Over 70% of
elderly households in the study spend more than 20% of their income on home energy

during the winter months. Now, 25% of those, which is one-fourth, spend over 40%
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of their incomes on home energy during the winter months -- that's senior and
disabled. Now, if you get down to disabled people on SSI, their energy bills are
equal to their SSI payments in the winter months. In other words, that's all they
can do with SSI. If you have a SSI recipient, and a single household SSI recipient,
he would have to spend his whole check just on energy. That's really the extreme
case.

Sixty percent of low-income population heats with natural gas, so
those are the people who are going to expect prices to rise, which is another way
of saying that the problem is going to get worse. We are not at some kind of a
plateau, because natural gas is where the next big increases are going to be ex-
pected, and that is going to hit low-income people. The o0il thing has sort of
already happened; now, there is a leveling of oil prices. During the 1970s we saw
the tremendous disruption caused both to residences heating with oil, and, also, to
utility companies which used oil for fuel.

So, what are the solutions? Political solutions to an economic problem
are obviously the government's fuel assistance program, and the Lifeline's assistance
program at the State level. "If fuel assistance (this is again in this book) -- if
fuel assistance were to provide the amount needed to bring the average low-income
person's energy expenditure to the 5% or 6% of all residences' average expenditure
on fuel, it would take a seven billion dollar program, Federally." That is with
fuel assistance. It is now $1.875 billion, but it would take $7 billion in order
to put low-income people at parity in terms of percentage of expenditure that the
average person realizes.

The experience of the past three years in the low-income energy assis-
tance program has been sustained at the same level, $1.875 billion, and that as been
by a lot of work, by a lot of people, including myself and others in the State, with
the Northeastern Congressional Delegation, which has basically held up for this. The
Republicans in the Northeast have told the Republican Administration which is running
the budget package through, that they would go along with it, if they would bring
home energy assistance up to the previous years' level. So, even though we know, of
course, that there has been the usual 20% increase in energy prices, at least with
Federal budget cuts in assistance programs, low-income energy assistance has the same
dollar amount running through for the past three years. It was supposed to be higher,
because it was supposedly originally conceived as being connected with windfall profits
on the decontrol of oil, and when o0il was decontrolled it meant there were oil re-
serves that were held, which just automatically became more valuable in that they
could be sold for more without having to be drilled for. Thus, the existing old
0il reserves suddenly resulted in a tremendous windfall by the change in their value
resulting from decontrol. At that time, Congress was supposed to set up a trust fund
which would include low-income energy assistance, even a little bit of sort of lower
middle-income energy assistance, and lots of conservation, and a lot of exploration
for alternative fuel. Somehow or other in Congress -- this was about two years ago --
that broke down and they had to do it piecemeal, as Congress sometimes does when they
aren't all in agreement, and so the trust fund didn't materialize. The windfall
profits tax has been cut a couple of times, and it's now -- so low-income energy
assistance comes out of the regular revenues.

Okay, but to combine sort of the political solution to the economic
problem, obviously the low-income energy assistance, -- perhaps a tax on major

energy providers is a political solution to an economic problem. Also, policies
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for weatherization programs, which again this book documents in a whole chapter --
the advantages of weatherization. 1I'll skip over that in the interest of saving time
here.

SENATOR DALTON: Carol, isn't a tax on energy providers going to be
passed along to the consumer? Isn't it ultimately the consumers who consume a dis-
proportionate amount of their income who will, in effect, pay a disproportionate
amount of the tax, i.e., low-income people -- it is all going to come back to the
low-income people, the tax itself, it is going to be passed along -- a dispropor-
tionate share of that tax will be passed along to low-income people?

MS. ALLEN: Well, a disproportionate share of energy costs is now in
profits of major producers, major producers of o0il and natural gas, which are some
of the same conglomerates. So, if you tax revenue at the production level, you
actually get into the companies. As I was saying before, and I hate to be respon-
sible for what seems like sort of inflammatory rhetoric, there is a Congressional
study which shows that as of the decontrol -- as of the day the decontrol of oil
prices took place, there was an income transfer of thirty billion dollars from
everybody else, and that includes not just residences but businesses and public
institutions, and everybody, to the major oil companies, because of the value change
in the held reserves. This has nothing to do with incentive to go out and drill for
more gas or drill for more reserves. It is simply a pure money transfer. Now,
sometimes we hear, in what you call conservative rhetoric, that income transfers
should be limited -- "It isn't right for middle-income people like most of us here
to be taxed to pay for poor people, because the poor people can't somehow get it
together." But you talk about income transfers -- it is not only income transfers --
income transfers aren't just in the income maintenance domain, or even in the fuel
assistance domain. This is an income transfer as a result of a political process.

In other words, you are not talking about a market, you are talking about a political
process. Maybe some people disagree with how it was in the first place but, neverthe-
less, you have to deal with =-- this energy thing is so big, you sort of have to deal,
in my opinion, for the rest of the century at least, with what you've got, which is

you have these controlled oil reserves, and now the same thing applies to natural gas --
controlled prices in natural gas. And, the same thing threatens to happen with natural
gas. Even though it may seem a little bit of a digression from the substance of this
meeting here, nevertheless, if you want to talk about -- The New Jersey gas utilities
would not be able to do very much about prices once the wholesale supply of natural

gas goes whipping up in price. Then it would be passed on to customers, and I think

it would be the same profile of low-income customers, greatly confounded by unemployed
people because the shutoff regulation lists the assistance categories, which is very
appropriate, but you are also running into another group of people who are sort of
disequilibrated on a month-by-month basis because of loss of income due to a loss of
job. That can happen to, you know, people right here in Trenton in the public sector,
or depending on public funds -- they can be experiencing that, along with a lot of
people who have worked for many years in basic industries.

So, the economic problem, which it really is, has some solutions in the
political realm. I think that this discussion today about shutoff regulations is an
attempt at a political solution to what is both an economic and, also, a social problem.
The utilities talk about, "Well, it is a social problem and we can't handle it." I

like their term "good faith payment," because I think that if we are going to include
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everybody in the solution, that if we are going to say that it is political, economic
and social, we have to include the utilities in the good faith -- I think, instead of
talking to you, I should probably look out and talk to them -- the good faith effort
has to be made to somehow muddle through this, because it is not going to end on
April 15 of this year. It is going to get bigger, and more and more unemployed
people are going to want to be protected by fuel assistance and/or by utility ter-
mination protection. You know, it certainly isn't the fault of the individuals who
are, in a sense, powerless, compared to the utility companies. That is why we have
to turn the good faith argument around and say there has to be sort of a good faith
effort to protect individual human beings, because individual human beings are much
less able to help themselves.

SENATOR DALTON: What do you think about the Board's policy --

MS. ALLEN: The Board's policy as it --

SENATOR DALTON: -- relative to the moratorium -- the shutoff policy?
That is what we are here today to discuss.

MS. ALLEN: Okay, as of right now. I agree with what the people from
the Public Advocate said about people lacking knowledge of their rights, and I think
it is a complicated protection in the sense that it -- I also like what I hear from
Public Service about having special people. 1In fact, I asked Barbara Wanzer, who
works closely with this in Camden, I said, "Is this really happening?" and she said,
"Yes, I talked to the guy." It happens to be the same guy she has been talking to
for three or four years, but he is now designated as a CARE person, which means that
he is in the Public Service office. He is supposed to make referrals to assistance,
and to discuss individual payment problems with people. That is what you mean by
good faith. I think it is complicated, and it depends on the good faith of everybody.
Apparently it is up to the individual customer to convince his utility that he is
making some kind of an effort to pay. So, it certainly is more complicated than a
simple moratorium on winter disconnections of gas and electric utilities.

I think the Board has also indicated that they stand ready to sort of
hold people harmless in the process of figuring out what their relationship in the
utility bill payment is. I think that basically a law has been wanted by all parties
in all the three years that I have been hearing about utility termination discussions.
For one thing, every year you go back to the same old process. If you don't have a
law, then the regulation has to be renegotiated every year. I think a law is stronger,
because the Legislature is probably -- with the signature of the Governor -- is a
stronger political input than a regulation, since regulations are based on laws.

So, I think the law is even better than the regulation, and I think the regulation
requires the cooperation and good faith of everybody in order to be operative.

SENATOR DALTON: Thank you, Carol. I appreciate it. May we have the
representative from Jersey Central Power and Light?

E. J. Mc CARTHY: Good afternoon, Senator. I appreciate the opportunity of
coming down here to testify before your Committee. I just have a brief opening state-
ment I would like to read to you, and then make a few comments on some of the remarks
made by the people who spoke this morning.

As you are aware, the BPU recently issued their decision and order with
respect to the termination moratorium which is to be in effect this winter for resi-
dential accounts. Moratoriums in some form or another have been in effect since the

winter season of 1977. Prior to the issuance of the most recent decision and order,
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a number of discussions and conferences were held with representatives from the BPU,
the Public Advocate's Office, the New Jersey Federation of Senior Citizens and the
electric and gas companies. In addition, testimony was presented by the utilities
to the Board's hearing officer on June 25, 1982, and such testimony was subject to
cross—examination by the parties involved. Rather than belabor you with a reading
of the testimony we submitted in June, it is attached in the booklet you have before
you this morning -- or this afternoon.

At this point, I will briefly review for you exactly what our residen-
tial collection policy is, how it works and some of the special programs which are
in existence to protect customers. Then I will try to quickly summarize the testi-
mony we presented in June.

Basically, our collection policy provides for the mailing of delinquent
or termination notices to residential customers shortly after the due date of the
second or third month's billing. That would depend upon the past record of the
account. If payment or satisfactory arrangements for payment are not made, we then
attempt to contact the customer by telephone prior to working a collection or termina-
tion notice in the field. When working a notice in the field, our collectors are
instructed to first attempt to contact the customer prior to ever terminating service,
and if an emergency or unusual condition exists, such as sickness, death in the family,
etc., our collectors are instructed not to terminate service, but rather to report the
condition to their supervisor. During the winter months, it is mandatory that a
personal face-to-face contact be made by our collector with a responsible adult member
of the household prior to ever terminating service.

As a matter of information to members of the Committee, through the
joint efforts of the BPU and the utility companies, there have been a number of special
programs and procedures implemented over the years to protect residential customers.
Some of these are the third-party notification procedure, notifying customers over
sixty~-five years of age, determining the presence of electrically operated life-
support equipment, determining the presence of a medical emergency and notifying
municipalities of residential service terminations.

As I mentioned previously, all of the major electric and gas utilities
presented testimony in June pertaining to the 1981-1982 winter moratorium. One of the
purposes of the testimony was to attempt to show the financial impact on our uncol-
lectable losses and on our monthly accounts receivable delinquency percentage, and
to also show the payment record during the moratorium period for some of the accounts
which qualified for one of the seven categories contained in the stipulation. As our
testimony at that time indicated, it has been our experience that as the moratorium
becomes more and more publicized, there are a greater number of customers who take
advantage of it, and treat it as a moratorium on a payment of bills altogether, rather
than on termination of service. Thus, in this most recent year for example, when the
moratorium ended on March 15, in many instances we found that the amount of money out-
standing had now exceeded the customer's ability to pay, and in some cases the customer
was forced to vacate the premises because he or she could not pay the billing.

As our June testimony also indicated, the ultimate effect of a mora-
torium is that it does have an adverse impact on our uncollectable losses and on our
monthly accounts receivable delinquency. The quantification of the actual dollars
and cents effect of the moratorium has been the subject of much discussion between
the parties involved in the proceedings. A major difficulty, as you have heard mentioned

before, is that, with the exception of the Lifeline credit program, we are unable to
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identify which of our customers qualify for the remaining protected categories. With
the Lifeline credit program which I might add, in my opinion, is an example of a
well-run program in accomplishing the purposes for which it was intended, the State
identifies which of our customers qualify for a Lifeline credit and this is so noted
on our customer master file. For the 1982-1983 season to date, approximately 35,000
of our customers, of our senior citizens, have received Lifeline credits totaling
almost five million dollars. I might also add that commencing in January, 1983,
checks issued in connection with the Home Energy Assistance Program known as HEAP,
will be dual-party checks, that is, made payable to both the customer and the utility
company. Thus, when these checks are received, we will then be able to identify
these customers as recipients of HEAP benefits on our records.

In reviewing the proposed legislation, I noticed that it does not
address the problem presented to the utilities where energy assistance monies
received by the recipients are not used for the purposes for which they are intended,
or the monies they receive are inadequate. I would suggest that a customer's inability
to pay for utility service is really a social problem which must be resolved in the
arena where other social reforms and financial aids are made available, namely through
the legislative and executive branches of the government. I also noticed that the
many customers in the State of New Jersey who heat their premises by oil are not
covered by the proposed legislation, nor are they recipients of SSI benefits. This
latter group is included in the recent BPU decision and order.

In summary, I can assure you that we at Jersey Central support the mora-
torium agreement under which we presently operate, the categories mentioned and the
provision which provides that customers seeking protection of the winter program be
required to enroll in a budget payment plan. In my opinion, this legislation is not
needed, since it has been demonstrated that the utilities, the BPU and the Public
Advocate have been able to work out a mutually satisfactory agreement with respect
to a residential winter moratorium and, most importantly, to make necessary changes
as required for coming years. I would suggest, however, that legislation in the area
of some form of financial assistance for those who are unable to pay or for those who
receive inadequate assistance may warrant further consideration by this Committee.

In your opening remarks, Senator, you also asked that we address the
areas of concern and perhaps make some suggestions or mention some of the programs
we are undertaking. I certainly do not have all the answers by any means, but one
of the programs we have had in effect since 1978, with a year or two exception, is
a compassion fund, where we allocate a certain number of dollars to Ocean, Inc. It
is a social agency =-- a nonprofit agency in Ocean County, whereby money is given to
this agency and then as needy or poor individuals are referred to the agency, they
will evaluate whether or not that person is deserving of some type of financial
assistance with the payment of his or her electric bill. We are taking a very close
look at this program, and we intend to explore the possibility of expanding this pro-
gram in the year 1983. As you may be aware, in other states they have programs like
this where there are some matching funds given by businesses, by corporations, by
churches, by individual customers, and so on. But, we will take a look at that in
1983.

Chuck Richman and Bill Potter mentioned energy conservation and load
management. EEI has a low-income weatherization assistance project that is a nation-
wide project. We have volunteered to participate in that program. Basically, what

the program consists of is, the utilities participating in the project would, at
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their expense, weatherize approximately ten homes of the poor. The purpose is to
show that the monies are best spent for weatherization, as opposed to an outright
grant to a person year after year.

Another program concerns the -- the energy conservation and load
management programs we're involved in -- you've heard mention of RECAP, REAP, time
of day rates and wrap up-turn down programs, these are not "show and tell" programs.
These are programs where it can be documented that the savings will occur. They
remove one of the biggest obstacles that customers face, especially the poor face
in weatherizing their homes or making their homes more efficient, and they remove the
necessity for an up-front expenditure of dollars on the part of the customer. REAP
and RECAP resolve that problem.

Sam mentioned a load limiter. We have experimented with a load limiter
in the Fort Dix-Wrightstown area. It was a two-month experiment that concluded on
November 30. Right now, we are in the process of evaluating the results of that
experiment, and we will be submitting our report to the BPU.

I would add that the limiter has been used in other states and, contrary
to Sam's comments, many of the social organizations in other states have found it is
a very worthwhile and humane thing to use, as opposed to just an outright termination
of service.

In conclusion, I can reiterate what I said before, we need some type of
legislation as far as making more funds available to the poor and needy, those with
incomes below the poverty level, or even individuals with incomes slightly above the
poverty level guidelines, who I am sure could use assistance, also. I know in the
past that some suggestions have been made, back in the middle '70's, concerning fuel
stamps. I don't know whether that is something your Committee would like to consider,
Senator. I'm not sure how something like that would work. But, I can assure you that
we are concerned about the problem of the poor and the needy, and the moratorium, and
that we do apply our collection policy with compassion and understanding. The instruc-
tions we have given to our people administering the policy is that if we error, we are
going to error on the side of leniency, as opposed to being hard-nosed and tough.

SENATOR DALTON: Thank you very much. Mr. Saleem, Deputy Director of
the Paterson Task Force Community Action Agency. Good afternoon.

JIHAD S A LEE M: Good afternoon, Senator. How are you? I thank you for this
opportunity to say a few words. Most of the things that I was prepared to say have
already been said. I was particularly impressed by the presentation of the last
speaker relative to the weatherization concept. I think that utility companies

should pay more attention to that particular technique, because to me it represents

a cure, rather than a bandage. The moratorium is an attempt to allow people to exist
during the winter months, but it does nothing for them in the long run. It is a
never-ending cycle.

I would like to see the utility companies, as well as this Board,
make some sort of an attempt on our present national legislators, who right now are
holding up -- are in limbo about the national weatherization program. They are talk-
ing about cutting back funds, etc., etc., etc., which is going to place poor and dis-
advantaged people further behind. I can personally attest to the fact that weatherizing
a home is indeed a help. 1I'm not talking about just retrofitting, putting up storm
doors and windows, and if we design a program, I would suggest to the utility companies

that they be concerned about costs as far as contractors are concerned, to ensure that
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the bulk of monies are not eaten up in labor costs, which do nothing for the low-
income person.

Rather than see low-interest loans, I would prefer to see grants in
the terms of a write-off for qualifying low-income people, because if a person is
unable to exist as they are now, how can they take upon themselves another burden
of a low-interest loan? I think if the utility companies are sincere, they can use
this in terms of a write-off.

Many people spoke about the inability of poor people to pay. This is
true, but some of these problems, I have found, have also been caused by some of the
utility companies, mainly their meter readers. They go out, they ring a person's
bell, and they wait. They count -- they must count a thousand one, a thousand two,
a thousand three, and then they disappear. When they disappear, this disallows the
person to let them in. So, what they do, they come back -- I don't know what kind
of a report they make to their superiors, but the end result is an estimated bill.
The estimated bill is always higher than the true cost. The accumulated effect of
this is a discontinuation of service. Discontinuation of service has another addi-
tional charge, a reconnection charge of approximately $16.00, varying with whatever
area it is in.

What I am saying to you is that I think the utilities should make a
greater effort. They have what they call outside meters. I think that if the utility
company is having a problem of getting inside a home, they should make available to
that particular customer, or at least bring it to their attention, an outside meter,
where they do not have to go inside a person's home.

Another thing I wanted to stress, is that in the Paterson area over
the past year, they performed an experiment with these load limiters. I would like
to know the rationale behind that and, out of all the information and data collected,
in what way do the utilities intend to use this? I think it was very discriminatory
to pick a certain sector of the State. I don't know how it was done, but I can say
this, it was definitely a disadvantage to the people in that area. The gentleman
stated that in other areas, the low-income people, or the Community Action Agencies,
or whoever, are in favor of this. That's news to me. I know it has caused a lot
of discomfort for low-income people.

I think that in terms of billing, the price of the unit product should
be skewed toward the residential user. I think that the industrial and commercial
users relative to the cost directed against residential users, pay less. I think
there is a better way to look at this problem, because in purchasing a product a
person has a discretion whether he will pay that cost. But, with the utilities,
when paying your bill, you don't have the discretion. I would rather see costs
included in the product I am buying, rather than utility companies putting this cost
on me as a residential person.

I really hope that this meeting and all the comments I have heard are
not like water running off a duck's back, because I know that in the past when you
have had such meetings, many people come; they say a lot of things; and, there is a
lot of hoopla at the time, but the situation remains the same. I say in my final
statement that I would like to see this Board effect some meaningful policy to our
national legislators to ensure that this weatherization program is held intact
presently. Secondly, I would like to see the utility companies get involved in that.
They say that they are in it, that they are participating in it. I don't mean just
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in sharing, or passing out information. I'm talking about really getting their
teeth into it. If you want to help low-income people, weatherization is the concept
because it is a cure. It is not a tentative situation. I thank you for your time.

SENATOR DALTON: Thank you, Mr. Saleem. I appreciate it. May we now
have the representatives of the Elizabethtown Gas Company?

THEODUORE HOLLTIDATY: Good afternoon, Senator. How are you? I am
Theodore Holliday, Director of Government Affairs for Elizabethtown Gas Company.
With me today is Clarence Bauknight, who is the Manager of Customer Service for
Elizabethtown. He will be presenting our statement.

CLARENCE BAUKNTIGHT: Good afternoon, Senator. I am not going to
reiterate a lot of the things that the other utilities have said, because I feel it
would be redundant. A lot of the things the other utilities are doing, we are also
doing, and we also share the same concerns that they have, and I think about four of
them have testified already.

What I would like to do is just comment on a couple of the things we
are doing, and then comment on a couple of observations that we have. Number one,

I think there was some talk this morning regarding budgets, budget programs, and
senior citizens being forced on budgets. It is not our policy, and I do not think it
is the policy of any other utility, to force people to go on a budget. I think that
perhaps the concept of the budget is misunderstood, because I think a budget program
levelizes payments over a period of twelve months, therefore, enabling people to go
through, for instance, the winter months when the utility bills are generally higher
paying a much lower payment at that point in time. I think, for the most part, people
who are on a budget find that that budget enables them to pay their bills more easily.
Now, an individual who is in good standing is not required to go on a budget, be he

a senior citizen or any other customer.

With regard to some of the other things we are doing, we have been work-
ing very actively with our community-based organizations in our service territory,
holding meetings with them, discussing what our policies are with them, and providing
specific contact people for them to contact us in the utility, and we have been hav-
ing referrals back and forth. They have been referring individuals to us with
problems, and we have tried to resolve them. We refer individuals to them with
problems that we were unable to resolve, and they have been working that way. Addi-
tionally, we have an active speakers' bureau, whereby we go out to various community
groups throughout our service territory, advising them exactly what our policies are.
That has been very beneficial because we, as a result of that, come back and change
some of those policies because of the customer input we received. One thing I can
specifically sight is that senior citizens have indicated to us that in some of our
brochures the print has been too small for them to read. We have come back and
actually enlarged that kind of print so that they can understand exactly what our
policies are.

With regard to terminations, we do notify customers well in advance
that their service may be subject to interruption. We provide them with a customer
bill of rights, and that is a matter of policy so that they know what their rights
are. Our customers pretty much understand what their rights are, and they also
understand how the moratorium works. What it comes down to, and I think what some
of the other individuals from the various social service agencies have testified to,

and I think we found it to be a fact also, is that low-income people simply do not
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have enough money to make it go around for food, clothing, shelter and utility bills.

I think the root of the problem is economic in nature. While the moratorium does
provide protection against service cutoffs during the winter months, it does not get
at the root of the problem. The problem is economic in nature and even if the service --
I've heard testimony where they indicate utility bills are too high -~ even if the
utility bills were, you know, just a dollar, some of the low-income people do not get
enough money from various resources to pay even that minimum amount for service.

What we're talking about is for the utilities to underwrite that cost. In other

words, provide free service for low-income people. Quite frankly, we feel that is

an unfair burden to put specifically on utilities, specifically on gas and electric
customers. We think that is a societal problem, and it should be dealt with by
society as a whole. We feel that somehow there has to be more money funneled through
to the low-income individuals, and that is a burden that should be shared by everybody,
and not just the ratepayers who pay gas and electric bills.

To point out a couple of things in terms of the fact that our customers
are not.as naive as we would think they are, or as it has been alluded to that they
are regarding the moratorium, we have had customers in our service territory, and
they have advised us of this, who have specifically moved out of units that were oil
heated because there was no protection for them. Once the oil was cut off, they could
not get any assistance in terms of providing heat in their oil heated houses, and they
specifically moved to gas heated units because they are aware that there is a protec-
tion, and it is a moratorium that it cannot be turned off during the winter months.

From this, our arrears have gone up and, quite frankly, in this parti-
cular category we have no reasonable expectation that some of these individuals will
ever be able to pay for gas service. We continue to give it to them during the
moratorium period, but we think that this burden should be shared, not solely by the
utility companies, but by the general populace of the general society as a whole.

This is something I think the Legislature has to deal with.

They are pretty much my comments. I will be glad to answer any questions
you may have regarding our specific policies.

SENATOR DALTON: Thank you very much. I don't have any gquestions, but
I certainly appreciate your time and your testimony. Mr. Gabel?

STEVEN G ABEL: Good afternoon, Senator. The Commissioners are tied up
in Newark today, and they have asked me to come down to explain the current Board
policy on termination and moratorium.

Let me briefly go over that, and then I will try to work through my
notes and see if I can comment on some of the remarks that were made by the other
speakers.

SENATOR DALTON: I think we have an understanding of the Board policy.
We have had your policy for a long time now, since it was made public. If you want
to make some general comments though --

MR. GABEL: I just wanted to hit on a few salient points that seem
to be of concern from the comments I've heard.

SENATOR DALTON: Okay.

MR. GABEL: The first of those, I think, is that we have set the
seventh category, what we call the "catchall" category, of those in need. That is
one that we feel can catch those people who are not in those first six, but who are

now, say on unemployment, or who may have lost their unemployment, who have a true
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problem meeting their utility bill. I think this allows for some flexibility in
the regulations. It is a necessary flexibility, in that if we set down hard and
fast rules, we may be losing some people, or cutting off some people, who we would
not want to cut off. So, I think this makes the standards workable, but gives them
the flexibility to protect the needy consumer.

The second area I thought was important to note, was the handling of
customers who have been turned off in the interim period since the last moratorium.
The policy the Board set was that they had to make a payment of up to 25% of the
outstanding balance, and I have to underline a number of times that "up to" part of
that. Again, the Board has asked the utilities, and then the Board staff, to be
very compassionate in making that determination. If it is 5%, 3% or 10%, we'll
look at the situation and try to meet the needs of that particular customer. Again,
the preservation of health for these customers is a primary concern of the Board.

The third point that was raised was the question of the budget payment
plan. There is a requirement that for restoration of service, you have to enter a
budget payment plan which would require a certain amount of money per month. However,
the customer in that situation only has to make good faith payments if he has the
ability to do so. In other words, if the budget payment is set at $250.00 a month,
and he can't make $250.00 a month but can give what he can afford, his service will
continue.

SENATOR DALTON: Are the utility companies all aware of that?

MR. GABEL: Yes, it's in the order. Again, this gives, I think,

a necessary flexibility to our ruling. I think I have run over what I saw as the
major points within our order. I want to mention a few things that you have men-
tioned. One was the question of multi-family dwellings, which was not fully addressed
by this order nor by any of the proceedings that led up to this order. There is
presently in place a statute, an administrative code, which I have copies of here --
it's N.J.A.C. 14:37.14, and it deals with discontinuance of service to tenants. It
requires that the utility, before cutting off service to a multi-family dwelling,
post notice of discontinuance in the common areas, and allows the tenants to get
together, if they can, to meet the bills that are due, not the back billings but

the future billings that would be due the utility. In general, this is a problem
which is not only an electric or gas problem, but these landlords are not meeting
their responsibilities to provide adequate housing to the residents. So, this is
something that the Board is already working with. We have talked to the Department
of Community Affairs to try to work with them, so that we could communicate to them
if a landlord was not meeting his payment responsibility. They could then take
the necessary action, working with us and the utility, to see that that landlord was
making payment.

Let me run down my notes here. Several witnesses mentioned the need
for conservation programs. I think the Board has been very, very concerned with
that over the last several years. In fact, President Curran, several weeks ago when
she announced the major conservation program for Public Service Electric and Gas,
said that the main intent of these programs was to reach low-income customers. Let
me go down a few aspects of that program, and I think it does begin to reach out
into that population.

The first of these is the Zero Interest Loan Program, which will be
available to anyone with an income below $30,000 a year, so that will reach low and

middle income. Then there is a subsidized loan program for those with incomes above
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that amount. They also authorize Public Service to go ahead with what we call a
"low-income seal-up program." Free of charge, Public Service will be sending out
contractors to do basic conservation work in homes or rental space. This will be
about $140.00 worth of work, which will be done free of charge for the customers.
They will go into the home, into the apartment and do caulking, weatherstripping,

and put in plastic storm windows, whatever they think is necessary to basically
tighten up the space. The Board has also authorized rebates for air conditioners

and heat pumps, which I think is something that Assistant Commissioner Potter
mentioned. They are going ahead on water heater wrap programs. We have incentive
programs for windmill power, and we also have ~-- and this was mentioned by the gentle-
man from the Paterson community action organization -~ a grant program for low-income
customers who can get the necessary dollars to do major retrofit work. The Board

has announced this for Public Service Electric and Gas. At the same time, it
announced that all the other major energy utilities -- gas and electric utilities

in the State -- were to file similar programs within forty-five days.

So, the Board sees the termination or the moratorium policy as the
necessary solution to the immediate problem, but is looking further than that to
cut the bills of these customers.

SENATOR DALTON: The grant program, the seal-up program you talked
about -- is that a self-elect program?

MR. GABEL: Well, the seal-up program is an open-ended program. Any
low-income homeowner or apartment dweller who wants this would get approximately
$140.00 worth of work done free.

SENATOR DALTON: How is it charged off?

MR. GABEL: This will be billed into the general rate structure.

SENATOR DALTON: Of the utilities?

MR. GABEL: Right. Again, though, it is our feeling that it is not
a subsidy; it is something that when you get the utility to cut back on a kilowatt
hour or a therm, there are savings that all the customers realize. So, in the long
run, all the customers will benefit, these customers in particular.

SENATOR DALTON: What can you do for $140.00? I mean, obviously, you
can do some weatherstripping --

MR. GABEL: It's really the basic work, the weatherstripping, the
caulking, door sweeps, plastic storm windows if they are needed -- the basic things
which will, hopefully, keep the wind from blowing into the apartment.

SENATOR DALTON: This is via PSE&G?

MR. GABEL: Right now this is for PSE&G. We're looking --

SENATOR DALTON: What can -- go ahead, I'm sorry.

MR. GABEL: --for all the utilities in the State.

SENATOR DALTON: What is the total amount of that conservation program
that doesn't involve (inaudible)?

MR. GABEL: Well, I think it is listed as a first-year cost of ten
to eleven million. That is a budgeted amount. As I said, this low-income seal-up
program is open-ended. Any low-income customer who contacts the utility for the
program will receive it. They will meet the need that's there.

SENATOR DALTON: The same as the Zero Interest Loan Program?

MR. GABEL: That's right, sure.

SENATOR DALTON: The concern that Mr. English from SCOPE expressed,

and a lot of other people seem to think about, is that, you know, you send out a
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brochure or something telling about these programs in the mail with the billing,
and the focus of the low-income person is not the brochure or the booklet, but how
much their bill is. I assume you agree that it is a legitimate concern. Do you
see any attempts to resolve that problem?

MR. GABEL: Yes. We ordered Public Service to have a large advertis-
ing budget attached to this conservation program. They are going to publicize it
in the general newspapers and in the media. They are also attempting to get in touch
with the low-income and community action organizations, so they can hit those organiza-
tions where they would read it essentially.

SENATOR DALTON: I would be interested in -- I know the people from
Public Service are here -- finding out how successful they are in obtaining
respondents relative to that program.

MR. GABEL: Right now, this was ordered three or four weeks ago, so
we are in the process of getting it to a stage where the company can offer it to the
public at large.

SENATOR DALTON: Is the Board going to involve itself in any type of
reporting form with regard to the whole shutoff issue this winter, because I know
this Committee would be very interested in obtaining information as to the number
of people who were shut off in the different service areas? I don't know if you
could provide the Committee with a rationale for each and every one, but if you could
categorize rationale as to why they were shut off, I know I would be interested.

MR. GABEL: Well, one of the things that was a problem throughout the
whole proceeding was that there was limited data to make the right types of deci-
sions.

SENATOR DALTON: Well, most of the decisions are now going to be made
by you, aren't they?

MR. GABEL: That's right. When I say that, I mean that the utilities
could not provide us data where they could point to particular customer types in
particular situations. We have ordered them to begin to gather that data in a much
more aggressive manner.

SENATOR DALTON: When you say customer types --

MR. GABEL: In other words, generally the utilities couldn't tell us
whether a customer who was nonpayment was in those seven categories or not in those
seven categories.

SENATOR DALTON: Okay.

MR. GABEL: And clearly that data would be helpful in reaching a good
policy.

SENATOR DALTON: Do you mean even if you try to get a person, via the
phone or in person, and you can't get him for several months or whatever, and there
is a termination -- any information of that sort, I know we would be interested in,
as well as the seven other categories. I don't know if you are going to set up
reporting forms for you to monitor the policy.

MR. GABEL: Well, we're getting in a position where we can get the
proper information from the utilities. We also pull in what we get from our Bureau
of Service and Inspection, and catalog that in a way that will let us see exactly
what is going on.

SENATOR DALTON: Yes. I'm sure other members of the Legislature would
be interested, too. Thank you very much; I appreciate it.

MR. GABEL: Thank you.
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SENATOR DALTON: I think that concludes our session. I appreciate
everyone coming out to provide the Committee with input.

(HEARING CONCLUDED)
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SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY
TESTIMONY OF CHARLES BISCIEGLIA
ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT, COMMERCIAL OPERATIONS

My name is Charles Biscieglia, my business address in Number
One South Jersey Plaza, Route 54, Folsom, New Jersey 08037. My
title is Assistant Vice President, Commercifal Operations. I am a
graduate of Goldey Beacom Junior College, Wilmington, Delaware,
with an Associate of Arts degree, majoring in Accounting and
Business Administration. I also attended the University of
Delaware, Néwark. Delaware, where I furthered my education in
Business Administration. I began my employment with South Jersey
Gas Company in 1968 as a Cadet Accountant in the Treasury
Department. In 1969, I became an Internal Auditor and performed
that function until March 1971 when I was promoted to Manager of
Customer Information Center. In February, 1975, I was promoted
to General Commercial Manager and performed that function until
April, 1981, when I was elected to my present position of
Assistant Vice President, Commercial Operations. In this posi-
tion, I am responsible for the planning and directing all general
office and field staff functions with regard to commercial activ-
fties of the Company, including the Customer Information Center
and all Meter Reading and Collection activities.

Before going into the details of the unresolved issue in
other parts of my testimony, I would 1ike to comment briefly on
the position of South Jersey Gas Company and the financial and
socfal impact that restoration of service without payment would

have. * South Jersey Gas Company is opposed to restoring service

3x



on each December 1, to protected customers where service had been
previously discontinued for non payment. The restoration of
servicé to these customers could have a severe adverse;impact on
the Company's ability to collect its bills as customers would
have no incentive to pay either their previous outstanding bills
or their bills for winter service. JIn addition, the increased
costs associated with this sub-class of customers would be passed
on to the remainder of South Jersey's customers and would most
1ikely result in a strong nagn;igg_zgggjjgnf%rom those who have
been paying their bills prior to December 1 to avoid termination
of servicei& It is also most 1ikely that if this practice of re-
storing service without payment were to continue from year to
year, customers falling within any of the seven protected cate-
gories would be more likely to stop paying their bills during the
non-moratorium months knowing that they would receive service
during the moratorium months. In the cooler periods of the spring
and fall they éould heat with other sources of energy (electric,
kerosene, wood, etc.) knowing that on December 1, their service
would be restored. This would not only provide free gas service
and substantially increase potential write-offs, but could also
create possible safety hazards during the spring and fall months.
We must also keep in mind that the main purpose of the stipu-
lation 1s to assure utflity service during the winter months to
certain financially disadvantaged customers with the expectation
that they would pay for this service prior to the next winter
heating season. In essence, it is a deferred payment program that
the utilities have willingly participated in for the benefit of a

predetermined category of customers during the winter heating
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season. It was never intended by South Jersey or the B.P.U. to

be used by customers as a method of avoiding ultimate payment of
gas biflls. A utility cannot be expectéd to furnish seévice absent
a2 reasonable expectation that it will be paid for. To provide
otherwise would violate traditional concepts of due process of
law, constitute the taking of private property for public use
without just compensation and result in an injustice to both the
utility and its paying customers.

While South Jersey is sympathetic _to the concern regarding
the need for gas service during the wihter heating season, such
need is not different from the need of customers for food, cloth-
fng or shelter and the difficulties many of them have in paying
for such necessities. However, as with these necessities, the
burden must be placed with society as a whole, and not with the
utility industry. Other industries do not provide services or
products to those customers who cannot afford to pay for them.

The answer to this problem lies in social legislation rather than
as the responsibility of all utilities to serve customers who do
not or will not pay for utility service.

In conclusion, it is our opifnion that the Board has already
provided the public with every reasonable option to avoid termi-
nation of service for non-payment while not prohibiting the
utility from its right to terminate service when all other options
fail. 1In addition to the present stipulation, current regulations
provide for Third Party Notification, Telephone Notification prior
to termination of service for those customers 65 years of age or

older, Notice to Tenants when a landlord-tenant relationship

5x

—— e ——

RS S8 =

TR




exists and service is to be terminated, Notice of Discontinuance
to include certain information to aid the customer in finding a
remedy to prevent termination of service, Medical Emeréency
Provisions, Deferred Payment Arrangements and prohibftion of
Weekend and Holiday Termination of Service. An added require-
ment to notify, certify and restore service to certain non-
current customers with unpaid balances cannot be supported by
South Jersey. As mentioned before, this would only create a
sub-class of customers who would be receiving free utility service
whtle increasing operating costs, de11hquenc1es and write-offs.

This would not be in the best interest of our customers or the

public.
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By a Decision and Order dated February 18, 1981, B.P.U.
Docket No. 792-88, the Board of Public Utilities adopted 2
stipulation establishing a series of six categories, and was
later_amended to seven categories. Any indfvidual falling into
a;y one of the seven categories would not have his or her util-
ity service discontinued for non-payment of utility bills between
the period December 1 and March 15 of each year. It is to be
noted that this stipulation represented an accommodation among
the utilities, the Staff of the B.Pfu. and the 0ffice of the
Public Advocate. This accommodation represented a spirit of
cooperation and compassion on behalf of all involved parties.

However, the stipulation and the Board's Order left one
issue unresolved. The unresolved issue was stated in the stipu-
lation as follows:

"One question which is unresolved concerns the status of the
beneficiary of a prior winter's prohibition once a succeeding
December 1 arises. [That is, if a customer's service is not termi-
nated for non-payment during the period‘December 1 to March 15 of
any year, due to the provisions of this stipulation and that
customer's account is still unpaid in whole or in part on the
next December 1, what is that customer's status? If on or after
March 16, that customer's service was terminated, must service be
restored on December 1?“ij

During the latter part of 1981, representatives of the Utilitfies,
the Office of the Public Advocate, the New Jersey Federation of
Senfor Citizens and the Staff of the B.P.U. have been meeting in
an attempt to resolve the unresolved issue. Final agreement to-

wards resolving this issue has not been made. However, all parties
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have agreed to a procedure for resolution. Such procedure was
outlined in a Decision and Order by the B.P.U. dated December 3,
1981.
In essence, the Decision and Order established the following
f;rmal policy:
1. Customers falling in any one of the seven pro-
tected categories would not have their service

terminated during the pefiod December 1, 1981 to

e T g P T LM (o < iy, e neee

March 15, 1982. In addition, those customers
who had been terminated subsequent to March 15, ;
1981, would have their service restored if those |
customers could demonstrate that they fell within
one of the seven protected categories.

2. Utility companies would adopt an appropriate pro-

cedure which could include a direct mailing to
terminated customers or some other procedure to

Botify currently terminated customers of the

B mammt
o

availability of the moratorium for the coming
year. If the customers who were notified, de-

monstrated to the utility that they fell within |

III 1Yvd

one of the seven categories, those customers

would have their service restored. South Jersey,

on its behalf, mailed notification to these cus-

tomers on November 16, 1981 and the results of
such a mafling is contained in Exhibit VIII, Part IV.

3. A proceeding would be held, which would involve

AL L¥Vd

hearings before an employee of Staff of the B.P.U.

The hearings would be designed to be'compIeted on
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or before June 30, 1982. Ea;h utility would
collect and introduce evidence at the hearings
relative to the effect of the unresolved-issue
on their financial impacts and any other'studies
and determinations which would be germane and
reasonable. In addition, consideration should
be given by the utility to code the accounts of
those customers who fall into one of the seven
protected categories. It was intended that this
would allow monitoring of the results of the
Board's Orders issued in this matter and provide
a more equitable evaluation of their effects and
benefits.

South Jersey has done everything within reason to identify
those customers within its service territory who fall into one of
the seven protected categories. As shown in Exhibit I, Part IV,
we have identified 8,764 customers. With the exception of Lifeline
customers, this was done mainly by field contact with our Collection
Department. It is our opinion that because of the large number
of no contacts made on field visits, we have not identified nearly
the number of eligible customers who might be protected. Because
of this, South Jersey, along with a number of other utilities,
requested a meeting with the Department of Human Services in an
effort that they might assist us in identifying these customers.
In brief, the result of that meeting was that the Department of
Human Services could not assist us with such identification be-
cause of the confidentiality of the information. 1In {its next

effort to identify these customers, South Jersey, as well as
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other utilfties and B.P.U. Staff, proceeded to meet with The
Eagleton Institute to design the features of a possible research
study. Once it was determined that‘identification of social
program recipients was necessary to conclude a creditagle re-
search study, a second meeting was held with the Department of
Human Services, the utilities and B.P.U. Staff. The position

of the Department of Human Services remained the same with regards
to releasing the identification of social program recipients.
Because of this inability to acquire the necessary data to pro-
ceed with the Eagleton study, the B.P:b. is continuing its efforts
within the structure of the various ‘State departments to secure
the necessary {information. However, as of this date, the data is
still unavailable. In sti1l another effort on the part of South
Jersey to obtain all available data regarding recipients of energy
assistance, a formal written request was made on May 3, 1982, to
the Division of Public Welfare requesting a match of delinquent
residential cystomers of South Jersey with their energy assistance
files. South Jersey has made every effort possible to comply with
the Board's request for information, as evidenced by the Exhibits
contained in Part Iv of this testimony. However, the magnitude

of the unresolved issue is not as fully visible in these Exhibits

as it would be if identification of all protected customers were

made.
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In a meeting held on January 12, 1982, at the offices of
the Board, Mr. Anthony Zarillo, Executive Officer, asied that all
utilities direct testimony to specific items. rTrh1s request wasl
also made by Mr. Gerald A. Calabrese, Secretary, in a letter
dated May 3, 1982. These items were: (a) the results of un-
collectible net write-offs for the years pre 1973 and post 1973:
(b) analysis of residential delinquencies; (c) payment habits of
eligible customers by protected caterries; and (d) the results
of the special mailing to non-current residential customers.

Lln part 111 of my testimony 1 address these matters seriatigl

Analysis of Net Write-0ff to Revenues for the Years 1968 to 1981.

Exhibit IV shows a comparative analysis of residential and other
net write-offs to revenues. As can be seen from this exhibit,
there has been a susbtantial increase in the cents per $100 of
residential revenues written-off during the last two years that
the stipulation has been in effect. 'Eisidentiai net write-offs
‘;ave increased from 61.9 cents per $100 of revenues in 1979 to

87.2 cents per $100 of revenues in 1981, an increase of 40.9 per-
cent. This is a result of the dramatic fncrease in the average
monthly delinquent final bills from 1979 to 1981. During 1979,

the average monthly delinquent final bills were $183,855 or $103
per customer. By the end of 1981, the average monthly delinquent
final bills increased to $457,293 or $206 per customer, an increase
lgf 149 percent for the month and 100 percent per customer;] As of
April 30, 1982, there were delinquent final bills in the amount

of $728,418. (See Exhibit VII). Of this amount, approximately
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$100,000 represents delinquent balances of currently fnactive
protected customers as identified by South Jersey Gag Company.
It is anticipated that this will increase to at least $250,000
_by July 1982 when termination to all protected customers is
—compIeted. It 1s this same $250,000 that will ultimately end
up being written-off as uncollectible when service to these

customers would be restored each December 1 without payment.

Analysis of Residential Delinquencies. The experience of South

Qersey Gas Company regarding residential delinquencies has shown
that there has been a dramatic increase since 1979.I While ge3

[month]y residential revenues increased by only 57 percent for the

period 1979 to 1981, as shown in Exhibit VI, Exhibit V shows that
average monthly residential delinquencies increased by 98 percent
for the same period. This is a result of many of the protected
customers making little or no payment during the stipulation
periog;ﬂ Exhibit II, Page 1, shows that of a total outstandiggj
receivable for all protected categories of $415,393 as of April 30,
1982, $223,901 or 54 percent is delinquent. While the total
number of identified delinquent protected customers represents
only 5.7 percent of all delinquent residential customers, they
represent almost 10 percent of the total residential delinquent
dollars. If utilities are required to restore service to these
customers with unpaid balances, the company will be put in the
position of geometrically increasing unpaid balances for these
customers. This 1s, the affected customer will continue to owe
100 percent of his balance from the previous winter; and, in ad-

dition, will now owe 100 percent of his balance from the current
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winter season. The end result will be that these customers
will become deeper and deeper in debt to the utility companies.
They will inevitably become part of a sub-class of customers
vunab1e or unwilling to pay their utility bills, who will con-

tinue to receive free utility service at the expense of other

customers.

Payment Habits of Eligible Customers by Protected Categories.

Exhibit III, Page 1, shows the payment habits of all protected
customers for the period December 1.31981 to April 30, 1982.
While almost 18 percent of these customers paid nothing on their
utility bills since December, approximately 35 percent paid less
than half of what they were billed. However, it must be pointed
out that the LIFELINE and HEAP categories, where substantial
payments were made directly to the utility or in the form of
dual party checks, were responsible for over 88 percent of all
payments reoefved. These direct and dual party payments do not,
of course, represent discretionary payments by the protected
customers. If utilities were required to restore service to all
protected customers each December regardless of their outstanding
balances, we would surely see a dramatic increase in the number
of customers who would pay nothing as knowledge of this policy

became more widely known.

Results of Letter to Non-Current Residential Customers. On

November 16, 1981, South Jersey Gas Company made a special mailing
to all non-current residential customers with unpaid balances.
(See Exhibit VIII A). As shown on Exhibit VIII, 606 letters were
mailed representing unpaid balances of $180,129. Of the 84 re-

13x
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sponses received, 40 customers were found to be eligible for

one of the protected categories. As of the date of the mailing,
November 16, 1981, these customers had outstanding b;1ances
totaling $12,181. As of April 30, 1982, these same 40 customers
;had remaining balances of $15,371. Twenty of these 40 customers
have had their service discontinued as of April 30, 1982. This
is a clear indication of the lack of good faith payments which
supports South Jersey's position that if utilities were required
to restore service to these customers each December, regardless
of their unpaid balances, we would sdre1y see a dramatic increase
in delinquencies and the number of customers who would pay nothing.
In addition, only 13.9 percent of the non-current customers re-
sponded to our letter and only 6.6 percent were found to be
eligible. The reasons for this is first, the 402 customers who
did not respond were not eligible and second, those customers who
would have been eligible had already paid in full or made satis-
factory arrangements for payment. This will surely not be the
case when customers become aware of a policy that would require

restoration of service without payment.

14x
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Exhibit 1

Exhibit Il

Exhibit III

Exhibit IV
Exhibit V
Exhibit VI
Exhibit VII
Exhibit VIIT

Exhibit VIII A

SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY

INDEX OF EXHIBITS

Number of Eligible Customers by Protected
Categories as Identified by South Jersey
Gas Company.

Delinquent Receivable Balances of Eligible
Customers by Protected Categories as of
April 30, 1982.

Payment Habits of Eligible Customers by
Protected Categories for the Period
December 1, 1981 to April 30, 1982.

Analysis of Net Write-Off to Revenues for
the Perfod 1968 to 1981.

Analysis of Monthly Residential Delinquencies
for the Period January 1977 to April 1982.

Analysis of Monthly Residential Revenues
for the period January 1977 to April 1982.

Analysis of Monthly Delinquent Final Bills
for the Period January 1977 to April 1982.

Analysis of Special Mailing to Non-Current
Residential Customers made on November 16, 1981.

Copy of Letter Mailed to Non-Current
Residential Customers on November 18, 1981.

Now foreey Stete Librany
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ATLANTIC CITY DIVISION

CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE RECORDS

PROGRANM

LIFELINE
AFOC
HEAP
cecc
G.‘.

$st

PAA

TOTAL

COUNT

T EXHIBIT 1
PAGE 2
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MONTHLY STATISTICAL REPGRT
APRIL 1982 |
CUMBERLAND ODIVISION
CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE RECORDS

PROGRAM COUNT
LIFELINE 1571
AFOC 10?
HEAP 231
cecc

GeAe 33
$si 33
PAA 3
TOTAL l8aN

" EXHIBIT 1

PAGE 4




April 1982

8 Total Receivable/Program
X Total Records/Program

Delinquent Receivable/Program
Delinguent Records/Program

£ Delinquency/Receivable
€ Delinquent Records/Total Records
Total Residential Delinquency

T Assistance Total Resfidential
Del1inquency Del1inguency

s e o et e+ ek e

ARALYSIS OF ASSISTANCE
TOTAL COMPANY
LIFELINE AFDC HEAP

$ 149,655.85 § 76,766.43 §$ 165,632.16 $
7,315 269 1,059

31,673.50 57,450.69 117,120.93
269 202 524
21.2 74.8 70.7

3.7 75.1 49.5

— e = ey oo c . N el

EXHIBIT II
PAGE 1
t.
PROGRANS
TOTAL
cscc G.A. sst PAA ASST. RECORDS
6,168.18 § 12,142.27 §  4,488.17 § s41.44 § 415,392.50
13 86 : 2 2 8,764
5,346.39 8,531.31 3,23.84 541.44 223,901.10
1 48 13 1 1,068
86.7 70.3 n.1 100.0 53.9
84.6 §5.8 65.0 50.0 12.2

$2,292,123.17 $2,292,123.17 $2,292,123.17 $2,292,123.17 $2,292,123.17 $2,292,123.17 $2,292,123.17 $2,292,123.17

1.4 2.% 5.1

.2 A .2 -- 9.8
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foril 1982
N

52 Total Recetvable/Progras
Total Records/Program

Delinquent Receivable/Program
Delinquent Records/Program

£ Delinquency/Receivable
% Delinquent Records/Total Records
Total Residential Delinquency

% Assistance Total Residential
Del{nquency Del1inquency

LIFELINE

$ 69,243.34
2,633
13,596.46
92
19.6
3.5
$740,989.40

1.9

ANALYSIS OF ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

AFDC

$ 22,645.14
58
17,564.85
45
17.6
7.6

$740,989.40

2.4

HEAP

$ 57,559.00
309
37,581.02
147
65.3
47.8

$740,989.40

5.1

ATLANTIC CITY DIVISION

G.A.

269.68
7

3.7
38.9

$74c,989.40

EXHIBIT I
PAGE 2
{-
TOTAL
sst PAA ASST. RECORD
$ 2,409.79 $  541.44  $184,447.39
3 1 3,0
2,053.10 541.44 72,559.41
3 1 29
85.2 100.0 4.0
100.0 100.0 9.8
$740,989.40 $740,989.40  $740,989.40
‘3 haind 948



EXHIBIT IIX

PAGE 3
|.
E
ANALYSIS OF ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
GLASSBORO DIVISION
TOTAL
LIFELINE AFOC HEAP csce G.A. Sst PAA ASST. RECORDS
April 1982 .
o Total Receivable/Program $ 69,376.03 ‘$ 31,531.95 $ 86,053.63 $§ 5,069.86 $ 8,925.32 $ $32.02 § - $ 201,488.81
;; Total Records/Program 3,211 104 511 12 35 4 .- 877
Delinguent Receivable/Program 14,236.17 24,554.41 67,242.38 4,393.53 6.,727.711 229.57 .- 117,383.77
Delinguent Records/Program 130 81 282 10 25 3 .- . 8531
1 Del{nquency/Receivabdle 20.5 77.8 78.1 86.7 75.4 43.2 .- 58.3
% Delinquent Records/Total Records 4.1 77.9 £5.2 83.3 7.4 75.0 - 13.7
Total Resldentu.l Del{nquency $1,309,257.79 $1,309,257.79 $1,309,257.79 $1,3%09,257.79 $1,309,257.79 $1,309,257.79 $1,309,257.79 $1,309,257.79

% Assistance Total Restdential
Delinquency / Delinquency 1.1 1.9 5.2 .3 .5 .- - 9.0



April 1982

N

5’ Total Receivable/Program
Total Records/Program

Delinquent Receivable/Program
Delinquent Records/Program

% Delinquency/Receivable
€ Delinquent Records/Total Records

Total Resfdential Delinquency

€ Assistance Total Residential
Delinquency / Delinguency

ANALYSIS OF ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

CUMBERLAND DIVISION

LIFELINE AFDC HEAP csce G.A.
$ 10,936.48 §$ 22,589.34  § 22,019.53 § - $ 2,366.59
1,471 107 239 .- 3
3,840.87 15,331.43 12,297.53 .- 1,533.92
47 76 95 - 16
35.1 67.9 55.6 - 64.8
3.2 71.0 39.8 - 48.5

$241,875.98 $241,875.98  $241,875.98  $241,875.98  $241,875.98

1.6 6.3 5.1 - .6

EXHIBIT 1I

PAGE 4
1
TOTAL
sst PAR ASST. RECORC
$ 1,544.35 § .- $ 59,456.30
13 1 ’
954.17 .- 33,957.92
? - T 281
61.8 .- 57.1
53.6 Rt 12.9

$241,875.98  $241,875.98  $241,875.98

.4 - 14.0
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PERCENT PAlD

ATLANTIC CiTY
BILLING
PAYRENY

GLASSBOGRO
BILLING
PAYHENT

CUMBERLAND
BILLING
PAYMENT

TOTAL COMPANY
BILLING
PAYMENT

PERCENT OF CUSTOMERS

(1)
$29% %12.6)
$0.00

57
$30.7:1.70
$0.00

39)
$3by 10489
$0.00

1,519
$?b,278.80
$0.00

17.72

- - - o - - -

116
$274392.17
$4,334.40OCR

198
$4S5,880b. 44
$5,943.26CR

9%
$11,098.3)
$1,929. 4CR

408
$84,376.92
$129207.10CR

4.76

EXHIBIT 11l

SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY PAGE 1
CUSTGMER ASSISTANCE ANALYSIS
ALL PROGRAMS
PAYMENT HABITS 12/1/81 TO 4/30/82 '
253 - sO% s0% - 753 758 - UP ALL TOTAL
.303 630 e 873 2,939
$92,b10e80  $247,838.47  $3L1,V70.28  $297,85k.32 $85h,b8k. 85
$37,b40.56CR  $155,988.73CR  $142,b88.39CR  $3L8,647.572CR  $709,2Y1.65CR
(113 asl (%) as? 3,809
$1L7,389.60  $316,800.5)  $291,093.7  $303,558.28 $1,30S,490.30
$58,276.5bCR  $195,870.15CR  $2133,246¢39CR  $374,774.81CR  $857,710.77CR
234 n? 303 0% 3,823
$49,319.79 $88,093.51  $100,996.93  $148,4772.53 $410,690. Sk
$19,895.00CR  $55,962.70CR  $88,592.00CR $182,368.85CR  $348,247.9%R
3,072 3.828 1,410 2,334 8,573
$309,326.20  $b52,932.6%  $504,060.97  $745,892.13 $2,372,862.7)
$125,812.32CR  $40bsT21.58CR  S4UY, 526 78CR  $925,790.83CR $1,915,258.43CR
12.51 21.33  ° 16.45 27.23 100.00
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SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY
CUSTGMER ASSISTANCE ANALYSIS

LIFELINE
PAYMENT HABITS 12/1/81 TO 4/30/82

EXHIBIT '111

PAGE 2

PERCENT PAID -0~ 0z - 253 asg - 502 50T - s% 75% - up ALl TOTAL
ATLANTIC CITY 569 14 b 5% k13 726 29555
BILLING $19,232.65 $13,8b1.78 $71.114.48}) $39%679.97 $129,952.52 $3247,754. 9% $L83,602.69
PAYMENT $40.00 $3,983.30CR  $29,248.10CR  $12S,492.33CR  $115,007.0LCR $303,bLL0.32CR $575+388.31CR
GLASSBORO 48?7 u? LR ) 3?7 LY. 10 3,157
BILLING $37+6332.7S $31+605.03 $136+235-98 $248,375.90 $191,313.)7 $2199375.77 $852+438.20
PAYMENT $0.00 $3,547.34CR  $55o743. TR  $153,193.50CR $17:,979.50CR $2L3,281.89CR $b52+?248.23CR
CUMBERLAND 378 1) 145 b2 231 2% YL L L
BILLING $13,825.0L $7,355.23 $34,494.02 $63,970.92 $7%,075.45 $82,4b4.23 $27bs28N. %2
PAYMENT $0.00 $19275.79CR $13,T01.13CR  $39,74L.0LCR  $L5,246.32CR  $99,032.58CR $239: 261 78CR
TOTAL COMPANY PTLEL] 350 wms 3o S4S 3,170 3,722 7+356
BILLING $50,L8%.4b $52+822.b4 $24l.748.82 $512,026.79 $803,3%1. 1% $54%7,5%.% $1.810,225.8)
PAYMENT $0.00 $bo70U.38CR  $%93,953.22CR $318,428.85CR $357,232.88CR  $LLS VM. 7R $1,4479298.12CR
PERCENT OF CUSTOMERS 20.04 4.89 13.21 21.59 16.35 23.92 100.00
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SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY
CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE ANALYSIS

AFOC
PAYMENT HABITS 12/1/81 TO 4/30/82

EXHIBIT 111

PAGE 3

PERCENT PAID -0- 0% - 25% 253 - 50% $0% - 752 758 - uP ALL TOTAL
ATLANTIC CiTY 18 9 9 b ? 8 §?
BILLING 8, 880.74 $bs 347,14 $S.01%.28 $8obl3.2% $2,997.82 $2+709.7) $2b,S5b2.93
PAYRENRT $0.00 $13,324%.00CR $1,8?27.2LCR $2+95%.32CR $29737.572CR $3,515.S0CR $12+208.70CR
GLASSBORO 3} 9 M p1% 33 33 10}
BILLING $3,8bL2.0Y% $3,772.19 $8,729.493 $8:290. L8 $S,b2%.0? $10,513.83 $40,?292.24%
PAYNENT $0.00 $L80.02CR $3,782.872CR $4,?269. SACR $4U,b31.28CR $33,967.50CR $27,833.38CR
CUMBERLAND 10 L] 3 ) ¥.) 18 3% 10}
BILLING $1,770.91 $3,375.50 $6L,500.25 $8,119.7) $b,907.84 $10,745.87 $35,220.1b
PAVRENT $0.00 $257.00CR $2,b%1.51CR $5.0LN%.32CR $5+99.35CR $134793.859%CR $279725.?27CR
TOTAL COMPANY 39 e L] €0 38 ” 2%1
BILLING $30,5)3.2? $31,294.83 $20+293.% $23,023.63 $15,529.23 $23,969. 4} $102,575.33
PAYMENT $0.00 $e,0b3l.02CR $8,301.b4CR $12,788.20CR $13,338.20CR $3392?%.59CR $b?,7L5.bLSCR
PERCENT OF CUSTOMERS 15.06 8.49 16.60 15.45 14.67 29.73 100.00
—~ - _—

— ——— no— Y

g |



SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY .
CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE ANALYSIS

HEAP
PAYMENT HABITS 12/1/81 T0 4/30/82

EXHIBIT III

PAGE 4

PERCENT PAlD -g- 0% - 2s3 25% - 50% S0% - 752 758 - uP ALL TOTAL
; ATLANTIC CITY 13 ? an 7 §? 328 306
] BILLING $4,847.26 $hy430.40 $15,860.36 $%42,550.9? $27,50L.47 N6, 887, $143,083.40
| PAYNENT $0.00 $1,304.10CR  $Lo340.71CR  $27,234.73CR  $23,53L20CR  $L0,259.77CR  $118,470.4%CR
GLASSBORO a2 19 T 138 10 a2k (1}
BILLING $79393.%% $9,207.84 $39,322.2) $55,835.2% $35,b75.88 sL8,812.33 $1%b,247.44
PAYMENT $0.00 $1,478.90CR $7,434.70CR $3%,723.65CR $31,218.82CR $91,073.88CR $16Ss327.95CR
) ) T
% CUMBERLAND 3 . 13 2? 31 LT 234
BILLING $319.38 $2,567.58 $7,986.93 $12,809.%8 $17,bL7.09 $47,018.39 $88,38.85
PAYMENT $0.00 $49 . ?0CR $34392.36CR $8+412.12CR $150379. 84CR $b3,587.38CR $9),068.20CR
TOTAL COMPANY 3% 32 73 222 186 w2 3.0%)
BILLING $12,560.58 $18,206.02 $43,169.50  $311,195.49 $80,88%.44%  $162,318.kb $428,279. 8%
PAYMENT $0.00 $3,079.70CR  $36sM7.27CR  $70,308.48CR  $70,33%.8LCR  $234,915.83CR  $375,4hb. bNCR?
PERCENT OF CUSTOMERS  3.46 3.07 7.01 21.33 17.87 47.26 100.00

*$241,958.75 OR 64.44% OF THIS AMOUNT WAS PAID BY DUAL-PARTY CMECKS




)
o)
~

PERCENT PALD -0-
ATLANTIC CI1TY 0
BILLING $0.00
PAYMENT $0.00
GLASSBORO L ]
BILLING $1,2%3.1)
PAYMENT $0.00
CUMBERLAND 1]
BILLING $0.00
PAYMENT $0.00
TOTAL COMPANY L]
BILLING $3,243.9)
PAYMENT $0.00
PERCENT OF CUSTOMERS 30.77

111

TOTAL

. EXHIBIT
< PACE §
SIUTH JERSEY ULAS COMPANY
CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE ANALYSIS
cBCC
PAYMENT HABITS 12/1/81 TO 4/30/82 '
0% - 25% 253 - SO% soT - 752 75¢ - UP ALL
0 3 0 ) 0
$0.00 $23.35 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $174.89%CR $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
0 2 3 0 s
$0.00 $763.23 $L65.08 $0.00 $1,257.33
$0.00 $300.00CR $390.00CR $0.00 $20530.31CR
0 o ) ) 0
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
0 3 3 0 s
$0.00 $1,387.08 $u45.08 $0.00 $1,757.33
-- 23.08 7.69 .- 38.46

)
$623.35
$17%. 4CR

12
$4,428.0S8
$3,220.33CR

$0.00
$0.00

33
$5,053.40

$39399.L0CR
100.00




EXHIBIT 111
SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY PAGE 6
CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE ANALYSIS

GENERAL ASSISTANCE
PAYMENT HABITS 12/1/81 TO 4/30/82 '

PERCENT PAID -0- 0g - 252 258 - S02 SO0 - 7?52 752 - UpP ALL TOTAL
ATUANTIC CITY 0 0 0 Y s 10 T8
BILLING $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $59%.49 $870.95 $830.03 $20295.47
PAYMENT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $308.32CR $832.56LCR $1,089.98CR $2¢230.8LCR
GLASSBORD H 3 b q 3 32 3s
BILLING $55%.548 $10300.78 $2,229.05 $3,633.6) $8480.L% $3,0)1.33 $11,21%.79
PAYMENT $0.00 $237.00CR $915.00CR $2,397.44CR $416.79CR $3,772.00CR $7,738.27CR
N
¥ CUMBERLAND 2 0 3 ? 3 3? R
BILLING $189.08 $0.00 $338.58 $2,017.82 $1:837.65 $2,b35.32 $7,018.42
PAYMENT ' 30.00 $0.00 $100.00CR $1,212.25CR $1,569.672CR $3,405.48CR $L,287.4%0CR
TOTAL COMPANY . 3 ? 3? 33 39 a3
BILLING $748.04 $1,300.78 $2,567.63 $ho245.92 $3,189.2% $he¥TMeb? $20,528. 88
PAYMENT $0.00 $232.00CR $1,015.00CR $3,918.05CR $2,819.02CR $8,2L7.46CR $16,25ke SR
PERCENT OF CUSTOMERS 4.82 3.62 8.43 15.66 46.99 100.00

20.48

Ln-n-———mmmmmmmmr-r




— o EXHIBIT 111
. SOUTH JERSEV GAS ZOMPANY PAGE 7

CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE ANALYSIS

ssi
PAYMENT HABITS 12/1/81 T0 4/30/82 '

PERCENT PAID -o- 0T - 2s3 asz - s03 s03 - 752 758 - ue ALL T0TAL
ATLANTIC CITY 3 o .0 0 2 ) 3
BILLING $451.% $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $Lu2. 52 $71.L8 $1olbhedb
PAYMENT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $575.00CR $12?2.00CR $702.00CR
GLASSBORO 3 a ) 0 0 ) 3
BILLING $72.48 $0.00 $201.2) $0.00 $0.00 $87.41 $3u9.38
PAYMENT $0.00 $0.00 $100. 00CR $0.00 $0.00 $349.03CR $249.03CR
w
2 CUMBERLAND o 0 0 3 2 ? 12
BILLING $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,725.58 $508.90 $1+633.73 $3,8%8.2)
PAYMENT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,028.00CR $42L.82CR  $2,550.02CR $4,000. 89CR
TOTAL COMPANY 2 o } 3 3 9 38
BILLING $52v. 48 $0.00 $20%.2) $1,725.58 $1,153.42 $3,773.30 $50433.75
PAYNENT $0.00 $0.00 $100.00CR  $3,028.00CR  $1,001.82CR  $2,82b.05CR $4,955.87CR
PERCENT OF CUSTOMERS  11.11 -- 5.55 16.67 16.67 50.00 100.00
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“ EXHIBIT 111

SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY PhéE 8
CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE ANALYSIS
PAA
PAYMENT HABITS 12/1/81 TO 4/30/82 B
PERCENT PAID -g- 0z - 252 253 - s0g 503 - 5% 752 - uP ALL TOTAL
ATLANTIC CITY o 3} (] ] 0 o 3
BILLING $0.00 $752.65 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $752.4L8
PAYNENT $0.00 $125.00CR $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $125.00CR
GLASSBORD 0 0 o ] o ] ]
BILLING $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
PAYNENT | $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
o N
£’ CUMBERLAND o ] e o 0 0 o
BILLING $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
PAYNENT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL COMPANY ] )} ] ] o ] 3
BILLING $0.00 $752.65 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $752.68
PAVHENT $0.00 $125.00CR $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $125.00CR

PERCENT OF CUSTOMERS .- 100.00 .- .- .- -- 100.00
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January
Fedbruary
March
April

May

June

July
August
September

Average Monthly Delinquencies
Inc. or (Dec.) in Avg.
Monthly Delinquencies

% Inc. or (Dec.) in Avg.
Monthly Delinquencies

1977

736,394
898,968
974,058
891,669
925,478
887,071
822,799
692,430
1,062,086
708,299
624,007
639,616
9,862,875
821,906

SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY

ol

ANALYSIS OF MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL DELINQUENCIES

FOR 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981 AND FOUR MONTHS ENDED APRIL 1982

1978

621,082
1,001,601
1,072,529
1,098,875
1,075,157

955,956

709,731

647,894

§71,127

414,034

445,110

650,835
9,263,931
799

(49,912)

(6.07)

1979

662,056
900,025
1,050,725
1,134,958
1,069,272
807,763
688,808
$57,539
494,642
480,634
588,545

998,064

9,433,031
786 .m

14,092
1.83

1980

862,433
1,112,201
1,437,140
1,454,089
1,298,304
1,001,057

907,302

807,570

686,152

607,876

562,374

928,99

e
972,166

186,080
23.67

EXHIBIT V

1981

1,117,390
2,070,568
2,163,864
2,376,893
2,123,213
1,872,922
1,690,570
1,411,804
959,578
819,937
848,713

1,171,023
18,685,475
71,557,208
585,040
60.18

1982

1,373,928

2,352,128
2,308,026

8,556,343
2,139,086
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EXHIBIT VI
SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY

ANALYSIS OF MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL REVENUES
FOR 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981 AND FIRST FOUR MONTHS 1982

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
MONTH
January 6,339,207 6,450,808 6,518,589 7,044,801 12,754,072 12,887,306
February 5,373,155 7,243,983 7,658,89 7,982,038 10,891,630 12,066,762
March 3,320,882 6,108,944 5,801,901 7,075,398 8,397,789 9,858,157
Aoril 3,730,005 3,784,053 3,855,546 4,867,293 5,844,686 7,596,685
May 3,011,480 2,840,671 2,514,499 2,843,487 3,966,024
June 2,081,046 1,959,942 2,029,837 2,129,200 2,757,385
July 1,802,662 . 1,716,590 1,765,819 1,943,464 2,356,528
August 1,619,628 1,536,458 1,664,080 1,752,759 2,069,364
Septesber 1,624,866 1,640,454 1,651,281 1,903,816 2,320,209
October 2,026,036 2,112,892 2,138,074 2,117,974 3,255,226
Novesber 3,056,473 3,349,175 3,854,890 5,059,225 5,565,635
December 4,359,570 4,817,572 5,090,064 8,978,038 9,837,698
TOTAL 38,345,010 43,561,542 44,539,476 53,297,493 70,016,247 42,408,910
Average Monthly Revenues 3,195,418 73,630,129 3,711,623 4,441,058 75,838,687 10,602,228
Inc. or (Dec.) in Avg. '
Monthly Rev. 44,11 81,494 729,835 1,393,229
xn::‘t:ﬁl;rag?c ) in Avs. 13.6 2.2 19.7 31.4
Mamber of Restdentia) 110,374 109,978 ni72e 116,975 mo.70 119,703
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SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY
ANALYSIS OF MONTHLY DELINQUENT FINAL BILLS

FOR 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981 AND FOUR MONTHS ENDED APRIL 1982

EXHIBIT VII

tblhr:”::ustouers Do“lr:”gustoners nollar:”ig:ustmrs oollavémmstoners Dolhr:”éusto-ers nollar:mmstours

MONTH
January 206,111 1,902 143,042 1,700 78,846 1,357 87,231 1,140 147,693 1,407 286,796 1,653
February 210,523 1,964 151,795 1 ?647 101,224 1,547 136,938 1,669 221,913 1,669 453,327 1,869
March 227,438 1,935 165,330 1,680 129,045 1.625 192,030 1,975 281,888 1,903 612,444 2,198
foril 335,366 2,456 237,550 2,032 221,087 2,174 332,488 2,590 423,871 2,192 728,418 2,521
May ' 438,397 2,820 u7,952 2,585 315,943 2,399 466,652 2,966 658,839 2,632
June 456,412 2,934 am.m 2,647 312,953 2,335 438,364 2,795 727,292 2,862
July 432,281 2,780 351,662 2,650 275,007 2,182 418,809 2,593 769,234 3,087
August 385,978 2,695 302,286 2,526 229,380 2,015 389,629 2,446 752,906 3,238
Septesber 350,568 2,578 236,939 2,016 185,858 1,724 287,159 2,103 497,194 2,372
October 289,754 2,218 168,840 1,803 126,730 1,415 193,019 1,577 366,684 1,802
November 259,572 2,094 117,759 1,555 132,137 1,500 153,524 1,408 3B 1,736
December 196,038 1,853 98,423 1,540 92,049 1,176 162,639 1,472 308,178 1,751

TOTAL 3,788,428 28,289 2,686,319 24,381 2,206,259 21,449 3,258,482 24,734 5,487,516 26,651 2,080,985 8,241
Average Monthly Final Bil} 315,702 2,357 223,860 2,032 183,855 1,787 271,50 2,061 457,293 2,221 520,246 2,060
Inc. or (Dec.) in Avg. .
:Hl;:gﬂzrf;gl 31}?»9. (91,842) (40,005) . 87,685 185,753
Monthly Final Bills (29.09) (17.87) 47.69 68.41 '



LETTERS MAILED

SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY

ACCOUNTS DISCONTINUED FOR NON-PAYMENT
SPECIAL MAILING - STATISTICAL BREAKDOWN
RESPOMSES RECEIVED

EXHIBIT VII}

36x

Atlantic City 200 $ 77,754.25 Atlantic City 28
2);;:b$rod i;g 21.;82.89 Glassboro 29
- umberlan 85.98 Cumberland 30
A1l Company STE0. T2 12 A1 Company 2.4
CUSTOMERS ELIGIBLE BY NUMBER OF PROGRAMS
9 12 3 4 5 6 1 Total
Atlantic City &5 11 4 4 1 - - - 25
Glassboro 2 18 § 4 - - - = 29
Cumberland 4 19 5 2 - - - - ‘30
AMlCompany T ® W 0 T S = < :r-4
- CUSTOMERS ELIGIBLE BY INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS
‘ General
None Lifeline HEAP SSI Velfare PAA Assistance
Atlantic City 3 - 5 1 1 1 3
Glassboro 2 1 8 - 14 - 4
Cumberland 4 4 5 2 10 v %
AV Company ) -1 18 3 k11 T
QOVERALL RESPONSES (ACCOUNTS-AMOUNTS)
Atlantic y assboro umberland
Responses-El1igible 13 $ 3,985.65 15 $ 4,991.08 12§ 3,204.60
L O T S
eturned Ma . 6 . .
Sub-Total ® s185I5.05 65 $Y6,675.06 V3 STASAE.W
No Responses 130 $58,819.67 144 $40,378.26 128 $30,859.74
Total 6 $T7.368.77 709 $57.256.32 201 $35,408.08
> BREAKDOVN OF RESPOMSES FROM ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS
Lifeline 2 Patd Full 1 Service Connected
HEAP 6 Paid Partial 5 Unauthorized Use
$S1 - Arrangements 7
AFDC 28 .
PAA -
General Ass't, -
Circumstances 4
w bt)
BREAKDOWN OF RESPONSES FROM NON-ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS
Deceased 1 Paid Full 9 Service Connected
Moved 7 Paid Partia) 4
Not on any Arrangements 1
program k1)
Not Conf{irmed 1
Doesn't want
service d
44

Other Total
12 36
13 42
13 39
ki nr
A11 Company
40 $ 12,181.33
') 7,348.01
120 30,542.11
204 $ 50,071.45
40 $130.057.67
606 $180,129.12
%
4
®
8
B




SOUTH JERSEY GAS CONVIPANY

NUMBER ONE SOUTH JERSEY PLAZA, ROUTE 54, FOLSOM, NEW JERSEY 08037/TEL. 5819000
i‘!g

DATE- 11/1b/8)

DEAR

OUR RECORDS INDICATE THAT YOUR GAS SERVICE HAS BEEN DISCON-
TINUED FOR NON-PAYMENT SINCE 09/18/81 BECAUSE OF UNPAID BALANCES
IN THE AMOUNT OF $271.87.

IF YOU ARE CURRENTLY AN ELIGIBLE RECE#XENT OF ANY OF THE
FOLLCWING PROGRAMS, INDICATE BY PLACING A CHECK ON THE
APPROPRIATE LINE OR LINES.

-—== LIFELINE CREDIT PROGRAM
——== HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM ~ HEAP
~=== SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME - SSI
---—— AID TO DEPENDE“T CHILDREN - WELFARE - AFDC
~==—= PHARMACEUTICAL ASSISTANCE TO THE AGED - PAA
—=== GENERAL ASSISTANCE WELFARE BENEFITS
OR
IF YOU ARE UNABLE TO PAY YOUR GAS BILL BECAUSE
OF CIRCUMSTANCES BEYOND YOUR CONTROL AND CAN
PROVIDE PROOF TO THE UTILITY OF SUCH INABILITY

AS REQUIRED BY ORDER OF THE BOARD OF PuSBLIC
~=--= UTILITIES.

PLEASE COMPLETEy SIGN AND RETURN THIS FORM. UPON RECEIPT OF
THIS INFORMATICON, SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY WILL CONTACT YOQU BY
PHONE OR -MAIL IN AN EFFORT TO ASSIST IN RESTORATION OF YOUR GAS
SERVICE.

T W et e c > G

SIGNATURE DATE

PHONE NUMBER

- - WD - . WP W WP S P WP W

37x
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TESTIMONY OF EUGENE MC CARTHY
VICE PRESIDENT - CUSTOMER SERVICES
ON BEHALF OF JERSEY. CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

DOCKET NO. 792-88
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TESTIMONY OF EUGENE MC CARTHY
VICE PRESIDENT -~ CUSTOMER SERVICES
ON BEHALF OF JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

DOCKET NO. 792-88

My name is Eugene J. McCarthy. I am the Vice Presi-
dent - Customer Services of Jersey Central Power & Light Com-
pany. Among my responsibilities are the staff responsibilities
for meter reading, billing, meter service, credit and collec-
tions, customer service centers and customer relations. I am
also responsible for consumer affairs, energy conservation and
load management, load forecasting, remittance center operations
and energy diversion. I graduated from Fordham University in
1960 with a B.S. in Accounting and in 1965 received an M.B.A.
in Finance from Seton Hall. I attended the Public Utility
Executive Development Program at the University of Michigan,
Graduate School of Business in 1967, the Livingston Institute
sponsored by Columbia University in 1968 and the Edison Elec-
tric Institute, Graduate Management Program in 1977.

I have been employed by Jersey Central Power & Light
Company since 1960 when I began as an auditor in the Internal
Audit Department. Since 1962, my career with Jersey Central
has been spent in the Customer Accounting Department. I have
worked in a number of different capacities in wvarious business
offices of the company including Manager of the Morristown

Business Office and have also served as both Assistant Manager

»

39x
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and Manager of all business offices. I have been in my prescnt
position as Vice President - Customer Servic;s for four months.
This testimony is in response to the Order of the Board
of Public Utilities dated December 3, 1981, in this matter and
is addressed to the following information requests contained in
Mr. Gerald Calabrese's letter dated May 3, 1982:
1. Information showing uncollectible accounts
as a percentage of total revenues for the
year 1968 to the present;
2. As detailed an analysis as possible of
delinquent accounts;
3. An analysis of the payment bhabits of those
customers who have been identified as
eligible for one of the seven protected
categories of the winter moratorium prog-
ram; "
4. An analysis of the responses to the no-
tices sent to non-current customers as
required by the Board's Order dated Dec-

ember 3, 1981.

I. Total revenue, residential revenue, residential revenue as
a percentage of total revenue, net uncollectible losses, net
uncollectible losses per $100.00 of total revenues, net resi-
dential uncollectible losses and the percentage of residential
uncollectible losses to the total uncollectible lgsses are

shown on Exhibit 1.

¢ Revised 6/24/82



II. An analysis of delinquent accounts for all customers from
January, 1980 through April, 1982 is contained in Exhibit 2A-1.
For the 1980 - 1981 and 1981 - 1982 moratorium months, this
exhibit shows an increase in monthly revenues which are overdue
at billing time when compared with previous non-moratorium
months. Since these figures are for all accounts, Exhibit 2A-2
is an estimate of the monthly residential revenues overdue at
billing time.

Exhibit 2B is a categorized analysis of overdue active
residential accounts with respect to the 1981 - 1982 winter
moratorium period. For the months of October, 1981 through
April, 1982, the exhibit categorizes active residential ac-
counts overdue by 1) amounts overdue ($151.00 or more), 2) days
overdue (61 or more), 3) amounts overdue by days overdue, with
a grand total of dollars overdue. The baseline criteria of 61
days was selected since JCP&L generally does not termiqate
accounts overdue less than 61 days, and the baseline criteria
of $151.00 was selected to keep the number of accounts to be
analyzed within reason. This exhibit clearly shows that for
residential accounts the number of accounts overdue and associ-
ated dollar amounts overdue substantially increase at the onset
of the moratorium and snowballs during the moratorium period,
and that many of these customers are either dragging payments
or not paying at all during the moratorium period. In addi-

tion, the exhibit further shows that in the month before (Novem-
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ber) and after (April) the moratorium, customers are paying
overdue bills apparently to avoid having service disconnected.
Exhibits 2C-1 through 2C-5 are graphs showing the relation-
ship between the 1981 ~ 1982 moratorium and the number of delin-
quent residential accounts and amount of overdue residential
revenues. Exhibit 2C-1 shows that residential revenue overdue
as a percent of total revenue decreases substantially immedi-
ately prior to the moratorium, increases substantially during
the moratorium, and declines substantially after the morato-
rium. As can be readily seen from Exhibit 2C-2, the number of
residential accounts overdue increases substantially during the
moratorium period irrespective of the number of days overdue.
Prior to the moratorium, the number of accounts overdue by 2 to
3 months, 3 to 4 months and over 4 months is well below the
respective annual average for the company, whereas during the
moratorium period the number of such accounts increases sub-
stantially and is well above the respective annual average,
especially in the 2 to 3 month category. Interestingly, the
number of accounts overdue by 2 to 3 months substantially de-
creases after the moratorium, indicating that many of those
customers may be using the 3 month moratorium as a moratorium
on all bill payments. Exhibit 2C-3 is a graph of the data in
Exhibit 2C-2 as compared, by percent, with the total number of

residential customers overdue.
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Exhibit 2C-4 shows the substantial decline in the number
of residential customers who owed $150.00 or more immediately
prior to the 1981 - 1982 moratorium, the substantial increase
in the number of these customers during the moratorium, and the
substantial decline in the number of these customers after the
moratorium. Exhibit 2C-5 is a comparison of the data in Exhib-

it 2C-4, by percent, with all residential customers overdue.

III. Exhibit 3A is an analysis of payment habits for sixteen
(16) randomly selected HEAP accounts with respect to the 1981 -
1982 winter moratorium. This exhibit shows a continuous in-
crease in the amounts owed by these customers throughout the
moratorium period, with prior months' billings remaining unpaid
by as high as 69.5% (December) to as low as 48.9% (February),
all well above the company average for the respective months.
Exhibits 3B-1 through 3B-10 show payment habits for ten pro-
tected customers prior to, during, and subsequent to the 1981 -
1982 winter moratorium. Six of these customers made no payment
whatsoever during the moratorium. Of the other four customers,
two customers made two payments and two customers made one
payment during the moratorium period. With the exception of
one $30.00 payment, all of these payments were at the beginning

and/or the end of the moratorium period.



IVv. Exhibit 4A is a summary of the actiJity with respect to
notices sent to non-current terminated customers as cequired by
the Board':s Order in this matter dated December 3, 1981. oL
the 547 notices sent, 27 of the responding customers gqualified
for one of the seven protected categories and were reconnected.
Exhibit 4B shows the amounts outstanding for these 27 customers
at the time they were reconnected. This exhibit also shows
subsequent billings, payments and balances relating to these 27
customers as of May 5, 1982,

V. Exhibit S5 is a breakdown, by category, of those Jersey

Central Power & Light Company customers who fell within one of

the seven protected categories during the 1981-1982 moratorium

period.

Revised 6/24/82
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Year

——

1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973 °
1974
1975
1976
1977 (1)
1978
1979 (1)
1980 (1)
1981 (1)
1982 (5 Mo.)

Xqy

JERSEY CENTRAL POWER * '.IGHT COMPANY
A

INFORMATION REGARDING UNCOLLECTIBLE LOSSES

FOR YEARS 1968 - 1982

Residential
Revenue Net
Residential As A % Of Uncollectible
Total Revenue Revenue Total Revenue Losses
$ 135,322,442 $ 65,285,448 48.2 $ 129,463
148,446,516 71,931,656 48.5 156,205
166,876,011 81,812,797 49.0 165,835
190,050,614 93,505,693 49.2 211,278
224,249,427 109,356,025 48.8 263,463
259,598,018 126,839,687 48.9 266,037
365,171,101 168,015,819 46.0 516,080
392,012,271 186,928,973 47.7 760,668
464,914,130 222,605,555 47.9 768,940
556,452,935 266,738,855 47.9 1,184,147
587,298,756 279,450,674 47.6 1,075,377
658,399,914 310,803,383 47.2 1,260,376
876,474,932 393,396,027 44.9 2,088,940
1,008,993,088 436,886,959 43,3 2,192,697 (5)
463,661,788 205,476,692 44,3 915,296

Loss Per
$100 Of
Revenue

Net Residential
Uncollectible
Losses

[

% Of
Residential

Losses

To Total
Uncollectible

Losses

$ .10
.11
.10
.11
.12
.10
.14
.19 (2)
.16
.21 (3)

(1) Moratorium in effect for residential accounts only.

(2) Would have been $.17 except for three large non-residential

write-of fs totaling $124,944,

(3) Would have been $.17 except for six large non-residential
write-of fs toteling $224,095.

(4) Would have been $.20 except for Whippany Peper Board
Bankruptcy of $375,113.

(5) Includes recovery of $75,065 from Whippany Peper Board
Bankruptcy.

(6) Would have been $.22 except for Whippany Paper Board
recovery of $112,598.

$1,598,476
741,112
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JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

PRICR MONTHS TOTAL ACCOUNT BALANCE UNPAID AT BILLING TIME

1980 1981 1982
Qutstanding % Outstanding % Outstanding %
J;nuary 16,142,514 22.8 18,973,320 20.6 23,354,029 21.4
February 14,157,023 17.8 19,174,055 18.1 24,680,841 19.5
March 13,893,380 17.5 18,965,235 18.7 24,220,715 19.1
April 14,783,665 17.5 19,009,072 19.9 24,672,469 21.1
May 14,274,573 17.6 . 17,188,612 19.3
June 13,556,908 17.7 15,910,136 17.8
July 14,531,154 16.9 17,857,173 17.9
August 17,313,393 18.0 20,830,999 18.4
September 16,439,144 15.5 20,225,289 17.5
October 16,463,869 16.3 17,963,216 16.0 ’
November 15,023,647 16.8 17,333,618 17.2
December 14,775,731 17.3 19,699,892 19.8
Exhibit 2A-1
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JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

ESTIMATED PRIOR MONTHS RESIDENTIAL ACCOUNT BALANCE UNPAID AT BILLING TIME

1980 1981 1982

Outstanding Outstanding Outstanding

January $7,925,974 $9,315,900 $11,817,139

February 6,951,098 9,414,461 12,587,229

_ March 6,821,650 9,311,930 12,376,785

April 7,258,780 9,333,454 12,114,182
May 7,008,815 8,439,608
June 6,656,442 7,382,303
July 7,134,797 8,482,157
August 8,500,876 10,623,809
September 8,071,620 9,809,265
October 8,083,760 8,694,197
November 7,376,611 7,904,130
December 7,254,884 9,672,647

Exhibit 2A-2
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JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
OVERDUE RESIDENTIAL ACCOUNT ANALYSIS

1981 1982
October November December January February March April
No. of Accts.
Overdue By
Amts. Overdue Number of Accounts
]|
315‘ to 250 12,006 11,743 19,297 20,065 16,904 18,841 14,428
$251 to S00 4,093 3,798 6,800 9,781 10,332 10,647 7,988
$501 to 1000 620 529 870 1,664 2,443 2,865 2,262
over $1000 89 73 89 143 258 383 344
Total Accts. 16,808 16,143 27,056 31,653 29,937 32,736 25,022
(Over $150 )
No. of Accts.
Overdue By
Days Overdue Number of Accounts
61 - 90 days 10,705 9,028 10,833 11,622 11,414 12,416 9,964
91 - 120 days 3,781 4,553 6,158 6,563 6,060 5,888 5,981
over 120 days 2,399 2,261 3,078 3,189 3,814 3,617 3,625
Total Accts. 16,885 15,842 20,069 21,374 21,288 21,921 . 19,570
(Over 60 Days)
Total $§ Amts.
Overdue By
Days Overdue Total Dollar Amounts
6l - 90 deys $ 779,749.47 $ 592,205.20 $ 716,847.98 $ 899,537.56 $1,012,034.67 $1,209,826.22 $1,039,442.35
91 - 120 days 244,826.81 301,240.50 409,488,28 466,912.82 494,914.87 509,569.77 582,636.98
over 120 days 165,497.53 149,829.54 209,747.71 221,730.89 283,787.56 285,544.19 329,769,777
Totsl $ Amts. $1,190,073.81 $1,043,275.24 $1,336,083.97 $1,568,181.27 $1,790,737.10 $2,004,940.18 $1,951,849.10
(Over 60 Days) *
Exhibit 28
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Previous Balance
Revenue

Total

% Of Prior
Months Total
Account Balance
Unpaid At
Billing Time

N e N st s

Analysis Of 16 Randomly Selected HEAP Accounts

Amounts Outstanding At Bill Date

1981

October November December January February
$1,065.68 1,518.01  2,092.18 $2,472.88  2,486.49
$1,399.03 1,490.53 1,874.37 $2,610.13  2,926.97
$2,464.71 3,008.54 - 3,966.55 $5,082.97 5,413.46
Semple HEAP
Average 61.6% 69.5% 62,3% 48.9%
Compeny
Average 17.2% 19.8% 21.4% 19.5%

Exhibit 3A

1982
March
3,581.29
2,562.76
6,144.05

66.2%

19.1%

April
3,482,73

2,153.66
5,636.39

56.7%

21.1%

Hay

" 1,423.78

5,129.91

65.8%

N/A
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ACCONT , _ o "
- H#E 6,2,6.32.717,0,1,514, 8 CATEGORY  WELFARE -
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RESULTS OF LETTERS MAILED TO CUSTOMERS WHO WERE TERMINATED FOR NON-PAYMENT

ON OR AFTER 4/01/81 WHERE SERYICE HAD NOT BEEN RESTORED BY DECEMBER, 1982
LETTERS NUMBER OF
LETTERS RETURNED ACCOUNTS CAT.
OFFICE MAILED UNDELIVERED RECONNECTED AFDC LL HEAP PAA SS1 G.W. £ 7
Unfon Beach 78 25 4 1 1 - - - - 1
Asbury Park 164 - 5 - - ] - - - 4
Point Pleasant 7 1 - - - - - - - -
Red Bank 30 5 4 1 - - - - 1 2
Hightstown 32 7 1 1 - - - - - -
Wrightstown 49 15 4 3 - - - - - -
Lakewood 66 - 3 - - - - - ] 2
Toms River 92 - 2 1 - 1 - - - -
Morristown 8 - - - - - - - - -
Riverdale - - - - - - - - - -
Dover 9 - 2 - - - - - - -
Newton 2 - 2 - - - - - - 1
Flemington 9 - - - - - - - - -
Washington 1 - - - - - - - - -
547 53 27 7 1 2 0 0 2 10

Exhibit 4A
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ACCOUNT NO.

651239-5390-67
741202-2200-17
691470-4800-43
751404-1010-14
784287-4053-27
624216-6180-89
754211-5720-47
714228-2380-40
665143-7805-34
715173-2020-14
695114-2210-85
715173-2500-62
675147-5500-31
* 705527-2640-83
* 635542-2600-99
765503-5500-61
* 695519-3280-30
726171-2250-48
* 736177-2530-35
* 696152-6060-96
656125-9940-94
* 716306-0524-41
666409-6710-37
626421-3221-18
646471-2758-26
756572-1230-62
786545-1160-34

27 Accounts

* Accounts C.N.P. as of 5/05/82

ANALYSIS OF BILLING AND PAYMENTS

FO

T

OF THE BOARD 'S ORDER DATED 12/3/81 .

AMT. 0UTS.
WHEN REC.

$ 475.88
240.16
247.76
308.25
217.04
127.21
129.79
547.25
472,93
506.45
169.69
316.12
520.13
605.02
270.66
171.14
450.90
644,54
445,81
425,86

44,44
204.08
962.03

1,178.45
226.93
404.78

___303.89

$10,616.79

ADD. BILLING PAYMENTS AS
T0 5/05/82 OF 5/05/82
$ 173.78 $ 574.75
898.82 832.27
219.19 363.44
581.61 767.86
79.69 74.19
37.29 37.29
223.20 234.61
327.95 401.23
840.47 250.08
527.83 25.00
78.79 20.00
253.42 340.00
992.38 873.95
784.09 605.70
229.29 .00
208.57 246.14
221.11 .00
481.38 529.32
439.56 462.75
265.27 .00
171.35 1a1.71
81.46 .00
842.67 1,500.00
524,27 219.95
56.38 50.00
1,223.61 356.00
719.87 240.00
$11,483.30 $9,146.24

16 of 27 Customers (59%) Increased Their Outstanding Balance.

4 of 27 Customers (15%) Made No Payment On Account.

Total Outstanding Balance Up By $2,337.06 / $86.56 per customer /

22% Over Beginning Balance.

Exhibit 4B
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OQUTS. BALANCE

AS OF 5/05/82

$ 74.91
306.71
103.51
122.00
222.54
127.21
118.38
473.97

1,063.32
1,009.28
228.48
229.54
638.56
783.41
499.95
133.57
672.01
596.60
422,22
691.13
74.08
285.54
304.70
1,482.77
233.31
1,272.39
783.76

$12,953.85



JERSEY CENTRAL POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

¢
L4

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS BY PROTECTED CATEGORIES

1981 - 1982 MORATORIUM PERIOD

Category
Lifeline Credit Program

Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP)

Aid To Families With Dependent Children (AFDC)
Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
Pharmaceut ical Assistance To The Aged (PAA)
General Welfare

Circumstances Beyond Customers Control

TOTAL

k‘D?D Exhibit 5

67x

Number Of
Customers

35,611
351
16

108

253

726

37,068

z

6/24/82



X89

1980 1901 1982
Comna Overdue Discontinuance Accounts Overdue Discontinuance Accounts Ove rdue Discontinusnce Accounts
pany Accounls Notices Terminated Accounts Notices Terainated IiAccounts Notices Terminated
Atlantic
Electric 1,050,962 287,948 17,634 1,158,151 295,441 21,090 1,180,469 406,142 18,399
Elizabethtown 347,403 54,175 5,866 343,317 53,173 3,368 373,299 73,052 11, 395
Gas .
PSR R e o U e e -
Jersey
Central 758,021 516,805 19,661 841,267 559,125 10,627 879,474 591,102 16,112
New Jersey ; 'I ) 807
. Natural N/A 207,360 5,989 ;277,008 212,848 6,713 656,385 235,665 ,
f i }
‘ [ —_—
Rockland
\ Electric 139,318 37,297 975 138,540 29,666 1,114 145,642 36,055 1,231
|
¢ Sourh J i !
¢ South Jersey
H Gas 172,354 174,675 7,850 186,375 223,649 ; 8,013 187,174 235,468 8,459
‘ 1
i Sussex Rural N/A N/A N/A 6,300 7,617 259 8,494 5,651 172
i N
' Psksc 6,376,611 N/A 64,540 6,554,448 1,068,039 77,980 6,774,751 1,002,006 | g op0
!
. Totals 8,844,669 1,278,260 122,515 9,505,406 2,449,558 134,164 10,205,688 2,675,139 153,150
vl 1
i - —_—
1
o w - B - e e e et + e ‘e .
o) .
- . n . o .
Ly 4 S .t ’/) . ‘//—LII/E
sty ["‘ IH': . /V'»/ NE 6’///1 /> a, f) B/’ & / N
S

- ——————

s e ——
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COMPANY NAME Atlantic Electric TELEPHONE NUMBER__ (609) 645-4370 ‘
PREZARED RY Paul ¢. Licpe PERIOD COVERED_pecember 1 ~ 31, 1982
ILINE THIS YEAR Y EAR YEAR YEAR YEAR ‘ YEAR
_HO. _DESCRIPTION MONTH TO DATE | _1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
i i
Residential N ‘ ; ' - _
1 Total No ~~r§gt_ount;s Heating : ' R
Billed Monthly 60,346 : i
T - ’ i
! :
" Residential | i
2 lotal No. I\pcountq Ncn—lledtinq j 4 —
Inllgd ‘Monthly 265,136 ; :
e B S
3 Total No. Accts. Sent bisc. Notices ‘ ’
(411 classes) 27,660 412,635 | 323,099 | 231,430 ‘ 290,572 ¢ 308,985
(A) Third party Notiflcation 39 760 NA | NA 2
(i) sr. Citizen Phone Notification 47 1,017 NA NA Nh 14l
() Other Residential (MED EMERGENCY) 37 419 NA NA NA i ba
(D) Other | 1,214 12,752 NA NA NA i v
4 Master Mctered Accts. Posted if |
Service is to be Terminated 0 3 0 6 6 j 5. i
! i
Residential ‘ |'
b) Mo Accts. with Third Part i !
hesiynation ¢ 2 3,068 1,745 2,022 2,572 ;3,398 —
No. Accts. with Sr. Cltlzen ' - x
Telephone Designation -42 5,111 3,083 3,525 4,825 B.169 joe
GA Total Field Visilts Subject to ) :
N 1,404 38,091 [ 31,824
o Ju.ln.nt 1(_Jn . o - ; e -
(An) Rosulpnria] (Actual cut) 548 18 312 . LleeRe
() Uthey A (Actual Cut) 75 1,401 1780 N
6B Total No. Accts. Terminated 623 m 8o | 11,028 11,000 . 15,831 | 20,472 —
n) Re s 1d( ntial 548 12 - i I ‘n_:f’,ﬂ_@_ -
(1)  Othcer 75 ],«mt ! | Tme T
. i = e e — ,_.._.—.t i
6C Total No. of Residential Accaunts j i ;
Not Terminated Due to Slkipulation . S : ; i -
(A)  Lifeline _ 158 30 S AL -
() HEAP 138 3,183 —i | ; 2
(C) AFDC 93 2,178 : %‘ L0 R
() “ss1 34 8O ! I 5 3 .
CIN— S S O | S N —
') __Leneral Assistance 40 ]'(_’,?7_,_5 | ; St
G) Cirve stances bey - i i .
( rcumstances beyond 45 1070 : 21
Cuatomer aantryatl



“~VUL

TR THIS YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR
MO, DESTRIPTION i MONTH : TO DATE 1978 1979 1984Q 1981 1982
BAR I L Peet il P ol [ LA\ LI 198«
1 |
ANil Classes i ! o
7. He. Overdue Accounts 20,987 S
Amount Overdue - 51 '__10(_) __.;2,_5{91),'/56 ﬁ_‘_.__-___j
0L = %00 3,192,710
501 = 1000 AN -
Over - 1000 3,239,677
All Classes
8. Reason for Termination
(a) Nonpayment of Bill 623 18,803 11,028 11,090 15,831 | 20,472
(b) Tampering with Meter
or Scrvice 128 1,873 NA NA 1'984 1,935 o
' All classes
9. Reconnections 531 11,158 NA NA 9,677 13,105;77
|
All Classes |
i .
10. Charge OfF o r’m :
(a) Gross 686,000 1,151,000, 049,000 2,1,ltfj |
(b) _ _Recovery ** 53,429.91 170,020.89 89,000 67,0001 46,447 | 33,153(58 !
**Amount recovered is ftrom all
prior years charged off accounts.
; * Not all data is available from all utilities.
Until program changes cd4n be completed, efforts

will be made to provide data requested where

possible.



COMPANY NAME Public Service Electric & Gas Co.

PREPARED DY J. F. Dieterle - Manager

PERIOD COVERED

Customer Services Operations

TELEPHONE NUMBER

(201) 430-5754

Decembeyr 1982

LINE
NO

XTL N

YEAR
DESCRIPTION MONTH T0 DATE
Residential
Total No. Accounts: lieating Gas Electric
Billed Monthly 574,092 39,828
Billed Bimonthly 43,054 452
Billed Quarterly
Residential (1)
Total No. Accounts: Non-Heating -
Billed Monthly 542,059
Billed Bimonthly 13:946 1'323'133
Billed Quatterly : !
All Classges
Total No. Accts. Sent Disc. Notlces Residential
(All Classes)
(A} Third Party Notification 59
(B) Sr. Citizen Phone Notification 27
{C) Other Residential
(D) Other
Master Metered Accts. Posted If 52
Service is to be Terminated
Residential
No. Accts..with Third Party 6.506
Degsignation o
No. Acctg, with Sr. Citizen 3,908

Telephone Deslignation

All Classes

YEAR
1978

54,352

YEAR
1979

Com & Ind

YEAR
1980

16,901

YTAR
1981

YEA
198.



COMPANY NAME Public Service Electric & Gas Co. _ TELEPHONE NUMBER (201) 430-5754 ]

J.F. Dieterle - Manager PERIOD COVERED December 1982

PREPARED BY

Customer Services Operations

LINE YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR
NO DESCRIPTION MONTH T0 DATE 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

6 1 Total Field Visits Subject to
Termination

(A) Residential 24,203

(B) Other 6,191

ii Total No. Accts. Terminated . _
(A) Residential 1 : |
(B) Other 'égg f

1ii Total No. of Residential

Field Visits Not Terminated

Due to Stipulation

(A) Lifeline 60

(B) HEAP 439 .
(C) AFDC 92 )
(D) SSI 87

(E) PAA 393

(F) General Assistance 50

(G) Circumstances Beyond 535

Customer Control

ACL

All Classes 1,656

7 No. Overdue Accounts (*)
Amount Overdue - $ 1-100 543
101-500 r912
501-1000
Over 1000

All Classes

8 Reason for Termination
(a) Nonpayment of Blll 1,808
(b) Tampering with Meter or 44
Service



COHPI\NY‘ NAME Public Service Electric & Gas Co. TELEPHONE NUMDER

PRLPARED BY

Customer Services Operations

J. F. Dieterle - Manager PERIOD COVLRED

(201) 430-5754

December 1982

LINE
NO.

10

XeL

YEAR YCAR
DESCRIPTION ~ MONTH TO DATE 1978
Reconnections Residential 875 Com & Ind 267
All Classes
Charge Off
(da) Gross $3,623,000 35,191,000
(b) Recovery 244,000 Year to Date 2,801,000
(c) Net $3,379,000 32,390,000

YEAR YEAR YEAR
1979 1980 1981

* Not all data is available from all utilities.
Until program changes can be completed, efforts
will be made to provide data requested where

possible.

(1) Total number of accounts less line no. 1.

YEA
198



Acing of System Accounts
Two or More Months Outstanding

December 1982

1981 1982 $ of Inc. (Dec.)

Newark 128,508 135,322 5.3
Roseland 41,211 53,438 29.7
Harmon Cove 104,386 118,235 13.3
Garret Mountain 29,983 33,035 10.2
Passaic 21,324 21,910 2.7
Eackensack 16,491 19,096 15.8
Elizabeth 28,926 33,093 14.4
Plainfield 18,602 20,972 12.7
New Brunswick 22,954 24,390 6.3
Camden 30,479 40,304 32.2
Princeton 22,738 24,285 | 6.8
Burlington 11,591 14,748 27.2

Total 477,193 538,828 12.9

74x
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PREPARED BY _ DONALD R. HENNION

LUTIEANT

VLD TN

NuUrtp N

PERIOD COVERED

L2 B 25 2% Ak © LA Y U

December, 1982

XGL

LINE
NO..
i TOTAL_NO. ACCOUNTS: HEATING
Bitlied Monthiy
Billed Bi-Monthly
Billed Quarterty
RESIDENTTAIL
2 TOTAL NO. ACCOUNTS: NON-IEATING
Billed Monthly
Billed Bi-Monthly
Billed Quarterly
ALL CLASSES

3 TOTAL, NO.

Third Party Notification

Senlor Citizen Telephone Notification
Other Residentlal

Non-Residential

4 MASTER METERED ACCOUNTS POSTED 1F SERVICE IS

T0_BE_TERMINATED
) NO._ ACCOUNTS WITH THLRD PARTY DESTGNATION

NO. ACCOUNTS WLTH SR. CITIZEN TELEPHONE
DES TGNATION

6 A. _TOTAL FIELD VISITS SUBJECT 'T0 TERMINATION

Realdent lal
Non-Residential

B. JOTAL_NO. OF ACCOUNTS TERMINATED

Resldential
Non-Resgidential

ACCDUNTS SENT DISCONTINUANCE NOTICES

_MONTH_

643,924

643,924

724,444

28,604

8

43
21,924

75,680

T e T

YEAR
TO_DATE

\FM\% \QX YFAR

D ‘\\\

16,470

15,422
-—1.048

454,940

--15,921

_pwe' 7 Mo~ ‘1980;_
v

M
¥

219,593

O

10,627



(7)

X9L

LINF. YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR
NO. o  DESCRIPTION MONTH ~ TO pATE 1979 _1980  roal
C. TOTAL NO. OF RESIDENTTAL FIELD VISTTS NOT
__ TERMINATED DUE TO_STIPULATION 10 ___ 183 S S R
Lifeline 4 11 e - e
HEAP - 203 __*___ L o
AFIC 1 94 - .
§S1 5 4 I o .
PAA - - 18 -
General Assistance - 109 e o
Circumstances Beyond Customer Control - 235 _ .
7 NO. OVERDUE ACCOUNTS
Amount Overdue: § 1 - 25 4 _ . 668
$ 26 - 100 10,513 R 209,161
$ 101 - 250 36,387 381,159
$ 251 - 1000 18,818 _ __ 197,891
OVER 1000 4,937 . . 52,388
ALL CLASSES ' 70,699 - L 841,267
8 REASON_FOR TERMINATTON
Non-Payment Of Biil 12_ __}9_,_41(_)_ __[5_,9_2_1 ]9,?9_73 10,627
Tampering With Meter Or Service - o e 3 L o
ALL CLASSES 77 6,470 15,921 19,593 10,627
9 RECONNECTIONS
ALL CLASSES 189 12,982 13,533 E 17,010 € 9,034
10 CHARGE OFF
Gross 218,093 3,47,6/8 1,231,958  2,374.535  2,627.359
Recovery 58289  _39567 200,635 285,595 434,66
0

Net /52,309 2Ldegy2 1,031,323 2,088,940 2,192,698



i

COMPANY. NAME

i

" PREPARED BY

Rockland Electric Compnany

MOANTHLY (OLEEGHTON REZYHGE PO THD: BUAKD OF UL ULERLELED

R.

J. Hayden

TELEPHONE NUMRER

PERTOD COVERED

(914) 352-6000

DECEMBER ]
THIS YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YFAR  ° YTAR
LINE NO, DESCRIPTION MONTH TO DATE 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
1 Residential |
Total No. Accounts: lkating 215
Rilled Monthly 236
Billied Bi-Monthly
Billed Quarterly
Cee
. . L
2 Residential 25 =
Total No. Accounts: Non-lleating .o :
- Billcd Monthly 46,511 ol IR E-—
v Billed Bi-Monthly - o
Billed Quarterly o= e
~+ 5
» o
3 A1] Classes -
No. Accounts Sent Disc. Notices 2,843 36,191 40,212 140,212 |36,407 29,667 . 36,191
(a) Third Party Notilication 15 169 145 134 101 151 ;169
(h) Sr. Citizen Telephone
Notification 1 29 N/A 16 24 17 29
4 Master Metered Accounts Posted Tf _
Service is to be Teminated 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 0
*f
5 Residential ;
No. Accounts with Third Party
Designation -9 042 336 350 543 642
No. Accounts with Sr. Citizen Telephone
Designation -13 1,914 N/A N/A 2,097 1,992 | 1,916




THIS YEAR YVAR YEAR YLAR YEAR | YEAR

NE N - DESCRIPTION MONT11 TO_DATE 1978 1979 1980 1981 | 1982,
V) 4 All Classes
No. Accounts Terminated Last ‘'wo Years 24 1,131 1,263 1,133 988 1.124 1.131
7 All Classes
No. Overdue Accounts 12,574
Anount Overdue - ¥ T-100 8,262
10T-500 5,723
Over 500 263
Over 1000 260
]
!
8 ' All Classes f
Reason for Termination
(a)_Non-payment of Bill 24 1,131 1,263 1,133 099 1,124 1.131
(b) Tampering with Meter or Service 0 0 N/A N/A 0 07 0
AS, 1 _’
I 1
9\' All Classes ‘
% Reconnections 16 886 N/A N/A N/A 756 886
\
0 All Classes | ! i
pebindasiihaiyin. Saudind H |
Charge Off . ‘
(a) Gross $7,841.973193,204.55 4138,795.929115,745.94$127,951.075168,642.H8 $191,204.55
b) Recovery** 1,587.30 ] 42,348.26 | 0,731, 78 [ 35,084.2¥ 14,921.90 20,2686.58

3 Total No. of Residential Accounts
Not Terminated Due to Stipulation

(a) Lifeline 0 Q _ 0
b 1TAP 0 Q Q0
{cY ArDC Q [+ M R SO Q
(d) SST 0 0 . 0
(e¢) PAA 0 0 Q
() General Assistance 0 1 L i 0
(g) Circumstances Beyond ! !

. Customer Control 0| 0 I ! [0

A% Amount recovered is from all
prior years charged off accounts



X6L

.

COMPANY NAME NEW JERSEY NATURAL GAS COMPANY " TELEPHONE NUMBER (201) 988-2800 FExt. 346

PREPARED BY Georage D, VWalling " _PERIOD COVERED '~ Pecember, 1982
|
LINE YEAR :
NO. : DESCRIPTION MONTH TO DATE 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

RESIDINTIAL

i Total No. Accounts: Heating 171,856

Billed Monthly 171,856
Billed Bimonthly
Billed Quarterly

RESIDENTIAL
2 Total No. Accounts: Non-Heating 46,966
Billed Monthly 46,966

Billed Bimonthly
Billed Quarterly

3 Total No. Accts. Sent. Disc. 18,261 242,085 184,226 207,023 212,851 242,085
Notices (All Cliasses)
(A) Third Party 11 225 215 247 995
(8) Sr. Citizen Phone Notific. 54 528 557 450 528
(C) Other Residential 14,683 200,319 . 200,319
(D) Other - 3,513 41,013 41,013
4 Master Metered Accts. Posted If -1- -3- -1~ -2 -3~ 19
Service is to be Terminated
RESIDENTIAL
5 No. Accts. with Third Party -3- 80 395 491 522 820 900
Designation o
No. Accts. with Sr. Citizen -1- 29 1,430 1,541 1,917 1,976 2,006

Telephone Designation -



LINE
NO.,

ii.

iii.

DESCRIPTIC®
Total Field Visitcs Subject to
Termination
(A) Residential
(B) Other

Total No. Accts. Termina=zed

(A) Residential
(B) Other

Total No. of Res:.3ential Field
Visits Not Termi-ated D:ue to
Stipulation

(A) Lifeline

(B) HEAP

(C) AFDC

(D) ssI

(E) PAA

(F) General Ass.stance
(G) Circumstanc=s Beyond

Customer Cc.trol
ALI, CLA:SES

No. Overdue Accc unts
Amount Overiue =% 1-100
.01~500
501-1G0¢C
Jver 10¢CD
Total

ALL CLA.SSES

Reason for Term.nation

(A) Nonpayment of Bill

(B) Tampering with Meter or
Service .

" MONTH

YBAEF

" TO DATE

5,009

4,543
466

91

73
18

115

19,350
28,982
739
558
49,629

62,18+

57,40
4/77%
7,87¢

7,14:
733

1978

19789 1980 1981 1982

1983

5,987

62,18+

57,4C:

4,77

5,544 5,845 6,695 7,877

52 g &



XT8

YEAR

DESCRIPTION MONTH " TO _DATE ©1978 " 1979 =980 1981 1982:
ALL CLASSES
Reconnections 160 , 4,911 2,833 2,241 2,673 2,695 4,91

o
ALL CLASSES P

Charge Off

{(A) Gross ) 80,179 1,319,876 482,260 469,918 8x5,257 1,708,167 1,319,87
(B) Recovery 47,496 365,433 - 127,217 126,145 229,699 290,011 365,41
(C) VNet 32,683 954,443 355,043 343,733 €2Z5,558 1,218,156 a54,44



XZ8

PREPARED BY

Lorcaarne: Hudak '

PERLOD COVERED

December,

1982

LN
NU.

DEOLCKIPTLUN

| Total

2 Total

3 No.,

3A Total No.

Accts.
{(a) Third Party
{(b) Sr.

Residential
No. Accounts: lleating
Billed Monthly
Billed Bimonthiy
Billed Quarterly

Resident{al
No. Accounts: Non-Heating
Biiled Monthly
Bilied Bimonthly
Billed Quarterly

Al]l Classes

Direc, Notices
Notilicatlon
Citizen Teiephone
Notification

Sent

of Residential Accounts

Not Terminated Due to Stipulation

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

Total

LIFELINE

HEAP

AFOC

5Si

PAA

GGeneral Assistance

Circumstances Beyond
Customer Control

All Classes

YIEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YE AR YEAR
MONTH TO DATE 1978 1979 1980 1981 1y
100,450
82,380
6,325 73,012 52,743 55,296 52,960 53,173
- 35 278 165
20 135 170 251
34 470 R
25 127 o :Q
1 56 T ©
P 8 I“'\
66 267 o f
<5
27 102
164 1,035



Xe8

NO.

DESCRIPTION

10

Residential

Master Metered Accts. Posted if
Service 18 to be Terminated.

Residential

No. Accts. with Third Party
Designation

No. Accts. with Sr. Citizen
Telephone Designation

All Classes

No. Accounts Termlnated Last
Two Years

All Classes

No. Overdue Accounts

Amount Overdue - § [-100
101-500
501-1000

Over 1000
All Classes

Reason for Termination
{(a) Non-payment of Bill
(b) Tampering with Meter

or Service

All Classes
Recounections
All Classes
Charge Off*
(a) Gross

(b) Recovery
(c) Net

*Figures from fiscal year October 1,

MONTH

21

699

31,391

4,925,739

692

660

252,084
37,836
214,248

1982 to September 30,

1,202,345
195,513

TO DATE 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
65 76
290 375 359 237 237
4,317 733 1,611 3, 004 3,284
11,395 4,750 3,271 6,028 8,368
11,171 5, 546 8,094
224 303 274
7,523 1,115 5,126
560,129 466,744 480,754 889,983 1,064,191
85, 605 36,450 47,672 66,639 153,020
474,524 430,294 433,082 823,344 94, 171

1983,

1,006,832



OOMPANY NAME SOUTH JERSEY GAS COMPANY

TELEPHONE NUMBER

PERIOD COVERED

PREPAPED BY ALLEN M. PERGAMFNT

609-561-9000

DECEMBER 1982

LINE
NO. DESCRIPTION

Residential
1 Total No. Accounts: Heating
Billed Monthly
Billed Bimonthly
Billed Quarterly

Residential
2 Total No. Accounts: Non-Heating
Billed Monthly
Bi1led Bimonthly
Billed Quarterly

Total No. Accts. Sent Disc. Notices
(A11 Classes) ,

A) Third Party Motification

B) Sr. Citizen Phone Notification
C) Other Residential

(D) Other

xyg ¢

4 Master Metered Accts. Posted If
Service is to be Terminated

Residential
5 No. Accts. with Third Party
Designation
No. Accts. with Sr. Citizen
Telephone Designation

6.1 Total Field Visits Subject to
Termination
gA; Residentfial
B) Other

.11 Total No. Accts. Terminated
(A) Residential
(8) Other

MONTH

94,134

28,161

394
2,790

2,498
2,263*
235

176
156
20

YEAR

TO DATE

239,998
284

503
216,759
22,452

21

N/A
N/A

51,489
46,398
5,091

8,492
7,889
603

YEAR
1978

172,162
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

8,904
N/A
N/A

YEAR YEAR
979 1980

172,481 174,675

N/A N/A
N/ A N/A
N/A N/A
N/ A N/A
N/A N/A
310 347
2,580 2,741
N/A . N/A
N/ A N/A
N/A N/A
7,881 7,885
UNJA N/A
N/ A N/A

YEAR

. -1981

223,649
293

694

- N/A
N/A

N/A

377

2,816

3,089
2,742
347

8,013
MN/A
N/A

YEAR
1982

239,998
284

503
216,759
22,452

21

394
2,790

51,489
46,398
5,091

8,492
7,889
603

* 677 Accounts were unable to be contacted, 493 accounts were paid and 937 accounts have made arrangements



LINE

. _Mo,

ST

- |
DESCRIPTION "HONTH.

Total No. of Residential Field Visits
Not Terminated Due to Stipulation

(A} Lifeline 13
SB HEAP ., 66
C) AFDC 29
io 8SI 4
E) PAA 1
(F) General Assistance ' 3

(6) Circumstances Beyond Customer

Control 1
A1l Classes 117
No. Overdue Accounts
Amount Overdue - § 1-100 15,580
101-500
501-1000
Over 1000

A1 Classes ¢y 442,902

Reason for Termination

éa} Nonpayment of Bill 174
b) Tampering with Meter or :
service 2
A11 Classes
Reconnections 70

ch off A1l Classes
arge
a$ Gross 72,990

b) Recovery : 25,938
c) Net - 47,052

YEAR

T0_DATE

117
187,174

8,421
73

3,930

986,874
235,266
751,608

™~

YEAR
1078

N/A
N/ A
/A
. N/A
N/A
/A

NYA
N/A
NN
/
|
|
j
8,904

N/A

N/A

531,497
126,473
4G4,024

YEAR

1974

N/A
N/A
N/ &
H/A
RIA
N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

7,801
N/A

N/A

485,466
154,290
311,176

YEAR .

1980

N/A
N/A
N/A
NJA
/A
N/A

N/A

N/A
172,354

7,815
N/A

N/A

670,905
195,788
475,117

YEAR
1001

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A
186,455

7,965
N/A

N/A

929,668
214,823
714,846

YEAT
1984

o
524
351

75
209

1,31¢

o~

-

g~ 3
~ ~
ey

3,913

986,87/
235,26¢
751,60¢
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