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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

OF

LENA M. MANTLE

LACLEDE GAS COMPANY

MISSOURI GASE ENERGY COMPANY

CASE NOS. GR-2017-0215 and GR-2017-0218

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Lena M. Mantle. My business addiesB.O. Box 2230, Jefferson
City, Missouri 65102. | am a Senior Analyst foe tBffice of the Public Counsel
(“OPC”).

Are you the same Lena M. Mantle that filed direttestimony in this case?

Yes, | am.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

In this testimony | provide OPC’s position thiite most comprehensive and
effective low-income affordability program for Lacle Gas Company (“Laclede”)
and Missouri Gas Energy Company (“MGE”) is to kdegrlede’s and MGE’s
(“‘companies”) rates as low as possible while ingysafe and adequate service.
| also respond to the low-income affordability prams proposed by the
companies and Consumers Council of Missouri (“Cameng Council”) witness

Jacqueline A. Hutchinson.

BENEFITS OF KEEPING RATES LOW

How is keeping rates as low while maintaining $a and adequate service the

most comprehensive low-income affordability prograr?
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A.

Consumers Council witness Ms. Hutchinson prodideect testimony regarding
the large number of low-income residents in Miss@md in the companies’
service territory. The number of these customers, who can recelie tierough
federal-heating-assistance programs is limitedheyamount of federal funding
provided for those programs. In addition, the namiif low-income customers,
who can be helped through utility funded programmdimited by the amount of
funding of those programs. Not only does fundingtlthe number of customers
who can benefit, these programs add layers of adtrative costs and red-tape in
the application process. The most comprehensifeisidow rates that allow for
recovery of only prudent, normalized costs thave service and benefits to all
the customers. Moreover, this approach decreasesrtergy burden of all low-
income customers and does not add any additiomainggtrative requirements to
the utility or red-tape for customers.

Rates for all customers increase when costs ofrgnag)and projects that
do not provide benefits to all the customers thay for them are included in

revenue requirement.

Do you have a specific example?

Yes. Projects such as the $5.1 million Combikiedt and Power (“CHP”) pilot
program proposed by Missouri Department of Econobegelopment, Division
of Energy (“DE”) in the direct testimony of Jane ge&psoA would benefit
approximately ten large customers but increasesdosall customers. In witness
Martin Hyman’s direct testimony, DE also suggesis Commission require the
companies to spend more money on energy-efficiggrograms without any

requirement that those programs show benefits gretan the cost to the

! Hutchinson Direct, pages 4-5 and Attachment A
2 See the rebuttal testimony of OPC witness JohRdhinett regarding DED’s proposed CHP program.
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customers who pay for thetn.Mr. Hyman admits in his direct testimony that
these “energy efficiency programs are valuable frma perspective of the
participating customers, who experience bill sasiragnd, in certain instances,
additional benefits such as improved comfort, eand safety” Mr. Hyman
does not mention any benefits to the customers avbaequired to pay for these

programs. This cost that is spread to all custemegardless of their incomes.

Do you have other examples?

Yes. Other examples are the companies’ redgiagram, the low-income-
affordability programs proposed by the companies &arious parties, and
various proposals for economic development conatiers® Again, the parties
are proposing costs be spread to all customersdiega of their incomes. While,
in testimony, witnesses’ offer vague descriptiohbenefits, no witness provides
any quantification showing that the benefits to thestomers who would be

required to pay for the program outweigh the ctsthose customers.

Is OPC saying that these “vague” benefits are noeal?

No, it is not. The issue is that the benefitthese programs and projects have not
been measured to determine whether they outweigicdists to all customers.
Moreover, many of these benefits are non-monetad/ @nnot be measured.
However, what can be measured is the impact ors,raied therefore on
customers’ bills, of requiring the companies tdude the cost of these programs
in its revenue requirement. This impact is felt@tlycustomers but particularly by
low-income customers who are receiving assistanod the low-income

customers who are struggling to pay their enertly Without assistance.

3 Hyman Direct, page 13: 14-17

4Page 8: 15-17

® See the rate design rebuttal testimony of OPCes#rDr. Geoff Marke regarding the companies’ line
extension and economic development rider proposals.

3
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A.

Do you have any comment about Consumers Coundaltestimony?

Yes. Consumer Council’'s witness Jaqueline AtdHimson provided testimony

regarding the staggering number of households dagmaffordable home energy

burdens in Missoufi. The only way to affect every one of these houkskho

through this case is to make sure that only prudests necessary to provide safe
and adequate service are included in revenue myait. Any other costs should

only be included if it can be demonstrated thateghe a monetary benefit that

outweighs the costs to all customers — not jushéoparticipants who receive the

benefits of the program.

Each of these programs would only increase theevenue requirement by a
small percentage. Does that small increase realtyake a difference?

If it were limited to just one “small differentdhe impact would be small.
However, the companies and many intervenors seedmaue the impression that
the “small increase” or the “small cost” that theme requesting for their chosen
program or project is valid while not realizing tleech of these projects would be
funded, not by a rich old uncle, but by customemany of whom do not have
deep pockets.

The “small increases” for these programs build witle number of
projects and across rate cases resulting in amgect on customers’ bills. This
takes money from the customers that, if not beisgduo pay for these programs
and projects, would be used in a manner choserdyiastomer that provides
value to the customer. For the low-income custsnibkis may mean food or

medicine that they would have forgone to be ablestat their homes.

What specific projects and programs is OPC recomending the Commission

not allow in revenue requirements for the companies

8 Hutchinson Direct, pages 4-5 and Attachment A

4
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At this time, OPC is recommending no funding tow-income affordability
programs, the Red-Tag program, a CHP program, gneffgciency programs,
economic development riders, system expansion ,castsany other program or
project that does not show monetary benefits toctmomers that pay for the

program greater than the costs of the program.

Are these bad programs or projects?
Not necessarily. However, without evidence tlihese programs provide
monetary benefits that are greater than their dostee customers who pay for

them (not just the participants), they should refunded by captive ratepayers.

REBUTTAL OF THE COMPANIES' PROPOSED PROGRAMS

Have you identified programs that the companiewiave proposed that OPC
believes fall into this category of projects or prgrams that do not provide
more benefits than costs?
Yes. In my direct testimony, | presented OP@&ommendation that the
companies should not continue any energy efficigmojects until they clearly
demonstrate that these programs benefit the cussont® are paying for them by
more than it is costing the customers. OPC witirss$seoff Marke is providing
rebuttal testimony regarding the impact of the cames change to their line
extension policy and the companies’ proposed ecandavelopment riders.

In addition, the Commission should not approves tlow-income
affordability program proposed by the companieallmw the current low-income

affordability programs and Red-Tag program to quui

Why should the Commission not approve the low-itcome affordability

program proposed by the companies?
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Laclede has not shown that it is committed $ociirrent low-income affordability
programs nor does it discuss in its testimony wdwions it is or is going to
undertake to change its lack of commitment to amy-ihcome affordability
program. While in his direct testimony, Lacledengss Scott A. Weitzel states
that the companies proposed low-income affordgbgiogram will “hopefully”
make it easier for eligible customers to partigfate does not explain how this
modified program will actually work or how the prged changes make the
program better. Instead he sends the reader tb gnogram details in the

companies’ proposed tariff sheets R-49850.

Did you review these proposed tariff sheets?
Yes, | did.

Do the sheets that Mr. Weitzel point to in his dstimony provide a
comprehensive description of the program?

No. First of all the program description is fmlon proposed tariff sheets R-49
through 52. Even after several readings of thespgsed tariff sheets, | do not
understand how this program will work. For examplecording to these tariff
sheets, to be enrolled in the program a customedsdo register with a
community action agency, apply for energy assigafunds, and review and
implement cost-free, self-help energy conservatn@asures. The proposed tariff
sheet allows any residential customer to apply #metefore be eligible to
participate in the program regardless of their meo The proposed tariff sheets
do not contain a requirement that this programnly available to low-income

customers.

7 Weitzel Direct, page 4: 20-21.
8 Id. page 11: 7-8.
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The companies’ witness C. Eric Lobser statesisndirect testimony that
the program would provide year-round credit to fiked monthly chargé. The
tariff sheet, however, describes that a $30 crediild apply first to the fixed
charge and then to the volumetric charge but doesnake any reference to this
being a year-round credit.

The arrearage payment portion of the prograngisky confusing. The
way | read the tariff sheet customers may not applJanuary through March or
July through September. The tariff sheet states disstomer “may” receive
arrearage repayment which leads me to believe i& idecision within the
discretion of the company. The assistance thatctmpanies “may” provide
differs if the customer enrolls in October throuDkecember or April through
June. If the customer applies in October througledinber, the customer has to
make a payment of only $30 or less to off-set theiearages but the customer

who applies in in April through June has to pay-tmed of their unpaid balance.

Why is it important for the program to be clearly described in the
companies’ tariffs?

Tariff language describes the terms and condktiof the service the utility
provides to its customers — in this instance thepmanies’ proposed low-income
affordability program. It is important tariff langge be plain and clear so the
Commission, the utility and the utility’'s customean understand the company’s
responsibilities to its customers and the Commissiay determine whether the

utility is in compliance with its approved tariffs.

In his direct testimony, Mr. Weitzel states thatother customers would benefit

because the companies low-income affordability pragm would result in

° Lobser Direct, page 15: 5-6.
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contributions to fixed costsi® Do you agree that this is a benefit to other
customers?

No. This would only be true if the customersrav@ot the ones providing the
funds for the programs. Since all customers argngafor the programs, all
customers are simply contributing more to the camgs fixed costs meaning the

low-income affordability programs are a benefityotd the companies.

Since the proposed low-income affordability progam is not well defined, is it
OPC’s position that the current low-income affordablity program be
continued?

No. Because the companies have not been ab#hdw that the program is
monetarily beneficial to the customers funding phegram and to reduce revenue
requirement so all low-income customers may receavbenefit, it is OPC’s
recommendation that the Commission order the compaie discontinue their

current low-income affordability programs.

Is this the same reason that OPC is proposing ¢hRed-Tag Program be
discontinued?

Yes. This program has had very limited succegscording to information
Laclede provided in response to DE data requesttii@@e have been no invoices
that fall under $20 which is the “Avoid Red Tagsirpof the program. In the
twelve months ending September 2017 only 38 cust®nparticipated and
Laclede paid out less than $5,300 of the allowesl®. Of the invoices paid in

that time period, there was only one that hit theent cap of $450.

This is a low cost program. Would discontinuingt make a difference to the

customers’ rates?

0Weitzel Direct, page 10: 9-11.
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Discontinuance of this program by itself woulok ikely make a difference in the
rate calculation. But combined with the costs thieo programs, it would make a

difference.

REBUTTAL OF CONSUMER COUNCIL'S PROPOSED PROGRAM

Why should the Commission not approve the low-itcome affordability
program proposed by Consumer Council?
The Commission should not approve the programp@sed by Consumers
Council witness Jacqueline A. Hutchinson becausse #sking the Commission
for a yet-to-be defined program to be funded attieunt of $10 million a yeat.
If this amount is placed in revenue requirementhis case, it would definitely
result in higher rates and it could be many mortibfore the program was
developed and implemented. If instead of beinggaain revenue requirement
the costs of such a program are placed in a défasset account to be amortized
in the next rate case, it will not result in highates in this case but it just moves
the cost down the road resulting in higher rateténnext case.

While a well-designed low-income program fundedhé&t level may help
a greater number of low-income customers that afipiyhelp, it increases the
energy cost burden of all other customers — many are low-income that will
not ask for help. For this reason, the Commissioould not approve the low-

income affordability program proposed by Consumeurzil.

CONCLUSION

What is your overall conclusion?

The best way to positively impact every low-ino® customer of Laclede and
MGE is to keep rates as low as possible while raaiitig safety and an adequate

system to serve. Adding programs that have notvsho provide a monetary
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benefit greater than the cost to the customersatteapaying for the program only
adds to customers’ energy burden without addinggrdenefits. This includes
energy efficiency programs, CHP pilot programs, -losome affordability
programs, the red-tag program, economic developmieletrs, and including
system expansion costs in rates. While each optbgrams on its own may not
increase rates substantially, together the progradd to the energy burden
without proven benefits. Before being funded, paogs need to be well defined
and provide monetary benefits to, not just the igipdnts, but also to the
customers that pay for each program. Programsidghut be continued just
because they currently exist and programs shoutdbacadded just because a
similar program has been started at another utilltftimately, as demonstrated
by the testimony of customers at public hearings #mough public comments
entered into the Commission’s electronic filing anfbrmation system (“EFIS”),
customers want the lowest possible rates whileiviege safe and adequate

service.

Does this conclude your direct testimony?

Yes, it does.

11 Hutchinson Direct, page 6.
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