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Executive Summary

The Home Electric Lifeline Program (HELP) has been shown to be illegal and has not been

demonstrated to be successful.

HELP has been shown to violate the Public Interest and Just and Reasonable requirements in
Title 54 of the Utah Code. HELP has been shown to be pure charity and, as such, is outside

regulated utility operations which, in turn, raises further legal problems

The only goal that has been successfully met is that of putting money in the hands of selected
poor. No other substantive Goal has been demonstrated to be a success. No benefit for the
Company was demonstrated. No benefit for donor-ratepayers was demonstrated. Overall benefits

were not demonstrated to exceed detriments.

Not one of the claims upon which HELP was based has been demonstrated to be valid. That

includes claims of decreased arrearages, terminations, write-offs, etc.

Diligent efforts by the Division of Public Utilities (DPU), R. W. Beck, Light and Truth (L&T)
and Quantec have not been able to identify and demonstrate HELP success. Nor have any of the

other Parties provided documentation of success.

The Public Service Commission (Commission) has based its HELP decisions to date upon

information which is unsubstantiated and of questionable legality.
HELP has failed.

Light and Truth formally requests that the Commission order an immediate stop to forced

funding of the HELP Program.
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Prior actions in this Docket

Q What prior actions have been taken that apply to your testimony in this Docket?
A. In its order dated April 1, 2005, the Commission added the Light and Truth Exhibit 1.0,
Direct Testimony of Paul F. Mecham, from Docket 03-2035-02 to Docket No. 04-035-21. This
Exhibit 1.0 was initially filed with the Commission in hard-copy and MS Word format on
December 10, 2003 and was redistributed in PDF format to all Parties on February 23, 2005 as
part of this Docket.

In its order on August 1, 2005, the Commission dismissed consideration of the
Commission’s jurisdiction and authority to implement the HELP program and dismissed
consideration of the HELP program’s violation of Utah Code '54-4-37. Based upon that order, |

assume the Commission will not consider these issues in any testimony.
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General

Q Please state your name, provide your personal and organizational information and
state the purpose of this testimony.

A My name is Paul Mecham. | am associated with the organization Light and Truth. Please
refer to Light and Truth Exhibit 1.0 for further personal qualifications and organizational

information and the purpose of this testimony.

Q What is Light and Truth’s feeling about assisting the poor?

A It must be done. We all have an obligation to assist the poor.

O

What is Light and Truth’s feeling about using HELP to assist the poor?

A Even very good ends (i.e. assist the poor) do not justify very bad means (i.e. HELP).

Q What concept must be constantly kept in mind while evaluating the HELP
Program?
A It is that merely saying something does not make it so. Nor does parroting it over and

over make it so. To make it so, support, demonstration and proof are required.

Q What difference have you noted in the handling by the Commission and other
parties of statements made by HELP proponents?

A One major difference in handling proponent statements has been puzzling at best. It
appears that proponents have been granted an unquestioned presumption of truth. They have not
been asked to support or defend their statements or claims. They have been allowed to simply
repeat them. This kind of handling would not happen with utilities in rate cases, where they are

questioned, audited and made to defend their statements and positions.

Q Please compare that handling to that received by Light and Truth.
A In contrast to the handling of proponents, Light and Truth has had its statements and even

its personal motives questioned. Worse than that, statements and requests by Light and Truth
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have often simply been ignored.

Q You mentioned handling by the Commission. Do you have further examples?
A Yes. The Commission has not ever responded to Light and Truth’s Report filed on April

4, 2003 or to the request it contained.

In the Commission’s order in this Docket dated August 1, 2005, the Commission stated

the following:
“We will not address the matters that go to the past aspects of the HELP program
or disagreements on how the HELP program should have been conducted. Review
of the past, however, has value if it informs us of what the future may be. The
intended evaluation of the HELP program is to reach a forward looking decision,

what should apply in the future.”1 (Emphasis added)

One of the items before the Commission in this Docket is a request that HELP be
discontinued. If HELP were to be discontinued, there would be no “future.” The Commission
appears to have prejudged the outcome of this Docket and determined that HELP has a future. At
the time of the above quoted order, the only things on record were filings on narrow legal issues
and testimony by Light and Truth. Even the testimony by Light and Truth had not yet been
subject to cross examination and discussion. There was no evaluation or determination of success
yet on record. The Commission appears to have inadvertently let its biases show and taken action

for which there is no basis on record.

Illegal

Q What will your testimony show under this heading?
A Light and Truth will show that HELP violates Utah Code Title 54, that it does not
properly belong in the regulatory arena, that it is a pure social program, and that it has other

serious legal problems.

1 PSC Order 04-035-21 August 1, 2005
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Legal
Q What is you greatest legal concern about HELP?

A HELP does not operate in the “public interest.” Nor is it “just and reasonable.”

Q What support do you have for making those statements?
A HELP’s dollar flow and benefits provide the single, largest, most obvious example. This
example, alone, is sufficient to convincingly demonstrate HELP’s violation of Utah Code.

Additional support and examples will follow.

Over the life of the HELP program the following has occurred:

= $7,000,000 was credited to a group of recipients comprising 3% of the public customers.

= $9,000,000 was surcharged from non-recipients donors who comprise 97% of the public
customers.

= $2,000,000 of the $9,000,000 was an excess surcharge from non-recipient donors that did
not benefit anyone.

= No value or benefit of any kind accrued to the 97% of the public who are non-recipient
donors.

= |If non-recipients had refused to pay the surcharge, their electric power would have been
turned off.

= None of the Parties have refuted any of the above.
The forced taking of $9,000,000 from 600,000 Pacificorp customers and giving them nothing in
return is neither just nor reasonable. The HELP program is simply the transfer of money from the
pockets of one group to the pockets of another which, similarly, is neither just nor reasonable.
Benefiting 3% of the public to the harm of 97% of the public is not acting in the public interest.

HELP is contrary to the public interest and is unjust and unreasonable.

Q Upon what do you base your claim that HELP should be in the public interest and



147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176

Docket 04-035-21 Direct Testimony Page 7 of 44
LightandTruth Exhibit 2.0 Paul F. Mecham

be just and reasonable?

The Commission has a mandate in Utah Code to act in the public interest and be just and

reasonable. So do the Division of Public Utilities (Division), the Committee of Consumer

Services (Committee) and the utility. The following quotes from Utah Code demonstrate this.

“54-4-2. Investigations -- Hearings and notice -- Findings.

Whenever the commission believes that in order to secure a compliance with
the provisions of this title or with the orders of the commission, or that it will be
otherwise in the interest of the public, an investigation should be made of any act
or omission to act, or of anything accomplished or proposed, or of any schedule,
classification, rate, price, charge, fare, toll, rental, rule, regulation, service or facility
of any public utility, it shall investigate the same upon its own motion, and may fix a
time and place for a hearing thereof with notice to the public utility concerning which
such investigation shall be made, and upon such hearing shall make such findings
and orders as shall be just and reasonable with respect to any such matter.”2
(Emphasis added)

“54-4a-6. Objectives.

In the performance of the duties, powers, and responsibilities committed to it by
law, the Division of Public Utilities shall act in the public interest in order to
provide the Public Service Commission with objective and comprehensive
information, evidence, and recommendations consistent with the following
objectives:

(1) promote the safe, healthy, economic, efficient, and reliable operation of all
public utilities and their services, instrumentalities, equipment, and facilities;

(2) provide for just, reasonable, and adequate rates, charges, classifications,

rules, regulations, practices, and services of public utilities;. . .”3 (Emphasis added)

“54-10-2. Committee of Consumer Services created -- Members -- Terms --

2 UCA 54-4-2
3 UCA 54-4a-6
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Qualifications -- Appointment -- Organization.

(1) (@) There is created within the Division of Public Utilities of the Department of

Commerce a Committee of Consumer Services.”4

“54-10-4. Duties and responsibilities of committee.

The Committee of Consumer Services shall have the following duties and
responsibilities: ... (3) The committee shall be an advocate on its own behalf
and in its own name, of positions most advantageous to a majority of

residential consumers as determined by the committee . . .”5 (Emphasis added)

54-3-1. Charges must be just; service adequate; rules reasonable.

All charges made, demanded or received by any public utility, or by any two or
more public utilities, for any product or commaodity furnished or to be furnished, or
for any service rendered or to be rendered, shall be just and reasonable. Every
unjust or unreasonable charge made, demanded or received for such product or
commodity or service is hereby prohibited and declared unlawful.”6 (Emphasis
added)

The words “public interest” and “just and reasonable” also appear a multitude of other

times in Title 54 of the Utah Code. The above are just a few examples.

Q What is your position on the actions of the Commission, the Division the Committee
and Pacificorp relative to HELP?

A I believe that, in implementing HELP and allowing it to continue, the Commission is
violating Title 54 of the Utah Code.

I believe that, in both taking a neutral position on HELP in the past and now actively

supporting HELP, the Division is violating Title 54 of the Utah Code. I believe the Division’s

4 UCA 54-10-2
5 UCA 54-10-4
6 UCA 54-3-1
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knowledge of HELP’s failures demonstrated in its annual reports amplifies this violation.

I believe that the Committee has the same obligations as the Division in that it was
“created within the Division.” It has further obligations in acting for the “majority of residential
customers.” | believe that supporting HELP by defining 3% as a majority certainly violates the
requirement to be reasonable. | believe that, in supporting HELP, the Committee is violating
Title 54 of the Utah Code.

I believe that, in charging 97% of the public customers for HELP, Pacificorp is violating
Title 54 of the Utah Code. I believe that, after being made aware of the legal problems with
HELP, Pacificorp’s failure to approach the Commission to correct the problem amplifies this

violation.

Q The Parties frequently refer to HELP being a tariff. What comments do you have on
that topic?
A The following analogy might aid in understanding one role of tariffs in this Docket. An
officer pulled a car over and had the following discussion:

Officer: Hello

Driver: | was obeying the speed limit. Even my passengers saw my speedometer.

Officer: | pulled you over because you ran a stop sign.

Driver: But | was obeying the speed limit.

Officer: And your license has expired.

Driver: But | was obeying the speed limit.

Officer: And I notice that you are not wearing your seatbelts.

Driver: But | was obeying the speed limit.

QO

How is that analogous to this docket?
A The following exchange is essentially going on in this docket:
L&T: Hello
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Parties: HELP is a proper tariff. We all agree
L&T: HELP is not in the public interest.

Parties: But HELP is a proper tariff.

L&T: HELP is not just and reasonable.

Parties: But HELP is a proper tariff.

L&T: HELP has never been shown to be a success.
Parties: But HELP is a proper tariff.

L&T: HELP violates several laws.

Parties: But HELP is a proper tariff.

Q In simple language, what was the point the analogy demonstrates?
A Even if (and that’s a giant IF) HELP is a proper tariff, that does not exempt it from other

laws and requirements.

Q Do you have any other legal concerns about HELP?
A Yes, | have several. Most of them are related to my belief that HELP is not operating
within utility regulation. One way to show this is to compare HELP with the Telephone Lifeline

Program (which L&T believes to be legal), showing similarities and differences as follows:

Telephone Lifeline HELP

Program recipients Qualified Poor customers Qualified Poor customers

Source of program funds Non-recipient customers Non-recipient customers

Provides benefits to non-
recipients

Yes, allows telephone
contact between recipients
and non-recipients which
might not, otherwise, be
possible.

No, no benefits accrue to one
customer if another customer
either does or does not have
electrical service.

Involves utility operation,
function and costs

Yes, involves all utility
functions and costs. Benefit
is essentially 50% of those
costs.

No, there is no involvement.
Benefit is flat rate unrelated
to utility operation or costs.
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Involved in cost of service Yes, per the above. No, the only involvement
and rate spread in a rate case was the initial establishing of
HELP tariffs
Provides lifeline utility Yes, lifeline supported No, HELP provides no
service telephone service is electric service. The utility is
provided. merely an agent for
collecting and disbursing.

It is clear from the above that the telephone lifeline program has ties to and is part of

utility regulation while HELP is not. HELP is outside utility regulation.

Q Would it be of value to have a definition of public interest?
A It surely would. Light and Truth submitted a data request to the Parties which included
the following:

“3 ... whatis your definition of ‘public?”
Nearly all the responses began with “OBJECTION.” Most responses then listed the here, there
and everywhere that a definition might be found. Not one response included an actual definition.

Light and truth hopes that when the Parties file testimony, there might be more substance.

Q Do you have a definition of public or public interest to suggest for this docket?
A I have several references that give us clues as to what the definition in this Docket ought

to include and ought to be. They are enumerated following.

In its Report and Order in the ScottishPower/PacifiCorp Merger, dated November 23,
1999, the Commission said the following:
“The Commission also issued a Memorandum to Parties on April 2, 1999, in which
we concluded that the Applicants would have to meet the net positive benefit

standard for the merger to be approved.”7 (Emphasis added)

We can learn the importance of this to the Commission in the Commission’s press release

7 PSC Order in 98-2035-04
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issued November 23, 1999. The very first paragraph said:
“Today the Public Service Commission of Utah issued an order approving
ScottishPower’s merger with Pacificorp. After thoroghly examining all of the issues
in the case, the Commission concluded that the application met the required
standard of producing net positive benefits to customers and to the state.”
(Emphasis added)

This standard of net positive benefit to customers is currently being applied to the current
MidAmerican/Pacificorp sale. It is worth noting what the above statement said “customers.” It

did not say “some customers” or even “most customers;” it simply said “customers.”

Another very parallel clue comes from the first HELP order by the Commission that said:

“. . .the benefits of the program should offset negative impacts on rate making

objectives . ..”8

Title 54 of the Utah Code gives us another clue. That is that the “public” considered in
the public interest should be the majority of the public. That shows in a section already quoted

about the Committee. That is:

“54-10-4. Duties and responsibilities of committee.

The Committee of Consumer Services shall have the following duties and
responsibilities: . .. (3) The committee shall be an advocate on its own behalf
and in its own name, of positions most advantageous to a majority of residential

consumers as determined by the committee . . .”9 (Emphasis added)

Q From those clues, how do you define public interest?

A The best definition is a net positive benefit to all customers. At an absolute minimum, it

8 PSC Order in 97-035-01
9 UCA 54-10-4
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IS a net positive benefit to over half of the customers or public.

Q Please apply that to HELP.
A HELP is not a net positive benefit. Nor does what little benefit it has apply to over half

the public. HELP violates the public interest standard any way you look at it.

Social

Q Is HELP a social program or a utility program?
A This testimony has clearly shown that HELP has no demonstrated benefits of any kind to

the donor ratepayers or to the utility and is, therefore, a purely social program.

Q What about the argument put forth by Quantec (and others) that cross-class
subsidies exist elsewhere?

A. To the best of Light and Truth’s knowledge, the mentioned subsidies involve a utility cost
that is being shifted (like Utah’s telephone lifeline program). Again to the best of Light and
Truth’s knowledge, the Commission has never included HELP as a utility cost and as part of rate
spread (beyond establishing the charges/credits in tariffs 1 and 3) and there has been no claim by

any party that HELP is related to the cost of utility operation.

Q What about the Commission’s statement about “...legitimate regulation of utilities
in the “public interest’.”?
A In the Commission’s order in Docket No. 99-035-10, the Commission stated:

“Examples abound to demonstrate that one person’s improper ‘social welfare’
program is another person’s legitimate regulation of utilities in the ‘public interest.”

I believe this statement was made assuming the claims made by proponents were true. It has now
been shown that the claims are unfounded and there are no benefits beyond recipients. As in the
answer immediately preceding on cross-class subsidies, to the best of Light and Truth’s
knowledge, the Commission has never included HELP as part of rate spread (beyond establishing

the charges/credits in tariffs 1 and 3) and there has been no claim by any party that HELP is
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related to the cost of utility operation. The Commission now has enough facts to know that HELP
is not a “regulation of utilities,” that HELP is not in the “public interest” and that HELP is not
“just and reasonable.” HELP improperly acts through a utility, Pacificorp, and directly

“regulates” citizens who happen to be utility account holders.

Q What, then, is Light and Truth’s position on HELP as a social program?
A HELP is an anomaly in Utah’s utility regulatory arena. There is no real Utah precedent for
it. There is no specific authorization for it in Code, either as a program itself or as an authorized

action of the Commission.

QO

Has the commission said anything about social programs in this Docket?

A Yes. It said:
“. .. the benefits of the program should offset negative impacts on rate making
objectives and should be sufficient to overcome the Commission’s reluctance to
effectuate social policy by means of altered electricity rates.”10 (Emphasis
added)

In HELP, the Commission is doing the very thing it initially said it was reluctant to do.

Q Can we learn anything on this topic from the 1992 Supreme Court “contributions”
case?
A Yes. We can learn a great deal. The Supreme Court order, on its own as well as quoting
the commission, says many things about the impropriety of charging charitable contributions to
ratepayers. The order sums up the case in the following quote:
“In its 1969 order, the commission stated that it had not allowed other utilities to
charge contributions to ratepayers and specifically ruled that Mountain Bell could
not do so. The 1969 proceedings produced both an “order” and a “decision,” as
those terms are defined above. The order established Mountain Bell’s rates for that

case, and the decision established a general rule of law that charitable

10 PSC Order 97-035-01



361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386

Docket 04-035-21 Direct Testimony Page 15 of 44
LightandTruth Exhibit 2.0 Paul F. Mecham
contributions could not be charged to ratepayers. .. ."11 (Emphasis added)

Q How does that fit HELP?

A It has now been shown that HELP is nothing more than a charitable contribution. The
Commission established that charitable contributions could not be charged to ratepayers. The
commission has now turned around and done the very thing it prohibited utilities from doing. It is
charging charitable contributions to ratepayers. It is using a utility (Pacificorp) as the conduit

through which to make the charges.

Q Is there more to be gleaned from the Supreme Court “charitable” order?

A Yes. The order contains the following, often quoted, passage.
“Rate-making proceedings are not to be conducted on the basis of gamesmanship.
The disclosure of charitable contribution expenses near the end of a multiple-page
exhibit attached to financial statements and under the general heading of
“Miscellaneous” expenses does not comply with Mountain Bell's duty to petition the
Commission to change its ruling on charitable contributions.”12

Perhaps it is “gamesmanship” for the Commission to violate its own rule by charging ratepayers

for HELP’s charitable contributions through a utility. Perhaps it is Pacificorp’s duty to petition

the commission to change its ruling on HELP’s charitable contributions.

Q Are there other laws pertaining to charitable contributions?

A Yes. Utah’s Charitable Solicitations Act sets many requirements relative to the
solicitation of charitable contributions. A great number of these requirements are being violated
by the parties operating HELP. The demonstration that HELP is nothing more than pure charity

opens up a veritable pandora’s box for the parties operating HELP.

11 Utah Supreme Court case No. 900020, December 31, 1992
12 Utah Supreme Court case No. 900020, December 31, 1992
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Failed and Harm is Growing

Q What will your testimony show under this heading?

A Light and Truth will show that, beyond the obvious success in putting money in the hands
of selected poor, no other substantive success has been demonstrated. Light and Truth will show
that the claims and assumptions made by proponents have not been supported, demonstrated or
proven. This testimony will show that there is no indication that any of these conditions will
change in the future. This testimony will also show that the harm being done by HELP is

continuing and growing.

Q What is the single most important aspect in evaluating the HELP Program?

A It is most important to demonstrate success as opposed to proving failure. The HELP

Program began based upon assumptions and unsupported claims. For HELP to be evaluated to be
successful, these assumptions must be proven and the claims must be supported. Anything short

of this indicates failure. The Commission ordered,

“The Division will evaluate the effectiveness and success of the program...“
(Emphasis Added)13

The burden is on those making the assumptions and claims. Reporting terms like may,
might, inconclusive and indeterminate are indicative of lack of success or, more specifically,

indicative of failure.

Q Has the Commission ever asked to demonstrate failure?

A No. It has only asked to demonstrate success, which has not been done.

13 PSC Order 00-035-T07, paragraph 11
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Not demonstrated or supported

Q. What goals have been identified for the HELP Program?
A The Division of Public Utilities (DPU) through its series of reports and Light and Truth in
its Report have all included five major goals. The sequence and the priority and grouping have
varied over time but the five have remained consistent since their first extraction from orders
published by the Commission. Those five are:

e Provide benefits to the low-income program recipients;

e Provide benefits to non-recipient utility customers in general;

e Provide benefits to PacifiCorp in the form of lower overhead costs;

e Provide benefits that offset negative impacts; and

e Do not overly burden non-recipients.

Q Has the first goal been met (benefits to recipients)?

A Yes.

Q Have the next three goals involving benefits to parties other than recipients been
met?

A No. There have not been any other benefits of any kind demonstrated as a result of the

HELP Program. Costs and other detriments of the HELP Program have been carefully
demonstrated in the various reports and in this testimony but not one benefit has been

demonstrated to anyone other than recipients.

Q What about the fifth goal of not overly burdening non-recipients?

A The claim that HELP is not overly burdensome has been parroted by many parties but no
proof has been proffered. No surveys have been taken of the actual non-recipient donors. The
“burden” parroting has almost exclusively been mentioned as an individual monthly charge. It
has been seldom mentioned in the annual and almost never mentioned in the aggregate. The
times the aggregate amount is parroted is when it’s the source of HELP Program funds for

recipients, not a burden on donors. To Light and Truth’s knowledge, the only time a party
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mentioned non-recipient donor burden in the aggregate was when Quantec stated:

“... the ratepayers test (B/C ratio of 0.82 and net value of -$860,934). This test is
applied to investigate the Program goal of providing a bill discount without being
burdensome to non-recipient customers. The strictest interpretation of this
statement is that the Program has to provide a benefit in decreased utility cost that
is equal to the cost in surcharge. As such, the Program does not pass the
test.”14 (Emphasis Added)

Q Were there claims made by HELP proponents, assumptions made by the

Commission or any unknowns at the time HELP was implemented?

A Yes. Those claims, assumptions and unknowns form the very foundation of HELP.
Q Of what significance are these claims, assumptions and unknowns?
A Being the very foundation of HELP, support for the claims and assumptions and the

demonstration of their validity along with the satisfactory resolution of any unknowns determine

whether HELP has succeeded or failed.

Q Has support for any of the claims and assumptions been demonstrated and have the
unknowns been resolved?
A Only one. The claim that HELP would benefit recipients appears to have been

demonstrated to the satisfaction of all parties of which Light and Truth is aware.

Q What about all the other claims?

A None of the other substantive claims and assumptions have been supported or
demonstrated to be a success. Nor have the substantive unknowns that have been identified been
successfully resolved. Some non-substantive, procedural goals have been met such as; comply

with ordered procedures, be administratively simple and easy to administer, etc.
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Q What about input from other parties?

A For the most part, there has simply been silence. In December of 2003, during Docket No.
03-035-01, Light and Truth submitted Data Requests to PacifiCorp, CCS, CAP and CUC to
obtain any information that they might provide. A few replies merely stated that they had no
information. Most replies avoided responding by using legal technicalities. The end result is that

the other parties have not demonstrated HELP success.

Q Have any other parties spoken in support of the 600,000 “donor” ratepayers?

A Light and Truth could find no time on the record where any party other than Light and
Truth has spoken in support of or in favor of the non-recipient donors. One party has indicated
some costs to these ratepayers such as the collection rate being too high and the fund balance
being too large but these indications were not stated as support for the donor ratepayers. Any
support would have to be read as an implication in their language, not a direct statement of

support.

Then and Now

Q You have made some strong statements in the previous questions and answers. Will
you please list the goals, substantive claims, assumptions and unknowns along with your
support for your conclusions?

A Yes, I will. In this “Then and Now” section, each item on the list is footnoted and
referenced to specific testimony, orders, studies, data responses, etc. The “Then” shows the
specific claim, assumption or unknown. The “Now” shows the current status and/or what has
been learned to date. The last line of each item shows whether that item indicates HELP success

or failure

Goals

14 Quantec Rpt, pgs ES-6 and IV-10
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BENEFIT TO RECIPIENTS
Then: Claimed Benefit to Recipients
Since: All Parties agree that Recipients are Benefited
Now: THE CLAIM IS MET
H.E.L.P. SUCCEEDS

BENEFITS TO RATEPAYERS IN GENERAL
Then: Claimed Benefits to Ratepayers in General
Since: No party has demonstrated any benefits to Ratepayers in General
Now: THE CLAIM REMAINS UNSUBSTANTIATED
H.E.L.P. FAILS

BENEFITS TO PACIFICORP

Then: Claimed Benefits to PacifiCorp

Since: No party has demonstrated any benefits to PacifiCorp

Now: THE CLAIM REMAINS UNSUBSTANTIATED
H.E.L.P. FAILS

BENEFITS OFFSET NEGATIVE IMPACTS
Then: Claim that benefits offset negative impacts
Since: No party has demonstrated that benefits offset negative impacts
Now: THE CLAIM REMAINS UNSUBSTANTIATED
H.E.L.P. FAILS

Claims

ARREARAGES
Then: Claimed reduction in Arrearages
Since: DPU says, Limited Value, Inconclusivel5
R.W.Beck says, Red Flag only16
Quantec says, sample shows decreasel7
CCS says, could be useful18
L&T says, Data good for information only. Quantec sample cannot be expanded
to the complete PacifiCorp data.
Now: Available Data is NOT attributable
THE CLAIM REMAINS UNSUBSTANTIATED

15 DPU HELP first annual report, pgs 21, 37, 38

16 Beck Report, pg 4-4

17 Quantec report, pg IV-7

18 CCS comments to the PSC, March 11, 2003, pgs 4, 9
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H.E.L.P. FAILS

TERMINATIONS

Then: Claimed reduction in Terminations

Since: DPU says, Limited Value, Inconclusivel9
R.W.Beck says, Red Flag only20
Quantec says, no statistically significant differences21
CCS says, Keep track of info22
CAP says, reduction23
L&T says, Data good for information only.

Now: Available Data is NOT attributable
THE CLAIM REMAINS UNSUBSTANTIATED
H.E.L.P. FAILS

TO COLLECTION AGENCIES
Then: Claimed reduction in Accounts to Collection Agencies
Since: DPU says, Limited Value, Inconclusive24
R.W.Beck says, Red Flag only25
CAP says, reduction26
L&T says, Data good for information only
Now: Awvailable Data is NOT attributable
THE CLAIM REMAINS UNSUBSTANTIATED
H.E.L.P. FAILS

WRITE OFFS

Then: Claimed reduction in Write Offs

Since: DPU says, Limited Value, Difficult, Inconclusive27
R.W.Beck says, Red Flag only28
CCS says, Keep track of info29
L&T says, Data good for information only

19 DPU HELP first annual report, pgs 22, 37, 38

20 Beck report, pg 4-5

21 Quantec report, pg 1V-5

22 CCS comments to the PSC, March 11, 2003, pgs 5, 9
23 PSC Order 97-035-01 Lines 185-186

24 DPU HELP first annual report, pgs 22, 38

25 Beck report, pg 4-7

26 PSC Order 97-035-01 Line 185

27 DPU HELP first annual report, pgs 22, 35, 38

28 Beck report, pg 4-8

29 CCS comments to the PSC, March 11, 2003, pgs 5, 9
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562 Now: Available Data is NOT attributable

563 THE CLAIM REMAINS UNSUBSTANTIATED
564 H.E.L.P. FAILS
565

566 RECOVERIES
567  Then: Claimed reduction in Recoveries
568  Since: DPU says, Limited Value, Inconclusive30

569 R.W.Beck says, Red Flag only31

570 CCS says, Keep track of info32

571 L&T says, Data good for information only

572  Now: Available Data is NOT attributable

573 THE CLAIM REMAINS UNSUBSTANTIATED
574 H.E.L.P. FAILS

575 Unknowns

576

577 PSC STATEMENTS
578 Then: The PSC made the following statements in its orders

579 “...if the assumptions are correct...”33

580 “...speculative nature of this assertion...”34

581 “...unanswered questions...”35

582 “...we asked for more information...”36

583 Now: No party has provided valid information supporting the assumptions or assertions
584 THE REQUIRED INFORMATION IS STILL MISSING

585 H.E.L.P. FAILS

586

587 Other Issues

588
589 Q Are there other issues or measures that you have not discussed?
500 A Yes. They include the administrative processes of surcharging or crediting funds,

591  accounting accuracy and other procedural and administrative measures.

30 DPU HELP first annual report, pgs 23, 36, 38

31 Beck report, pg 4-9

32 CCS comments to the PSC, March 11, 2003, pgs 5, 9

33 L&T report April 4, 2003, Attch 2, PSC Order 97-035-01 (extract) lines 181-183
34 L&T report April 4, 2003, Attch 2, PSC Order 97-035-01 (extract) lines 184-188
35 L&T report April 4, 2003, Attch 2, PSC Order 97-035-01 (extract) lines 209-212
36 L&T report April 4, 2003, Attch 2, PSC Order 99-035-10 (extract) lines 41-46
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Q Of what importance or significance are they?

A They are unique in that they have the potential to prove failure but have no potential to
prove success. Had the process been too difficult or had there been major accounting difficulties,
that could have added to the demonstration of failure. On the other hand, had these procedural
processes been shown to all be proper (and most were), they are simply assumed and do not
demonstrate benefits that indicate success. In an analogy with the Titanic, the procedural deck
chairs might be all in a nice row but that doesn’t change the icebergs of harm to ratepayers’

property rights or missing demonstrated benefits.

Q Do you see any other procedural deck chairs?

A Yes. The stipulation proposed by the parties in this Docket is pure procedure. It proposes
minor modifications to procedures. It contains absolutely no substantive support or
demonstration of HELP’s success either past, present or future. It does not even mention the

icebergs of harm to the public ratepayers.

Q The above questions and answers address the past and the present. How does that
relate to the future?

A There is absolutely no indication from any party that anything will change in the future.
There is no indication that new data will be provided. There is no indication how any data will be
attributed to the HELP program in the future. There is no indication about who will provide any
additional proof or substantiation in the future. All we have before us from the Parties are
repeated, unsubstantiated claims along with proposed minor refinements that will never correct
the substantive HELP problems. If HELP continues into the future, it will be a repeated, carbon-

copy of the problems, failure and damage to the public interest of the past.

Quantec

Q What will your testimony show under this heading?
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A It will show that Quantec’s report content did not demonstrate the attributability
of PacifiCorp’s statistics as needed despite warnings and input prior to report finalization. It will
show that Quantec’s Report is little more than a sales pitch similar to the less sophisticated sales

pitches received from CAP and Crossroads over the last five years.

The DPU report of March 24, 2005 accurately described the statistical deficiencies of the
Quantec Report. Light and Truth believes those deficiencies, alone, are sufficient to totally
dismiss the report. But, anticipating an attempt to revive at least parts of the report, the following

rather detailed analysis is provided.

Q Did Quantec investigate benefits to recipients or donor ratepayers?
A Quantec looked almost exclusively at recipients. All parties have agreed from the
beginning that HELP would benefit recipients. Quantec demonstrated no benefits to ratepayers.

In fact, on pages ES-6 and 1VV-10 of the Report, Quantec stated:

“... the ratepayers test ... has to provide a benefit in decreased utility cost that is
equal to the cost in surcharge. As such, the Program does not pass the test.”
(Emphasis Added)

On page ES-7 of the Report Quantec stated:

“The Program does not pass the Ratepayers’ test producing a net monthly cost per

ratepayer of 1.86 cents.”

More about this topic will be provided in this testimony later.

QO

Did Quantec use sampling?
A Yes.

Q When are sampling techniques used?
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A Probably the most well known use is in surveys where a statistical sample of a group is
asked a question. The responses of the sample are used to predict what the response would be of
the total group. The sample and the total group are presumed to be statistically the same. A

confirmation of the sample’s accuracy could be gotten by surveying the total group.

Q Are there differences in the way Quantec uses sampling in evaluating the PacifiCorp
HELP data?
A Yes. The total HELP data are already known. Quantec tries to use a sample to attribute

cause to a given factor.

Q What if the sample differs from the total data?
A Something is wrong. The problem could be the sample selection, the attributed cause or
something else. This very problem has occurred in Quantec’s analysis, as will be shown in the

following questions and answers.

Q Did Quantec investigate Arrears?

A Yes. They found a decrease of 42.7% for HELP recipients in their sample that they
attributed to HELP. This contrasted with the increase of 4.25% that the entire PacifiCorp data
showed. This discrepancy is illustrated in the graph below. It is important to note that while the
PacifiCorp data is the best and most complete available, changes in it still have not been
attributed to HELP. The Quantec data are not in the same direction (negative instead of positive)

and not even in the same order of magnitude as the known total Pacificorp data.
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ARREARS
100% The Quantec data came from a study that was
S0k 81.8% obtained for the purpose of demonstrating
? attributability of the PacifiCorp data tothe HELP
60% program.
40% Quantec used sophisticated sampling methods
20% o to extract the participants' data and the
. 4.25% 6.5% comparison data from within the PacifiCorp
0% — oy f— data. This analysis showed a Decrease in
(201% Arrears for a “year"of 42.7%.
(40)% 420 The two PacifiCorp numbers came from the
(60)% “42.7) same PacifiCorp data, comparing the difference
Quantec Quantec PacifiCorp PacifiCorp from one year to the following. The change in
HELP HELP HELP Schedule 1 Arrears for the two years ending September
Partici- Compar- Participants Ratepayers 2004 were simply averaged. The result showed
674 pants ison an annual Increase in Arrears of 4.25%.

675

676 Q Did Quantec investigate Shutoff Notices?

677 A Yes. They found a decrease of 0.3% for HELP recipients in their sample that they

678  attributed to HELP. This contrasted with the decrease of 7.0% that the entire PacifiCorp data
679  showed. This discrepancy is illustrated in the graph below. Again, it is important to note that
680  while the PacifiCorp data is the best and most complete available, changes in it still have not
681  been attributed to HELP. The Quantec data are not even in the same order of magnitude as the
682  known total Pacificorp data.

683

SHUTOFFS

1% The Quantec data came from a study that was
0% obtained for the purpose of demonstrating

? = o attributability of the PacifiCorp data to the HELP
11% —(0.3)%:(0.3)% program.

)

) Quantec used sophisticated sampling methods
(3.0)% to extract the participants' data and the

) : comparison data from within the PacifiCorp

V% data. This analysis showed a Decrease in

)

)

)

Shutoffs for a “year”of 0.3%.

% 7 0% The two PacifiCorp numbers came from the
o (7.0) same PacifiCorp data, comparing the difference
Quantec Quantec PacifiCorp PacifiCorp from one year to the following. The change in
HELP  HELP HELP Schedule 1 Shutoffs for the two years ending September
Partici- Compar- Participants Ratepayers 2004 were simply averaged. The result showed

684 pants ison an annual Decrease in Arrears of 7.0%.

685
686

687 A Yes, Quantec addressed Collection Costs in a variety of places in the report. Sometimes

QO

Did Quantec investigate Collection Costs?
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the discussion was tied to other topics (like shutoff notices, etc.) where data is available from
PacifiCorp. Other times Quantec tied Collections to phone calls, letters, etc. but provided no
PacifiCorp data for support. Other PacifiCorp data is available and has been supplied since HELP
implementation. The “dollar” portion of that data (as opposed to the “number” of instances) are
charted below. Again, it is important to note that while the PacifiCorp data is the best and most
complete available, changes in it still have not been attributed to HELP. The Quantec data are not

even in the same direction (negative instead of positive) as the known total Pacificorp data.

COLLECTION DATA The Collection Agency, Wiite-Off, Recoveries

7 (and Schedule 3 Customer Count) data came

56 1 from PacifiCorp. The dollars for each category
5 ﬁ . H were simply divided by the customer count to
S 8 H n J L yield the dollars per Recipient Customer.
3 34
|5 T\UA H . I The Collection Agency and Write-Off data are
2% ﬂ J J'\L-"'\. W costs which appear to be increasing over time.
b 82 M The Recoveries data is positive and appears to
o N W \ f‘xﬂff be increasing as well but not nearly fast enough
g Ed ey sk wha) | orlarge enough to cancel the other costs.
FO R e
""""" Decrease.?______ﬁ__ The Quantec Report indicates decreasing
T e e ve a2 am am ar aaar an an e oo collection costs but uses “national average”
Months since HELP Implem entation (Sep 2000) data rather than real PacifiCorp data. Quantec
also uses Arrears and Shut-Offs which were
—#— To Collection Agencies —m— W rite- Offs Recover ies charted Sepal’ate|y above
Q Did you ask Quantec to explain these discrepancies?

A Yes. Prior to the final publication of Quantec’s report, | described the data difference in

tables and submitted the tables along with the following written question to them:

“What is the significance when the small sample Quantec data differs from the total
PacifiCorp data in either the direction (positive or negative) and/or in the order of

magnitude? Please explain.”

Quantec gave the following response:

“Quantec employed census of participants and equal sized samples of

nonparticipants. There is no issue with small samples in our analysis. Explaining the
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difference between our analysis and that presented in the tables above is

beyond the scope of our project.” (Emphasis added)

Q What is Light and Truth’s reaction?

A I believe that any sampling must be consistent with, indicative of, and supportive of the
total, not grossly contradictive as Quantec’s sampling results have been shown to be. Quantec’s
work is certainly statistically sophisticated and may be arithmetically accurate. But the
Commission’s (and the other parties’) needs in the evaluation of HELP are to see if any changes
in PacifiCorp’s data can be attributed to HELP and if the magnitude of those changes exceed the

costs. To these ends, | believe Quantec’s sampling work is simply of no value.

Whatever sampling or results which are described by Quantec appear to be incapable of
being extrapolated to explain the PacifiCorp data already before the Commission. The data from
PacifiCorp still cannot be attributed to HELP just as attribution has failed from the very inception
of the program. The much repeated claimed benefits of reduced Arrears, reduced Shutoff
Notices, reduced Collection costs etc. have never been demonstrated and cannot be used to prove
the success of HELP.

Q For the sake of discussion and assuming that Quantec’s sampling is accurate, what
is the best that could be said about Quantec’s findings?

A Light and truth could not find any data in the Report on the size of Quantec’s samples. It
certainly was significantly less than the approximately 20,000 HELP recipients and obviously
less than the approximately 600,000 HELP donor ratepayers. As demonstrated above, whatever
attributability there might be in the selected samples, those samples cannot be extrapolated up to
the entire PacifiCorp data populations. Whatever actual dollar impact there might be that could

be reliably quantified in those samples, it would be miniscule and meaningless.

Q Did Quantec apply any economic tests in its findings?

A Yes. On page 1V-9 of Quantec’s Report, the following was stated:
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“Cost effectiveness tests for traditional demand-side management programs are fairly
well defined (California Standard Manual). These tests apply properly to programs
that are aimed at reducing energy consumption. They are not intended for programs
that offer assistance to low-income customers through straight cash donations or rate

discounts. To our knowledge, no such tests exist. ...”

After admitting that the DSM economic tests are not intended to apply to programs like
HELP, the Quantec Report then attempted to apply the TRC and Ratepayer tests to HELP and to
a combination of HEAT and HELP.

Q What about using HEAT in this Docket?

A It has only one very small role that could be considered appropriate. That is as one factor
in determining eligibility of recipients. Any other use, like the above Quantec exercise is
misleading and inappropriate. Quantec’s (1) failure to demonstrate that HELP, alone, passes the
TRC, (2) adding in HEAT to make it appear the combination passes the test and then (3)
removing HEAT and saying that HELP now succeeds is like the classic shell game. The exercise

proves nothing. Including HEAT in the Report was uncalled for and simply muddies the waters.

Q Is there a test that Quantec should have applied but did not?

A It should have applied the “Common Sense” test. This test is not sophisticated or
commanded by some state law. It’s just one that we all should apply. Had the Report used this
test, the failings of the Quantec Report would have become painfully obvious. The Arrears, Shut-
Offs and Collection data that bore no relationship to the real-world total PacifiCorp data (as
shown above) and the inclusion of extraneous HEAT data are just a few examples that fail the

Common Sense test.

Q Is there a test and/or result in the Quantec Report with which Light and Truth
agrees?

A Definitely yes. On pages ES-6 and IV-10 of Quantec’s Report, the following was stated:
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769

770 “... the ratepayers test (B/C ratio of 0.82 and net value of -$860,934). This test is
771 applied to investigate the Program goal of providing a bill discount without being

772 burdensome to non-recipient customers. The strictest interpretation of this statement
773 is that the Program has to provide a benefit in decreased utility cost that is equal to
174 the cost in surcharge. As such, the Program does not pass the test.” (Emphasis
775 Added)

776

777 The above Report statement not only applies to the “burdensome” goal, it applies to the

778  “benefits to ratepayers” goal and the “benefits exceed detriments” goal. Simply, the Program
779  does not pass the test.

780

781 Q Did Quantec mention qualitative or societal benefits to RECIPIENTS?

782 A Yes. Quantec stated that qualitative benefits were not used in their calculations and
783  evaluation but they included qualitative arguments repeatedly. On page 1V-10, Quantec stated:
784

785 “... The benefits included under the Societal/TRC perspective are only a fraction of
786 those likely to have resulted from the Program. For example, health and safety,

787 reduced stress, increased ability to afford other necessities, and potentially some
788 economic benefits resulting from the increased spending are not included. Very little
789 data are available to support quantification of these benefits. ...”

790

791 But, while not “calculated,” qualitative benefits to RECIPIENTS were “mentioned” in the
792  Quantec Report frequently as follows:

793 Page ES-5 Decreased mobility (a paragraph)

794 Page 111-1 health and safety benefits

795 Page 1V-8 Reduced Homelessness (a paragraph)

796 Page 1V-9 Improved Health (a paragraph)

797 Page 1V-9 Decreased Stress (a paragraph)

798 Page IV-10 health and safety, reduced stress, increased ability to afford other necessities,

799  and potentially some economic benefits resulting from the increased spending



800
801
802
803
804
805
806
807
808
809
810
811
812
813
814
815
816
817
818

819
820
821
822
823
824
825
826
827

O

QO

O

O

Q
A

Docket 04-035-21 Direct Testimony Page 31 of 44
LightandTruth Exhibit 2.0 Paul F. Mecham

Did Quantec “mention” qualitative benefits to the COMPANY?

No, not one.

Did Quantec “mention” qualitative benefits to RATEPAYERS?

No, not one.

Did Quantec investigate individual recipients?

Yes. On page ES-4 Quantec stated the following

“We requested a review of 35 randomly selected participants’ files. ...”

Did Quantec investigate individual ratepayer donors?

No, not one.

Did you ask Quantec to explain the differences in treatment?

Yes. Prior to the final publication of Quantec’s report, Light and Truth provided the

following observation and question. Quantec provided the following response.

“Observation: In multiple places in the Report, results for Recipients are stated.
These might include: health, safety, reduced stress, increased ability to afford other
necessities and potentially some economic benefits resulting from increased
spending. Nowhere does the Report state any qualitative results for the Company.
These might include: feel good about helping the poor, public relations not appearing
to be anti-poor by resisting the program, etc. Nowhere does the report state any
qualitative results for Ratepayers. These might include: losing money they did not
voluntarily give, violation of their property rights, the breaking of state law, etc. The

Commission called for benefits to all three of these patrties.
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“Question 4a: In a genuinely objective evaluation of the HELP program, should there

not be qualitative results shown for all three - or for none? Please respond and

explain.”

“Response: The report explicitly addresses quantitative benefits to all three groups.
The report does also mention what we believe are significant unquantifiable benefits
to the recipients. While there are some qualitative benefits to the company, none of
the interviewees mentioned them. Same applies to the ratepayers. In any case, the
goal of the Quantec analysis was to establish attribution over some key indicators.

We were successful.”

Q What is your reaction and conclusion to the preceding description of qualitative
benefits in the Report, the question to Quantec and response from Quantec?

A Light and Truth could find no quantitative benefits to the company or ratepayers
anywhere in the report. Quantec had access to past reports from R.W.Beck, the Division of
Public Utilities (multiple) and Light and Truth. Quantec had the advance, above quoted warning,
from Light and Truth that the Report was not objective. Quantec had access to Commission
orders where the Commission called for benefits to all three parties. To try to explain away its
inconsistencies and omissions by saying, “... none of the interviewees mentioned them. ...” is

feeble and unconvincing.

Q Did Quantec investigate moves?
A Yes. They called it a “Reduction in Mobility.” On pagelV-8 of the Report, Quantec
stated,

“According to Utah Power’'s Web site (Docket 03-2035-02), the cost of residential
reconnection is $30. This figure is used as a proxy for the cost saving to the

Company of reduced mobility. ...”

The actual amounts are $10 for a simple move of an account from one location to another

and $25 for a reconnection following a disconnection for cause (such as failure to pay past bills,
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etc.). Admittedly, a portion of these charges are a “penalty” or motivation to pay bills. There are
costs, however, to the Company associated with disconnecting and reconnecting accounts. If

there is a move and a resulting cost, that cost is covered by a charge. If there is no move, there is
no cost and there is no charge. To say that when a customer does not move, there is a savings to

the Company is a stretch beyond reason.

Q What impact does this $30 move error have on Quantec’s analysis?

A The impact is huge. On page ES-6, Quantec stated:

“Our model estimated there may have been 1,500 avoided moves over the three-year
period due to the Program. This benefit alone we conservatively valued at over $2

million dollars.”

Removing this $2 million dollars takes away about one third of Quantec’s estimated
savings. This would drastically reduce their test results and greatly increase their calculated net

costs to donor ratepayers.

Q Did Quantec include other factors in its investigation of moves?

A Yes. On page V-8 of its Report, Quantec listed the following.

“... In another national study, the cost of moving for low-income families was found
to be between 10% and 20% of annual income. These costs include moving expenses,

rental deposits, bank fees, telephone connections, etc.”

Please keep in mind that we are trying to determine attributability of PacifiCorp data in
the Utah HELP program. The above factors came from at least two national studies and cannot
be reliably quantified or attributed to any data in Utah. Light and Truth believes these topics
simply do not apply and should not have been included in Quantec’s report. Even if, and that’s a
giant if, these data were properly included, there should have been factors just as extreme and

far-fetched included relative to the cost impacts on ratepayers. This ratepayer data should then
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have been included in the interest of being objective.

Q Do you see any “red flags” in the words, “energy burden,” “equity” and “societal”
in the Quantec Report?

A Unfortunately, yes. As used in the Report, they are euphemisms for items and concepts
that are not obvious on the surface but are, nevertheless, very real. The following quoted question
from Light and Truth and response from Quantec address Energy Burden. The same reasoning
applies to “equity” and “societal” as used by Quantec. Prior to the final publication of Quantec’s
report, Light and Truth provided the following observation and question. Quantec provided the

following response.

“Observation: The Report uses the term, “Energy Burden.” Perhaps there is also a
Food Burden, a Housing Burden, a Clothing Burden, a Telephone Burden, a
Transportation Burden and maybe more. It appears that these terms are merely a
fancy way of saying, “The poor are poor.” To make all these “Burdens” for the poor
the same as those Burdens for the middle class would require either (1) raise the
income of the poor to middle class level or (2) decrease the income of the middle
class to the level of the poor. This would have to be accomplished by edict from
those in governmental power (like the PSC, for starters) because it will never happen
voluntarily under free enterprise economics. This is a socialist concept. Some people
find the term, “Socialist” inflammatory. Some also find the term, "Energy Burden” just

as inflammatory. It would probably be better to simply not use either term.

“Question 12a: When Quantec recommends the socialistic target of reducing the
poor’s Energy Burden, is it proposing that the United States become socialist?

Please respond and explain.

“Response: No. Quantec was asked to conduct research on behalf of the DPU using

specific indicators. We performed our analysis as specified in the scope of work.

Please note that Quantec responded, “No.” but then dodged the real issue and let its

euphemistic, socialistic Report content stand.
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Q Does Light and Truth anticipate criticism about the preceding Q and A?

A. Yes. The criticism will not be justified but it probably will come. Light and Truth’s
comments are merely plain talk, not euphemisms. The concepts on both sides of the discussion
are directly comparable. If the HELP proponents (Quantec, CAP and others) retract their
inflammatory (euphemistic) terminology and concepts, Light and Truth will be glad to retract its

rebuttal (plain talk) terminology and concepts.

Q Does Quantec’s Report contain other questionable, implied concepts?

A Yes. The Report states that the HELP money spent by recipients would be “increased
spending” that benefits the economy. To attempt to clarify this issue, prior to the final publication
of Quantec’s report, Light and Truth provided the following observation and question. Quantec

provided the following response.

“Observation: Under Results, the Report states that societal benefits would include,
‘...some economic benefits resulting from increased spending.’ The implication is that
the money the HELP recipients get and spend would be added to the economy. That
money was first subtracted from the economy when it was taken from ratepayers. In
fact, more has been taken from ratepayers each year than has been given to
recipients. (This balance is in the hands of the Company who invests it and pays

interest on it. That has an impact on the economy but that is not the issue.)”

“Question 5a: Does Quantec have any reason to believe that $1.8M (or any other
figure) in the hands of the HELP recipients will benefit the economy more than that
same amount in the hands of all other ratepayers? Please respond and provide any

supporting data.”

“Response: This issue was not addressed explicitly nor was there any attempt to

guantify its impact.”

Please note that Quantec again dodged the issue and let its unsupported Report content

stand.
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Q How was Quantec’s Scope of Work determined for this Report?

A It appears to have been drafted by Quantec, itself. Apparently there was also input from
PacifiCorp, the Division of Public Utilities and other parties. Light and Truth provided input by
filing it with the Commission. It is light and Truth’s observation that the prime (almost sole)
interest of the parties was to determine attributability of the PacifiCorp HELP data. Light and
Truth was never made aware of how the final Scope was authorized. It certainly involved
PacifiCorp. It probably involved the Division. The final decision certainly did not involve Light

and Truth because nearly all its input was ignored.

Q How was the Quantec Report paid for?

A Apparently PacifiCorp paid for it out of HELP monies in some way that was approved by
the Commission. Light and Truth is very interested in whose money was used. Light and Truth
perhaps should have asked PacifiCorp or the Commission. It did, however, ask Quantec through
the following questions. Quantec’s responses also follow. This exchange of observations and
questions from Light and Truth and answers from Quantec should be found germane, informative

and of interest to all parties.

Observation: HELP will most likely be considered in a PSC hearing. Parties will

provide testimony that could include quotes and references to Quantec’s Report.
Question 13a: Will you attend the hearings to support and defend the Report under
Cross examination?

Response: If requested by the DPU, Quantec will be present to discuss the report.

Question 13b: Has the cost of that hearing attendance been included in the existing

contract?
Response: No

Question 13c: Should the HELP ratepayers fund that attendance? (Consider the

following two questions.)
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Response: It is not our decision how the attendance is funded.
Observation: Funds for your Report came from the HELP account balance held by
PacifiCorp. This account balance does not belong to PacifiCorp. They, in effect,
borrow it at interest. Permission was granted by the PSC to expend those funds. This
occurred even though the funds are not “owned” by the PSC. A case could be made

that the funds in the account still belong to the ratepayers.

Question 14a: Are you aware of any contact or consultation with ratepayers to

approve the fund expenditure?

Response: The regulatory parties representing ratepayers were present throughout

the process.

Observation: When entities hire consultants, their purpose is to further or defend their
own interests. Potential consultants are evaluated not only on their competence but
on their ability to understand and represent the entity’s interests. This evaluation
would include consultants’ past products that were pro or con the entity’s interests.
The entity’s expectation is consultant output that is supportive, not objective and
certainly not contrary to its interests. Very few entities want or get objective output.

On occasion, the PSC might want objectivity.

Question 15a: Given the earlier observations and questions, and Light and Truth’s
Scope suggestions, does Quantec consider the Report as it now exists to be
objective relative to the HELP recipients, the company and the ratepayers? Please

respond and explain.

Response. Yes. Our report clearly highlights the costs and benefits to all three

groups.

Question 15b: If HELP ratepayers (not PacifiCorp, CAP, DPU or CCS) hired Quantec

and received the current Report, would they ever hire Quantec again?

Response: If HELP ratepayers had hired Quantec. The report findings would have
been identical to the current report. Furthermore, we believe that the ratepayers
were adequately represented through the Committee of Consumer Services and the
DPU.
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Light and Truth, speaking as one ratepayer and in behalf of HELP donor ratepayers,
emphatically states that if we had contracted for this Report and had received it in draft form as
PacifiCorp did, it would not have been accepted and would never have been paid for. Given the

Report’s final form and content, ratepayers would never use Quantec again.

Incidentally, relative to Quantec’s last sentence quoted above, there is not on the record of
the HELP implementation and evaluation even one time where either of these agencies spoke in

support of or in behalf of HELP donor ratepayers.

Q Has Light and Truth addressed all of the deficiencies in the Quantec Report?
A No. If it was deemed worth the time and effort to delve deeper (given the above

deficiencies already noted), many other failings exist and could be argued.

Q What is Light and Truth’s summary of the content and objectivity of Quantec’s
Report?

A The content did not demonstrate the attributability of PacifiCorp’s statistics as needed
despite warnings and input prior to report finalization. The Report was Quantec’s. The
investigative responsibility was Quantec’s. The responsibility for fair and equal treatment was
Quantec’s. The inescapable conclusion is that, irrespective of Quantec’s protestations, Quantec is
not objective. Quantec’s Report is little more than a very biased sales pitch similar to the less

sophisticated sales pitches received from CAP and Crossroads over the last five years.

Detailed Data

Q What data has been collected on the HELP program?
A Nearly all the available data has come from PacifiCorp in its quarterly reports to the
Commission and the Division. Some additional information has come from RWBeck, Quantec

and Light and Truth. A smattering of data has come from other parties.
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Q Has the PacifiCorp data been analyzed and evaluated as to its value and validity?
A Yes. It has been reviewed in some detail by the Division, RWBeck and Light and Truth.
Less detailed reviews have been made by other parties including the Committee, Salt Lake

Community Action Program and Crossroads Urban Center.

Q Have these analyses of the PacifiCorp data been presented to other parties?

A RWBeck, the Division and Light and Truth each reviewed the data in detail and presented
their findings to other parties. Quantec did a very limited review and presented its findings to
other parties.

In its analysis, Light and Truth graphed each PacifiCorp data item and presented the
positions on those items, of all parties in a single document. This was first presented as an
attachment to Light and Truth’s evaluation and recommendation presented to the Commission on
April 24, 2003. This, in turn, is attached to Light and Truth’s Exhibit 1.0 in this Docket.

Q Please describe the PacifiCorp data.
A It can be divided up into essentially two kinds of data: (1)Descriptive data and (2) Pseudo
data.

Descriptive Data includes the number of customers, the number of HELP recipients, the

amounts charged to customers, the amounts credited to recipients, the fund balance, etc. These
data are probably very accurate and are essentially non-controversial. Quantifying and attributing
these data to HELP is fairly simple. For example, the only reason charges show as being made to
non-donor ratepayers is because HELP requires it. Most of these data in their raw form have little
or no role in determining the success or failure of HELP.

These Descriptive Data only become useful when quantifying overall HELP benefits or
detriments and when value judgments are applied.

Pseudo Data makes up the bulk of the PacifiCorp data and typically includes both the
number (count) and amount (dollars) of Arrearages, Terminations, Write-offs, etc. for both

recipients and donor ratepayers. It is possible to graph these data, include a trend line and give it



1065
1066
1067
1068
1069
1070
1071
1072
1073

1074

1075
1076
1077
1078
1079
1080

Docket 04-035-21 Direct Testimony Page 40 of 44
LightandTruth Exhibit 2.0 Paul F. Mecham

the appearance of professionalism and validity. On the other hand, no party has demonstrated
the attributability of any changes in these data to HELP. This makes all of the PacifiCorp Pseudo

Data totally useless in determining the success or failure of HELP.

Q You mentioned presenting Light and Truth’s evaluation and recommendation to the
Commission on April 24, 2003. Did the Commission respond to your evaluation or act in
any way upon your recommendation?

A No.

Continues to Harm

Q Does the harm done to donor ratepayers decrease as time passes?

A No. The harm increases. It continues to hurt. In every year since HELP inception, donor
ratepayers have lost nearly two million dollars. A significant part of that is an over-collection
which not only hurts donor ratepayers but doesn’t even assist recipients. This collection, payout

and the over-collected fund balance show in the following graph.
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The HELP Fund by Month
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Q Is the above data the latest available?
A Yes, but, sometime in October, PacifiCorp will provide the next quarter’s data. That will

complete the fifth year of HELP. Relative to the Commission’s implementing order, this is the

fifth year of a possible three.

Q What about harm to recipients?

A There definitely is harm and that harm continues as long as the program continues. That
harm, while it is qualitative or societal and not quantifiable, it is definitely attributable to HELP.
It is tied to the evils of the “dole.” The dole damages self esteem and breeds dependence. It
makes no long term improvement in the recipients’ situation or attitudes. It trains people to look

for and expect something for nothing.

In plain talk, while the dole fails to strengthen recipients, it politically strengthens the
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activists/proponents. As just one illustration, think of public witness day when some recipients
testified. Most of them just described their needs and wants. A few said thank you. Think about
to whom they expressed thanks. Was it to CAP or to DCED? Yes. Was it to the Commission?
No. Was it to PacifiCorp? No. Was it to the donor ratepayers that actually provided the cash? No.

Not ever!

Conclusion

Q What is your summary of Commission actions relative to HELP to date?

A Light and Truth sincerely believes that all the Commission=s major HELP decisions,
from start to finish, have been based upon unsupported claims by other parties that have failed to
be proven, upon irrelevant comparisons, upon changed circumstances and/or upon a record
which does not support the findings made. Light and Truth and Paul Mecham sincerely hope that
the final order in this Docket will be based upon merit, reason and substance rather than bad

precedent.

Q What is your conclusion?
A With the demonstration that HELP violates Utah Code and in the absence of

demonstrated overall success, there is absolutely no valid reason to continue the program.

Q What is your requested action?
Light and Truth and Paul Mecham formally request that the Commission order an

immediate stop to forced funding of the HELP Program.

Q Does that conclude your testimony?
A Yes.
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