Page 1

Q.
Please state your name, business address, and present position with PacifiCorp (the Company).
A.
My name is Carole A. Rockney.  My business address is 825 N.E. Multnomah, Suite 800, Portland, Oregon 97232. My present position is Director, Customer & Regulatory Liaison in the Customer Services Department.

Qualifications

Q.
Briefly describe your education and business experience.
A.
In 1985, I graduated from Portland State University with a Bachelor of Science degree in Business Administration, with a minor in Economics.  In addition, I have taken graduate courses from Portland State University in the area of Economics.  I joined the Company as an Assistant Pricing Analyst in the Regulation Department in 1985.  I advanced to the level of Senior Pricing Analyst before leaving that department in 1990 to become a Commercial Segment Manager in the Company’s Marketing Department.  In 1991, I returned to the Regulation Department as Manager of Cost of Service.  In 1993, I became a Supervisor in Economic Regulation and in 1996 became Regulatory Policy Manager.  In 1998 I was appointed as Manager of Tariff Policy.  I assumed my current position in 2000.
Q.
Have you appeared as a witness in previous regulatory proceedings?

A.
Yes.  I have testified previously in the states of Washington, Oregon, Utah, Wyoming, Idaho, California, and Montana.

Purpose of Testimony

Q.
What is the purpose of your testimony?

A.
The purpose of my testimony is to propose changes to the Washington Electric Service Schedules and Regulations to improve the clarity of the Company’s regulations, to better describe the application of these regulations and to better reflect cost causation.  My testimony will first address wording changes to regulations followed by proposed changes to Schedule 300 charges.  The proposed regulations and Schedule 300 are included in Exhibit No. ___(WRG-2).

In addition, I provide background information on the level of service experienced by the Company’s Washington customers.

Rule Changes

Change to Rule 8 - Metering
Q.
Please describe the proposed changes to Rule 8.
A.
The Company is proposing to add language to Rule 8 that addresses the developer/owner’s responsibility to accurately label meter bases for each service at a location with multiple units.  The Company will, upon request, conduct an investigation to verify the accuracy of the meter base labels installed at a multi-unit building.  This is known as a “crossed-meter” investigation which requires Company personnel to visit the site and determine which meter is serving which unit.  For situations where the Company checks for “crossed meters” and finds that the meter bases were not correctly labeled, the Company is proposing that a Meter Verification Charge be assessed to the developer/owner for each meter base that is not correctly labeled.  The fee would be set forth in Schedule 300 under “Meter Verification Charge,” as explained later in my testimony. 

Change to Rule 9 – Deposits
Q.
Please describe the proposed change to Rule 9.
A.
The Company is proposing a housekeeping change to section B.1 of Rule 9.  The current language in section B.1. refers back to “subsection (A) of this section.”  There is no “subsection (A)” in section B.  The proposed change will clarify that section B.1. is referring back to section A “Deposit Requirements for Current Residential Customers.”  The proposed change will not impact the intent or application of the rule.
Changes to Rule 11-1 – Medical Emergency

Q.
Please describe the proposed changes to Rule 11-1.

A.
The Company is proposing to add language to Rule 11-1 to mirror the language in WAC 480-100-128(5), addressing the need for written certification of medical emergencies, and payment arrangement and disconnection requirements associated with medical emergencies.
Q.
Why are you proposing these changes to Rule 11-1?
A.
The proposed changes outline both the customer and Company’s rights regarding medical emergencies under WAC 480-400-128(5).  Per the administrative rules, the Company may issue a 72-hour notice of disconnection when a customer fails to submit both written certification of a medical condition of a resident in the home and a minimum payment of ten percent of the account balance within five business days of notifying the Company of the medical emergency.  The current language contained in the rule does not clearly address what actions the Company may take when the customer fails to pay the minimum payment.  The proposed change will address this issue and will mirror the provisions of WAC 480-100-128(5).
Changes to Rule 14 – Line Extensions
Q. Please describe the proposed changes to Rule 14.

A. The Company is proposing to add language to Rule 14, section VI. A. to: 1) clarify terminology where overhead distribution facilities are replaced with comparable underground facilities; and 2) clarify that requests for relocation of transmission and substation facilities are done at the discretion of the Company.

Q. Why are you proposing these changes to Rule 14?

A.
The first clarifying change identifies that requests to relocate overhead facilities as underground facilities are also known as “overhead to underground conversions” or simply a “conversion.”  “Conversion” is the standard term used in the Company and the electric utility industry when addressing replacing overhead facilities with underground facilities.  It facilitates understanding when an overhead line is being moved.  In the field if “relocation” is used it is immediately understood that the new line is overhead; if “conversion” is used it is immediately understood that the new line will be underground.  Adding “conversion” helps clarify by aligning wording in the Rule with the terminology used by Company as well as administrative rules in several of the states in which the Company serves.  

The second clarifying change is to add wording to section VI.A, which currently only addresses distribution facilities.  The proposed change adds language stating that substations and transmission facilities will only be relocated at the discretion of the Company, which is the Company’s current practice.  Distribution facilities may need to be relocated on occasion, but it is generally not necessary or practical to relocate substations or transmission facilities. The cost of relocating these facilities would be significant and even if the customer did agree to pay for the relocation, securing alternate routes and obtaining easements and property would be difficult and not always possible.  In addition, the complexity of relocating substations and transmission facilities is much greater than for distribution facilities due to permitting and licensing, number of customers impacted, switching requirements and the involvement of higher voltages and equipment.

Schedule 300 Changes

Q.
Please describe the specific changes you are proposing to Schedule 300.

A.
The Company is proposing changes to the Meter Test Charge, Reconnection Charge, and Field Visit Charge.  Additionally, the Company is proposing the addition of the Meter Verification Charge that is referenced in the proposed change to Rule 8.  The Schedule 300 changes are described below.
Meter Test Charge
Q.
Please describe the Meter Test Charge.

A.
A customer may request that the Company test the accuracy of the meter at the customer’s premises.  The Meter Test Charge would be assessed if the customer requests more than one meter test within a twelve (12) month period.  This charge is waived if the meter is registering more than two percent fast or slow.
Q.
What is the Company proposing with regard to the Meter Test Charge?

A.
The Company is proposing to add the Meter Test Charge to Schedule 300.  The ability for the Company to charge the fee is referenced under “Meter Test at Customer Request” in Rule 8, section B.3.; however, the Meter Test Charge is not currently included in Schedule 300. 

Q.
What amount is the Company proposing for the Meter Test Charge?
A.
The Company is proposing a $50.00 Meter Test Charge.
Q.
What is the Company’s current average cost for a meter test?
A.
The estimated cost to provide this service is approximately $90.00.   The proposed Meter Test Charge of $50.00 not only standardizes the fee across all of the Company’s jurisdictions, but enables the Company to recover a fair portion of the costs associated with this service without discouraging customers with billing concerns from requesting a second meter test.
Q.
Does the Company charge a Meter Test Charge in the other states it serves?
A.
Yes.  This charge is assessed in all states except Washington.  The Meter Test Charge is currently $50.00 in the Company’s other jurisdictions.
Q.
How many times would this charge have been assessed in calendar year 2006 for Washington?
A.
The Company does not gather data identifying the number of instances where a Meter Test Charge could have been assessed in 2006 because there is no charge in Washington for this service currently and we do not track this information.

Q.
Is the Company’s proposed new charge included in this filing?

A.
Yes.  This charge is included in the proposed Schedule 300.
Field Visit Charge
Q.
Please describe the Field Visit Charge.

A.
This charge is assessed when a Company employee visits the service address and the employee either collects payment, or the employee, without receiving payment, does not disconnect at the customer’s request.
Q.
What is the Company proposing with regard to the Field Visit Charge?

A.
The Company is proposing to increase the Field Visit Charge to $20.00.
Q.
What is the Company’s current Field Visit Charge?
A.
The Company currently charges customers $15.00 for the Field Visit Charge.
Q.
Why is the Company proposing to increase the Field Visit Charge?

A.
The Company is proposing to increase the Field Visit Charge to $20.00 to better reflect the cost of providing this service for customers who utilize it.

Q.
What is the Company’s current average cost for a field visit?

A.
The estimated cost of providing this service is approximately $24.00.
Q.
Does the Company charge a Field Visit Charge in the other states it serves?
A.
Yes.  This charge is assessed in all states.  The Field Visit Charge is currently $20.00 in the Company’s other jurisdictions.
Q.
How many times was this charge assessed in calendar year 2006?

A.
The Company had 2,838 instances where the Field Visit Charge was assessed in Washington in 2006.
Q.
Is the Company’s proposed new charge included in this filing?

A.
Yes.  This charge is included in the proposed Schedule 300.
Reconnection Charge

Q.
Please describe the Reconnection Charge.

A.
This charge is assessed when the Company reconnects service following disconnection of service after a default by the customer.  
Q.
What is the Company proposing with regard to the Reconnection Charge?
A.
The Company is proposing to increase the Reconnection Charge to better reflect the cost of providing this service and to reduce the subsidy paid by customers who do not use this service.
Q.
What is the current Reconnection Charge?
A.
For the period Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. (excluding holidays), the Company charges a Reconnection Charge of $20.00.  For reconnection requests during the period Monday through Friday from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. (excluding holidays) the Company charges a Reconnection Charge of $40.00.  For customers requesting a reconnection from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. during weekends and holidays, the Company charges $40.00.
Q.
What changes are you proposing to make to the Reconnection Charge?

A.
For the period Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. (excluding holidays), the Company is proposing a Reconnection Charge of $30.00.  For reconnection requests during the period Monday through Friday from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. (excluding holidays) the Company is proposing a Reconnection Charge of $75.00.  For Customers requesting a reconnection from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. during weekends and holidays, the Company is proposing a Reconnection Charge of $175.00.

Q.
What is the Company’s current cost for reconnecting service?

A.
The cost of reconnecting service for customers during office hours is approximately $50.00.  The cost of performing this work after hours is more than $200.00.
Q.
What is the charge for this service in the Company’s other jurisdictions?

A.
In Oregon, Utah and California the charge for this service during office hours is $30.00.  In Wyoming and Idaho the charge for this service during office hours is $40.00 and $25.00, respectively.  The charge during all other times varies by state and ranges from $50.00 up to $175.00.

Q.
How many reconnections were performed by the Company in 2006?
A.
The Company performed 3,287 reconnections during normal office hours and approximately 580 reconnections after hours in Washington in 2006.
Q.
Is the Company’s proposed new charge included in this filing?

A.
Yes.  This charge is included in the proposed Schedule 300.
Meter Verification Charge
Q.
Please describe the Meter Verification Charge.

A.
As described above, the Meter Verification Charge would be assessed when the Company responds to a possible “crossed-meter” situation at a residence where there are multiple units and finds that the meter bases are not correctly labeled.  This charge would be assessed to the developer/owner of the property.  If the meters are labeled correctly no charge would be assessed.
Q.
Why is the Company proposing a Meter Verification Charge?

A.
The requirements for multiple family service in section 8.4 of the Company’s Electric Service Requirements indicate the developer/owner is responsible for correctly labeling the meter bases.  Responsibility for accurately labeling meter bases falls on the developer/owner and this proposed charge is intended to reflect this responsibility.

Q.
What amount is the Company proposing for the Meter Verification Charge?

A.
The Company is proposing a Meter Verification Charge of $20.00 per unit when the Company checks the meter installation and finds that the meter bases are not labeled correctly.
Q.
What is the Company’s current average cost for verifying that meters are labeled correctly?

A.
The estimated cost of verifying that meters are labeled correctly exceeds $30.00 per unit in Washington.
Q.
Does the Company currently assess a Meter Verification Charge in its other jurisdictions?

A.
Yes.  A $20.00 Meter Verification Charge is assessed per unit that is labeled incorrectly in the Company’s Oregon and California jurisdictions.  In Utah this fee is $15.00.
Q.
How many times would this charge have been assessed in calendar year 2006 in Washington?
A.
The Company does not have data identifying the number of instances where a Meter Verification Charge could have been assessed in 2006 because there is no charge in Washington for this service currently and we do not track this information.

Q.
Is the Company’s proposed new charge included in this filing?

A.
Yes.  This charge is included in the proposed Schedule 300.

Customer Service Satisfaction

Q.
How would you describe the level of service provided by the Company to customers in Washington?

A.
The level of service provided by the Company to Washington customers is excellent.  This is demonstrated by the customer care provided by our call centers, customer account managers and field employees to our Washington customers and by the service quality standards and programs in place that focus on the customer.

Q.
Please describe the service provided to customers by the Company’s call center employees.  

A.
The Company utilizes two customer-focused, centralized call centers to respond to customer inquiries. The Customer Contact Center, located in Portland, Oregon, specializes in handling new service connections, billing and metering inquiries and other related matters.  The Customer Collection Center, located in Salt Lake City, Utah, handles most collection-related matters.  Both centers are available to respond to outage calls to ensure that customers impacted by a power outage are given the quickest response possible.  In 2007, the Company received approximately 5,100,000 customer calls through its call centers and exceeded its service level goal of 80 percent of calls answered within 20 seconds by answering 82.6 percent of calls within 20 seconds.
Q.
Please describe the service improvements made by the Company to enhance the service it provides to customers through the call centers.

A.
In June 2002, the Company redesigned its call routing menu to provide a clearer, simpler and easier to understand system for customers.  Customers are able to navigate to the appropriate resource in the quickest possible time, allowing the Company to better handle their call, and to give customers quicker service.

Another new initiative, “Customer Care,” was implemented a few years ago to provide easy access to the Company for customers and employees to ask questions or voice concerns regarding company policies.  Each question or concern submitted to the Company via “Customer Care” is assigned to an individual for resolution and customer contact, when applicable, and is also reviewed by the Vice President of Customer Service.  

In addition, the Company recently undertook a review of all customer correspondence aimed at improving communication with customers.  Improved letter templates will be rolled out later this year.  In response to the growing Spanish-speaking population, the Company has increased the number of correspondence templates that are translated into Spanish.  

Besides improving service to all customers, the Company is committed to meeting the needs of unique customer groups.  For example, to respond to the needs of its business and government customers, the Company created the Business Solutions team, a dedicated, trained business team focused on handling the needs of this customer segment.   The Company implemented targeted improvements in communications and offerings to this segment of customers and provided them with a dedicated phone number to use when calling on their accounts.

 Finally, in February 2007, the Company implemented a large font bill option for customers.  This was in response to comments from customers expressing a need for such a product. 

Q.
What are some of the technology improvements that the Company has implemented to improve service to customers through the call centers?
A.
The Company employed the services of Twenty First Century Communications, a third party external interactive voice response (IVR) service provider to deliver an automated outage IVR system.  Implementation of the outage IVR was completed in two phases.  The first phase of the outage IVR was implemented in October 2002 and provided customers the ability to report their outage through the outage IVR without having to speak directly to a customer service representative.  Additionally, the IVR provided customers with real-time, site specific outage information.  In 2003, the Company completed phase two of the outage IVR through the integration of Twenty First Century Communications’ high volume call handling service into PacifiCorp’s systems. The enhancements provide three primary benefits to customers who select the IVR option:

· Customer outage calls are always answered within 20 seconds.

· Customer service representatives are free to handle emergency situations and more complex cases during outage situations.  Customers not experiencing an outage are still able to contact a customer service representative.

· Customers receive up-dated, location specific outage information through the IVR.

Since implementation of the outage IVR, the Company has continued to improve the system to ensure it is user friendly.  Even with the enhancements already made, customers continue to seek improved communications in terms of estimated time of restoration and outage causes. To respond to this, the Company is currently implementing an outage call back program enabling customers the option of receiving outage updates automatically as outage information becomes available or changes. 

Based on customer feedback, the Company implemented self service opportunities on its internet site in January 2007.  In addition to viewing and paying their bill online, the Company made available online forms for customers to initiate several account transactions, including starting, stopping or transferring service, requesting new construction and updating account information.  Since implementation, more than 20,000 Company-wide customers have used the applications.  The Company has moved carefully in this effort to ensure that sensitive customer information is maintained. The Company will continue to expand these offerings in a prudent manner enabling the ongoing security of sensitive customer information. 



In an effort to standardize processes and ensure that customer service representative could quickly and accurately respond to customer needs, the Company implemented a program from Graham Technology called GTx in October 2001. GTx interfaces with the Company’s Customer Service System (CSS) and allows the Company to “script” processes for various customer transactions, such as connect/disconnect/reconnect issues, payment plans, etc.  By scripting customer transactions, the Company is able to ensure customers receive consistent information from agents and that no part of the transaction was overlooked.  The Company is also able to queue non-phone work to available agents throughout the day.  Not only does it allow us to pinpoint available agents and assign work accordingly to improve efficiency, but it also allows work to be completed in a timely fashion through the established processes.  In addition to ensuring consistent and quality interactions with customers, GTx creates multiple efficiencies for the Company and customer, including reducing the amount of time the customer has to spend on the phone with a representative, enabling the Company to manage its call volume and non-phone work more efficiently, and allowing the Company to focus its new employee training program on providing excellent customer service instead of on training employees on the intricacies of navigating through CSS. 
Q.
Please describe the service provided to large industrial customers by the Company’s corporate account managers?
A.
In 2000, an energy analysis and incentive program called FinAnswer was put in place to help large industrial customers reduce energy usage.  In 2007, our largest commercial and industrial customers in Washington completed thirty two projects.  The combined reduction in usage saved 16,341,243 kWh, 1,670 KW and more than half a million dollars in savings for the participating companies for the year.  We have also made a commitment to these companies to have a corporate account manager on call 24-hours a day to provide specialized and real time support in outages situations.
Q. How has the Company performed in meeting the needs of its large commercial and industrial customers?
A. The Company was recently recognized for its excellent customer service.  In 2004, 2005 and 2006, PacifiCorp ranked number one out of 60 United States electric utilities in overall satisfaction for large commercial and industrial customers as determined by TQS Research, an independent survey group. This back-to-back-to-back accomplishment as the top utility in the nation is unprecedented in TQS history.  In 2007, Pacific Power ranked 2nd nationally, out of 60 utilities, in overall customer satisfaction among large commercial and industrial customers. Based on results from the 2007 TQS Research benchmark study, 88.4 percent of key accounts said they are "very satisfied" with Pacific Power.
Q. Please describe the service provided to customers by the Company’s metering organization.

A.
The Company’s metering employees are vital to customer satisfaction as they provide the meter reads used to bill customers.  Two key areas the Company monitors are the number of estimated meter readings and the accuracy rate of meter readings.  In 2007, the number of estimated meter readings was 1.81 percent, compared to the Company’s target of less than two percent and the accuracy rate was 99.88 percent, compared to a Company target of 99.85 percent.
Q.
What are some of the technology improvements that the Company has implemented to improve service to customers through its metering organization?

A.
In 2004, the Company completed implementation of Single Person Scheduling (SPS) throughout its metering organization.  This system streamlined the work order assignment process by automating the prioritization, routing and assignment of work orders for the metering organization.  It also centralized work scheduling, routing and tracking functions, allowing the metering organization to not only manage its workload more efficiently, but also monitor more closely the performance and productivity of its employees.  To further the benefit of this scheduling system, the Company has developed a plan to transition to a wireless SPS system by the end of 2008.  A wireless SPS system will greatly improve the communication between employees in the field and call center representatives by providing real-time update capability for the convenience of our customers.  For example, if a customer requests a reconnection of service, the request is generated by the customer service representative, routed to a clerk in the field office, and then called out to the field employee.  Under the wireless system, when the request is generated the order will automatically be routed directly to the field employee in the area to work. 
Q.
Does the Company have performance standards in place that address service quality?

A.
Yes.  The Company implemented its Service Standards Program as part of its merger with Scottish Power in 2000.  The Service Standards Program provides our customers a comprehensive package of service standards that highlights the Company’s commitment to superior customer service.  The program measures the service provided by the Company by comparing the Company’s performance against standards which are measured, audited, and quality assured.  To ensure the Company meets the changing needs and expectations of its customers, the Company continues to improve and refine the program.

In 2005 the Company agreed to extend the Service Standards Program, which includes seven customer guarantees, four network performance standards and two customer service performance standards, through March 31, 2008.  In this program, focus at an individual customer transaction level (the customer guarantees) and at a system level (the network performance and customer service performance standards) are brought front-and-center for employees.  This day-to-day focus has helped deliver high caliber transactional and system-level performance and keeps the Company targeted towards high-value activities for its customers.  
Q.
How has the Company performed in meeting its customer guarantees?

A.
The Company continues to perform well with regards to its Customer Guarantee Program in 2007, ending the year with an overall success rate of 99.9 percent.  The Company reduced the number of customer guarantee failures from 44 in 2006 to 30 in 2007.  
Q.
What has the Company accomplished in delivering reliable service which is part of the Company’s overall network performance standard commitment?

A.
The Company continues to focus on delivering reliable service, and has been highly successful, as evidenced by an industry benchmark study performed annually by the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE), under the leadership of the Power Engineering Society Distribution Reliability Working Group.  The results for 2006 reliability demonstrate that Pacific Power’s Washington customers receive 2nd quartile outage duration (SAIDI) and outage frequency (SAIFI) performance.  

Q.
Please describe the efforts made by the Company to enhance service reliability.

A. The Company understands service reliability is important to customers and has taken a proactive approach responding to their needs.  On an annual basis the Company performs an inspection of its transmission lines, documenting and responding to any maintenance or upgrade issues.  The Company also relies on its Vegetation Management program to help reduce the impact trees and vegetation has on the system.  In 2007, the Company not only performed its regular cycle clearance work, but also completed additional line clearance work in “hot spots” areas that had experience increased outages as a result of unexpected vegetation growth.

The Company works hard to properly maintain its electrical system and keep the power on for its customers; however, it can not prevent all outages event from occurring, especially during storm situations.  The Company has developed a proactive storm restoration plan based on lessons learned from previous storm events.  When storm conditions are forecasted, the Company will immediately begin staging crews in anticipation of possible storm related outages.  During extreme storm conditions the Company will open its Emergency Action Center (EAC) to help coordinate resources and restoration efforts.  In addition to coordinating resources, the EAC plays a vital part in keeping customers apprised of outage restoration efforts.  Because the EAC is the main source of information for restoration efforts, the Company is able to provide up-to-date outage information more efficiently to customers, community leaders, and the commission.
Q.
Please describe the Company’s customer service performance standards.

A.
The Company has two customer service performance standards.  The first standard measures the Company’s performance in answering 80 percent of customer calls within 20 seconds, which is discussed above.  The second standard measures the Company’s performance in responding to commission complaints.  This standard is comprised of three commitments: respond to 95 percent of customer complaints filed with the commission within 2 business days, respond to 95 percent of disconnection complaints within 4 business hours, and resolve 95 percent of all commission complaints within 30 days.
Q.
How has the Company performed in meeting its telephone service level?

A.
As mentioned earlier in my testimony, the Company performed well in this area and answered 82.6 percent of calls within 20 seconds in 2007.
Q.
How has the Company performed in responding to commission complaints?

A.
The Company has continued to exceed this standard.  Commission complaints in 2007 were only 24, compared to 39 in 2006, and the Company responded to and resolved all commission complaints received within the required time frames.

Q.
Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

A.
Yes. 
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