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PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
1333 H Street, N.W., 2" Floor, West Tower
Washington, D.C. 20005
202-626-5100
www.dcpsc.org

September 2012

The Honorable Vincent Gray
Mayor, District of Columbia
Executive Office of the Mayor
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 316

Washington, D.C. 20004

Dear Mayor Gray:

In accordance with D.C. Code Section 34-1119 (2001 Ed.), we have the honor of submitting the 2011
Annual Report of the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia (PSC).

The 2011 Annual Report provides a detailed review of the PSC’s work and accomplishments for that
year. Most importantly, it provides an account to District ratepayers of how we worked to protect
consumers by regulating local electric, natural gas, and telecommunications companies to ensure safe
and reliable utility services at reasonable rates.

As the energy and telecommunications fields undergo major transformations, the PSC will continue
to be at the forefront of the relevant issues, working to serve the public interest.

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Ann Kane Lori Murphy Lee
Chairman Commissioner
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2011 Annual Report
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Each year, the Public Service Commission of the District of
K Columbia (PSC) strives to fulfill its mission that District
residents, businesses, and governments are provided safe,
S reliable and quality services by electric, natural gas, and
| telecommunications companies.
F The PSC staff has regulated and monitored the implementation
¢ | of smart grid technologies, which will assist Pepco in
R transforming its aging infrastructure into a modernized “Smart
Grid.” The PSC is also working on Broadband issues. The PSC
(o) is responsible for all interaction with the broadband service
. providers, including semi-annual data collection, which enable
M / residential business, institutional, or government entities located
within the District to use broadband Internet access services.
This information was used to build a National Broadband map as well as local interactive
C Internet broadband service maps to assist in finding “hotspots” of DC free WiFi service
found in and around government facilities throughout the District.
H The PSC also is dedicated to resolving disputes between customers and utility providers,
A and educates consumers and the general public about utility-related matters. The
Commission expanded its website to provide consumers with information on the status of
i AMI deployment, updated customer choice information, new fact sheets, brochures, and
pamphlets covering undergrounding, Smart Grid, and net metering issues. As a result, the
R number of website hits exceeded 1.2 million for the fiscal year. We expect this number to
continue to grow as we add media streaming capabilities to the website, so the public,
M stakeholders, and Commission employees can watch Commission hearings live.
A These are only a few examples of the numerous issues that challenge the PSC on a daily
N basis. The 2011 Annual Report highlights our work. However, none of this would be
possible without our highly trained, professional, and committed staff.
As we move forward with our new challenges, the PSC remains focused on doing our part
K to improve the District’s future by working with the people we serve.
A |
Byt U
N st Ol —
E Betty Ann Kane
Chairman
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Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

Formal Case (FC) 1017— The PSC Held a Legislative-Style Hearing to
and SOS Procurement Issues.

e —

FC 1087- The PSC Held Community ; -
Hearings in all Eight Wards Regarding the R

Pepco Rate Case. PSC staff donated canned food to the
Food-2-Feed program during the holidays.

PSC Commissioners and staff visited the offices of the
Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection (PJM)
in Valley Forge.

on new consumer complaint database.
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PSC...People Serving the Community

MISSION STATEMENT

20 -0 —-S

The mission of the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia (PSC) is to
serve the public interest by ensuring that financially healthy electric, natural gas, and
telecommunications companies provide safe, reliable, and quality services at
reasonable rates for District of Columbia residential, business, and government
customers.
The PSC carries out its mission by achieving the following goals:

e Motivating customer- and results-oriented employees;

e Protecting consumers by ensuring safe, reliable, and quality utility services;

e Regulating monopoly utility services to ensure their rates are just and
reasonable;

e Fostering fair and open competition among utility service providers;

- ZMmMm=EsmMm=>=-0

e Conserving natural resources and preserving environmental quality;
e Resolving disputes among consumers and utility service providers; and

e Educating utility consumers and informing the public.

Page 5



Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

S
SUMMARY OF 2011 ACCOMPLISHMENTS U
M
The purpose of the 2011 Annual Report is to convey to the general public and our stakeholders: (1) M
Who we are; (2) What we have accomplished, both administratively and in our formal case proceed- A
ings; (3) How well we have performed in terms of both the quality and timeliness of our decisions
(Key Results); and (4) How our decisions have impacted the District (Key Outcomes). The 2011 An- R
nual Report is focusgd on achievem.ents with respect to all seven goals outlined in the PSC’§ Mission Y
Statement. In so doing, we recognize that the success of the PSC depends upon our most important
asset, our motivated customer- and results-oriented staff. We are truly proud of the PSC staff.
o
F
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2011 Annual Report
Summary of 2011 Accomplishments

Formal Case Accomplishments

Electricity

Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Service
FC 766 - The PSC Addressed Pepco’s System-Wide and Neighborhood Service Reliability.
FC 982 - The PSC Established New Electricity Quality of Service Standards (EQSS).
FC 982 - The PSC Launched an Inquiry Into Restoration of Service After Major Service Outages.
FC 991 - The PSC Continued to Engage a Consultant to Conduct Manhole Inspections.
FC 1026 - The PSC Granted OPC’s Motion to Lodge the Shaw Engineering Consultants’
PowerPoint Slides into the Record and Began Investigating the Feasibility of Selective Underground-
ing in FC 766.
FC 1062 - In Complying with a Court Order, the PSC Directed Pepco to Provide to OPC Documents
Pepco Deemed to Be Confidential Regarding The Investigation of the February 20, 2009 and June
13, 2008 Power Outages Involving Substation 52.
FC 1062 - The PSC Initiated an Investigation into Power Outages that Began on May 31, 2011 in the
New York Avenue and First Street, N.E. Area in the District of Columbia.
FC 1073 - The PSC Monitored Pepco’s Construction of Two 230 kV Underground Transmission
Lines.
FC 1083 - The PSC Solicited Consultants to Address Smart Grid Policy Issues.

Regulated Monopoly Services
FC 766 and 1076 - The PSC Directed a Management Audit of Transactions between Pepco. And
Other PHI Affiliates.
FC 813/945 - The PSC Approved the Updated Residential Aid Discount (RAD) Rider Used to Fi-
nance Discount Rates for Low-Income Electric Customers.
FC 1075 - The PSC Reviewed Pepco’s Annual Financing Report.
FC 1087 - The PSC Began Its Consideration of Pepco’s Application for a Rate Increase.

Fostered Competition
FC 1017 - The PSC Announced Lower Standard Offer Service (SOS) Rates for Electricity Custom-
ers.
FC 1017 - The PSC Approved A Reduction in Pepco’s Transmission Rate.
FC 1085 - The PSC Considered the Feasibility of Implementing a Purchase of Receivables Policy.
The PSC Monitored the Wholesale and Retail Electricity Markets.

Conserved Natural Resources & Preserved Environmental Quality
FC 945 - The PSC Finalized Sub-metering and Energy Allocation Rules.
FC 945 - The PSC Certified Generators for the Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard.
FC 945 - The PSC Approved a Revised Pepco Net Metering Contract and Rider Consistent with the
Clean and Affordable Energy Act of 2008.
FC 945 - The PSC Reviewed Electricity Suppliers’ Fuel Mix Filings.
FC 1017 - The PSC Held a Legislative-Style Hearing on June 16, 2011 to Explore Dynamic Pricing
and Standard Offer Service (SOS) Procurement Issues.
FC 1050 - The PSC Reviewed Pepco’s First Small Generator Interconnection Annual Report.
FC 1053 - The PSC Monitored Pepco’s Decoupling Mechanism, Called a Bill Stabilization
Adjustment (BSA).
FC 1070 - The PSC Denied Pepco’s Demand Response (DR) Program Proposal.



Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

Summary of 2011 Accomplishments
FC 1086 - The PSC Approved Pepco’s Revised Direct Load Control Program.

Electricity

Educated Consumers & Informed the Public
FC 1056 - The PSC Approved the Deployment Phase of the Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI)
Task Force’s Customer Education Plan.

Resolved Disputes
FC 1092 - The PSC Began an Investigation of the Consumer Practices of Horizon Power and Light,
LLC.
FC 1094 - The PSC Began an Inquiry of Michael Petras Complaint Regarding Glacial Energy of D.C.
FC 1097 - The PSC Initiated a Proceeding to Address Liberty Power’s Complaint Against Pepco.

The PSC Participated in Federal Proceedings
The PSC Participated in Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Proceedings and Monitored
PJM Interconnection, LLC (PJM) Activities to Ensure Just and Reasonable Rates.
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2011 Annual Report
Summary of 2011 PSC Accomplishments
Natural Gas

Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Utility Services
FC 977 - The PSC Monitored WGL’s Quality of Service.
FC 1027, GT 06-1, and GT 97-3 - The PSC Approved WGL’s Revised Hexane Recovery Tariff and
Monitored WGL’s Replacement of Vintage Mechanical Couplings and Pipe.
FC 1089 - The PSC Proposed Amendments to the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Rules.
GT 11-1 - The PSC Considered WGL’s Application To Change the Methodology It Uses to Calculate
Customers’ Costs for the Installation of Service Pipes and Mains.

Regulated Monopoly Services
FC 874 - The PSC Approved WGL’s 2010 Gas Procurement Report (GPR).
FC 989/1093 — The PSC Initiated a WGL Rate Case to Ascertain the Reasonableness of WGL’s
Rates.
FC 1061 - The PSC Reviewed WGL’s Annual Financing Report.
FC 1079 - The PSC Denied WGL’s Application for Reconsideration of a Revenue Normalization Ad-
justment and Closed the Case.
FC 1081 - The PSC Denied WGL’s Motion to Change Payment Options and Closed the Case.
FC 1088 - The PSC Approved WGL’s Financing Authority Application.
FC 1091 - The PSC Opened an Investigation of WGL’s Depreciation Study and Practices.
GTO01-1 - The PSC Required WGL and the Gas Procurement Working Group (GPWG) to
Re-Evaluate the Company’s Hedging Decisions.

Fostered Competition
The PSC Monitored the Wholesale and Retail Natural Gas Markets.

Federal Grants

The PSC Ensured Natural Gas Pipeline Safety through the Federal Pipeline Safety Grant in 2011.
The PSC Completed the 2011 One-Call Grant Project to Prevent Damage to Underground Facilities.

Telecommunications

Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Utility Services
FC 990 - The PSC Ensured Fair and Open Local Telecommunications Competition at the Wholesale
Level in 2011.
FC 990 - The PSC Continued To Monitor Verizon’s Service Quality.
FC 990 - The PSC Updated the Enforcement Section 2703 of Chapter 27 of the DCMR Governing
the Regulation of Telecommunications Providers.
FC 1090 - The PSC Opened an Investigation into Verizon’s Telecommunications Infrastructure.

Regulated Monopoly Services
FC 988 - The PSC Revised the Telecommunications Universal Service Rules in Chapter 28 of Title
15 of the DCMR to, Among Other Things, Permit the Assessment of Voice over Internet Protocol
(VolP) Providers.
FC 988 - The PSC Took Steps to Make Lifeline Eligibility Criteria Conform to the Residential Aid
Discount (RAD) Criteria.
FC 1059 - The PSC Reviewed Verizon’s Long-Term Financing Report.



Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

Summary of 2011 PSC Accomplishments

Regulated Monopoly Services (continued)
FC 988 - The PSC Held a Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS) Advisory Board Meeting on May
27, 2011.
Fostered Competition
FC 1057 - In 2011, the PSC Reviewed 23 Verizon Basic, Discretionary, and Competitive Service Pric-
ing Filings and Took Action on Three of them Per Price Cap Plan 2008.
TT 06-6 - The PSC Reviewed Five (5) Promotional Filings by Verizon in 2011.

Educated Consumers & Informed the Public
FC 1084 - The PSC Approved Verizon’s Plans to Discontinue the Distribution of its Residential White
Pages Directories and Closed the Case.

The PSC Participated in Federal Proceedings
The PSC Filed Comments in Several Federal Communications Commission (FCC) Proceedings.
Broadband Mapping Grant - The PSC Surveyed Broadband Service Providers to Determine the Per-
centage of the District with Access to Broadband Services.

Multi-Utility

Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Utility Services
FC 712 - The PSC Took Steps to Establish Procedures for Applying Civil Forfeiture and Penalty pro-
visions of the D.C. Code.

Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition
FC 712 - The PSC Approved Mandatory Electronic Filing for Most Filings.
FC 712 - The PSC Established the Utility Companies’ 2012 Interest Rate To Be Paid on Customer De-
posits.
FC 813 and 988 - The PSC Established a Consumer Education Program to Educate Consumers about
the Low-income Utility Discount Programs (UDP).
FC 1009 - The PSC Adopted a New Affiliate Transactions Code of Conduct.
ET 00-2, GT 00-2, TT 00-5 - The PSC Approved the Utility Companies’ Rights-of- Way (ROW)
Fees.
FC 1078 - The PSC Directed WGL and Pepco to Revise Their Bill Formats.

The PSC has not confined its outreach activities to utility related matters. As good District neighbors,
PSC staff donated food and money to District families in need during Thanksgiving. Staff also collected
money, food, and clothing for Central Union Mission during the December holiday season.

A special thanks goes to the many employees who helped prepare the 2011 Annual Report.
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Betty Ann Kane
Chairman

Betty Ann Kane became Chairman in March 2009 after serving as a Commissioner since 2007.
Chairman Kane is an experienced public official combining over 30 years of service to the District of
Columbia Government in elected and appointed positions with extensive private sector experience in
regulatory, administrative and public policy matters.

Prior to joining the PSC, Chairman Kane was elected as an at-large member of the D.C. Board of
Education in 1974 and re-elected in 1975. She was elected to three terms as an at-large member of
the D.C. Council from 1978 to 1990. Her service on the D.C. Council included chairing the Public
Services and Cable Television Committee, with legislative, budgetary and oversight responsibility for
the PSC, the Office of the People’s Counsel, Cable Television, and utility regulatory policy.
Chairman Kane has also served D.C. Government as Executive Director of the D.C. Retirement
Board and as government relations advisor for the D.C. Court System. As a government relations
advisor for a Washington law firm, Commissioner Kane wrote the guidebook on telecommunications
and cable television regulation for the National League of Cities and assisted local governments in
influencing Congressional and Federal Communications Commission (FCC) decisions on telecom-
munications matters.

Chairman Kane is the Vice Chairman of the Mid-Atlantic Conference of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners (MACRUC) and Chairman of its Telecommunications Committee. She also serves
as Chairman of the North American Numbering Council and on the Federal-State Joint Conference
on Advanced Services for the FCC, and is the Chairman of the National Regulatory Research
Institute Board of Directors. She also is a member of the Telecommunications Committee of
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC), and was appointed to the
Virtual Working Group on Education, Training and Best Practices for The International
Confederation of Energy Regulators (ICER).

Chairman Kane is a graduate of Middlebury College, Vermont, and also has a Masters Degree in
English from Yale University, as well as specialized academic study in Telecommunications
Regulation at the Annenberg School and Investing and Finance at the Wharton School, University of
Pennsylvania.
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Office of the Chairman
Betty Ann Kane
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- Chairma Kane (center) and her Staff.
(L to R) Executive Assistant Wendy Newkirk, and Policy Advisor Cary Hinton
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Chairman speaking at Solar Chairman Kane speaking at the 2011 Joint
Home Tour & Fair. Utility Discount Day (JUDD).
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Chairman Kane and PSC staff with the Geor-
gian Delegation. The PSC hosts international

delegations from around the world.
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Richard E. (Rick) Morgan
Commissioner

Richard E. (Rick) Morgan began a second four-year term on the District of Columbia Public
Service Commission in July 2007. Commissioner Morgan serves as leader of the Task
Force on Climate Policy of the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
(NARUC). He is a member of NARUC’s Energy Resources and Environment Committee
and its Smart Grid Collaborative. He serves on the Association’s Board of Directors.
Commissioner Morgan currently serves as co-chair of the Electricity Committee of the
Mid-Atlantic Conference of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (MACRUC) and has
previously chaired the steering committee of the Mid-Atlantic Distributed Resources
Initiative (MADRI). Commissioner Morgan chairs the Board of the Smart Meter Pilot
Program, Inc. (SMPPI), which oversees a smart metering pilot program in the District of
Columbia, and he serves on the NARUC-FERC Collaborative on the Smart Grid.
Commissioner Morgan represents the PSC on the Advisory Board for the newly created
Sustainable Energy Utility (SEU), in accordance with the Clean and Affordable Energy Act
of 2008.

TMZ20=000=2=200

Before joining the PSC, Commissioner Morgan spent 12 years with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, where he focused on climate policy and emissions trading. Previously,
Commissioner Morgan spent five years on the staff of the PSC, where he helped to develop
policies on energy conservation and resource planning. During his 40 years in the field of
energy policy and utilities, Commissioner Morgan has authored numerous publications on
electric power. He holds a Master of Public Policy degree from the University of Maryland
and a B.A. in Economics from Antioch College.

ZP> ORIOS
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Office of Commissioner Richard E. Morgan C
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Commissioner Morgan (seated center) and his Staff. R
(L to R) Technical Advisor Daniel Cleverdon and Executive
Assistant LaWanda Hale
M
(o
R
G
A
N
| ]
Commissioner Morgan, Chairman of the Smart Meter Pilot Program, Inc. S
(SMPPI) Board, speaks about PowerCentsDC with other SMPPI Board Members
at the National Action Plan Coalition Conference.
(o
F
Commissioner Morgan with PSC staff F
at the 2011 Joint Utility Discount Day I
(JUDD).
C
E
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A Pictorial Tribute to Commissioner Richard “Rick” Morgan—
Thanks for 16+ Years of Service as Staff and Commissioner!

Commissioner Morgan traveled to Athens,
Greece to speak at the World Forum on
Energy Regulation in 2009.

Commissioner Morgan speaking at Employee
Appreciation Luncheons.
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C
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M
Commissioner Morgan and PSC staff 3 —

celebrating their June birthdays. The PSC hosting Commissioners from the Federal S

Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). I
(o

N

E
R
Commissio M

lot Program, Inc. (SMPPI) Board, at the PowerCentsDC
Press Conference with other SMPPI Board Members. - (o)
Commissioner Morgan and staff visiting R
a wind farm.
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In 2008, Commissioner Morgan traveled to China as a part of a U.S. Delegation, organized by the E

Regulatory Assistance Project and funded by the Energy Foundation.
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Lori Murphy Lee
Commissioner

Lori Murphy Lee joined the District of Columbia Public Service Commission in March of 2009.
Commissioner Lee is a member of the Board of Directors and Chair of the Subcommittee on
Education and Research for the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
(NARUC). Ms. Lee is also a member of both the Electricity Committee and the Subcommittee
on Utility Marketplace Access for NARUC. She serves as Treasurer for the Organization of
PJM States, Inc. (OPSI) and on the Board of the National Regulatory Research Institute
(NRRI), as well as the Advisory Board of the New Mexico State Center for Public Utilities. Ms.
Lee is also a member of the Mid-Atlantic Conference of Regulatory Utilities Commissioners
(MACRUC).

aAmMmzZO0-nwuvw-sSss00

Ms. Lee has over 15 years of legal experience in the federal government and private sector. She
practiced law at the United States Department of Justice, Executive Office for Immigration
Review for 12 years. Concurrent with her professional responsibilities She was an active
member in her union, the American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE), and served
as both acting president and vice president. As an associate in private practice Lori Murphy Lee
represented clients in the areas of government procurement, employment law, and white collar
crime, including litigation and extensive negotiation.

miur

Commissioner Lee received a Bachelor of Arts from Duke University and a Juris Doctor from
George Washington University Law School. She is a 5th generation Washingtonian and resides
in the Colonial Village neighborhood with her husband and daughter.
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Office of Commissioner Lori Murphy Lee

Com
(L to R) Executive Assistant Mable Spears and
Legal Advisor Angela Lee

Commissioner Lee speaking attending a Na- 3 &

tional Association of Regulatory Utility . ” ' | -
Commissioners (NARUC) Conference. Commlssmne_r Lee _a_nd PSp staff volunteering at
the 2011 Joint Utility Discount Day (JUDD).
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2011Annual Report

Organization of the Annual Report

The 2011 Annual Report is designed to be mission—oriented and performance-based.
Accordingly, the Annual Report is divided into four major sections as follows:

e Organizational Structure and Administrative Accomplishments

e Formal Case Accomplishments, which contains a description of what the PSC
accomplished in its formal proceedings in 2011.

This section is organized by industry as follows:

Electric,

Natural Gas,
Telecommunications, and
Multi-utility.

Each industry is sub-divided by the PSC’s goals that are taken directly from the
mission statement, as appropriate. Those goals are to:

Ensure Safe, Reliable, and Quality Utility Services;

Regulate Monopoly Services;

Foster Competition;

Conserve Natural Resources and Preserve Environmental Quality;
Resolve Disputes; and

Educate Consumers and Inform the Public.

e Key Results Performance Measures that graphically convey how well the PSC
performed in 2011. Indicators of performance include timeliness measures, PSC
program performance ratings, and volume (output) measures.

o Key Outcome Performance Measures that highlight the many ways that the PSC’s
orders and directives have impacted and contributed to economic development in the
District of Columbia through 2011.
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Organizational Structure

The PSC Chairman and Commissioners are appointed to four-year terms by the Mayor, with the
advice and consent of the D.C. Council. Betty Ann Kane was nominated by Mayor Fenty and
confirmed by the Council as Chairman effective March 3, 2009 for a term ending in June 30, 2010.
Mayor Gray re-nominated her, and the Council confirmed her for a new term ending June 30, 2014.
Her term as a Commissioner began in March 2007.

The 2011 organizational structure is depicted below In 2011, the PSC had 72.6 full time equivalent

(FTE) positions. The PSC shares the Agency Fiscal Officer (AFO) with the Office of the People’s
Counsel (OPC). The PSC funds 60% of the AFQO’s position.

2011 ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Commissioner Chairman Commissioner
Lori Murphy Lee Betty Ann Kane Richard E. Morgan

Executive Director

General Counsel Phylicia Fauntleroy Bowman, Ph.D.
Richard Beverly

I
: |
Deputy Executive Director,
Office of Technical and
Regulatory Analysis

Joseph Nwude, Ph.D.
|

Agency Fiscal Officer

Deputy Executive, Gurmeet Scoggins
Director, Administration

Jesse P. Clay, Ir.

Deputy General Counsel
Veronica Ahern

ChiefEngineer Chief Finance : i
ud g b Chief Economist A i Director Commission ChiefHuman Director
E"-:: ERUE, Grace Hu, Ph.D. E"“'DB'-“" INg Secretary Resos}rces Consu-mer
. Eng. en Brown Dorothy Wideman Officer Services
Benita Anderson LindaJordan
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Office of the General Counsel (OGC)

S e
General Counsel, Richard Beverly (seated second to left) and his Legal Staff.
Seated (L to R): Lara Walt, Richard Beverly, Kim Lincoln-Stewart, Rick Herskovitz
Standing (L to R): Sanford Speight, Tiffany Frazier, Chris Lipscombe, Veronica Ahern,
Ken Hughes, Craig Berry, Talila Lewis, James Brown, Noel Antonio

The Office of the General Counsel (OGC) advises the Commissioners on all aspects of actions and
proceedings resulting from the PSC’s enabling statute and other legislation. OGC is responsible for all
legal issues involving the day-to-day operations of the PSC, as well as a broad spectrum of issues that
relate to the Commissioners’ regulatory responsibilities. The staff attorneys prepare orders and legal
advisory memoranda, and assist the Commissioners in conducting all proceedings. Finally, staff coun-
sel serve as hearing officers for formal consumer and pay telephone complaint hearings. OGC also
tracks legislation at the D.C. Council and prepares comments on draft legislation that may impact the
PSC and its jurisdictional authority.

2011 OGC Administrative Accomplishments:

In 2011, OGC drafted 664 orders, 43 rulemakings, 46 deficiency letters, 11 advisory memoranda, 14
public notices, 5 PSC Notices of Agency Fund Requirements (NOAFRs) and 13 NOAFRs for the Of-
fice of the People’s Counsel (OPC). Staff counsel also conducted 17 formal consumer complaint
hearings. OGC’s specific formal case accomplishments can be found by case under Formal Case
Accomplishments.

Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECSs) that want to lease portions of Verizon’s network to pro-
vide retail telephone service in the District enter into interconnection agreements with Verizon that are
called Telecommunications Interconnection Agreements or TIAs. Each agreement specifies the terms,
conditions, and prices that the carriers agree to pay each other. The PSC has 90 days to approve each
TIA. In 2011, the PSC approved 7 TIAs, bringing the total approved as of the end year to 352. All
PSC orders were issued on a timely basis.



Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

OGC advises the Commission on all legal issues, proceedings, and regulatory
responsibilities. OGC attorneys draft orders and serve as hearing officers in

formal consumer complaints cases.

e

Attorney Lara Walt (left) chairing

a Utility Discount Program (UDP) Working Group.

Legal and technical staff advisers
to the Commissioners conferring
during a formal case hearing.

Attorney Kim Lincoln-Stewart
speaking to a Chinese Delegation.

%‘;

Legal staff participated in the 2011
Joint Utility Discount Day (JUDD).
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Office of the Executive Director (OED)

Executive Director, Dr. Phylicia Fauntleroy Bowman (seated right) with office staff.
Executive Assistant Aminta Daves and Dr. Phylicia Fauntleroy Bowman

The Office of the Executive Director (OED) is comprised of the Executive Director (ED) and her
Executive Assistant. The Executive Director plans, directs, coordinates, and manages the internal
affairs of the PSC on a day-to-day basis under the broad direction of the Chairman. The Executive
Director oversees the technical and administrative offices of the PSC and serves as the performance
officer for the PSC. The ED is also responsible for all strategic planning initiatives and the program
side of the agency’s budget and financial management.

2011 OED Administrative Accomplishments:
Outreach: Oversaw the preparation of the 2010 Annual Report and participated in outreach events.
Arranged meetings and prepared PowerPoint presentations for 8 foreign delegations.

Budget: Prepared responses to questions and testimony for the D.C. Council’s oversight and FY 2013
budget hearings. Oversaw the assessments of telecommunications and energy service providers for
the PSC’s and OPC’s FY 2011 operating budgets. Worked with the Agency Fiscal Officer on monthly
spending reports.

Performance Management: Drafted the FY 2012 Performance Plan and tracked the PSC’s accom-
plishments in the FY 2011 plan. Finalized report on process improvement project and implemented
recommendations that were approved by the Commissioners.

Formal Case Matters: Maintained the PSC’s formal case tracking reports. Developed and maintained
new tracking reports that link formal case progress with the schedule for open meetings.

ARRA Grant Management: With the filling of all five positions funded by an American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) grant, prepared quarterly reports to the U.S. Department of
Energy as it tracked each state public service commission’s performance.



Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

The Executive Director is responsible for strategic planning, program budgeting, and
financial management as well as serving as the performance officer for the PSC.

Dr. Bowman meets on a weekly basis with Office Directors.

Seated (L to R): Aminta Daves, Dr. Bowman, Dr. Joseph Nwude (OTRA), Brinda Westbrook (OCMS)
Standing (L to R) Gurmeet Scoggins (AFO), Benita Anderson (OHR), Dr. Jesse P. Clay, Jr.

(ODEDAM), Veronica Ahern (OGC), and Linda Jordan (OCS)

' Dr. Bowman (standing) speaking to the
Moldovian Delegation. anniversary of Joint Utility Discount Day
(JUDD) with some of its founders.

Dr. Bowman and Aminta Daves participating in the
2011 Joint Utility Discount Day (JUDD).
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Office of Technical and Regulatory Analysis (OTRA)

(Not Pictured: Dr. Edward Ongweso)

The Deputy Executive Director for Regulatory Matters heads the Office of
Technical and Regulatory Analysis (OTRA), which advises the Commis-
sioners on accounting, economic, engineering, and financial issues in formal
cases that are before the PSC. In addition, OTRA Staff monitors electric,
natural gas, and local telecommunications markets at the retail and whole-
sale levels. This includes keeping abreast of energy and telecommunications
activities at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and the
Federal Communications Commission (FCC). The Office also conducts
compliance reviews and audits, and manages formal cases and investiga-
tions. Staff conducts annual surveys to gauge the status of local competition
in the District. Finally, OTRA Staff administers the federally funded Natu-
ral Gas Pipeline Safety Program, and it educates Commissioners, staff, and
the public, directly and through the website and outreach activities, on cur-
rent and emerging issues.

2011 OTRA Administrative Accomplishments:

Deputy Executive Director, Dr. Joseph Nwude (seated, second from right) and his Technical Staff.
Seated (L to R): Udeozo Ogbue, Dr. Grace Hu, Dr. Joseph Nwude, and Ellen Brown
Standing (L to R): Felix Otiji, John Howley, Ahmadou Bagayoko, Dr. Roger Fujihara, Donald Jackson, Rodney Wilson,
Brian Doherty, Timour Skrynnikov, Virgil Young, Bernadette Francis, Manmohan Singh, and Dr. William English

Chairman Kane (left) and
OTRA staff member
Dr. Edward Ongweso

In 2011, OTRA Staff submitted 504 advisories through memoranda and e-mails; performed 183 natural
gas pipeline safety inspections; and conducted 44 natural gas meter tests. Since OTRA Staff prepare
technical advisory memoranda in formal cases, most of their accomplishments can be found under For-

mal Case Accomplishments.
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OTRA analyzes formal case filings, conducts audits, and inspects utility infrastructure to
ensure public safety and compliance with the PSC rules and regulations.
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Office of Human Resources (OHR)

Chief Human Resources Officer, Benita Anderson (standing) and her Staff.
(L to R) Sophia Pryce, Benita Anderson, and Natalie Taylor

The Office of Human Resources (OHR) provides human resources services to the PSC so that it can
attract, develop, retain, and motivate a qualified and diverse workforce. OHR facilitates employee training
and development to increase productivity, enhance workforce skills, and improve morale and
performance.

2011 OHR Administrative Accomplishments:

Recognition: Celebrated employee achievements through the Employee Appreciation Day Awards
Ceremony, held during National Public Service Recognition Week.

Staffing: Filled four vacant positions and reduced the vacancy rate by 36% (from 11 to 7 vacancies).
Participated in the District Government’s Classification Reform Project for the purpose of revising job
specifications in position descriptions. Six employees attended job specification meetings and eight
attended orientation sessions. Verified D.C. residency/domicile certifications and completed quarterly
hiring, hard-to-fill, EEO, and financial disclosure reports.

Summer Youth: Arranged one summer youth with (1) career development training within multiple
offices of the PSC, (2) field trips, (3) computer/resume writing workshops, and (4) other projects by
which the youth could sharpen his existing skills and learn new skills. The youth attended Project Aspira-
tion through Howard University and prepared and conducted for PSC employees a PowerPoint presenta-
tion that summarized his experiences at the agency.

Training: Conducted/coordinated a lunchtime retirement training session with ING (followed by one-on-
one employee sessions), a Fitness Fair, and a White House tour. Arranged and tracked employee training
through the District Government's Learning Management System utilizing PeopleSoft. All required Man-
agement Supervisory Service (MSS) training was completed. OHR staff attended USDA Graduate
School training, , a career expo at the National Building museum, Family and Medical Leave Act training,
and webinars on affirmative action recruiting under the new Office of Federal Contract Compliance Pro-
grams and best practices for social media recruitment. They also attended several D.C. Government-
sponsored workshops such as an HR summit, and training on modifications to D.C. Government hiring
practices and payroll supervisors’ time and attendance. One HR staff attended the NARUC-sponsored
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rate school in Lansing, Michigan.

Personnel/Payroll: Worked with the D.C. Department of Human Resources and the Office of Pay and
Retirement Services to resolve multiple personnel, payroll, and leave issues for PSC employees, and
tracked and processed restored leave requests. Completed quarterly leave balance reports for PSC em-
ployees, and leave used reports for office directors.

Policies/Procedures: Drafted time and attendance and emergency telework policies.

Performance Management: Ensured supervisors and staff prepared their FY 2012 Individual Perform-
ance Plans (IPPs) and conducting the FY 2011 performance evaluation. Prizes were awarded for the
first three submissions.

Each year, OHR coordinates the Employee Appreciation Ceremony to
recognize new staff and the contributions of PSC staff.
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Office of Consumer Services (OCS)

Director of Consumer Services, Linda Jordan (seated center), and her Staff

Seated (L to R): Annette Johnson, Linda Jordan, and Patricia Walker

Standing (L to R): Damon Patterson, Kellie Armstead, Troy Haliburton, Karen Nurse,
Margaret Moskowitz, Aaron Aylor, and Maurice Smith

The Office of Consumer Services (OCS) serves as the public relations arm for the PSC and is
responsible for the day-to-day activities of three programs:

1.
2.

3.

Mediating consumer complaints regarding utility providers and responding to inquiries;

Managing and implementing the PSC’s community outreach program to help consumers make in
formed choices in a competitive era; and

Managing the outdoor payphone program by processing registration applications to install new pay
phones, mediating complaints regarding existing payphones, and inspecting all outdoor payphones in
the District.

OCS also keeps the Commissioners and staff informed of local and national consumer-related trends, and
provides the PSC with information on how well the local providers serve their customers. OCS conducts
customer satisfaction surveys to obtain feedback on its handling of consumer complaints and inquiries
and in developing its presentations to community groups.

2011 OCS Administrative Accomplishments:

Mediated Complaints and Responded to Inquiries:

Investigated and resolved 1,628 complaints and 220 inquiries from consumers, including 15
complaints and inquiries from Spanish-speaking consumers;

Conducted 63 informal consumer complaint hearings;

Docketed 19 consumer complaints for formal hearings;

Scheduled and witnessed 15 natural gas and 123 electric refereed meter tests;

Conducted 3 master-metered apartment inspections;

Conducted 4 consumer complaint site visits;

Saved District consumers $73,232.34 in disputed charges through the investigation

and mediation process; and

Prepared quarterly and annual reports on complaints and inquiries. (The results are used
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Administered the Outdoor Payphone Program: M
e Continued to regulate 11 Payphone Service Providers (PSPs); o
e Collected $3,600 in certification and registration fees; T
e Renewed the registration of 62 existing payphones; 1
e Conducted 707 compliance inspections of payphone sites in all 8 wards of the District; \'"/
e Conducted 25 Authorized Payment Location (APL) inspections; A
e Issued a comprehensive report on the status of payphones and PSP’s compliance with the PSC’s T
payphone rules; E
e Responded to 5 payphone complaints and inquiries; and D
e Replied to 25 calls received on the Payphone hotline number.
Educated Consumers & Informed the Public: c
e Scheduled and attended 112 outreach events at civic association meetings, neighborhood =
festivals, and other community functions; S
e Participated in the planning and implementation of the 2011 Joint Utility Discount Day (JUDD), T
which served 6,328 District residents with access to low-income utility discount benefits; and o
o Created 7 new Fact Sheets and updated existing fact sheets with current information. M
E
R
|
OCS mediates consumer complaints, conducts inspections, arranges and attends meter
tests, and prepares brochures and fact sheets to ensure consumers are billed accurately &
and understand their utility bills and rights.
R
E
S
)S
ELE.('.TRON[CS U
L
T
S
Hh |
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{
i - ;
Annette Johnson mspectlng an
Authorized Payment Location (APL). E
N
T
E
D
Wi o - s
\ ___...- - '"' ——— a" T
e ";‘ - A
Margaret Moskowitz (center) mediating an informal F
consumer complaint.

Page 30



Om=HA>»< ==0-=S

—Am=EsSOo0o-HunwcCo

om-HzZmMm=-330—u0u=-rcomga @

mmPR-H®

Page 31

2011 Annual Report

OCS conducts presentations and hosts information tables at community
meetings and festivals to educate consumers about their utility bills, utility
discount programs, energy efficiency measures and programs, and how to

choose their energy supplier or telephone service provider.

Kellie Armstead with Mat McCollough
of the Office of Disability Rights at the
Mayor’s Disability Expo.

Sophia Pryce speaking consumer at
Mayor’s Budget Town Hall Meeting.

.

Commissioner Lee, Chairman Kane, and OCS
staff at Green DC Day.

PSC food donations to Food 2 Feed.

Each year, OCS recruits PSC Staff volunteers for Utility Discount Day (JUDD) to sign-up
District consumers for utility discounts that are mandated by the PSC.
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Office of the Deputy Executive Director
for Administrative Matters (ODEDAM)

Deputy Executive Director, Jesse P. Clay (center) and his Staff.
(L to R): Chief Information Technology Officer Paul Martinez,
Dr. Jesse P. Clay, Jr., and Darnice Wright, Administrative Support Specialist

The Office of the Deputy Executive Director for Administrative Services (ODEDAM) is responsible
for overseeing a variety of management and administrative areas, including Information Technology,
contracts and procurement, facility management, vehicle administration, telephone administration, and
other PSC administrative programs and projects. The Director of the Office of the Commission Secre-
tary also reports to the Deputy Executive Director for Administrative Matters.

Contracts and Procurements

ODEDAM s responsible for purchasing goods and services for the PSC. As an independent agency,
the PSC has its own procurement and contracting authority and, hence, rules and regulations. OD-
EDAM develops the purchasing /contracting methods that will ensure the best value, competition, and
price, while meeting the PSC’s requirements and needs.

2011 ODEDAM Accomplishments:

In 2011, ODEDAM accomplished the following:

e Maintained the centralized contract filing system;

e Maintained the vendor database;

e Advertised and solicited procurement opportunities, including the implementation of office-related
security measures;

e Maintained the Contracts and Procurement webpage on the PSC’s website;

e Ensured the PSC exceeded its goal to procure goods and services from Certified Business
Enterprises (CBE);

e Procured large wall monitors to provide information on the PSC to visitors and guests in the lobbies
and hearing room;

e Upgraded the audio-visual equipment in the PSC’s hearing room.

e Procured and installed new servers; and
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M e Executed twenty-two contracts and ninety-eight procurements.
o
T Other Administrative Areas
‘I, e Implemented media streaming so the public and stakeholders can watch PSC hearings on their
A computers;
T e Managed vehicle administration program and leased one new vehicle;

e Handled facility related issues;
E e Implemented the One Fund Program;
D e Managed telephone administration;

e Managed the Imprest (petty cash) Fund,;
c e Oversaw the PSC’s compliance with the Mayor’s customer service standards;
U e Managed administrative concerns in conjunction with the Agency Fiscal Officer; and
S e Implemented new internal electronic eProcurement and elnvoice systems for processing purchase
T orders and invoices.
o
M
E
R
|
&
R
E
S
U
L
T
S
|
o
R
1 Mr. Martinez, Chief Information
E Technology Officer, working on the
N PSC’s computer network
T
E
D
S
T
A
F
F
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M
Office of the Commission Secretary (OCMS) o
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Commission Secretary, Dorothy Wideman (seated), and her Staff |
Standing (L to R): Alphonzo Harris, Brinda Westbrook, Hazel Doe, Brian Scarpelli,

Mavis Oudkerk, Stacey Durham, Kanu Obioha, and Doris Wilson. -
The Office of the Commission Secretary (OCMS) maintains the official files and records of the R
PSC and manages the content and updates to the PSC’s website. OCMS serves as the keeper of E
official documents, files, and records, by ensuring the safety and integrity of the records, and S
providing appropriate access to records and files. In addition, OCMS assists the PSC with the U
conduct of evidentiary, community, and public interest hearings. L
2011 OCMS Accomplishments: ;
In 2011, the PSC scheduled 8 community hearings, one in every ward in the District and 5 days of |
evidentiary hearings for the Pepco rate case in FC 1087, two legislative style hearings (FC 766 and o
FC 982) and (FC Nos. 991, 1017 and 1056). OCMS distributed testimony and exhibits to the R
Commissioners and staff, prepared witness lists, and provided daily updated documents to the I
Commissioners, staff, and parties throughout the evidentiary hearing. In compliance with the new E
“Open Meeting Act of 2011 passed by the D.C. Council , OCMS arranged for the PSC to hold 17 N
open meetings, where the Commissioners announced the issuance of orders rendering their deci- T
sions in formal cases. The hearings are streamed so the public and stakeholders can view the pro- E
ceedings from their computers. D

In 2011, OCMS opened 2,349 new cases, of which 78.50% or 1,844 cases were for the Renewable
Energy Portfolio Standards Program (RPS), and processed 6,061 documents, of which 43.77% or S
2,653 pleadings were RPS pleadings filed with the PSC by applicants, respondents, interveners, T
and interested persons. Pursuant to the Distributed Generation Emergency Amendment Act of A
2011, dated August 1, 2011, the PSC had to decertify 1,426 solar energy facility facilities not lo- F
cated within the District that had been certified between February 1, 2011, and August 1, 2011, F

Page 34



Om=-E>»<==0S

—AmMmsSOoO-HwnwCo

Oom=-Zm=--30—0=-rCcomp @0

MM ="

Page 35

2011 Annual Report

and any solar facilities with a capacity larger than 5 MW regardless of the date certified. See Order
No. 16529. The PSC also denied all applications for certification as eligible renewable energy stan-
dards generating facilities of solar energy facilities not located within the District, nor in locations
served by a distribution feeder serving the District, pending before the PSC on August 1, 2011. See
Order No. 16528.

Case Activities

H2007 m2008 =2000 m2010 w2011

7000 4

000

5000

4000 1 3450

3000 A 2303 2349

2000 A

512 446 486

1000 - 484 250

A

Documents Processed Cases Opened Orders Served

OCMS provided coverage for the PSC’s reception area and telephone support for PSC offices in-
cluding support for telephone calls placed to the PSC’s primary telephone numbers and face-to-face
service for visitors to agency offices. Staff successfully handled 5,474 telephone calls to the PSC’s
primary telephone number and directed 1,348 visitors to agency offices for public hearings and
meetings with Commissioners and staff.

OCMS staff also continued its partnership with DataNet Systems to host the agency’s website. The
arrangement requires OCMS staff to serve as the primary web administrator and to determine and
develop website content in addition to identifying data and content problems. DataNet performs the
web hosting and maintenance duties for the PSC website and the eDocket Database system.

PSC Website

Tracking data shows the PSC Homepage received 53,329 visits and 141,483 hits between January
1, 2011 and December 31, 2011. Likewise, data reflect 66,151 visits and 1,142,053 hits to
eDocket. The other content groups received 130,364 visits and 1,354,520 hits.

Between January 1, 2011 and December 31, 2011 website users viewed 638 actions that the PSC
directed of parties to cases, interested persons and the public. The information is available on the
PSC-Directed Activities Calendar on the navigation bar on the PSC’s Homepage. Available since
2006, the calendar now includes a search function feature that allows users to search by PSC case
numbers.

During the same time period, the media streaming section received 31,873 visits and 1,020,109 hits.
Website videos include:


http://dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC945&docketno=2521&flag=C&show_result=Y
http://dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC945&docketno=2521&flag=C&show_result=Y
http://dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC945&docketno=2520&flag=C&show_result=Y
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FC 1087 Prehearing Conference, September 8, 2011,

District Regulators Offer Live Video Streaming of Hearings to the Public, September 8, 2011;
PSC Legislative-style Hearing, FC 766 and FC 982 and FC 991 on February 10, 2011;
Councilmember Yvette Alexander’s Hearing — Parts 1 & 2, February 11, 2011,

Oversight Hearing with Councilmember Yvette Alexander, March 14, 2011; and

PSC Open Meetings, May 4, 2011 — December 16, 2011.

The media streaming section is located at the bottom of the homepage.
Other Activities

OCMS staff also played a key role in the agency’s performance in meeting the Mayor’s Customer
Service Standards goals for telephones, e-mails, and U.S. mail correspondence, and visitors to the PSC.
Staff tracked activities associated with each standard. Between January 1, 2011 and December 31,
2011, staff answered and directed 5,474 telephone calls as requested, and processed and responded to
253 Contact Us requests and received 251 written correspondences through the U.S. Postal System.

In addition, staff successfully performed support services for the PSC, including serving as the key
operator for copier and audio-visual equipment, scheduling courier services, hiring transcription service
providers and participating in PSC-sponsored meetings and hearings.

Dorothy Wideman (seated right) with staff.
Standing (L to R): Marvin Briggs and Arick Sears; Seated
(L to R): Suhasini Cherukuri and Dorothy Wideman

: OCMS is responsible for coordinating and organizing the
Commission’s Open Meetings.
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Office of the Agency Fiscal Officer (OAFO)

Agency Fiscal Officer (AFO) Gurmeet Scoggins (right)
and Vanetta Wells, Budget Analyst

The Office of the Agency Fiscal Officer (OAFO) for the PSC is responsible for the formulation, justi-
fication, and execution of the PSC’s annual operating budget and the tracking of expenditures in confor-
mance with the budget. AFO staff are formal employees of the Office of the Chief Financial Officer
(OCFO), under the direction of D.C. CFO, Dr. Natwar Gandhi. The PSC’s AFO is tasked with the re-
sponsibility of ensuring that the PSC’s budgeting and financial operations are managed in compliance
with OCFO guidelines and that the budgets are adequate and consistent with the agency’s funding
needs. For FY 2011, the PSC had total expenditures of $9.8 million.

The OAFO manages all fund receipts and disbursements for each revenue type and for the PSC’s formal
cases. OAFO additionally is responsible for accounting operations for the PSC and the financial report-
ing of all funds to the PSC’s Chairman, Executive Director, and to the Associate CFO of the Economic
Development and Regulation Cluster of the OCFO. The AFO also supports the PSC Chairman during
Budget hearings before the D.C. Council Committee on Public Services and Consumer Affairs.

The PSC’s budget is comprised of two primary revenue types: Operating Funds (or Special Purpose
Revenue) and Grant Funds. As an independent D.C. Government agency, the PSC’s operating budget is
not funded by taxpayers but rather by assessments levied on regulated companies based on their share of
revenue derived in the D.C. marketplace. The PSC’s expenditures for Special Purpose Revenue were
$9.3 million in FY 2009, $9.6 million in FY 2010, and $9.2 million in FY 2011. Grant funds are ob-
tained through the Federal Government. Total grant-funded expenditures were $124,679 in FY 20009,
$220,413 in FY 2010 and $509,051 in FY 2011. In addition, the agency expended $69,569 in FY 2010
and $50,431 in intra-District funds in FY 2011.



Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

Table 1.0 — Budget Summary

2011 Budget Summary
Comptroller Source Group FY |FY2010| FY 2011 | FY 2011 FY 2011 (%) FY 2012
2009 | Actual | Budget | Actual Budget/ | Change | Proposed
Actual | Exp. Exp. Actual Budget
Exp. Change
0011-REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 4,599 4,927 4,976 4,854 122 3% 5,309
TIME
0012-REGULAR PAY - OTHER 979 1,008 1,272 1,203 69 5% 1,229
0013-ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY 3 25 30 29 1 3% 0
0014-FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR PER- 969 1,079 1,145 1,103 42 4% 1,301
SONNEL
Subtotal Personnel Services (PS): 6,550 7,039 7,423 7,189 234 3% 7,839
0020-SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 46 43 65 31 34 52% 40
0030-ENERGY, COMM. AND BLDG 1 2 2 2 0 0% 2
RENTALS
0031-TELEPHONE, TELEGRAPH, 82 76 69 74 -5 7% 80
TELEGRAM, ETC
0032-RENTALS - LAND AND STRUC- 1,789 1,517 1,607 1,607 0 0% 1,671
TURES
0033-JANITORIAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0% 2
0035-OCCUPANCY FIXED COSTS 0 9 0 0 0 0% 8
0040-OTHER SERVICES AND 262 453 652 389 263 40% 347
CHARGES
0041-CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 348 601 447 350 97 22% 204
OTHER
0050-SUBSIDIES AND TRANSFERS 0
0070-EQUIPMENT & EQUIPMENT 248 181 150 148 2 1% 182
RENTAL
Subtotal Non-Personnel Services 2,776 2,882 2,992 2,601 391 13% 2,536
(NPS):
Gross Funds 9,326 9,921 10,415 9,790 625 6% 10,375
Table 2.0 — Funds by Revenue Type
FTEs
Appropriated | FY 2009 | FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2011 FY 2011 (%) |FY 2012 Proposed
Fund Actual | Actual | Budgeted Actual |[Budget/Actual [ Change | Budgeted FTEs
FTEs FTEs FTEs FTEs Change

Special Purpose 57.4 64.8 67.1 66.3 0.8 67.1 67.2
Revenue
Federal 1.0 1.1 5.5 4.2 1.3 5.5 5.4
Grant Funds

58.4 65.9 72.6 70.5 2.1 72.6 72.6
Gross Funds
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Formal Case Accomplishments

‘ Electricity \

Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Utility Services

FC 766 — The PSC Addressed Pepco’s System-
Wide and Neighborhood Service Reliability.

One of the top priorities of the PSC is ensuring
that Pepco provides reliable electric service in the
District at a reasonable cost to ratepayers. To that
end, the PSC requires Pepco to file a series of an-
nual, semi-annual, quarterly, and monthly reports
so that the PSC can monitor Pepco’s performance
and institute corrective actions as necessary.

The PSC’s reliability initiatives in 2011 centered
on two separate but related approaches in FC 766.

e The PSC reviewed Pepco’s reliability report-
ing, including its 2011 Annual Consolidated
Report (ACR), to determine Pepco’s progress
in ensuring system-wide reliability.

e The PSC initiated an inquiry into Pepco’s reli-
ability performance, focusing on the most
problematic neighborhoods in each of the Dis-
trict’s 8 wards.

The PSC’s two-pronged approach to Pepco reli-
ability — system-wide and neighborhood - is a
novel effort to focus attention on both overall reli-
ability performance and the particular impact of
outages in the most susceptible neighborhoods in
the District.

Pepco’s Annual Consolidated Report (ACR)

The most comprehensive document on electric
reliability issues is Pepco’s Annual Consolidated
Report (ACR) that it files in mid-February of each
year. The ACR covers all aspects of electric reli-
ability issues including Pepco’s service reliability
performance as measured by System Average In-
terruption Frequency Index (SAIFI), System Av-
erage Interruption Duration Index (SAIDI), and
Customer Average Interruption Duration Index
(CAIDI). SAIFI measures the average number of
customer outages for an electric distribution sys-

tem; SAIDI measures the average duration of sys-
tem outages; and CAIDI measures the average du-
ration of outages per customer.

On February 28, 2011, Pepco filed its 2011 ACR,
providing information on the status of Pepco's on-
going activities as well as activities planned for
the future, for maintaining and improving its sys-
tem reliability. On May 24, 2011, OPC filed its
comments. After reviewing the record, PSC Staff
filed its report on June 24, 2011. On July 27
2011, the PSC requested comments on the Staff
Report. OPC and Pepco filed comments on Sep-
tember 16 and 23, respectively.

On November 30, 2011, the PSC issued Order No.
16623, in which the PSC approved Pepco’s 2011
ACR. In the same order, the PSC directed Pepco
to (a) include in the 2012 ACR an update of budg-
ets and schedules of conversion projects; (b) pro-
vide information on vegetation management budg-
ets and activities; (c) identify the reliability-based
performance indicators used to analyze, report and
review progress toward reliability goals; and (d)
provide information on the 16 least performing
feeders by neighborhoods served.

The PSC also required that Pepco use District of
Columbia-only reliability data in future Consoli-
dated Reports. This requirement was necessary to
reflect reliability in the District, rather than reli-
ability over the entire District/Maryland Pepco
system. Comparisons of District-only calculations
of SAIDI, SAIFI and CAIDI with system-wide
calculations will be made in future Consolidated
Reports. Finally, the PSC required that Pepco
provide additional information regarding its reli-
ability performance in the District’s Most Suscep-
tible Neighborhoods.

The PSC Neighborhood Initiative

In May 2011, in Order No. 16347, the PSC an-
nounced its two-pronged reliability policy for
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electric distribution service in the District. Since
then, the PSC has taken a number of steps to im-
plement the second prong of its policy and iden-
tify those neighborhoods in the District where re-
liability is particularly problematic. Once this
identification is complete, the PSC will consider
specific ways in which reliability problems in
those neighborhoods can be solved.

On July 7, 2011, the PSC issued Order No. 16426
in which it approved Pepco’s decision to identify
neighborhoods in each Ward that are most sus-
ceptible to outages by analyzing the performance
of the electric circuits (feeders) located in those
neighborhoods. These are known as Most Suscep-
tible Neighborhoods. In the same order the PSC

FC 982 - The PSC Established New Electricity
Quality of Service Standards (EQSS).

On July 7, 2011, in Order No. 16427, the PSC
modified its Electricity Quality of Service Stan-
dards (EQSS). The EQSS establishes rules and
requirements for ensuring that Pepco and electric-
ity generation suppliers operating in the District
of Columbia meet adequate levels of quality and
reliability in the electricity service provided to
District residential, business, and government
customers.

On October 6, 2010, the PSC tasked the Produc-
tivity Improvement Working Group with examin-
ing the existing EQSS rules. Subsequently, the
PSC issued two Notices of Proposed Rulemaking
containing the new rules, which were ultimately
adopted on July 7, 2011 and went into effect on
July 22, 2011.

propounded a series of questions to Pepco con-
cerning equipment failures, distribution automa-
tion, and vegetation management in those Most
Susceptible Neighborhoods. Pepco’s responses
were received on August 9, 2011. In addition, the
PSC has taken steps to identify Pepco’s strategic
or other plans to diagnose, remediate and/or pre-
vent future occurrences of equipment faults or
interference between vegetation and overhead
power lines on the feeders associated with
Pepco’s Most Susceptible Neighborhoods. The
ultimate goal is to find the most feasible, least-
cost outage remediation methods for problem
neighborhoods.

The new rules establish aggressive SAIDI and
SAIFI reliability performance standards for
Pepco, designed to enforce continuous improve-
ment in electric service reliability through 2020.
At that point, Pepco will have reached the top tier
of electric distribution systems. In addition, the
PSC provided that calculations of the SAIFI and
SAIDI indices should be based on D.C.-only,
rather than Pepco system-wide, data. The new
rules also hold Pepco accountable for improving
reliability by imposing forfeitures and penalties
pursuant to D.C. Code 834-706 and § 34-1508.
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FC 982 — The PSC Launched an Inquiry Into
Restoration of Service After Major Service

Outages.

On January 26, 2011, the D.C. metropolitan area
suffered a snow and ice storm that left 32,000
D.C. customers without power, and in many
cases, heat, for several days. The PSC quickly
convened a legislative-style hearing to question
Pepco about matters relating to reliability and
restoration. In her opening statement, Chairman
Betty Ann Kane noted the three priorities of the
PSC: the public interest in reliable electric power
distribution service; the public interest in reason-
able rates; and the public interest in a financially
secure utility. The hearing was the first step in
balancing those priorities. The Commissioners
interrogated Pepco about its storm readiness and
preparation activities and its restoration efforts,
including its use of “mutual assistance crews”
from other utilities.

After the hearing, the PSC determined that a fur-
ther inquiry into the restoration of service after
the major service outage was necessary. On
March 18, 2011, in Order No. 16262, the PSC
asked a series of questions concerning the estab-

Cr

FC 982- Legislative Style Hearing regarding
the January 26, 2011 snow storm.

lishment of major service outage benchmarks,
comparable to the EQSS benchmarks established
for “blue sky” or non-major outages. These
would establish a specified period of time within
which service must be restored to a specified
percentage of customers after a major service
outage. The PSC also asked whether the defini-
tion of major service outage (“customer interrup-
tion occurrences and durations during time peri-
ods when 10,000 or more D.C. customers are
without service and the restoration effort takes
more than 24 hours™) continues to be appropriate.
Order No. 16262 also asked whether the PSC
should require Pepco to submit a major storm
restoration plan and what its content should be.

Parties submitting comments on the PSC inquiry
into major service outages included Pepco, OPC,
AARP and the D.C. Office of the Chief Technol-
ogy Officer. The PSC expects to act on the ma-
jor service outage proposals in 2012.
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FC 991 - The PSC Continued to Engage a Con-
sultant to Conduct Manhole Inspections.

To address reliability issues with Pepco’s under-
ground system, in 2011, the PSC continued to en-
gage the Siemens engineering consulting firm to
conduct an independent assessment of Pepco’s
manhole inspections and remedial actions. Sie-
mens submitted its 6™ report to the PSC in June

FC 1026 — The PSC Granted OPC’s Motion to
Lodge the Shaw Engineering Consultants’
PowerPoint Slides into the Record and Began
Investigating the Feasibility of Selective Under-
grounding in FC 766.

Over the last few years, several communities in the
District have asked the PSC to investigate the feasi-
bility of burying overhead power lines and tele-
phone cables so as to minimize service outages,
especially during storms, and to improve the ap-
pearance of the neighborhoods. In this proceeding,
the PSC reviewed and analyzed previous under-
grounding studies conducted by Pepco. On March
12, 2009, the PSC entered into a technical services
contract with Shaw Consultants International, an
engineering firm, to conduct an independent study
of the feasibility and reliability implications of un-
dergrounding power lines in the District of Colum-
bia or portions thereof. The consulting firm con-
ducted the study and submitted a final report on
July 2, 2010. On July 19, 2010, the PSC issued a
Public Notice announcing the completion of the
study. Three entities, OPC, Pepco, and the Pali-
sades Citizens Association, filed comments on the
Shaw study. The comments were generally suppor-

= J 1
FC 1026- Shaw Consultants conducting a briefing

on the study of the feasibility and reliability of
undergrounding power lines.

—

2011 and it was filed on the record on September
1, 2011. Parties were given twenty-one (21) days
to file comments or objections. On October 6,
2011, the PSC received comments from Pepco on
the report. On December 21, 2011, in Order No.
16654, the PSC directed Pepco to implement the
recommendations and directives contained in the
Order.

tive of the study, which recommended a “targeted”
or “selective” approach to undergrounding, rather
than the wholesale approach, which is viewed as
prohibitively expensive. On September 10, 2010,
Shaw Engineering Consultants presented a set of
PowerPoint slides to brief stakeholders and the
public on the results of its study. On September 20,
2010, OPC filed a motion to lodge the PowerPoint
slides into the record of the case. On February 11,
2011, the PSC granted OPC’s motion in Order
16204,

In the interim, Pepco identified *“Selective Under-
grounding” as one of six elements for improving
reliability in its Comprehensive Reliability Plan,
filed on September 30, 2010 in FC 766. In its 2011
Annual Consolidated Report (ACR), also filed in
FC 766 in February 2011, Pepco identified two
possible locations for selective undergrounding.
Through data requests, the PSC questioned Pepco
on its methodology for selecting feeders for under-
grounding in that proceeding. The PSC’s investiga-
tion into selective undergrounding will continue in
2012.

on \
FC 1026- Dr. Nwude conducting a briefing on the

study of the feasibility and reliability of under-
grounding power lines.
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FC 1062 — In Complying with a Court Order,
the PSC Directed Pepco to Provide Documents
Pepco Deemed to Be Confidential to OPC Re-
garding the Investigation of the February 20,
2009 and June 13, 2008 Power Outages Involv-
ing Substation 52.

The PSC opened this case on June 17, 2008 in Or-
der No. 14834 for the purpose of initiating an in-
vestigation of a power outage that occurred on June
13, 2008 and affected as many as 12,000 customers
in the downtown area of the District where most of
Pepco’s lines are underground. Pepco indicated
that the “preliminary” cause of the outage was the
shutdown of substation No. 52.

While the investigation was underway, on Friday,
February 20, 2009, at approximately 5:30 a.m., a
power outage occurred in Northwest Washington
(including the Shaw neighborhood and parts of
downtown) affecting more than 4,000 customers as
well as a number of traffic signals. Pepco reported
that underground feeders connected to substation
No. 52 were taken out of service due to equipment
failure. All repairs and switching to normal opera-
tions were completed at 2:52 a.m. on Monday, Feb-
ruary 23, 2009. Because the February 20, 2009
outage involved the same substation that was the
subject of the June 13, 2008 outage, the PSC, in
Order No. 15635, issued December 22, 2009, initi-
ated an investigation of the February 20, 2009 out-
age and incorporated it into the same docket as its
investigation of the June 13, 2008 outage.

Although Pepco replaced the switches that contrib-
uted to the June 14, 2008 and February 20, 2009
outages, during the course of the proceeding OPC
had requested a number of documents and informa-
tion to Pepco, including, inter alia, a request for

true-to-size copies of a diagram of [Pepco's] substa-
tion No. 52 and a diagram of the relay protection
scheme for each of the supply transformers at that
substation. Pepco declined to provide OPC with
copies of the diagrams, asserting that the requested
information was confidential and was being with-
held for legitimate national security reasons. On
June 7, 2010, the PSC, ruling on an OPC motion to
compel production of the requested documents, di-
rected Pepco to allow OPC personnel to review the
requested documents in person at the Company’s
offices, but prohibited any copying and/or removal
of any of the documents from the offices. OPC ap-
pealed this ruling to the D.C. Court of Appeals
(Court) in October, 2010. The appeal was subse-
quently consolidated with a similar appeal from
another PSC Order at Court Docket Nos. 10-AA-
1223 and 10-AA-1504. The Court, in an Order
issued June 23, 2011, vacated the PSC orders and
remanded the cases with instructions that, among
other things, the PSC determine whether orders
limiting OPC to inspection of the documents in
Pepco's offices are necessary to protect the docu-
ments from disclosure to the public. On remand,
the PSC issued Order No. 16647 on December 20,
2011 granting OPC’s motions to compel and direct-
ing Pepco to produce the requested documents to
OPC.
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FC 1062 — The PSC Initiated an Investigation
into Power Outages that Began on May 31,
2011 in the New_ York Avenue and First
Street, N.E. Area in the District of Columbia.

In a petition filed on June 2, 2011, OPC re-
quested the PSC open an investigation into the
causes of unplanned electricity outages, includ-
ing the causes of certain cable failures that began
on May 31, 2011 in the Pepco service territory
which includes the New York Avenue and First
Street, N.E. area in the District of Columbia.
PSC Staff and OPC issued data requests to Pepco
pertaining to the outage. By Order No. 16432,

FC 1073 — The PSC Monitored Pepco’s Con-
struction of Two 230 kV Underground Trans-
mission Lines.

On March 31, 2009, Pepco filed a formal notice
of plans to construct two 230 kV underground
transmission circuits between the Company’s
Benning Station ‘A” located in the District and
the Ritchie Road Substation No. 123, located in
Seat Pleasant, Maryland. On September 23,

FC 1083 — The PSC Solicited Consultants to
Address Smart Grid Policy Issues.

In Order No. 15967, issued on September 7,
2010, the PSC opened a formal proceeding to es-
tablish a docket to investigate policy matters re-
lated to the implementation of a Smart Grid in the
District. The docket will serve as a vehicle for
the PSC to address Smart Grid-related policy
matters that are not currently captured in existing
docketed cases. Examples of policy related issues

issued July 8, 2011, the PSC granted OPC’s peti-
tion. The petition requested that the PSC con-
tinue the inquiry that was already underway, and
incorporate the investigation into FC 1062. The
PSC also directed Pepco to propose a compre-
hensive plan for examining its network to ensure
that its underground cables are adequately sized
for existing and future loads. Pepco’s compre-
hensive plan was filed on August 8, 2011, and its
“Final Report” on the May 31, 2011 power out-
age was filed on August 29, 2011. The PSC will
issue an order regarding the May 31, 2011 outage
in 2012.

2009, the PSC issued Order No. 15553 ruling that
Pepco had sufficiently demonstrated the reason-
ableness, safety, and need for the transmission
lines, so the Company could proceed with getting
permits and constructing the lines. PSC Order
No. 15553 also directed Pepco to file quarterly
status reports on the project In 2011, PSC re-
viewed each of the reports. The expected comple-
tion date for the construction of the lines is June
2012.

include privacy and cyber security matters, incen-
tives for third-party suppliers to offer dynamic
pricing; the integration of dynamic pricing with
Pepco’s Standard Offer Service (SOS) procure-
ment, etc. In 2011, the PSC solicited contractors
to conduct policy analyses regarding the follow-
ing issues: (1) third-party suppliers and privacy
and data access; (2) Smart Grid investment per-
formance and benefits; and (3) dynamic pricing.

L B
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FC 766 and 1076 — The PSC Directs a Manage-
ment Audit of Transactions between Pepco and
Other PHI Affiliates.

On March 2, 2010, the PSC issued Order No.
15710 in FC 1076 wherein, among other things, the
PSC approved Pepco’s proposed $41.3 million in
expenses related to transactions between Pepco and
other Pepco Holdings Incorporated (PHI) affiliates,
including the PHI Service Company (PHISCO).
The PSC found that the PHISCO charges reduced
Pepco’s costs through economies of scale and ulti-
mately reduced costs to ratepayers.

However, the PSC noted it was concerned about the
level of costs that PHISCO was incurring and then
allocating to Pepco. The PSC indicated that it
would order a management audit of the transactions
between Pepco and its affiliates. Accordingly, on
December 10, 2010, the PSC issued Order No.
16087 directing Pepco to procure the services of a
contractor, subject to the PSC's approval of an RFP
and the PSC's selection of the contractor, to con-
duct an independent management audit of the ser-
vice company costs allocated to Pepco in the Dis-
trict. The PSC required Pepco to pay for the audit
and it directed Pepco to file a draft RFP for ap-
proval within 90 days from the date of the Order.

On December 15, 2010, OPC filed a motion to clar-
ify Order No. 16087, questioning whether the audit
was identical to an audit the PSC directed Pepco to
conduct in FC 1053 by Order No. 14712. Simulta-
neously, in FC 766, OPC requested that the PSC
conduct a full-scale management and operations
audit of Pepco to determine the quality of perform-
ance and identify areas for productivity improve-
ment as required by Section 522.1 of Chapter 15 of
the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (15
DCMR Section 522.1).

On December 27, 2010, Pepco filed its opposition
to OPC's motion, arguing that the management au-
dit required by the PSC in Order No. 16087 satis-

fied the provisions of 15 DCMR Section 522.1. In
addition, Pepco proposed that, prior to ordering an
additional audit requested by OPC in FC 766, the
PSC should first review a recent, similar audit of
the management and operations functions of Atlan-
tic City Electric (ACE) and PHI conducted by
Overland Consulting (Overland Audit). Pepco ar-
gued that the Overland Audit already covered the
management and operations areas that OPC pro-
posed and it was premature, at best, for OPC to
suggest that the management audit will not address
the issues OPC proposes in its motion.

Moreover, on January 10, 2011, Pepco requested
that the PSC reconsider, or in the alternative, clarify
Order No. 16087. Pepco argued that the PSC erred
because the audit directed in Order No. 16087 was
similar to and duplicative of the audit directed by
the PSC in Order No. 14712 in FC 1053. In re-
sponse to that Order, Pepco had procured the ser-
vices of KPMG to conduct an audit of PHI's com-
pliance with the Cost Allocation Manual (CAM)
and the Code of Conduct and, along with its bench-
marking study submitted in FC 1076, submitted it
had substantially complied with the requirements of
Order No. 14712. Alternatively, Pepco argued that
the PSC should clarify the scope of the Order No.
16087 audit after reviewing related, recent audits
conducted by it including the Overland Audit and a
2009 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission audit
of PHI (FERC Audit), its service companies, and
associated companies.

On March 7, 2011, in response to OPC’s and
Pepco’s motions, the PSC issued Order No. 16231
(docketed in FC 1076 and 766), clarifying the na-
ture of the audits it had directed. The PSC ex-
plained that the primary intent of the Order No.
16087 management audit was to review the operat-
ing effectiveness of the service company and of
Pepco. The PSC explained that the contractor
should perform a comprehensive audit of both
Pepco's and the PHISCO's major organizational
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areas, functional processes, procedures, and internal
workings. This should include an examination of
executive management and corporate governance,
organizational structure, strategic planning, finance,
accounting and property records, distribution and
operations management, human resources, Cus-
tomer services, external relations, and support ser-
vices. In addition, the contractor should examine
financial controls and integrity, corporate account-
ability, and standards of conduct. The contractor
should provide a final audit report that will contain
the results of the examination and recommenda-
tions for improvement.

The PSC concluded that, contrary to Pepco’s
claims, the audit directed in Order No. 14712 in FC
1053 (e.g. the KPMG Audit) will not satisfy the
PSC’s efforts to determine the reasonableness of
the Service Company costs or Pepco's operating
efficiency.

In addition, the PSC denied OPC’s motion to con-
duct a management audit in accordance with 15
DCMR Section 522.1. The PSC explained that the
management audit sought by OPC would be dupli-

FC 813/945 - The PSC Approved the Updated
Residential Aid Discount (RAD) Rider Used to
Finance Discount Rates for Low-Income Electric
Customers.

On September 20, 2010, the PSC issued Order No.
15986 directing Pepco to file a new Residential Aid
Discount (RAD) surcharge to reflect the program
funding requirements necessitated by the Residen-
tial Aid Discount Subsidy Stabilization Act of 2010
(RADSA). The RAD surcharge funds discounts ton
electric rates for low-income consumers. In Order

FC 1075 — The PSC Reviewed Pepco’s Annual
Financing Report.

Pepco filed its Annual Financing Report on Febru-
ary 9, 2011. The PSC reviewed the Report and no
action was required.

cative of the Order No. 16087 audit. That is, the
PSC concluded that the scope of the Order No.
16087 management audit addressed OPC's request
for a full-scale management and operations audit,
since the management audit will examine the qual-
ity of performance and identify areas for improve-
ments in Pepco’s management and operations.

Pursuant to the PSC’s directives, Pepco filed three
audits in 2011, namely the Overland Audit, the
KPMG Audit and the FERC Audit, on March 18,
March 28, and May 3, 2011, respectively. Pepco
filed the draft RFP on April 18, 2011. After re-
viewing Pepco’s draft RFP and the various audit
reports, on October 14, 2011 the PSC issued Order
No. 16585, directing Pepco to revise its RFP in ac-
cordance with a PSC-revised Scope Of Work
(SOW). Pepco will file its revised RFP in early
January 2012.

No. 15986, the PSC also directed Pepco to file its
first RAD surcharge update (true-up) in January
2011. OnJanuary 31, 2011, Pepco filed an applica-
tion to update its RAD surcharge. On March 18,
2011, the PSC issued a Notice of Proposed Rule-
making (NOPR) concerning Pepco’s RAD sur-
charge and directed all parties to file comments
within (30) days. No party filed any comments.
On May 5, 2011, the PSC approved the surcharge
in Order No. 16357. A Notice of Final Rulemaking
was issued in D.C. Register on May 13, 2011.

pepco
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FC 1087 — The PSC Began Its Consideration of
Pepco’s Application for a Rate Increase.

On July 8, 2011, Pepco filed an application with the
PSC requesting authority to increase existing retail
rates for electric distribution service in the District
of Columbia by $42 million, which would represent
an increase of approximately 10.2% in Pepco’s dis-
tribution revenues. The requested rates were de-
signed to collect $456 million in total distribution
revenues. Pepco proposed an overall rate of return
of 8.64%, an increase from the 8.01% authorized in
FC 1076, its last rate case.

Pepco’s proposal would translate to a 5.27% in-
crease for a typical residential customer who uses
750 kilowatt-hour of electricity per month, or
roughly $5 a month. Pepco stated that it was seek-
ing to raise distribution rates because its revenue
growth has not kept pace with its growth in operat-
ing costs and rate base.

On customers’ bills, distribution service rates are
separated from generation (energy production) and
transmission rates. Pepco is the sole distributor of
electricity in the District, thus the PSC sets Pepco’s
distribution rates in a rate case.

Pepco’s application asserts that regulatory lag has
denied the Company the opportunity to earn its
PSC-authorized rate of return. To address this

problem, Pepco proposed establishing a Reliability
Investment Recovery Mechanism (RIM) and a pro-
spective rule change allowing for utilities to use
fully forecasted test periods in future rate cases.

Pepco stated that the RIM would allow the Com-
pany to invest in replacing or upgrading its aging
infrastructure and then subsequently recover those
costs through a rider designed for each rate sched-
ule, while a fully forecasted test period would allow
Pepco to account for known and measurable
changes farther into the future and set rates that re-
flect the expected input price inflation for the effec-
tive rate period. Pepco also sought cost recovery
of, among other things, its investments in Ad-
vanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) that are not
covered by the federal American Recovery & Rein-
vestment Act (ARRA), including the cost of the
new AMI meters, costs associated with the AMI
Communications Network and related software,
and costs associated with the early retirement of
non-AMI meters.

Other features of Pepco’s proposal were: (1) in-
creasing the minimum monthly customer charge
from $6.65 per month to $10.40 for the standard
(R) class and an increase from $6.65 to $12.39 for
All-Electric residential (AE) class; (2) maintaining
the same rates for low-income RAD customers; (3)
continuing to apply the Bill Stabilization Adjust-
ment (BSA); and (4) changing Street Light (SL)
and Traffic Signal (TS) volumetric kWh charge to a
Customer Charge and Per-Lamp Charge. The Com-
pany also proposed a major storm allowance dis-
count for SL and TS, similar to what is being ap-
plied to the BSA.

The PSC plans to conduct evidentiary hearings on
Pepco’s rate application from January 30, 2012
through February 3, 2012.
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FC 1017 - The PSC Announced Lower
Standard Offer Service (SOS) Rates for
Electricity Customers.

Based on the outcome of Pepco’s competitive bid-
ding process, the Company filed its proposed Stan-
dard Offer Service (SOS) electricity supply rates
with the PSC on January 28, 2011. The SOS pro-
gram is the default source for electrical energy for
customers who have not chosen to purchase power
through a certified competitive provider.  After
PSC staff found errors in Pepco’s filing, Pepco
filed a revised version on February 22, 2011. On
March 11, 2011, the PSC issued Order No. 16248
approving the new rates, which became effective on
June 1, 2011.

FC 1017 — The PSC Approved A Reduction in
Pepco’s Transmission Rate.

On July 11, 2011, Pepco filed a request to decrease
its transmission rates by $4.5 million based on its
application of the FERC-approved formula. On
August 10, 2011, in response to a PSC staff data
request, Pepco identified an error in the Telecom-
munications Network Service (TN) peak load con-
tribution and revised its TN rate. On September 2,
2011, Pepco filed an erratum to the August 10,
2011 filing by correcting a labeling error for a tariff

FC 1085 — The PSC Considered the Feasibility
of Implementing a Purchase of Receivables Pol-

icy.

On January 11, 2011, Clean Current Green Energy
Solutions, a competitive electric generation sup-
plier, submitted a formal proposal to the PSC to
implement a Purchase of Receivables (POR) pro-
gram through Pepco in the District.  Generally,
POR programs permit or require the electric or gas
utility to purchase the receivables of retail electric-
ity/gas suppliers at a discount rate equal to the util-
ity’s actual uncollectible rate. Under POR, the risk
for collecting unpaid debt is shifted from suppliers

The new residential rates reflect a reduction in the
cost of electricity for SOS customers from 10.9
cents per kWh in the summer to 9.3 cents per kWh
and the rates declined from 10.2 cents per kWh to
8.8 cents per kWh in the winter. As a result, the av-
erage residential SOS customer saw a decrease in
their electric bills of 10.2% or about $9.95 per
month based on 685 kWh/month. Small commer-
cial SOS customers’ energy supply bills decreased
7.8%, or about $21.05 per month for the average
user. Since the average total residential SOS bill
(including the cost of electricity and Pepco’s distri-
bution charges) was about $88, the electricity por-
tion of the average residential SOS bill declined
from $72.14 to $62.20.

page number. Subsequently, the PSC issued a No-
tice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR), which ap-
peared in the D.C. Register on September 30, 2011.
Comments were due October 31, 2011. No com-
ments were filed.

On November 21, 2011, the PSC issued Order No.
16618, approving Pepco’s request. A Notice of Fi-
nal Rulemaking (NOFR) was published in the D.C.
Register on November 25, 2011. SOS customers
received an overall transmission rate decrease of
$4.5 million beginning on December 1, 2011.

to the utility, which alternative suppliers argue will
enhance competition.

On May 5, 2011, the PSC published a Notice of
Inquiry (NOI) into the adequacy of the current
method of allocating payments between Pepco and
competitive electricity suppliers. The NOI sought
comment on whether, and to what extent, the PSC’s
rules should be revised to permit or require POR
for retail electric generation suppliers. Comments
and reply comments were filed by the interested
parties subsequent to the NOI. The PSC will con-
tinue its study of the proposed POR policy in 2012.
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The PSC Monitored the Wholesale and Retail
Electricity Markets.

The PSC participates in a number of regional or-
ganizations in order to monitor the wholesale mar-
ket where most electricity generators serving the
District are located. One of those organizations is
the Organization of PJM States Inc. (OPSI), which
was established on May 13, 2005. OPSI is an inter-
governmental organization of utility regulatory
agencies in 13 states and the District. These 14 ju-
risdictions are wholly or partly in the service area
of PJM, a regional transmission operator (RTO)
approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission (FERC). PJM operates the high-voltage
electric transmission grid and wholesale electricity
market within its service area. OPSI’s activities
include, but are not limited to, coordinating data/
issues analyses and policy formulation related to
PJM, its operations, its Independent Market Moni-
tor, and related FERC matters. In the past, OPSI
has submitted numerous filings to the PJM Board
and FERC. In December 2011, along with other
state commissions and government entities, the
PSC joined a new regional group called the Inde-
pendent State Agencies Committee (ISAC). The
purpose of the ISAC is to provide PJIM with inputs
and scenarios for transmission planning studies.
PJM will provide the ISAC with the impacts of the
inputs and scenarios on a transmission expansion
plan.

The PSC also monitors electric retail prices
(including generation and transmission) of alterna-
tive suppliers and makes this information available
on its website. Comparisons can be made with re-
spect to the generation and transmission compo-
nents of Pepco’s Standard Offer Service (SOS).
The PSC has also made available calculators on its
website that allow customers to compare the SOS

retail generation and transmission prices with those
offered by alternative suppliers.

Through monthly reports to the PSC, Pepco pro-
vides information on customer choice in the Dis-
trict for residential and non-residential customers.
The share of residential enroliment with alternative
suppliers increased over the past year, rising to
7.7% of residential customers in December 2011
compared to 4.4% in December 2010. Alternative
suppliers also experienced an increase in their share
of commercial customers—from 30.6% in Decem-
ber 2010 to 32.9% in December 2011.

In 2011, the PSC also experienced an increase in
the number of electricity suppliers applying to
serve customers in the District—with 32 applica-
tions submitted in 2011 compared to 22 in 2010.
During 2011, the PSC approved 27 alternative elec-
tricity supplier applications—bringing the total
number of approved alternative suppliers to 81.
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FC 945 - The PSC Finalized Sub-metering and
Energy Allocation Rules.

On October 22, 2008, the D.C. Council enacted the
Clean and Affordable Energy Act (CAEA). The
CAEA, among other things, requires the PSC to
promulgate Sub-metering and Energy Allocation
(SEA) rules for non-residential rental units in the
District of Columbia. Sub-metering allows a land-
lord, property management firm, or other multi-
tenant non-residential property to bill tenants for
individually measured utility usage.

In order to comply with the CAEA, the PSC pre-
pared draft Sub-metering and Energy Allocation
(SEA) rules and issued them for comment by order

FC 945 — The PSC Certified Generators for the
Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard.

In 2005, the D.C. Council enacted the Renewable
Energy Portfolio Standard Act (REPS Act), which
established a Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard
(RPS) through which a minimum percentage of
District electric providers’ supply must be derived
from renewable energy sources beginning January
1, 2007, with an ultimate target of 11% by 2022.
Renewable energy sources are separated into two
categories, Tier | and Tier Il, with Tier | resources
including solar energy, wind, qualifying biomass,
methane, geothermal, ocean, and fuel cells, and
Tier 11 resources including hydroelectric power
other than pumped storage generation, and waste-
to-energy.

On October 22, 2008, the Clean and Affordable
Energy Act of 2008 became law. This legislation,
among other things, amended the REPS Act and
changed the definition of solar energy to provide
eligibility for solar thermal applications that do not
generate electricity, raised the RPS requirements to
20 percent by 2020, and increased certain alterna-
tive compliance fees. The PSC addressed the ap-
propriate changes in a Notice of Final Rulemaking
that appeared in the D.C. Register on October 2,
2009.

on April 21, 2009. After reviewing the parties’
comments, the PSC modified the draft rules and
published a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(NOPR) on December 18, 20009. On May 27,
2011, the PSC published a subsequent NOPR in
the D.C. Register with additional modifications to
the draft SEA rules. AOBA, Pepco, and WGL
filed comments in response to the May 27, 2011
NOPR. Pepco also filed reply comments.

On November 3, 2011, the PSC adopted Chapter
44 of Title 15 of the District of Columbia Munici-
pal Regulations (“D.C.M.R.”), the Sub-metering
and Energy Allocation rules, which became effec-
tive on November 11, 2011.

On October 20, 2011, the Distributed Generation
Amendment Act (DGAA) of 2011 became law.
The legislation amended D.C. Official Code Sec-
tions 34-1431 through 1439 of the Renewable En-
ergy Portfolio Standard. In particular, the legisla-
tion generally disallowed most new solar energy
systems located outside of the District from being
certified by the PSC for the RPS program, after
January 31, 2011—although solar energy systems
located outside of the District that were certified
prior to February 1, 2011 were “grandfathered”
and remained eligible under the RPS program. In
addition, this legislation increased the solar RPS
requirement from 2011 through 2023 (up to 2.5
percent by 2023 as opposed to 0.4 percent by
2020), disallowed the certification of solar energy
systems larger than 5 megawatts (MW) in capacity,
amended the solar compliance fees for 2011
through 2023, and changed the eligibility require-
ments for solar thermal systems. The PSC will ad-
dress these statutory revisions in a NOPR amend-
ing the RPS rules to be issued on January 13, 2012.
The amendments to the RPS rules will become ef-
fective upon publication in the D.C. Register in
2012.

Pursuant to the DGAA, in Order No. 16528 (issued

September 9, 2011), the PSC denied all applica-
(Continued on page 51)
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tions of solar energy facilities seeking certification
as eligible District of Columbia renewable energy
standards generating facilities, which were not lo-
cated within the District, nor in locations served by
a distribution feeder serving the District, and pend-
ing before the PSC on August 1, 2011. Moreover,
in Order No. 16529, issued on September 9, 2011,
the PSC decertified 1,426 solar energy facilities
not located within the District, or in locations
served by a distribution feeder serving the District,
and certified by the PSC between February 1,
2011, and the effective date of the Act, August I,
2011, as well as any solar facilities with a capacity
larger than 5 MW regardless of the date certified.

In 2011, the PSC received 1,846 renewable genera-
tor applications—primarily involving the certifica-
tion of solar generators for the RPS program. As
of December 31, 2011, there were 2,676 solar en-

FC 945 — The PSC Approved a Revised Pepco
Net Metering Contract and Rider Consistent
with the Clean and Affordable Enerqy Act of
2008.

On December 22, 2010, the PSC issued Order No.

ergy systems (including both solar photovoltaic
and solar thermal) approved for the District’s RPS
program, with 439 located within the District. The
total reported capacity associated with the ap-
proved solar energy systems is about 22.4 MW,
with about 3.5 MW in the District.

In addition, as of December 31, 2011, there were
2,755 renewable generator applications eligible for
the District’s RPS program. Of the facilities ap-
proved, 2,738 (about 99 percent) use Tier | re-
sources (including biomass, methane from landfill
gas, solar, and wind) and 17 (roughly 1 percent)
use Tier Il resources (including hydroelectric and
municipal solid waste). These renewable genera-
tors may be certified in other states that have an
RPS requirement as well, so the renewable energy
credits associated with the generating capacity are
not necessarily fully available to meet the District’s
RPS.

16084, rejecting Pepco’s net metering contract and
directing Pepco to file a revised contract. Pepco
filed the revised contract on January 6, 2011 and it
filed another revised version on February 2, 2011.
On April 8, 2011, the PSC issued Order No. 16300,
approving the revised contract and associated rider.

FC 945 - The PSC held a status conference on Pepco’s
energy efficiency programs.
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FC 945 — The PSC Reviewed Electricity
Suppliers’ Fuel Mix Filings.

The 1999 Electric Retail Competition Act requires
each licensed electricity supplier doing business in
the District to report to the PSC and its customers
every six months on the fuel mix of the electricity it
sells in D.C., including renewable resources. The
PSC is also charged with establishing regulations
regarding fuel mix disclosure, as appropriate, and
determining whether it is feasible for electricity
suppliers to provide such fuel mix information.

In addition, the Omnibus Utility Amendment Act of
2004, which became effective on April 12, 2005,
required the PSC to determine whether it is feasible
for electricity suppliers to disclose emission infor-
mation every six months. On May 19, 2005, the

FC 1017 - The PSC Held a Leqgislative-Style
Hearing on June 16, 2011 to Explore Dynamic
Pricing and SOS Procurement Issues.

On June 3, 2011, the PSC issued a Notice of Legis-
lative-Style Hearing on Standard Offer Service
(SOS) issues to be held on June 16, 2011. The pur-
pose of the hearing was to obtain input from vari-
ous stakeholders, including retail and wholesale
electric generation suppliers, on issues related to
the potential integration of dynamic pricing and the
SOS procurement process for electric generation
services. The hearing also was designed to explore
the opportunities available to alternative retail elec-
tric generation suppliers to provide dynamic pricing
rate designs to customers in D.C. Pepco, OPC,
Washington Gas Energy Service (WGES), the Re-
tail Energy Supply Association (RESA), Constella-
tion, and NextEra Energy participated in the hear-
ing. The Apartment and Office Building Associa-
tion (AOBA) and American Association of Retired
Persons (AARP) were not present at the hearing but
filed comments prior to the hearing. Clean Cur-
rents, an alternative electric generation supplier,
filed comments after the hearing. On June 30,
2011, Pepco and RESA filed follow-up responses
to the questions raised in the hearing.

PSC issued Order No. 13589 that directed all active
electricity suppliers to disclose emissions informa-
tion for carbon dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and sulfur
dioxide semi-annually as required by D.C. Law.
Suppliers were instructed to file this information in
June and December of each year, along with their
fuel mix information.

Pepco and the alternative electric generation suppli-
ers serving the District filed fuel mix reports in
June and December of 2011. The PSC Staff re-
viewed the filings and posted the information on
the PSC’s website. In addition, every two years
beginning July 1, 2003, the PSC is required to re-
port fuel mix information to the D.C. Council. The
PSC submitted a report to the D.C. Council on June
30, 2011.

The key topics addressed at the hearing included:
e The potential use of a Critical Peak Rebate
for default SOS customers and the resulting
rate implications;

e The sharing of information regarding dy-
namic pricing programs with wholesale
SOS bidders;

e Dynamic pricing and its impact on whole-
sale SOS bidding;

e The identification of ways to incent alterna-
tive electric generation suppliers to offer
dynamic pricing rate designs;

e Information needed for alternative electric
generation suppliers to provide Critical
Peak Pricing and Time-of-Use pricing rate
design options.

A transcript of the hearing was docketed in the
case.
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FC 1050 — The PSC Reviewed Pepco’s First
Small Generator Interconnection Annual

Report.

On February 13, 2009, the PSC published District
of Columbia Small Generator Interconnection
Rules (DCSGIR) in the D.C. Register. The
DCSGIR sets forth the standards and procedures
for customers with on-site generation to intercon-
nect safely with Pepco’s electric distribution sys-
tem. The DCSGIR requires, among other things,
that Pepco submit annual reports on interconnection

FC 1053 — The PSC Monitored Pepco’s Decoup-
ling Mechanism, Called a Bill Stabilization Ad-
justment (BSA).

Pepco implemented the PSC-approved Bill Stabili-
zation Adjustment (BSA) beginning with custom-
ers’ bills received in January 2010. In September
2009, the PSC had approved a BSA that resulted in
a slight lowering of residential consumers’ distribu-
tion rates to reflect a small 50 basis point reduction
in Pepco’s return on equity. The BSA eliminates
the disincentive for Pepco to promote energy effi-
ciency programs that help customers reduce their
electricity usage and drive down electricity supply

FC 1070 - The PSC Denied Pepco’s Demand
Response (DR) Program Proposal and Closed
the Case.

On December 17, 2009, in Order No. 15629, the
PSC directed Pepco to file a Demand Response
(DR) Program Plan that assumed implementation of
Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI). Accord-
ingly, on January 20, 2010, Pepco filed its proposed
plan and the Company proposed to collect DR costs
not subsidized by federal stimulus funding through

implementation with the PSC so that the regulatory
agency can monitor the Company’s progress in
generator interconnection.

Pepco filed its first Annual Report on August 30,
2011. On November 3, 2011, the PSC issued Order
No. 16601 identifying deficiencies in the Annual
Report and directing Pepco to revise the report.
Pepco filed its revised Annual Report on November
14, 2011. The PSC will issue an order on the re-
vised Annual Report in early 2012.

costs, which are the largest portion (75% to 80%)
of a bill. Previously, there was a disincentive for
Pepco to encourage conservation because Pepco’s
revenue was generally linked with electricity con-
sumption by ratepayers.

The amount of the BSA adjustment changes from
month to month. Distribution rates will decline if
Pepco receives more revenue per customer than the
PSC approved and rates will increase when Pepco
receives less revenue per customer than the PSC
has approved.

a surcharge mechanism on the distribution portion
of customers’ bills. The Maryland PSC had already
approved Pepco’s use of this same approach. On
March 12, 2010, the PSC published a Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in the D.C. Register inviting
public comment on Pepco’s proposal. OPC and
Pepco filed comments and reply comments, respec-
tively.

On December 20, 2010, in Order No. 16109, the
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PSC denied Pepco’s proposal, while simultane-
ously inviting Pepco to file a revised application
that requested that the PSC approve a regulatory
asset to recover AMI-related DR costs. The PSC
denied Pepco’s application on the grounds that the
regulatory framework in the District is different
than in in Maryland. The D.C. Council did not
authorize a surcharge to recover costs for AMI-
dependent DR. In the absence of such authoriza-
tion, a surcharge is arguably a change in rates that
would require a separate process in the context of
a general rate case. Moreover, Pepco’s other AMI
-related costs are, by law, recovered through a

FC 1086 — The PSC Approved Pepco’s Revised
Direct Load Control Program.

On June 15, 2011, Pepco filed its Revised Resi-
dential Air Conditioner Direct Load Control
(DLC) Program with updated tariff pages, includ-
ing a new Rider R-DLC—Residential Direct Load
Control. The Company stated that the DLC Pro-
gram updated its previous filing to respond to the
PSC’s request to establish a regulatory asset to
cover the costs for the proposed program. Further,
the Company stated the DLC Program was de-
signed to be deployed in an environment where
AMI meters are in place for all distribution cus-
tomers.

On June 24, 2011, the PSC published a Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in the D.C. Register re-
questing comments on Pepco’s DLC filing. After
reviewing the comments from parties, in Order

regulatory asset so it is reasonable to allow Pepco
to recover AMI-related DR in the same fashion.

On June 15, 2011, Pepco filed its revised Residen-
tial Air Conditioner Direct Load Control Program
(DLC Program) with updated tariff pages, includ-
ing a new Rider “R-DLC” — Residential Direct
Load Control. Subsequently, Pepco’s DLC Pro-
gram tariff filing was transferred to FC No. 1086.
On July 8, 2011, in Order No. 16433, the PSC no-
tified the parties of its intent to close FC 1070.
The case was closed ten days thereafter.

No. 16602 (issued November 3, 2011), the PSC
approved Pepco’s revised DLC Program and di-
rected the Company to file a DLC education plan.
Pepco was also directed to file quarterly reports
for the DLC Program and to submit a formal
evaluation report after two years of program im-
plementation. The updated tariff pages for the
DLC filing became effective upon publication of a
Notice of Final Rulemaking in the D.C. Register
on November 11, 2011.

Pepco filed its Demand Response Education Plan
on December 5, 2011, in response to Order No.
16602. On December 28, 2011, in Order No.
16665, the PSC granted OPC’s motion for an ex-
tension of time to file comments on the Com-
pany’s plan. The PSC will act upon Pepco’s filing
in 2012.
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FC 1056 - The PSC Approved the Deployment
Phase of the Advanced Metering Infrastructure
(AMI) Task Force’s Customer Education Plan.

On August 4, 2011, the PSC, in Order No. 16484,
approved Campaign |, covering smart meter de-
ployment, of the Advanced Metering Infrastructure
(AMI) Task Force’s Customer Education Plan. At
the PSC’s direction, the AMI Task Force filed a
more detailed version of Campaign Il, covering the
activation of smart meters on November 1, 2011,
and the PSC requested public comments. These

education efforts were the result of a collaborative
process with participation from staff members from
PSC, OPC, the Sustainable Energy Utility (SEU),
District Department of the Environment (DDOE),
and Pepco, as well as representatives of Politics and
Prose’s Climate Action Committee and AARP-DC.
The PSC has continued to monitor Pepco’s installa-
tion of smart meters and refined various reporting
requirements so as to remain informed about instal-
lation efforts and possible obstacles and delays.

Resolved Disputes

FC 1092 — The PSC Began an Investigation of
the Consumer Practices of Horizon Power and

Light, LLC.

On October 18, 2011, OPC submitted a petition to
investigate customer solicitation calls from Hori-
zon. In its filing, OPC stated that it had received
numerous calls over the previous three months
from residential consumers, many of whom were
senior citizens, complaining of aggressive tele-
phone solicitations from ostensibly representatives
of Horizon. On October 19, 2011, Horizon filed a
response to OPC’s petition, stating that it has strict

FC 1094 — The PSC Began an Inquiry of
Michael Petras’ Complaint Regarding Glacial
Energy of D.C.

On October 25, 2011, Michael Petras e-mailed the
PSC requesting an investigation of Glacial Energy

FC 1097 — The PSC Initiated a Proceeding to
Address Liberty Power’s Complaint Against

Pepco.

On November 16, 2011, Liberty Power Corporation
(Liberty) filed a complaint against Pepco alleging
that Pepco violated Section 13(g) of its Tariff as

documented processes, rules and agreements that
all employees, representatives and third-party ven-
dors must follow. On October 27, 2011, Horizon
informed the PSC by e-mail that it had conducted
its own investigation and was taking affirmative
steps to address and remediate any inappropriate
actions by its agents and employees.

On November 3, 2011, the PSC issued Order No.
16603 inviting public comment on Horizon’s re-
sponses. Horizon filed reply comments on Decem-
ber 2, 2011. The PSC will continue this investiga-
tion in 2012,

of D.C. (Glacial) and making a series of allegations
concerning business practices of Glacial’s affiliates.
The PSC began an inquiry into whether there was
any validity to Petras’ claims. It is expected that
the PSC will determine whether there should be an
investigation of Glacial in 2012.

well as Section 107(c) of the Retail Electric Com-
petition and Consumer Protection Act of 1999 by
unilaterally  registering National Presbyterian
Church to receive Standard Offer Service (SOS)
without its consent. The PSC will issue an order
addressing the complaint in 2012.
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Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

The PSC Participated in Federal Proceedings

The PSC Participated in Federal Energy Requ-
latory Commission (FERC) Proceedings and
Monitored PJM Interconnection, LLC (PJM)
Activities to Ensure Just and Reasonable

Rates.

Retail electric generation prices
L in the District are based sub-
AW stantially on wholesale prices
established in the PJM region
where most generators serving
the District are located. Thus,
the PSC monitored a number of
FERC proceedings and participated in several oth-
ers to ensure the regional markets served the best
interests of the District. Several of the PSC’s ac-
tivities in 2011 in that regard are summarized be-
low.

A. FERC Docket ER11-3322 — Measurement of
Performance of Capacity Demand Response
During Emergency Dispatch.

On April 7, 2011, PJM Interconnection, LLC
(PJM) submitted a filing at FERC proposing to
clarify, in its tariffs, the capacity values (i.e., the
performance measurement standards) applicable
to load reductions made in the delivery year by
demand response (DR) resources that have offered
and cleared in PJM’s capacity market. PJM pro-
posed that, for a load reduction to be recognized
as having satisfied its capacity commitment, the
load reduction must result in a metered load that is
less than the customer’s Peak Load Contribution
(PLC). PJM asserted that these changes be made
effective in order to ensure that consumers in the
PJM region will pay only for capacity reductions
that are actually delivered to PJM and that the
amounts of capacity PJM procures through Reli-
ability Pricing Model (RPM) will continue to be
adequate to maintain reliability in the PJM re-
gion.

In an Order issued June 3, 2011, the FERC ac-
cepted and suspended PJM’s filing for a five-
month period to become effective November 7,
2011, subject to refund, and the outcome of a

technical conference. The technical conference
was held on July 29, 2011. Following the techni-
cal conference, interested parties, including the
D.C. PSC, submitted written comments. The D.C.
PSC’s filing supported PJM’s proposed tariff
changes. In an Order issued November 4, 2011,
FERC accepted PJM’s filing, effective November
7, 2011, subject to certain conditions.

B. FERC Docket ER11-4628 — Price Respon-
sive Demand (PRD).

On September 23, 2011, PIJM submitted for FERC
approval proposed revisions to the PJIM Open Ac-
cess Tariff (Tariff), the Amended and Restated
Operating Agreement of PJM (Operating Agree-
ment), and the Reliability Assurance Agreement
among Load Serving Entities in the PJM Region
(RAA) to recognize and support, at the wholesale
level, the development of Price Responsive De-
mand (PRD)-enabled by advanced meters and
dynamic retail rate structures — by states in the
PJM region. The proposed revisions address PRD
both in the context of PJM’s forward capacity
market (known as the RPM) and PJM’s day-ahead
and real-time energy markets. The proposals will
allow load serving entities (LSE’s) and other mar-
ket participants to commit that PRD loads will be
reduced to specified levels when prices rise during
emergency conditions, and for PJIM to rely on
those promised load reductions to reduce the ca-
pacity level targeted for procurement in the RPM
forward auctions.

The D.C. PSC filed comments on October 14,
2011 in support of PJIM’s well-structured proposal
to advance the integration of PRD into wholesale
markets. The D.C. PSC urged FERC to approve
PJM’s proposed changes to the Tariff, Operating
Agreement and RAA.

In an Order issued on December 14, 2011, FERC
accepted and suspended PJM’s proposed tariff
changes subject to refund and the outcome of a
FERC staff technical conference to be held in
early 2012.
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FC 977 — The PSC Monitored WGL ’s Quality of
Service.

At the end of 2009, the PSC issued Order Nos.
15548 and 15630, which adopted final rules gov-
erning reporting requirements for natural gas qual-
ity of service in the District and which provided a
compliance reporting format.

Since the rules were established, including through-
out 2011, WGL has been unable to comply fully
with the natural gas leak and customer-reported
odor complaint response times. Although the PSC
has previously granted WGL’s waiver requests, the
PSC, by Order No. 16197, directed WGL to pro-
vide a detailed explanation for its failure to meet
PSC rule 3702.2 and provide specific remediation

FC 1027, GT 06-1, and GT 97-3 — The PSC Ap-
proved WGL’s Revised Hexane Recovery Tariff
and Monitored WGL'’s Replacement of Vintage
Mechanical Couplings and Pipe.

In Order No. 15627, issued on December 11, 2009,
the PSC approved a Settlement Agreement between
WGL and OPC regarding the recovery of hexane
costs and the establishment of a program to encap-
sulate and replace vintage mechanical couplings
and pipe (Program). In that Order, the PSC di-
rected WGL to file a tariff containing a proposed
mechanism for calculating the surcharge to cover
the Program’s costs. In Order No. 16534, issued on
September 9, 2011, the PSC approved the tariff
specifying how the Program surcharge, called the
Plant Recovery Adjustment (PRA), is to be calcu-
lated each year.

plans. In the same order the PSC held in abeyance
WGL’s waiver request until the PSC had an oppor-
tunity to review the detailed explanation.

On February 22, 2011, WGL filed its response to
Order 16197. After reviewing it, the PSC, in Order
No. 16555 dated September 29, 2011 granted
WGL’s request for waiver of PSC rule 3702.2
through September 30, 2011, and directed the Com-
pany to provide a date by which it expected to be
able to achieve full compliance with the rule. On
October 6, 2011 WGL filed a response to Order
No. 16555 and indicated that it was unsure when if
ever it would be able to comply with this provision
of the rule as it was presently written. WGL re-
quested that the PSC modify the rule. The PSC ex-
pects to act upon WGL’s request in 2012.

WGL filed its first Annual Surcharge Filing for the
PRA on September 16, 2011, as required under the
Settlement Agreement. OPC filed comments on the
Annual Surcharge Filing on October 24, 2011.
WGL filed Reply Comments on November 3, 2011.
In Order No. 16619, issued on November 21, 2011,
the PSC directed WGL to respond to several ques-
tions regarding the Annual Surcharge Filing. WGL
filed its response on December 12, 2011. The PSC
will release an order on this filing in 2012.

Also in Order No. 15627, the PSC directed WGL to
submit reports summarizing the progress of the
Program each year. WGL submitted its second an-
nual report on December 15, 2011. An order re-
garding this report will be issued in 2012.

g
10

FC 1027, GT 06-1, and GT 97-3 - The PSC approved
WGL’s revised hexane recovery tariff.
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Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

FC 1089 — The PSC Proposed Amendments to
the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Rules.

On August 12, 2011, the PSC published in the D.C.
Register proposed new rules governing natural gas
pipeline safety. The PSC took this step in order to
bring its rules into close conformance with the
rules issued by the U.S. Department of Transporta-
tion for the transportation of natural and other gas

GT 11-1 — The PSC Considered WGL’s Appli-
cation To Change the Methodology It Uses to
Calculate Customers’ Costs for the Installation
of Service Pipes and Mains.

On May 25, 2011, WGL filed an application re-
questing authority to amend its tariffs to replace
the 2-year revenue test methodology for calculat-
ing customers’ costs for the installation or exten-
sion of service pipes and mains with a 30-year Net
Present Value (NPV) test. According to WGL, the
proposed revision will benefit customers because
they would be charged a lower, more appropriate
price since the “30-year NPV test provides a much
longer revenue stream to offset the life cycle costs
of a new customer connection.” Use of the NPV
test would also mean there would be no need to
require deposits or issue refunds as a result of addi-
tional customer usage of the facilities. WGL
claimed if its evaluation reflects a return equal to
or greater than the authorized return on equity, the
customer's request for a line extension or the Com-
pany's determination of a main extension can pro-
ceed without the customer having to contribute to-
wards costs. On the other hand, if the return is less
than the authorized return, the customer contribu-
tion would be required in an amount sufficient to
meet the authorized return level, including an al-
lowance for income taxes. WGL stated that al-
though the 30-year NPV test incorporates more
costs, the potential resulting contribution required
from the customer would still be lower than that
derived from using the two-year revenue test. By
lowering up-front costs of obtaining utility service,
District residents and business owners would ex-

by pipeline. The PSC also sought to establish spe-
cific penalties for violations of natural gas pipeline
safety rules. In September 2011, comments and
reply comments were filed by the WGL and OPC.
The PSC will consider the comments and continue
the rulemaking in 2012.

pand their choice options.

The PSC issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(NOPR), which was published in the D.C. Register
on July 8, 2011. On July 20, 2011 and August 4,
2011, the Maryland-National Capital Building In-
dustry Association and OPC filed comments, re-
spectively. On December 8, 2011, after reviewing
the parties’ comments, the PSC issued Order No.
16637. In that order the PSC noted that there are
many positive attributes in WGL’s tariff applica-
tion that make it preferable to the current 2-year
revenue test. However, the PSC explained that
there were several unanswered questions that WGL
should address prior to a final PSC determination.
In the Order, the PSC directed WGL to answer
three (3) questions. On December 23, 2011, WGL
filed its response to those questions. The PSC will
issue a final order in 2012.
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FC 874 — The PSC Approved WGL’s 2010 Gas
Procurement Report (GPR).

On November 15, 2010, WGL filed its Gas Pro-
curement Report (GPR). This report is due to the
PSC every other year. Comments were due on
January 31, 2011 and reply comments were due on
February 15, 2011. OPC filed comments on Janu-

FC 989/1093 — The PSC Initiated a WGL Rate
Case to Ascertain the Reasonableness of WGL'’s
Rates.

The PSC monitors WGL’s earnings based on quar-
terly rate of return reports the Company files in FC
989. On the basis of these filings, on November 2,

FC 1061 — The PSC Reviewed WGL’s Annual
Financing Report.

WGL filed its Annual Financing Report on Novem-
ber 30, 2011. The PSC reviewed the report and no
action was required.

FC 1079 — The PSC Denied WGL.’s Application
for Reconsideration of a Revenue Normalization
Adjustment and Closed the Case.

On December 21, 2009, WGL filed a request for
the PSC to approve a decoupling mechanism called
a Revenue Normalization Adjustment (RNA). The
RNA is a billing adjustment mechanism that de-
couples the Company's non-gas revenue collection
from actual delivered volumes of gas. WGL pro-
posed to compute the RNA on a monthly basis, cre-
ating either a credit or charge to be subtracted from
or added to the monthly distribution charge for all
firm and interruptible delivery service customers of
WGL.

Following the submission of testimony, evidentiary
hearings, and the filing of briefs by the parties, the

ary 31 and WGL filed reply comments on February
14. After several meetings of the Gas Procurement
Working Group (GPWG), the PSC Staff filed its
report on September 15, 2011. The PSC approved
the 2010 GPR in Order No. 16613 that was issued
on November 22, 2011. Meanwhile, WGL filed its
off-year report on November 1, 2011.

2011, in Order No. 16596, the PSC launched an
investigation into the reasonableness of WGL’s
rates by requiring WGL to file, by February 2,
2012, base rate information. The investigation will
continue in 2012 and will include an evidentiary
hearing, likely to occur in the fourth quarter of
2012.

PSC, in Order No. 16101, issued December 17,
2010, found that WGL's RNA proposal was not in
the public interest because WGL failed to present
sufficient evidence to show that the RNA would
avoid a distortion in the ratemaking structure that
could, in turn, lead to an understatement or over-
statement of WGL's overall revenue requirement.
By Order No. 16101, issued December 17, 2010,
the PSC declined to consider the RNA outside a
fully litigated base rate case and denied WGL’s
RNA proposal because it amounted to single issue
ratemaking. On February 28, 2011, the PSC denied
WGL’s application for reconsideration, finding that
WGL’s arguments lacked merit. The case was
closed on November 3, 2011 by Order No. 16597.
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Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

FC 1081 — The PSC Denied WGL’s Motion to
Change Payment Options and Closed the Case.

On June 18, 2010, WGL filed a tariff application
requesting authority to change several payment
options for customers such as phasing out the ac-
ceptance of cash payments at its walk-in office on
Constitution Avenue because of security con-
cerns, low volume, high costs, and the availability
of more convenient alternatives. WGL also
planned to engage a contractor to provide author-
ized alternative payment locations for WGL cus-
tomers to pay their natural gas bills. In addition,
WGL asked to be allowed to require the low-
income Residential Essential Services (RES) pro-
gram customers to be enrolled automatically in

FC 1088 — The PSC Approved WGL’s Financ-
ing Authority Application.

On July 18, 2011, WGL filed an application re-
questing a three-year authorization to issue and
sell debt securities or preferred stock beginning
October 1, 2011 and ending on September 30,
2014. The Company stated that it planned to use
the proceeds from the financing for four primary
purposes: (1) for the refunding of maturing long-
term debt; (2) for advance refunding of long-term
debt as market conditions permit; (3) for general
corporate purposes, including capital expendi-
tures, acquisition of property, working capital re-
quirements and retirement of short-term debt; and
(4) for the reimbursement of funds actually ex-
pended for any of those purposes.

WGL also sought expedited review of its applica-
tion under the PSC's expedited review process in
Chapter 35 of the PSC's rules [15 DCMR 3500-
3505 (2000)]. Pursuant to Chapter 35 of the
PSC's rules, a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(NOPR) was published in the D.C. Register on
July 29, 2011, inviting any comments or objec-
tions to the application to be filed no later than 30
days from the publication date.

OPC filed comments on August 29, 2011, con-
cluding that WGL's request is in the public inter-
est because overall it would lower the cost of
capital for ratepayers. OPC also supported
WGL's request for expedited review of the appli-

the Company’s budget billing plan.

On September 1, 2011, after considering the case
in a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, the PSC is-
sued Order No. 16524, which denied WGL’s tar-
iff application. The PSC found that ceasing to
accept cash payments was not in the public inter-
est and that proposed alternate payment arrange-
ments were “obviously burdensome.” The PSC
went on to find that WGL’s plan to enroll RES
customers into its budget billing Plan would be
more appropriately considered in a proposed
amendment to the Consumer Bill of Rights than
in a tariff-based rulemaking. The PSC closed the
case on November 3, 2011 by Order No. 16597.

cation.
filed.

No other comments or objections were

In Order No. 16538, issued on September 9,
2011, the PSC approved WGL’s application with
certain requirements. The PSC noted that histori-
cally it has allowed the Company considerable
financing latitude. The PSC concluded that it was
in the Company's interest to issue debt at the low-
est possible interest rates and under the best pos-
sible terms, and that the Company needed financ-
ing flexibility to be able to respond to market
conditions as they arise. In order to keep the PSC
advised of its financing activities, The PSC di-
rected WGL to provide certain information within
60 days after the end of each fiscal year.

The PSC also directed WGL to submit, within 30
days of a transaction authorized by Order No.
16538, a brief description of the issuance, includ-
ing the date and amount of the issuance, a short
description of the type of securities issued, and
the interest rate. The PSC also required WGL to
submit copies of the instruments and/or agree-
ments to the PSC unless they are publicly avail-
able, in which case WGL should state where and
how the publicly available information can be
obtained. Issuance costs, including but not limited
to underwriters' fees and legal expenses, as well
as net proceeds and cost rates to the Company,
should be reported to the PSC no later than 60
days following the transaction.
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FC 1091 — The PSC Opened an Investigation of
WGL’s Depreciation Study and Practices.

Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement in FC 1054,
the PSC, in Order No. 14694, issued on December
28, 2007, directed WGL to file a new depreciation
study within six (6) months after the moratorium
period. In accordance with that Order, WGL filed a
depreciation study and associated work papers on
August 8, 2011. On September 8, 2011, the PSC
issued Order No. 16539, opening FC 1091, a pro-
ceeding to investigate the depreciation practices of
WGL. The PSC invited interested parties to com-
ment within 45 days of the date of that Order, and
reply comments were due 20 days thereafter.

GTO01-1 — The PSC Required WGL and the Gas
Procurement Working Group (GPWG) to Re-
Evaluate the Company’s Hedging Decisions.

On October 5, 2001, in Order No. 12201, the PSC
approved a WGL pilot Physical Hedging Program
to reduce the volatility of natural gas prices during
winter months. Each year thereafter, the PSC has
required WGL to file an Annual Report on its pilot
Physical Hedging Program and comments have
been sought in order to consider possible changes to
the program. Through Order Nos. 12201, 12327,
13654, 13870, 14231, 14755, 15275, and 15700, the
PSC allowed the pilot Physical Hedging Program to
continue through the 2010-2011 winter season.

On April 29, 2009, WGL filed an application for
approval of a permanent hedging program. In its
application, WGL requested the PSC’s authoriza-
tion to: (1) operate both its winter baseload hedging
and its hedging of storage injection as permanent
programs; (2) expand the time period for execution
of hedging transactions up to 36 months prior to the
flow date of the hedged gas; (3) allow for the use of
financial transactions for winter baseload transac-
tions; and (4) combine the two hedging programs
(storage injection and winter baseload).

On October 24, 2011, OPC filed its comments rec-
ommending that the PSC: (1) deny approval of the
depreciation study and (2) conduct an independent
study of WGL’s depreciation practices. On Novem-
ber 14, 2011, WGL filed its reply comments re-
questing that the PSC deny OPC’s two (2) recom-
mendations. In addition, WGL requested that the
PSC consolidate its investigation of the WGL’s de-
preciation practices into the Company’s pending
rate case (FC 1093). WGL argued that, tradition-
ally, the PSC has addressed depreciation rates for
the Company as part of its base rate proceed-
ing. The PSC is reviewing parties’ comments and
WGL’s depreciation study and practices and will
render its decision in 2012.

On November 4, 2010, after receiving comments on
the request, the PSC issued Order No. 16042. In the
Order, the PSC granted WGL’s request to make the
physical hedging program permanent, approved ex-
panding the time period for executing hedging
transactions up to 3 years in advance, allowed the
use of financial transactions for winter hedging, and
granted the request to combine the storage injection
and winter hedging programs. However, the PSC
decided that the pilot Financial Hedging Program
was to remain a pilot through the winter 2011-2012
season.

On December 21, 2011, the PSC issued Order No.
16646, which directed WGL to continue to evaluate
its hedging decisions in an effort to help minimize
the incremental costs to ratepayers and to provide
the Gas Procurement Working Group (GPWG) with
additional information and analysis on the costs and
benefits of hedging programs. In the same order,
the GPWG was directed to review: 1) how WGL’s
hedging practices compare to other utilities in the
region; 2) whether there are practices of other utili-
ties that should be considered; and 3) is WGL aware
of other jurisdictions that have identified specific
costs and benefits to be used in the analysis of a
hedging program.
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Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

Fostered Competition

The PSC Monitored the Wholesale and Retail
Natural Gas Markets.

All D.C. natural gas residential and non-residential
customers can choose their commodity gas sup-
plier. The PSC monitors wholesale and retail natu-
ral gas prices of commodity natural gas suppliers
and makes this information available on its web-
site. The information is updated on a monthly ba-
sis. Comparisons can be made with respect to the
costs of the natural gas commodity itself that flow
through WGL’s pipes and mains. that allows cus-

tomers to compare the commodity prices

WGL provides information on customer choice in
the District for residential and non-residential cus-
tomers. The share of residential enrollment with
alternative suppliers increased slightly over the
past year, with about 10 percent of residential cus-
tomers enrolled in December 2011, compared to 9
percent in December 2010. Similarly, alternative
suppliers’ share of non-residential customers in-
creased from 36 percent in December 2010 to 37
percent in December 2011.

The PSC continues to receive and approve new
applications for alternative natural gas suppliers.
In 2011, the PSC approved 10 alternative natural
gas supplier applications—increasing the total
number of approved suppliers to 38.

Federal Grants

The PSC Ensured Natural Gas Pipeline Safety
through the Federal Pipeline Safety Grant in
2011.

The PSC’s Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Program is
designed to ensure that WGL, the sole natural gas
distribution company in the District, is in compli-
ance with federal and District gas pipeline safety
regulations for the design, construction, operation,
and maintenance of natural gas pipeline facili-
ties. The program is partially funded and rigor-
ously audited by the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation (USDOT).

In 2011, PSC Staff performed on-site inspections
of pipeline facilities; conducted office utility re-
cords inspections, including drug and alcohol re-
cords; conducted incident investigations to deter-
mine probable causes; developed enhanced regula-
tions to facilitate pipeline safety; monitored the
training and qualifications of pipeline operators;
monitored WGL’s integrity management activities;
and promoted pipeline safety through public edu-
cation programs. PSC Engineering Staff con-

ducted 535 natural gas pipeline safety inspections
and refereed 44 natural gas meter tests. PSC Engi-
neering Staff monitored WGL’s implementation of
its Plan for the minimization of natural gas leaks
through the encapsulation and replacement of vin-
tage mechanical couplings.

Data on the trends in the number of inspections and
other performance measures can be found in the
Key Outcomes section under Ensured Public
Safety and Reliability.
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Federal Grants

The PSC Completed the 2011 One-Call Grant
Project to Prevent Damage to Underground Fa-
cilities.

The 2011 One-Call Grant Project was completed on
December 31, 2011. The purpose of the grant was
to help reduce damage to underground facilities
such as natural gas, electric, water and telephone
lines.

The following tasks were undertaken by the One-
Call Inspector as part of the 2011 One-Call Grant
Project: (A) conducted field inspections of under-
ground facility location markings, (B) examined
and compared “locate” requests and responses to
determine the extent and timeliness of responses to
the request data reported by locators to the One-
Call Center, (C) tested and verified the accuracy of
markings performed by locators, (D) conducted in-
spections of excavation sites to assure that excava-
tions are carried out in accordance with federal and
District laws, and (E) verified the accuracy of maps
and mapping technology used by underground fa-
cility locators to perform markings.

The Inspector conducted inspections of a sampling
of 592 excavation sites. The objective of the exca-
vator inspections was to enforce the District’s One-
Call law regarding the responsibilities of excava-
tors. Excavator inspections included both scheduled
and unscheduled inspections of excavation sites.
The excavation sites were inspected on a random
basis over the course of six months. About 98%
(580) complied with the District’s One-Call law
(marked within 48 hours) and 99% of the markings
were found to be accurate and in compliance with
National Utility Locators Contractors Association
(NULCA) guidelines. The Inspector spent approxi-
mately two (2) hours at each site. The District’s
One-Call law requires adequate notification (48
hours prior to start of excavation) to the One-Call
Center, adequate planning to avoid damage to un-
derground facilities, and hand digging within a rea-
sonable distance from the underground facility. All

the above-mentioned requirements were tested dur-
ing excavation inspections.

Only 12 non-compliant markings were found in the
District during the CY 2011 One-Call inspections.
Most of the non-compliant markings were due to
inclement weather and were corrected as WGL
called the locator to complete the markings. All
(100%) of the maps used by locators were accurate
and correctly identified the underground facilities at
all the 100 locations where the use of mapping was
witnessed.

In addition to the above-mentioned One-Call Grant
Project accomplishments, the PSC provided educa-
tional materials on the new 811 abbreviated dialing
code to all excavators, District residents, and under-
ground facility locators met during One-Call related
field visits. The PSC also promoted the April 2011
National Safe Digging Month by issuing a District-
wide bulletin/press release and a web site posting,
and prepared the April National Safe Digging
Month declaration and resolution by the Mayor and
D.C. Council.

Know what's helow.
> (Gall before you dig.
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FC 990 — The PSC Ensured Fair and Open Lo-
cal Telecommunications Competition at the
Wholesale Level in 2011.

The PSC requires Verizon to file a monthly Per-
formance Assurance Plan (PAP) and Carrier-to-
Carrier Report to ensure Verizon does not favor its
own services over Competitive Local Exchange
Carriers (CLECs) that lease space in Verizon’s net-
work in order to serve retail customers in the Dis-
trict. The reports contain performance metrics to
ensure there is fair and open competition at the
wholesale level. PSC staff reviews each report to

FC 990 — The PSC Continued To Monitor Veri-
zon’s Service Quality.

Verizon has periodically failed the residential and/
or business out-of-service clearing time quality of
service standards over a number of years. In 2007,
the PSC required Verizon to submit a remedial plan
and the PSC monitored Verizon’s implementation
of the plan by requiring the Company to file quar-
terly quality of service performance reports. On
September 28, 2009, in Order No. 15560, the PSC
required Verizon to submit a revised remedial plan.
The Company filed the plan on October 28, 2009.

After monitoring Verizon’s quality of service per-
formance based on the Company’s quarterly reports
on August 24, 2010, the PSC issued Order No.
15943, in which it approved Verizon’s revised re-

FC 990 — The PSC Updated the Enforcement
Section 2703 of Chapter 27 of the DCMR Gov-
erning the Requlation of Telecommunications
Providers.

On November 5, 2010, the PSC published a Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) amending several
sections of Chapter 27 of Title 15 of the District of
Columbia Municipal Regulations, which contains
the rules regarding the PSC’s regulation of tele-
communications providers. The purpose of the
amendments was to update the rules by making
several small revisions throughout the Chapter.

determine if Verizon violated any of the standards.
If it does, automatic penalties are invoked.

With one exception, Verizon was in compliance
with the standards throughout 2011. The one ex-
ception was in August 2011. On October 18, 2011,
Verizon filed a request for a waiver of the PAP
rules due to its union strike and Hurricane Irene.
The PSC issued Order No. 16611 on November 30,
2011, approving the request. Thus, Verizon did not
incur any penalties in 2011.

medial plan. However, the Order also required
Verizon to provide the “absolute number of out-of-
service trouble tickets received, the number of out-
of-service trouble tickets that were not cleared
within 24 hours, and a categorization of the cause
of each out-of-service trouble ticket in the affected
month.”

During 2011, the PSC continued to monitor Veri-
zon’s performance through the Company’s quar-
terly quality of service reports and third-party dam-
age reports. Verizon claims many of the outages are
caused by damage to its cables from third-party
contractors. The PSC has required Verizon to re-
port on the steps it is taking to educate these con-
tractors and to seek reparations.

Verizon was the only party to file comments and
those comments addressed only two sections of the
Chapter - 2703.1 and 2740. Section 2703 contains
enforcement rules and Section 2740 contains rules
governing the reporting of service outages, personal
injuries, or death resulting from utility operations or
maintenance. On the basis of Verizon’s comments,
the PSC issued a second NOPR on April 15, 2011.
The PSC re-noticed the April 2011 NOPR on Au-
gust 5, 2011. On September 20, Verizon filed its
comments after receiving PSC approval of its re-
quest for an extension of time. On October 14,

(Continued on page 65)
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2011, the PSC issued Order No. 16583, approving
the proposed amendments to Section 2703 and
many other sections but not Section 2740. The
PSC published a Notice of Final Rulemaking in the
D.C. Register on October 21, 2011.

On October 21, 2011, the PSC sought to amend
Section 2740 of Chapter 27, the outage reporting
rules pertaining to the confidentiality of reports
filed with the PSC. The purpose of the amendment
was to waive the outage reporting rules so reports
will be filed only for outages that impact retail cus-

FC 1090 — The PSC Opened an Investigation
into Verizon’s Telecommunications Infrastruc-
ture.

On August 26, 2011, OPC filed a petition to inves-
tigate the reliability of Verizon’s telecommunica-

tomers. The NOPR elicited comments from Veri-
zon and Comcast who filed comments on Novem-
ber 21, 2011. No reply comments were filed.

In the meantime, in Order No. 16559, issued on
September 29, 2011, the PSC waived portions of
the rules requiring telecommunications service pro-
viders to file reports for only those outages affect-
ing retail customers. On December 21, 2011, the
PSC issued Order No. 16653, extending the re-
quirement that Verizon file outage reports only for
ones that impact retail customers until March 21,
2012. The PSC will amend the rule permanently in
2012.

tions infrastructure. Verizon filed its Answer and
Motion to Dismiss on September 6, 2011. In Order
No. 16586, issued on October 14, 2011, the PSC
opened an investigation into the quality of Veri-
zon’s infrastructure. Filing of testimony and an
evidentiary hearing will occur in 2012.

Regulated Monopoly Services

FC 988 — The PSC Revised the Telecommunica-
tions Universal Service Rules in Chapter 28 of
Title 15 of the DCMR to, Among Other Things,
Permit _the Assessment of Voice over Internet
Protocol (VolP) Providers.

In two rulemakings in 2011, the PSC revised its
telecommunications universal service rules to im-
plement several statutory changes and to make the
rules more user-friendly. The PSC published com-
prehensive changes in a Notice of Proposed Rule-
making (NOPR) that appeared in the D.C. Register
on November 26, 2010. One of the revisions was
to permit the assessment of Voice over Internet
Protocol (VolP) providers. On December 23, 2010,
AT&T/Teleport (AT&T), and the District Depart-
ment of the Environment, Energy Office (DDOE)
filed comments. OPC and Verizon filed comments
on December 27, 2010. Verizon filed reply com-
ments on January 10, 2011. In Order No. 16558,

issued September 29, 2011, the PSC finalized
amendments to some of the sections of Chapter 28.
The PSC published the NOFR in the D.C. Register
on October 7, 2011.

On October 7, 2011, the PSC published another
NOPR. No comments were filed so the rules were
adopted in Order No. 16625, issued November 30,
2011. The revisions to Sections 2803.1 through
2803.3 revised the reimbursement requirement, so
that the D.C. Universal Trust Fund (DCUSTF) Ad-
ministrator can reimburse Eligible Telecommunica-
tions Carriers (ETC) for all of the customers on the
ETC list as long as 95% of these customers are also
on the list of the agency responsible for certifying
customer eligibility. The remaining amendments
permitted the PSC to assess VoIP service providers
for their share of the DCUSTF. The PSC published
the NOFR in the D.C. Register on December 9,
2011.
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FC 988 — The PSC Took Steps to Make Lifeline
Eligibility Criteria Conform to the Residential
Aid Discount (RAD) Criteria.

On November 22, 2010, the District Department
of the Environment (DDOE) asked the PSC to
change the eligibility criteria for Lifeline service,
the landline telephone subsidy for low-income
customers in D.C. so they are the same as the cri-
teria for the Residential Aid Discount (RAD) for
low-income electricity customers and the Residen-
tial Essential Service (RES) for low-income natu-
ral gas customers. The PSC had granted DDOE’s
motion to change the eligibility criterion for par-
ticipation in the RAD program from 150 percent
of the federal poverty line to the highest income
participation level authorized under LIHEAP in
Order No. 15986 issued September 20, 2010.

On January 7, 2011, Verizon filed a motion to file
comments and its comments opposing DDOE’s
request. DDOE filed reply comments on January

FC 988 — The PSC Held a Telecommunications
Relay Service (TRS) Advisory Board Meeting
on May 27, 2011.

The PSC is required to hold annual meetings of
the Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS) Ad-
visory Board. TRS refers to the telecommunica-

FC 1059 — The PSC Reviewed Verizon’s Long-
Term Financing Report.

Verizon filed its annual long-term financing report
on February 22, 2011. The PSC reviewed the re-
port and no action was required.

Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS) Advisory
Board Meeting.

21, 2011. On March 17, 2011, the PSC issued Or-
der No. 16259, directing DDOE to file updated
information supporting its proposal and requesting
comments on DDOE’s submission. DDOE filed
its response on May 5, 2011. Verizon filed com-
ments on June 6, 2011 and DDOE filed reply com-
ments on June 15, 2011. Verizon filed reply com-
ments to DDOE on June 20, 2011. On June 24,
2011, DDOE filed a motion to strike Verizon’s
June 20, 2011 reply comments and sur-reply com-
ments. In Order No. 16430, issued on July 8,
2011, the PSC denied DDOE’s motion while ac-
cepting DDOE’s sur-reply comments.

Because increasing the eligibility requirements for
Lifeline service also may substantially increase the
costs to non-subsidized telecommunications cus-
tomers, on December 20, 2011, the PSC issued
Order No. 16650, directing DDOE to provide up-
dated information within 30 days and allowing the
parties to comments thereafter. Thus, this matter
will continue to be addressed in 2012.

tions service to the deaf and hard-of-hearing. In
2011, the meeting was held on May 27, 2011. As
a follow-up, the PSC conducted a survey of 40
TRS providers to obtain information on whether
they offer soft dial tone service, which would per-
mit calls to E911 service from a line that is other-
wise disconnected.

verizon
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FC 1057 — In 2011, the PSC Reviewed 23
Verizon Basic, Discretionary, and Competitive
Service Pricing Filings and Took Action on
Three of them Per Price Cap Plan 2008.

On September 28, 2008, the PSC approved Price
Cap Plan 2008 in Order No. 15071, to become ef-
fective on October 1, 2008. In accordance with the
Plan, basic residential rates were frozen for two
years. Thereafter, Verizon can increase basis resi-
dential and business rates to the lesser of 10% or

$1.00 each year. Verizon is allowed to make
changes to its discretionary and competitive ser-
vices, without formal approval of the PSC, by filing
a description of the changes and relevant cost sup-
port information on five days notice. The PSC does
not set rates for competitive services. The PSC has
established a 15% cap on rate increases for discre-
tionary services.

Verizon made 23 basic, discretionary, and competi-
tive service pricing filings in 2011. See below.

No. Docket Nos. Eligible Verizon’s Proposed Filing Effective
Customers Changes Dates Dates

1 | FC1057-T-599 Residential Verizon proposed to termi- | January 4, January 5,
nate  Message "B" service | 2011 2011
for new customers and grand-
father the service to existing
customers.

2 | FC1057-T-601 Business Verizon revised the terms | January 19, | January 20.
associated with the IntelliL- | 2011 2011
inQ PRI service.

3 FC1057-T-607 Business Verizon increased the | February 1, | February 2,
monthly recurring rate for | 2011 2011
Business Message Rate ser-
vice from $17.95 to $18.95.

4 | FC1057-T-608 Business Verizon responded to billing | February 3, | February 4,
errors on 2/1/2011 filings. | 2011 2011
Verizon indicated no bills
were incorrectly charged and
as a result no refund due.

5 | FC1057-T-615 Business Verizon increased rates for | February February 19,
services contained in its Gen- | 17, 2011 2011
eral Services Tariff.

6 | FC1057-T-617 Business Verizon revised the Trans- | February February 24,
parent LAN service in its | 23,2011 2011
Advanced Data Service.

7 FC1057-T-619 Business Verizon revised the terms | March 3, March 4,
associated with the solutions | 2011 2011
for business bundle service
contained in its General Ser-
vice Tariff.
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FC1057-T-620

(Discretionary
Services Bas-
ket)

Verizon increased its
monthly recurring rates for
services contained in its Gen-
eral Services Tariff.

March 3,
2011

March 4,
2011

FC1057-T-625

Business

Verizon revised the terms
associated with the Custom
redirect service contained in
its General Services Tariff.

March 31,
2011

April 1,
2011

10

FC1057-T-627

Business

Verizon introduced a special
offer for business customers
who disconnect from Verizon
or who change service.

April 12,
2011

April 13,
2011

11

FC1057-T-628

Discretionary
Services

Verizon revised tariff pages
for Nonpublished Listing
Service and Nonlisted Ser-
vice.

April 15,
2011

April 16,
2011

12

FC1057-T-629

Business

Verizon revised the terms
contained in its General Ser-
vices Tariff and introduced
multi-line discounts associ-
ated with Solutions for Busi-
ness service and revised the
bundle discounts associated
with the Regional Value and
Regional Essentials services.

April 15,
2011

April 16,
2011

13

FC1057-T-631

Business

Verizon revised terms con-
tained in its General Services
Tariff.

May 2,
2011

May 3, 2011

14

FC1057-T-636

Business

Verizon provided 30 day no-
tice to withdraw Central Of-

fice Local Area Network ser-
vice.

June 1,
2011

June 2, 2011

15

FC1057-T-637

Discretionary
Services

Verizon increased the rate for
Nonlisted service by 14.1%
(from $0.85 to $0.97).

June 3,
2011

June 4, 2011

16

FC1057-T-638

Residential and
Business

Verizon extended the eligibil-
ity period for the Regional
Essential discount offer and
also introduced a new dis-
count option for customers
who enrolled on or after June
5, 2011.

June 3,
2011

June 4, 2011

17

FC1057-T-639

Business

Verizon reduced the mini-
mum line requirement for its
CustoPAK and CustoFLEX
2100 services from two lines
to one line.

June 3,
2011

June 4, 2011

Continued on page 69
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18

FC1057-T-641

Business

Verizon increased rates for
the Series 1000, Series 2000,
Series 3000 and Digital Data
services.

June 30,
2011

July 1, 2011

19

FC1057-T-643

Business

Verizon revised the Bundled
Discount offering in its Tariff
which changed the credit
amount in the offer of a dis-
count from $20.00 to $30.00.

July 15,
2011

July 16,
2011

20

FC1057-T-645

Residential and
Business

Verizon revised the Bundled
Discount offering by intro-
ducing an option which al-
lows customers who receive
the FiOS Bundles to suspend
their service for up to nine
months without incurring a
service fee.

July 22,
2011

July 23,
2011

21

FC1057-T-646

Business

Verizon proposed to grandfa-
ther its FlexGrow and En-
hanced FlexGrow services
for existing customers.

September
30, 2011

October 1,
2011

22

FC1057-T-647

Residential, and
Business

Verizon proposed to add con-
ditions when termination
charges will not be assessed
for business voice services.

November
23, 2011

November
24, 2011

23

FC1057-T-648

Residential, and
Business

Verizon Proposed to remove
the Calling Card mechanized
operator service feature, due
to outdated equipment and
lack of available replacement
parts.

December
15, 2011

December
16, 2011

First, the PSC acted upon Verizon’s January 4,
2011 filing. The Company proposed to cease offer-
ing Message B service to new customers and to
grandfather the service to existing customers. The
PSC issued Order No. 16140, dated January 10,
2011, suspending the application and directing the

Company to respond, by January 25, 2011, to the
following questions: (a) Explain the reasons why
the mandates in Orders Nos. 15695 and 15777 ren-
der Message B service unnecessary; (b) Does Veri-
zon intend to replace Message B service with a ser-
vice that will permit customers to pay off arrear-
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ages in basic local exchange service while retain-
ing a limited basic local exchange service? If so,
when does Verizon intend to file a tariff to offer
this service? If not, why not? The PSC also di-
rected Verizon to provide answers to these ques-
tions by January 25, 2011. Parties were given un-
til February 10, 2011 to file comments on Veri-
zon’s response. Reply comments were due by
February 25, 2011. Verizon filed its response on
January 25, 2011. OPC filed a letter in lieu of
comments on February 9. Verizon filed reply
comments on February 24. On June 16, 2011, the
PSC issued Order 16704 approving Verizon’s plan
to terminate the service for new customers and to
grandfather the service for existing customers.

TT 06-6 — The PSC Reviewed Five Promotional
Filings by Verizon in 2011.

Under Price Cap Plan 2004, the PSC allowed Ver-
izon to offer promotions of its services, without
formal approval of the PSC, by filing a description
of the promotions and relevant cost support on 10-
days notice. No promotion could last more than 6

Second, the PSC acted upon Verizon’s March 3,
2011 filing in which it proposed increases in prices
of several discretionary services. The PSC issued
Order No. 16296 on April 5, 2011, rejecting the
proposed price increases for Nonpublished Listing
Service and Nonlisted Service on the grounds a
full year had not passed since the previous price
increases.

Third, the PSC acted upon Verizon’s June 3, 2011
filing. It contained a proposal to increase the rates
for Nonpublished Listing and Nonlisted services.
On July 8, 2011, the PSC issued Order No. 16431,
rejecting the proposed increase in the rate for
Nonlisted service because the increase exceeded
the 15% cap.

months. On February 8, 2007, the PSC approved
Verizon’s request in TT 06-6 to reduce the notice
period to one day and to increase the maximum
duration of a promotion to 18 months. In 2011,
Verizon offered 5 business promotions as shown
in the Table below.

Verizon’s Promotional Filings

Plus 10K or ISDN PRI Plus 20K with
Local Distribution Channel Access Fa-
cility, offered in the Verizon General
Services Tariff No. 203, will receive a
15% credit off of the monthly recurring
rate for the duration of the agreement.
All applicable PRI nonrecurring
charges are waived for services ordered
under this promotion.

No. Docket Eligible Custom- Description of the Promotions Filing | Effective
Nos. ers Dates Dates
1 TT06-6-70 | Business Offer a promotion for qualifying busi- July 7, July 8,
ness customers who sign a two-year or 2011 2011 -
three-year term commitment for new, Septem-
upgraded, or renewed (for contracts ber
expiring within 6 months) ISDN PRI 28,2011

Continued on page 71
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Verizon’s Promotional Filings

2 TT06-6-71 | Business Offer a promotion for qualifying busi- | July 15, | July 17,
ness customers who sign a two-year or | 2011 2011 -
three-year term commitment for new, January
upgraded, or renewed (for contracts 21, 2012

expiring within 6 months) ISDN PRI
Plus 10K or ISDN PRI Plus 20K with
Local Distribution Channel Access Fa-
cility, offered in the Verizon General
Services Tariff No. 203, will receive a
I5% credit off the monthly recurring
rate for the duration of the agreement.
All applicable PRI nonrecurring
charges are waived for services ordered
under this promotion.

3 TTO06-6-72 | Business Offer a promotion for qualifying busi- | July 15, | July 17,
ness customers who upgrade their High | 2011 2011 -
Speed Internet to 7M or upgrade their October
FiOS data speed to 25125M or higher 15, 2011

may receive a $5.00 discount per month
for 12 months.

Existing Unlimited Expansion Line cus-
tomers who subscribe to or upgrade to a
new FiOS TV Prime or higher may re-
ceive a $5.00 discount per month for 12
months. Purchasers of new Unlimited
Expansion Lines resulting in two or
more unlimited lines may receive a
$5.00 discount per month for a maxi-
mum of 36 months.

4 TT06-6-73 | Business Verizon proposed to offer a promotion | October | October
for qualifying business customers who 14, 16, 2011
currently do not have local service with | 2011 through
Verizon and sign up for local service January
with Verizon, or; change their existing 14, 2012.

local service from another local service
provider to Verizon or; add any new
lines to their local service.

P ZO0=-=->O0O=-ZC=S=s00mMrm-=

5 TT06-6-74 | Business Verizon proposed to offer a promotion | October | October
for qualifying business customers who 14, 16, 2011
purchase new Unlimited Expansion | 2011 through
Lines and Data resulting in two or more January
unlimited lines may receive a $5.00 per 14, 2012.
month credit for a maximum of 36
months.
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FC 1084 — The PSC Approved Verizon’s Plans
to _Discontinue the Distribution of its Residen-
tial White Pages Directories and Closed the
Case.

On December 7, 2010, in Order No. 16080, the
PSC opened a proceeding to investigate Verizon’s
application to change the method to be used for
distributing residential white page directories.
Specifically, Verizon filed notice that it intended
to stop annual automatic delivery of paper copies
of the directories to all customers. Instead, Veri-
zon proposed to distribute the residential white
pages directories through one of three methods:
online access at Verizon‘s website; delivery of a
CD-ROM containing the residential white pages

directories upon request; or delivery of the printed
copy upon request. Comments and reply com-
ments on Verizon’s plans were filed in 2011.

In Order No. 16269, issued on March 23, 2011,
the PSC conditionally approved Verizon’s appli-
cation, seeking comments on the one condition
regarding customers who still wished to receive
printed copies of the residential white pages.
Comments were filed on April 7, 2011. On May
26, 2011, the PSC adopted Order No. 16375
which finalized its approval of the application.
The PSC closed this case by Order No. 16486 on
August 4, 2011.

The PSC Participated in Several FCC Proceedings

The PSC Filed Comments in Several Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) Proceed-

INgs.

The PSC submitted several filings to the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) in 2011, fo-
cusing on proceedings involving Lifeline (the tele-
phone universal service discount for low-income
customers), broadband reporting requirements,
and network outage reporting requirements. In
the FCC proceeding seeking to modernize the
Lifeline program, the PSC filed comments on
April 18, 2011, April 21, 2011, August 19, 2011,
and August 24, 2011. On April 14, 2011, the PSC
filed comments seeking information about broad-
band deployment in the District of Columbia. On
October 7, 2011, the PSC filed comments support-
ing the extension of the FCC’s outage reporting
requirements to Voice over Internet protocol
(VolIP) service providers and seeking access to
information about District of Columbia outages.
Finally, on December 28, 2011, the PSC filed a
petition for reconsideration of a decision regard-

ing the recovery of lost Incumbent Local Ex-
change Carrier (ILEC) revenue in the FCC’s Or-
der in its Connect America Fund; A National
Broadband Plan for our Future; Establishing Just
and Reasonable Rates for Local Exchange Carri-
ers; High-Cost Universal Service Support; Devel-
oping a Unified Inter-carrier Compensation Re-
gime; Federal-State Board on Universal Service;
Lifeline and Link Up; Universal Service Reform —
Mobility Fund proceeding (USF/ICC Order).
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Federal Grant

Broadband Mapping Grant — The PSC Sur-
veyed Broadband Service Providers to Deter-
mine the Percentage of the District with Access
to Broadband Services.

In 2011, the PSC conducted two surveys of broad-
band providers pursuant to a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding between the PSC and the Office of the
Chief Technology Officer (OCTO) that was initi-
ated on December 1, 2009. OCTO had delegated to
the PSC the responsibility for all interaction, in-
cluding semi-annual data collection, with broad-
band service providers which enable residential,
business, institutional, or government entities lo-
cated within the District to use broadband Internet
access services. OCTO, along with agencies in
other states and territories, pursuant to grants from
the State Broadband Data and Development Pro-
gram, have been providing semi-annual broadband
service availability data to assist the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce’s National Telecommunica-
tions and Information Administration (NTIA) to
develop and construct a National Broadband Map
(see: http://broadbandmap.gov), that was first re-
leased on February 17, 2011 and is updated ap-
proximately every six months.

)

The District also released interactive Internet
broadband service maps in 2011, and they are also
updated every six months. They can be found at
BroadbandMap.dc.gov. There are several features
found on the D.C. broadband maps that aren’t
found on the National Broadband Map such as the
high-speed broadband service in all of the Dis-
trict’s 25 branch libraries and the 250 hotspots of
“DCfreeWiFi” service found in and around gov-
ernment facilities throughout the District.

Importantly, the D.C. broadband maps include esti-
mates of the residential broadband service adoption
rates by census tract. The broadband adoption data
are critical to targeting and assessing governmental
and other programs aimed at addressing the Dis-
trict’s digital divide. Overall, the District-wide
adoption rate has increased from 57.8% in Decem-
ber 2008 to 75.3% in June 2011. However, the
range of adoption varies widely across the District;
from nearly 100% adoption in more affluent
neighborhoods to adoption rates below 40% in
lower income areas.

National Broadband Map

How connected is my community?
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Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Utility Services

FC 712 — The PSC Took Steps to Establish Pro-
cedures for Applying Civil Forfeiture and Pen-
alty Provisions of the D.C. Code.

On March 18, 2011, the PSC issued a Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) that would amend
Chapter 1 of Title 15 of the District of Columbia
Municipal Regulations (DCMR) by establishing
procedures for applying the civil forfeiture and
penalty provisions of Title 34 of the D.C. Code.
The NOPR clarified the PSC’s authority to impose
forfeiture penalties and other sanctions on persons
or utilities that fail to redress violations of rules,
orders, or regulations issued, adopted, or approved
by the PSC as authorized by the Fiscal Year 2011
Budget Support Act of 2010 (Act). The amend-

ment propounded in the Act cures the statutory de-
ficiency in the PSC’s authority to adjudicate and
impose civil penalties identified by the District of
Columbia Court of Appeals in Washington Gas
Light Co. v. Public Service Commission of the
District of Columbia, 982 A.2d 691 (2009). On
December 16, 2011, the PSC issued a second
NOPR, which addressed comments filed by the
local utilities and incorporated specific language
addressing violations of reliability performance
standards as authorized by the Fiscal Year 2012
Budget Support Act of 2011 (D.C. Law 19-21) and
added a 30 day cure period before a Notice of
Probable Violation could be issued. Comments on
the second NOPR are due in January 2012.

Regulated Monopoly Services

FC 712 — The PSC Approved Mandatory Elec-
tronic Filing for Most Filings.

On December 31, 2010, the PSC published a No-
tice of Proposed Rulemaking (NOPR) in the D.C.
Register for the purpose of making electronic filing
mandatory for most filings with the PSC. Filings
by consumers would not be required to be filed

FC 712 — The PSC Established the Utility Com-
panies’ 2012 Interest Rate To Be Paid on Cus-
tomer Deposits.

Annually, the PSC establishes the interest rate that
regulated utilities must pay customers on deposits .
The interest rate is based on the average yield on
one-year U.S. Treasury bills for September, Octo-
ber, and November of the preceding year. The

electronically. In response to the NOPR, comments
were filed by Pepco. On the basis of the comments,
subsequent NOPRs were issued June 10, 2011 and
September 23, 2011. The PSC adopted revised
rules in Order No. 16638, issued December 8, 2011
and the new rules became effective on December
16, 2011 when they appeared in the D.C. Register.

PSC set the calendar year 2012 rate in Order No.
16648, issued on December 20, 2011. For 2012,
the interest rate on customer deposits is 0.11%,
which is lower than the 0.25% rate in 2011. The
2012 rate takes effect on January 15, 2012.
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FC 813 and 988 — The PSC Established a Con-
sumer Education Program to Educate Consum-
ers about the Low-income Utility Discount Pro-

grams (UDP).

For the past several years, the Multi Utility Dis-
count (MUD) Working Group and the D.C. Uni-
versal Service Trust Fund (DCUSTF) Working
Group have been attempting to promote awareness
of the four District of Columbia Utility Discount
Programs (UDP); Lifeline for telephone customers,
Residential Essential Service (RES) for natural gas

FC 1009 — The PSC Adopted a New Affiliate
Transactions Code of Conduct.

On February 1, 2011, the PSC issued Order No.
16189 in which it adopted a new Chapter 39 of Ti-
tle 15 of the District of Columbia Municipal Regu-
lation (DCMR), entitled *“Affiliate Transactions
Code of Conduct (ACOC).” The new rules be-
came effective on February 4, 2011 when they
were published in the D.C. Register. The ACOC is
a single set of rules addressing the relationship and
conduct of regulated energy utilities and their un-
regulated affiliates in the context of the restructur-

FC 1078 — The PSC Directed WGL and Pepco
to Revise Their Bill Formats.

On March 25, 2011, the PSC issued a Notice seek-
ing public comments on PSC-proposed revisions to
the format for Pepco’s and WGL’s residential bills.
The Notice proposed three (3) changes: (a) add
weather-related factors such as average tempera-
ture for 13 months; (b) enlarge the font size for
PSC and OPC contact information; and (c) provide
graphs showing trends over the 13 month period in
usage, weather, and the number of billing days, or
alternatively, provide this information on their
websites. OPC, Pepco, and WGL filed comments

customers, Residential Aid Discount (RAD) for
electric customers, and Customer Assistance Pro-
gram (CAP) for water customers. In Order No.
16615, the PSC approved the development of a
new annual Consumer Education Program (CEP)
to educate D.C. consumers about the four UDP
available. The PSC determined that the new CEP
would provide more outreach opportunities than
Joint Utility Discount Day (JUDD), so the PSC
determined that JUDD should be ended and re-
placed with the CEP.

ing of the D.C. retail electric and natural gas mar-
kets to permit competition. Specifically, the rules
(@) prohibit favorable treatment of affiliates, (b)
limit joint marketing, space and sales for core ser-
vice affiliates (c) limit disclosure of information
from the regulated company to the affiliate; and (d)
prescribe cost allocating and accounting rules. The
rules also require energy utilities to file annually a
Cost Allocation Manual (CAM) that allocates and
accounts for shared services between the utility and
its affiliates. Previously, Pepco had filed its CAM
in FC 1002.

on April 25, 2011 and they, plus Verizon, filed re-
ply comments on May 9, 2011. In Pepco’s reply
comments, it requested a temporary stay of any
decision until it submits a new bill format that it
would like to implement across all of its jurisdic-
tions.

After reviewing the record, the PSC issued Order
16561 on September 29, 2011. In the order, the
PSC directed WGL to implement certain changes
to its bill within 180 days and to develop a plan for
providing customers with graphical displays within
90 days of the order. The PSC granted Pepco’s


http://www.dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC813&docketno=842&flag=C&show_result=Y
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request for a temporary stay and Pepco was re-
quired to submit samples of its new bill format
within 90 days of the order. The PSC did not re-
quire any changes to Verizon’s bills at this time.
The PSC also ordered Pepco and WGL to provide,
on a quarterly basis, information on the number of
customers requiring translation services, the lan-
guages required, the nature of each inquiry, and the

ET 00-2, GT 00-2, TT 00-5 — The PSC
Approved the Utility Companies’ Rights-of-
Way (ROW) Fees.

Pepco, WGL, and Verizon file proposed Rights-Of
-Way (ROW) fees on an annual basis. Pepco’s
filing, called a Public Space Occupancy Surcharge,
was submitted to the PSC on February 4, 2011.
WGL files two documents — a surcharge factor and
a reconciliation factor. WGL filed the surcharge
factor on March 18, 2011 and the reconciliation
factor on May 18, 2011. Verizon filed its proposed
fees on July 8, 2011.

number of residential accounts that have signed up
for “My Account” information on Pepco’s and
WGL’s websites. WGL filed its first quarterly re-
port on December 23, 2011. Pepco filed its report
on December 28, 2011. Pepco’s report also con-
tained its sample bill formats. The PSC will act on
Pepco’s bill format in 2012.

The companies file their surcharge/fees pursuant to
D.C. Code, § 7-1076 (2000 Supp.) and 88502 (a)
and (b) of the Public Rights of Way Occupancy
Fees Amendment Act of 2000.

In 2011, the PSC found the proposed rates to be in
compliance with the above-referenced law and
with the appropriate tariff provisions. In Order No.
16381, issued on June 1, 2011, the PSC approved
Pepco’s ROW surcharge; Order Nos. 16490 and
16587, issued on August 4, 2011 and October 14,
2011 respectively, approved WGL’s two ROW fil-
ings. The PSC approved Verizon’s surcharge in
Order No. 16604, issued on November 3, 2011.
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Key Results are measures of how well the PSC has performed. There are three
categories of measures— Timeliness, Performance Ratings, and Output.

Timeliness

Electricity and Telecommunications

Percentage of Rate Cases Processed on a Timely Basis

100% » 100% » 100% 100%

80% (1/1)

60%
40%
20%

0%

@)

2008 2009

Source: PSC

(/1)

NA

2010 2011

| —fl— Rate Case Completion Percentage |

Telecommunications
Percentage of CLEC Applications Processed on a Timely Basis

100% 111 *r—1® L2
Source: <> < x|
PSC Tracking Reports
80%
FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
D Actual 95% 97% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
=== Targets 95% 95% 95% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Number Missed/Total | 2/37 | 1/38 0/14 0/15 | 0/31 0/13 0/6 0/9

Target: Issue decisional orders
within 90 days of the close of the
record.

Performance: The PSC has been
timely in rendering decisions in rate
cases in the last three years. The
decision in 2010 was for a Pepco
rate case—FC 1076.  Although
Pepco filed a rate case in July 2011,
the PSC decision is not due until
2012.

Target: Issue deficiency letters
and orders within 15 business
days from receipt of applications
or supplemental information.

Performance: Since FY 2004, the
PSC has processed most CLEC
applications on a timely basis. In
FY 2011, all CLEC applications
were processed on a timely basis.

Target: Process 75% of tariffs

Percentage of Electricity, Natural Gas, & Telecommunications
Tariffs Processed on a Timely Basis

in 120 days, including 45 to
60 days for receiving public
comments.

120%

Performance: The PSC

100%
80%
60%

40%
Source:

PSC Tracking R t
racking Repor 20%

exceeded the target between
FY 2006 and FY 2009. In FY
2010, only half (three out of
six) of the tariff applications
were processed on a timely
basis. In FY 2011, none of
the tariff filings was proc-
essed on a timely basis.

0%
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90%
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75%

75%
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Number Missed/Total | 4/16

5/8
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Higher priority was given to a
newly filed electricity rate
case and revising the electric
quality of service standards.
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Natural Gas

U.S. DOT Ratings for the PSC’s
Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Program

100%
100% 19go/ 0
8% 100% % 98% 98% 5
96% 94%
80%
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Source: PSC
——U.S. DOT Ratings for Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Program

Target: Achieve at least a 90%
score in the U.S. Department of
Transportation’s (USDOT) an-
nual audit of the Natural Gas
Pipeline Safety Program
(NGPSP).

Performance: The PSC has
consistently exceeded its
target since 2001. This means
the program achieved all
requirements in the areas of
facility, document and personnel
inspections, staff training,
reporting, and enforcement
actions. The rating for the 2011
NGPSP will not be available until
the fall of 2012.

Multi-Utility

Regulatory Research Associates (RRA) Ratings for the PSC

Above Average

Avel-age _. . ’ ’ ‘ . ‘ ’ ’_

Below Average

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Source: Regulatory Research Associates .
g y —o— RRA Ratings

Target: Average - Balanced
perspective between ratepayers
and utility company investors.

Performance: RRA evaluates all
state public service commissions
from an investors’ perspective.
RRA’s evaluation of the PSC is
summarized in its following
statement: “The regulatory
environment has historically
been balanced from an investor
viewpoint. The PSC has taken a
constructive approach with
respect to restructuring the
energy and telecommunications
industries.”

MD PSC rated as average. VA State Corporation Commission rated as above average.
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Output

Conserved Natural Resources & Preserved Environmental Quality

Number of Solar Facilities the PSC Certified for D.C. &
PJM States as of December 31, 2011

Source: PSC

1999 Te29 Based upon PSC

900 certifications, the

850 District has the third
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Number of Renewable Portfolio Standard Applications
Received as of December 31, 2011
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Conserving Natural Resources and Preserving the Environment
{Number of Renewable Portiolio Standard Applications Received)
2,200 The number of Renew-
Source: PSC 2400 able Portfolio Standards

1.900 applications decreased in
Yoo 2011 after the D.C.
1500 Council restricted eligi-
oo bility to facilities located
1,300 in the District or serving
1200 .
1100 the District.
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8 Number of Applicalions Raceived 39 14 26 461 2,034 1,846
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Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition

Cumulative Number of Alternative Electric Generation &
Transmission Suppliers (AES) Licensed to Serve D.C.

In 2011, the cumulative
number of approved
AES increased to 81.

By Year-End
90 81
80 —
70
%0 54//
50
20
40 27 40
30 34
Source: PSC 20 2 23
18 1T
2003|2004|2005|2006|2007|2008|2009|2010| 2011
—o—Numberof AES| 12 | 20 | 23 | 27| 34| 36 | 40 | 54 | 81
Resolved Disputes
Number of Electric Complaints & Inquiries
1000 9;9
900
800 749 /  \761
700 628 631 630 A 677
s00 1366 N 581 569
424
500 —
400 N
200 104 111
100 46 43 53 46 32 6 21 37
0 | B e N
2001|2002 | 2003| 2004 | 2005] 2006 | 2007 | 2008] 2009 | 2010 2011
—e—Pepco| 566 | 424 | 628 | 631 | 630 | 749 | 581 | 569 | 677 | 939 | 761
—m—AES | 6 |104| 43 | 111 |212| 53 |46 | 32| 6 | 21| 37

Source: PSC

Electricity Complaints and
Inquiries

The number of complaints
and inquiries regarding
Pepco peaked in 2006 due
to quality of service com-
plaints. In 2007 and
2008, they declined. How-
ever, they rose substan-
tially in 2009 and 2010
due to a spike in high bill
complaints. There was a
substantial decline in
2011. The number of AES
complaints and inquiries
fell from 2005 through
2009 and then rose again
in 2010 and 2011.
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Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Utility Services

Number of Natural Gas Pipeline

Safety Inspections Performed Target: In 2011, the goal
was to complete 500
inspections by the end of
600 = 535 the calendar year.
500
;188 . T 400 > ik Performance: In 2011, the
pog 366 PSC exceeded the target
200 1570 by conducting 535 natural
108 gas safety inspections.

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2007 2009 2010 2011

Data includes gas meter inspections. R
Source: PSC —&— Number of Inspections

rFr>C->»2

G Monitoring Natural Gas Construction Projects in D.C.
A Source: PSC
2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2000 | 2010 | 2011 | |NO new Notices of
Probable Violation
S (NOPV) were issued to
Number of WGL in 2011 while the
Notices of PSC was in the process
Probable > 0 > 7 8 4 0 ! 0 of revising its natural gas
Violations pipeline safety rules.
Number of
[Notices 4 2 4 7 7 2 2 1 0
Concluded
Number of
Penalties 4 0 3 7 8 4 1 0 0
[Assessed
Amounts of $25,000( $0 [$20,000 |$15,000 [$345,000[$100,000( $20,000 | $5,000 | $0
|Assessments
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Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition

Cumulative Number of Alternative Commodity Gas Suppliers (AGS)
Licensed to Serve D.C. By Year-End

40 ~#38] |In 2011, the cumulative A
35 / number of approved
30 & 28 Alternative Commodity T
25 - Gas Suppliers (AGS)
%g | W 23 increased to 38. U
10 16 18 19 19
5

Source: PSC 0 R

2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011
—&— Cumulative No. of
AGS 14 16 18 19 19 | 23 | 28 38 A

Resolved Disputes

Number of Natural Gas Complaints & Inquiries

®w > o

Natural Gas Complaints
600 and Inquiries
500 %56 "\ 469
550 Wy N 384 In 2011, the number of
400 404 435 complaints and inquiries
300 356 366 regarding WGL
219\’_ decreased  substantially.
200 g9 115 The number of AGS
100 '_9'7<77P.’4 40 complaints and inquiries
2 10 4 8 10 increased by only two.
0 & &
2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011
——WGL| 556 | 550 | 473 | 424 | 435 | 469 | 356 | 366 | 384 | 219
~B—=AGS | 97 | 77 | 89 | 115 40 | 24 | 10 | 4 8 | 10

Source: PSC
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Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition

Cumulative Number of Competitive Local Exchange Carriers
(CLECSs) Certificated & Withdrawn By Year-End

300
256 In 2011, the PSC
250 approved two CLEC
200 e 243 249 254 applications, bringing the
195 210 <17 cumulative total to 256.
150 - 184 Six CLEC withdrawals
173 i
100 158 63 78 80 89 90 90 96 occurred in 2011.
50 -
0 T T L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L]
source: 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
PSC
I === Cumulative Number of CLECs === Cumulative CLECs that abandoned certification/ service

Cumulative Number of Interconnection Agreements
Approved By Year-End
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400 As of the end of 2011, the
350 2 PSC had processed a
300 345 cumulative total of 352
250 294 312 317 333 Telecommunications
200 257 Interconnection
150 201 225 231 Agreements (TIAs).
100 4188 Many of the current
50 agreements are
0 : : : . : : : : : . amendments to previous
agreements.
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Source:

PSC
| —&—Number of Interconnection Agreeements |
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Resolved Disputes

Number of Telephone Complaints & Inquiries

1000 870 781 702
. 800 8R4 K79 Y] Y] Yy — o 279
Source: PSC 288 PY < - .,/ ® ‘qli-(i
208 ] T 1 9 110 T VA
2002 2003 | 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 | 2009 2010 2011
—&—Verizon| 586 579 569 569 870 781 702 579 551 463
——CLECs 147 175 161 146 169 116 91 56 105 168

Verizon and CLECs

After peaking in 2006, the number of complaints and inquiries regarding Verizon’s tele-
phone service steadily declined through 2011. The number of CLEC complaints and
inquiries nearly doubled in 2010 and continued increasing in 2011. Most complaints
were regarding billing and payment issues followed by service quality matters.

Number of Payphone Complaints & Inquiries
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—&— Pay Telephone Complaints & Inquiries |

2011

Payphones

In 2011, the number of
payphone complaints
and inquiries decreased
by two.
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Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition

Total Number of Electric, Natural Gas, & Telephone Tariffs
Processed
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FY2001 FY2002 FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011

—&— Number of Electric, Natural Gas & Telephone Tariffs Processed

Source: PSC Tracking Reports

Total Number of Electric, Natural Gas, & Telephone Tariffs
Processed by Type

Pepco, WGL, and Veri-
zon file tariffs in order to
introduce new regulated
services or to change the
rates, terms, or conditions
of existing regulated
services. The number of
electric, natural gas, and
telephone tariffs that were
filed, and hence the PSC
processed, peaked at 21 in
FY 2001. In FY 2011,
the PSC received and
processed 6 tariffs.

In FY 2011, the number of
natural gas tariffs increased
while the number of electric
tariffs decreased, and the
number of local telephone
tariffs remained the same.

9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
Source: PSC Tracking Reports 0
FYO2|FYO3|FYO4|FYO5|FYO6|FYO7|FYO8|FYOO|FY10|FY11l
=== Number of Electric
Tariffs Processed > 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1
== Number of Natural Gas
Tariffs Processed 3 2 4 4 6 2 2 2 3 4
Number of Telephone
Tariffs Processed 8 4 7 6 8 / 7 3 1 1
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Key Results
Multi-Utility

Output

Resolved Disputes

Number of Electric & Natural Gas Meter Tests Witnhessed

In 2011, the number of
electric meter tests
increased slightly while the
number of natural gas tests
increased significantly.

Meter Tests

Qutreach Program
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Source:
PSC ==¢==N umber of Electric Meter Tests ==fl==Number of Gas Meter Tests
Educated Consumers & Informed the Public
PSC Outreach Program
Number of Outreach Activities (Excluding Meter Tests)
150 -

100 '—W‘M

115 116 103 127 110 102 119 107 112

50
0 L L L L L] L] L L 1
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Source: PSC —&— Number of Outreach Events

The PSC goal is to
conduct 100 outreach
activities  (excluding
meter tests) a year. In
2011, once again, the
PSC exceeded its target.
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Key Results
Multi-Utility
Output
The PSC Closed 15 Formal Cases in 2011.
No. | Formal Description 2011 Activity | Closure Date of Date of
Case No. Order Closure Closure
No. Order Notice
ELECTRICITY
1 869 Pepco’s Load Re- Pepco filed its 16643 December 8, December
search Plan Annual Load Re- 2011 29, 2011
search Plan on
November 29,
2011. Staff dis-
tributed its advi-
sory memoran-
dum on Decem-
ber 6, 2011.
2 1046 Pepco’s Financing None 16643 December 8, December
Authority 2011 29, 2011
3 1047 Investigation of the None 16597 November 3, | December 1,
Procurement Process 2011 2011
for Standard Offer
Service (SOS)
4 1049 Implementation of None 16310 April 12, December 7,
Energy Policy Act of 2011 2011
2005
5 1060 Liquid Immersed Dis- | Pepco filed its 16643 December 8, December
tribution Transformers | annual report on 2011 29, 2011
(LIDT) May 2, 2011.
6 1066 Pepco’s Financing None 16643 December 8, December
Authority 2011 29, 2011
7 1070 Pepco’s Proposed The PSC issued 16433 July 8, 2011 January 18,
Direct Load Control Order 16109 on 2012
Program December 20,
2010, denying
Pepco’s proposal
and inviting a re-
vised proposal. A
new case was
opened for the
revised proposal.
8 1082 Investigation into the This issue is be- 16293 April 1, 2011 April 13,
Reliability of Pepco’s ing addressed in 2011
Distribution System several other
cases.



http://www.dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC869&docketno=402&flag=C&show_result=Y
http://www.dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC869&docketno=402&flag=C&show_result=Y
http://www.dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC1047&docketno=51&flag=C&show_result=Y
http://www.dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC1049&docketno=37&flag=C&show_result=Y
http://www.dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC869&docketno=402&flag=C&show_result=Y
http://www.dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC869&docketno=402&flag=C&show_result=Y
http://www.dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC1070&docketno=22&flag=C&show_result=Y
http://www.dcpsc.org/edocket/docketsheets_pdf_FS.asp?caseno=FC1082&docketno=30&flag=C&show_result=Y

Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

No. Formal Descrip- 2011 Activity Closure Date of Date of
Case No. tion Order No. Closure Closure
Order Notice
NATURAL GAS
9 1054 WGL Rate On March 7, 16350 March 4, May 5, 2011
Case —out- | 2011, the PSC 2011
standing filed a brief in
Issue of Superior Court
WGL's fail- regarding the
ure to Pro- $350,000 fine it
vide the imposed on M
PSC Witha | WGL because
Copy of its the company
Outsourcing | failed to provide
Agreement. | a document at U
the direction of
the PSC. A
hearing was L
held in Superior
Court in Sep-
tember 2011. T
10 1079 WGL's On February 28, 16597 November December
Revenue 2011, the PSC 3,2011 1, 2011
Normaliza- issued Order I
tion Adjust- | 16220, denying
ment WGL’s motion |
(Decoupling | for reconsidera-
Proposal) tion.
11 1081 WGL'’s Re- On September 16597 November December U
guest to 1, 2011, the 3, 2011 1,2011
Modify Cus- | PSC issued Or-
tomer Pay- der 16524, de- T
ment Op- nying WGL'’s
tions reguest.
TELECOMMUNICATIONS I
12 1040 E911 Rate None 16228 March 4, December
2011 7,2011
13 1048 Investigation None 16597 November December L
of Telecom- 3, 2011 1,2011
munications
Providers I
Billing Sys-
tems
14 1080 Investigation None 16271 March 23, April 6, T
of Verizon’s 2011 2011
Telecommu-
nications Y
Infrastruc-
ture
15 1084 Verizon’'s On May 26, 16486 August 4, January 18,
Request to 2011, the PSC 2011 2012
Cease De- issued Order
livery of 16375, approv-
White ing Verizon’s
Pages Di- request.
rectories
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Key Results
Multi-Utility

Output

Total Number of Formal Cases Closed by Year

In 2011, the PSC closed 15 formal cases, the second highest number. The
highest number of formal cases closed is 57 in FY 2000.
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Key Results
Multi-Utility
Output

The PSC Opened 14 Formal Cases and 6 New Dockets in 2011.

The PSC opened the following new cases and dockets in 2011

Electric
FC 1085 — Purchase of receivables policy*
BE - E — Electricity suppliers billing error notifications (Includes Pepco)
SO — E — Pepco’s non-major service outage reports
FC 1086 — Pepco’s direct load control program*
FC 1087 — Pepco rate case*
FC 1092 — Investigation of Horizon Power’s marketing practices*
FC 1094 — Michael Petras’ complaint re Glacial energy’s business practices*
FC 1095 — Pepco’s notice to upgrade two underground transmission circuits*
FC 1096 — Investigation into the regulatory treatment of electric charging stations*
GD 101/1097 — Liberty Power complaint against Pepco*

Natural Gas
FC 1088 — WGL's financing authority*
FC 1089 — Revisions to the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Program rules*
FC 1091 — WGL's depreciation study*
FC 1093 — WGL rate case*
GT 11-1 — WGL'’s service main installation tariff*
GL — WGL'’s leak reports
BE — G — Natural gas suppliers’ billing error notifications (Includes WGL)

Telecommunications
FC 1090 - Investigation of the reliability of Verizon’s infrastructure*
BE — T — Telecommunications providers’ billing error notifications (Includes Verizon)
SO - T — Telecommunications providers’ service outage reports

*Summaries of the 2011 activities in each of the cases can be found in the Formal Case
Accomplishments section of the Annual Report.
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Key Outcomes

2011 Annual Report

Key Outcomes are measures of the many ways the PSC’s decisions impact the District by
contributing to public safety and the economic health of residents and businesses in the City.

Electricity

Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Utility Services

After rising to 111 in 2010,
the number of manhole
events declined to 84 in
2011.

Total Number of Manhole Events
(Explosions, Fires, and Smoking Manholes)
2
o
ST
M 100 Pr Wil
B 80 - o1 5
PR —
£ A4 58 &
5 0
Z 22
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Source: PSC Year
Explosions as a Percentage of Total Events
Source: PSC and Pepco
£
S 50%
S 0% ———
g 284‘; ] 2RY% - 9% - - s
%0,10% 319 247 £/ /0 207 30% 0% 26%
§ 0% L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L]
8 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Explosions as a share of
manhole incidents de-
clined from a peak of
39% in 2008 to 30% in
2009 and 2010 and to 26%
in 2011.

Number of Explosions for Slotted vs. Solid Manhole Covers
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The number of
explosions in  manholes
with solid covers continued
to be significantly greater
than the number of explo-
sions in manholes with slot-
ted covers. In fact, there
were no explosions of slot-
ted covers in 2011.
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Key Outcomes

Electricity

Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Utility Services

System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI)

SAIFI  measures the

1.40 average number of

' customer outages for a

— 1.20 system. For Pepco, the

3 e 1.00 - average number of cus-

=8 0.80 tomer outages remained

5% ) w i

£ 0.80 relatively steady at close

5% 060 to 1 in 2002 and 2003

g g 0.40 The  situation improved
= H ’

< 0.20 in 2004 as Pepco’s per-

0.00 formance in the District

™ 12001 {2002| 2003 2004] 2005|2006 [ 2007| 2008 | 2009] 2010] 2011| | | EXCeEded the industry

; average. However, since

—B— SAIFI Washington DC_10.80/1.05]095]0.73) 0.9 ]0.99]1.07]1.05]1.06] 1.2 | 126]| |50 Pepco’s perform-

*Note: 2010 is IEEE Industry median; Mean values not available.

Industry data for 2011 are
not yet available.

System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAIDI)

45

4.00

3.5

25

Outage Duration Index
(Hours)

15 o

0.5

200112002200320042005200420074200820094201(2011
—&—SAIDI Washington DC|1.84]1.45]2.01]1.29|2.78]4.56] 3.83]3.48|2.35]2.68] 3.12
—&—SAIDIIndustry
A
Average 1.41)1.58|1.53|1.56]1.86|1.49] 1.36]1.41|1.41|2.13| N

*Note: 2010 is IEEE Industry median; Mean values not available.

Source: Pepco

SAIDI measures the average
duration of system outages.
In the District, the average
duration for Pepco’s outages
fell between 1999 and 2002,
but rose substantially in
2003 due to storms in
August and Hurricane Isabel
in September. The average
duration of outages
improved in 2004 and then
increased in 2005 and 2006.
In 2005, Pepco converted to
an Outage Management
System (OMS) for tracking
outage duration. The aver-
age duration of outages im-
proved between 2007 and
2009, but it worsened in
2010 and 2011. Industry data
for 2011 are not yet avail-
able.
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Ensured Safe, Reliable, & Quality Utility Services

Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (CAIDI)
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2 45 A
=
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%’ 3.5 3 / 331
% : ﬂ .'ﬁ :
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E 2. 249
- 25 423 X
8 2
s 21
8 1.5 - 160 T2 1.7 T.70 .77
3 1 1145 167 : Y0 147146
£ 0.5
© 0
2001}2002]2003]2004] 2005}2006|2007]2008]2009] 2010} 2011
—B— CAIDI Washington DC| 2.3 |1.38]2.11|1.77] 3.1 |4.62| 3.57| 3.31|2.23| 2.41] 2.49
——
CAEJ?S;:”Y 1.45|1.67|1.67| 1.60] 1.92|1.76] 1.47| 1.46] 1.70| 1.77] naA

*Note: 2010 figures excludes any Major Event Interruptions

Source: Pepco

CAIDI measures the
average duration of
outages per customer.
In the District, the
average duration of
Pepco’s outages per
customer was
relatively low (1.38
hours) in 2002, but it
rose significantly in

2003 to 2.11 hours due
to the August storms and
Hurricane lsabel. The
situation improved in
2004 but worsened in
2005 and 2006, when

Pepco implemented an
Outage Management
System (OMS) that

more accurately tracks
outage duration. Pepco’s
performance improved
between 2007 and 2009,
but it worsened in 2010.
Industry data for 2011
are not yet available.
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Electricity

Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition

Average Residential Electric Bills in D.C., MD, & VA

$140.00
$120.00
$100.00
$80.00
$60.00
$40.00 -
$20.00
$0.00

$64.63

2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011

=&=DC |$64.61/$69.19|$73.70/$88.00{$96.51/$97.41|{$107.1|$90.89
== MD |$66.51($73.67|$95.01/$108.6/$107.8/$111.2|$113.2|$93.04
$64.63569.67(566.79|571.86|579.88|$79.69|580.80|$85.50

i \/A

~ Average monthly usage 669 KWH ***Average monthly usage 698 KWH
Source: Pepco & PSC

Participation in Pepco’s Low-Income Residential Aid
Discount (RAD) Program

Electricity

In 2011, average residential
electric bills continued to be
lower in D.C. than in Pepco’s

MD service territory. The
average bills in D.C. were
higher than in Northern VA,

due to a continuation of price
caps in Northern VA through
2011.
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=#= Number of Participants
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Source: Pepco & PSC

Electric

In 2011, the number of
participants in Pepco’s RAD
program decreased to 19,501.
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2011 Annual Report

Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition

Alternative Electric Suppliers’ (AES) Shares of Customers in D.C. (%)

the

and

In 2011,
35.0% share of both
30.0% residential
25.0% non-residential
20.0% customers
15.0% increased.
10.0%
5.0%
Source: PSC 0.0%
2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011
afu=Residential 10.6% | 6.5% | 2.4% | 1.3% | 0.9% | 2.6% | 3.0% | 4.4% | 7.7%
==@=Non-Residential | 16.4% | 10.3% | 19.9% | 16.6% | 22.5% | 20.7% | 27.2% | 30.6% | 32.9%

Alternative Electric Suppliers’ Shares of Electricity Usage in D.C.
(% of MWHSs Used by AES Customers)

Source: PSC
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Number of Alternative Electric Suppliers Serving D.C.
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As of the end of 2011,
AES’s share of residen-
tial usage had almost
doubled compared to
2010. Their share of
non-residential  usage
remained the same.

There was an increase in the
number of AES serving the
District’s residential and non-
residential customers in 2011.
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Key Outcomes

Electricity

Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition

List of Pepco and 20 Licensed Alternative Electric Generation & Transmission
Suppliers (AES) Serving the District as of December 31, 2011

Customer Service

No. Company Telephone No. Residential |Commercial
1 |American PowerNet Management (877) 977-2636 X
2 |BlueStar Energy Services (866) 258-3782 X
3 [Clean Currents (301) 754-0430 X X
4 |Consolidated Edison Solutions (888) 210-8899 X X
5 [Constellation NewEnergy (866) 237-7693 X X
6 |Devonshire Energy (617) 563-3765 X
7 |Direct Energy (866) 983-0800 X
8 |NextEra Energy Services (800) 882-1276 X X
9 |Glacial Energy (877) 569-2841 X X
10 |Hess Corporation (800) 437-7645 X
11 |Horizon Power and Light (866) 727-5658 X X
12 |Integrys Energy Services (866) 920-9435 X
13 [Liberty Power (866) 769-3799 X X
14 [MidAmerican Energy (800) 432-8574 X
15 |Pepco Energy Services (800) 363-7499 X X
16 |[Reliant Energy (877) 297-3795 X
17 [Noble Americas Energy Solutions (877) 273-6772 X
18 |GDF SUEZ Energy Resources NA (866) 999-8374 X
19 [UGI Energy Services (800) 427-8545 X
20 [Washington Gas Energy Services (888) 884-9437 X X
21 |Pepco (202) 833-7500 X X

<=-H=0=-xH0mMrm

Page 96



2011 Annual Report

Key Outcomes

Electricity

Conserved Natural Resources & Preserved Environmental Quality

PJM System Mix
E 60.00%
*—\
L 50.00% — —o
40.00%
pu— —e—— —r— — —
E 30.00%
20.00%
C s
10.00% -— =
0.00% e —
T 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Coal 55.97% 55.62% 50.49% 49.81% 47.44%
R Nuclear 34.24% 34.92% 36.44% 35.01% 34.84%
Natural Gas 7.25% 6.75% 9.88% 11.41% 13.85%
Oil 0.50% 0.27% 0.27% 0.49% 0.38%
I Hydroelectric 0.89% 0.93% 1.09% 0.97% 1.09%
Other Renewable 1.16% 1.51% 1.83% 2.31% 2.40%
c Captured Methane. Gas (Landfill or Coal 0.18% 0.24% 0.26% 0.28% 0.26%
Mine)
Geothermal 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
I Solar 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%
Municipal Solid Waste 0.60% 0.56% 0.61% 0.56% 0.53%
T Wind 0.18% 0.49% 0.76% 1.28% 1.46%
Wood, other biomass 0.20% 0.22% 0.20% 0.19% 0.14%
Y Total Renewable Resources 2.05% 2.44% 2.91% 3.28% 3.49%
Source: PSC

The PJM system has increased its percentage of total renewable resources each year.
In 2011, out of all of the renewable resources, use of natural gas increased the most.
Although coal remained the top natural resource, its use declined slightly.
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Key Outcomes

Natural Gas

Ensured Safe, Reliable & Quality Utility Services

Number of Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Incidents

Reportable incidents are
% L5 defined as leaks, ruptures, or
s 1 + + explosions that cause death or
= 05 injury or result in property
g / \ / \ damage and losses totaling
e 0 1 v ' et N ' LEA LR AL & $50,000 or more. There were
E 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 no incidents in the District in

2011.

Source: PSC =—®— Number of Incidents
Regulated Monopoly Services

WGL's Average Residential Natural Gas Bills in Average residential WGL
D.C., MD, & VA* (200 Therms of Usage) bills in D.C. continued to be
5500.00 higher than in WGL’s ser-

$400.00 - T
$300.00 % vice t?rrl.to.”es in Mar,yland
$200.00 = A A and Virginia, due to slightly

$100.00 higher D.C. prices than in
$0.00 2 :
Jan2005 | Jan2006 | Jan2007 | Jan2008 | Jan2009 | Jan2010 | Jan2011 | Jan2012 Vlrglnla and hlgher DC
taxes and fees than in
——DC $299.24 $395.33 $331.29 $298.17 $308.07 $259.41 $241.83 $240.85 e
Virginia and Maryland.
=@=—=MD|] $250.17 $371.04 $289.10 $288.36 $287.06 $233.70 $212.37 $217.48
VA | $25143 $364.59 $282.71 $261.81 $271.77 $224.08 $201.95 $210.56

* The major reasons the average bill in D.C. is higher are taxes and rights-of-way fees.

Source: WGL & PSC

Residential Essential Service (RES) Program

Participation in WGL’s Low-Income

20,000

7/

12,749 4
127T1,715 12,347 15,044
8 6,900 7/ /982

2002 2003 2004 %005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

—&— Number of Participants

Source: WGL &

PSC

In 2011, participation in
WGL’s RES program
decreased to 14,564.
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Key Outcomes

Natural Gas

Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition

List of WGL and 11 Alternative Commodity Natural Gas Suppliers (AGS)
Serving the District as of December 31, 2011

No. Company Cl_:_:gg"lheornséelr\lvoif:e Residential | Commercial
1 [Bollinger Energy Corporation 800-260-0505 X
2 |Constellation NewEnergy 800-900-1982 X
3 |Gateway Energy Services 800-805-8586 X X
4  (Glacial Natural Gas 888-452-2425 X
5 |Hess Corporation 800-437-7645 X
6 |MetroMedia Energy 800-828-9427 X X
7 INOVEC Energy Solutions 888-627-7283 X X
8 |Pepco Energy Services 800-363-7499 X X
9 [Tiger Natural Gas 888-875-6122 X
10 |UGI Energy Services/Gasmark 800-427-8545 X
11 |Washington Gas Energy Services 888-884-9437 X X
12 |Washington Gas 703-750-1000 X X
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Key Outcomes

Natural Gas

Regulated Monopoly Services & Fostered Competition
Number of Alternative Commodity Gas Suppliers (AGS)

Serving D.C.

In 2011, the number of AGS par-
ticipating in the natural gas Cus-
tomer Choice Programs in D.C.
remained the same as in the previ-
ous year.

In 2011, the AGS share of resi-
dential and non-residential cus-
tomers increased by 1 percentage
point from the previous year.
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Source: PSC
Dec- | Dec- | Dec- | Dec-| Dec-| Dec-| Dec-| Dec-
04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11
Residential 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5

Non-Residential | 11 9 11 11

10 | 10 | 11 | 11

AGS'’s Share of Customers

In 2011, AGS’ share of residential
usage increased from the previous
year, while AGS’ the share of non
-residential usage decreased.
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Source: PSC
Dec-04 | Dec-05 | Dec-06 | Dec-07 | Dec-08 | Dec-09 | Dec-10 | Dec-11
—&— Residential 12% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 10%
—#— Non-Residential 31% 32% 34% 34% 37% 37% 36% 37%
AGS’s Share of Usage (Therms)
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Key Outcomes

2011 Annual Report

Telecommunications

Regulated Monopoly Services

Telephone Penetration Index (TPI):
D.C., Central Cities, and U.S. Average

98.00%
96.00%
94.00%
92.00%
90.00%
88.00%
86.00%

be Source: Verizon & US Census Bureau

e C entral Cities
us.

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

The Telephone Penetration Index
(TPI) measures the percentage of
households with a telephone.
The TPI for D.C. peaked in
November 2003 at 95.5%. In
2011, the TPI for D.C. ranged
between 93.2% and 95.1%. The
D.C. rate was below the average
for other central cities and the
national average.

D.C. Telephone Penetration Index by Month (%)

98.0%

96.0%

94.0%

92.0%

90.0%

88.0%

86.0%

84.0%

Source: Verizon & US Census Bureau

Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | July | Aug] Sept | Oct | Nov | Dec

20011 94.6%]96.1%]95.5%| 94.6%] 92.9%] 92.3%] 93.8%] 93.8 %] 93.4%] 93.5%| 94.3%| 95.4%

2002 95.4%195.9%|94.0%] 93.7%] 93.9%| 94.4%] 93.1% | 95.3%| 94.4%] 95.7 %] 95.0%] 94.4%

—%—2003 1 94.6%] 94.4%]95.1%| 95.2%] 94.9%| 95.7%] 95.3%] 93.9%] 95.0%] 95.4%| 95.5%| 94.5%

=8—2004]93.8%]93.8%]93.2%| 93.8%] 93.3%| 92.5%] 91.9%] 89.3%| 88.7%] 90.0%| 90.6%] 91.6%

—8—2005]91.4%]91.9%]91.2%| 90.7%] 92.9%| 91.4%] 93.1%] 93.1%| 94.2%] 92.7%| 92.2%] 92.5%

—8—2006]90.3%]90.5%]90.9%| 91.0%] 91.2%| 91.7%] 91.8% ] 92.2%] 93.1%] 90.9%| 91.0%] 89.1%

==t=200790.7%] 90.8%]92.5%| 94.0% | 93.3%] 91.3%] 90.5% | 88.4%] 90.1%] 92.0%| 91.9%] 92.7%

—=—2008]92.6%]93.3%]93.9%] 92.7%| 93.9%] 91.8%] 91.8 %] 92.6%] 91.0%] 91.6 %] 90.2%] 90.7%

201189.40%| 91% | 93 % [93.10%92.90%493.20%92.90%J93.70 %492.40%91.909493.20 %93.20 4

In 2011, the percentage of
households with a telephone in
D.C. was higher than in 2010 in
seven of the ten months for
which data are available.
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Key Outcomes

Telecommunications

Regulated Monopoly Services

VA (Flat Rate Service)

Verizon’s Average Residential Telephone Bills*in D.C., MD, &

$35.00
$30.00 ——A- - -
$25.00 1 W——m '_/'\r‘/ T | Average Verizon residential
$20.00 4= @—""@—6—0—0—9¢ local telephone bills continued
$15.00 to be lower in D.C. than in
$10.00 Verizon’s service areas in MD
$5.00 and VA.
$0.00
Jan Jan Jan Jan Jan Jan Jan Jan Jan
2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011
—&—DC | $20.91 | $21.64 | $21.08 | $20.85 | $20.82 | $21.53 | $21.53 | $21.53 | $21.21
—B—MD | $25.63 | $26.82 | $25.89 | $25.37 | $28.97 | $26.58 | $28.32 | $28.32] $26.83
VA | $30.55 | $27.15 | $30.38 | $30.30 | $30.82 | $26.53 | $27.98 | $27.98 | $28.90

* Basic rates in D.C. did not change over this period. Rather, changes in average bills reflect changes in fees and

taxes. Source: Verizon & PSC

Participation in Verizon’s Low-Income
Economy Il Service Program

14,000
12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000

16,000 -

1347315 965

1

2,839

~710,67410,36 7,157

6,098

In 2010 and 2011, as the
recertification process continued,
the number of participants in
Verizon’s Economy Il (Lifeline)
program declined, perhaps due to
the increased use of wireless
phones.

7,281 6,556

Source: Verizon & PSC

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

~—@— Number of Participants
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Key Outcomes

Telecommunications

Fostered Competition

List of Verizon and 55 Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECS)
Providing Service in the District as of December 31, 2011

2011 Annual Report

No. Company Name Consumer Service| Residential | Commercial
Telephone No.

1 |Access One, Inc. 800/804-8333 X
2 |Access Point, Inc. 800/957-6468 X X
3 |ACN Communication Services, Inc. 877/226-1010 X

4 |Airspring, Inc. 818/786-8990 X
5 |AT&T Communications of Washington DC, LLC 800/222-0400 X
6 |Atlantech Online, Inc. 800/256-1612 X
7 |BCN Telecom, Inc. 800/768-2852 X
8 |Broadview Networks, Inc. 800/276-2384 X X
9 Broadwing Communications LLC f/k/a Focal Communica-| 800/422-1199

tions

10 |Budget PrePay, Inc. d/b/a Budget Phone 888/424-5588 X X
11 |Business Telecom, Inc. d/b/a BTI 800/239-3000 X
12 |Cable & Wireless Americas Operations, Inc. 866/875-6900 X
13 |Cavalier Telephone Mid-Atlantic, LLC 877/474-4926 X X
14 |Cbeyond Communications, LLC 678/370-2534 X
15 |CTC Communications Corp. d/b/a One Communications 888/832-5802 X
16 |Cypress Communications Operating Company 888/528-1788 X
17 |DSCI Corporation 877/344-7441 X
18 |Dynalink Communications, Inc. 877/396-2546 X
19 |First Communications, LLC 616/349-8525 X
20 |[Entelegent Solutions, Inc. 888-274-7619 X
21 |First Communications, LLC 616-349-8525 X

22 |France Telecom Corporate Solutions LLC 866/280-3726 X
23 |Gateway Communications Services, Inc. 866/577-1166 X X
24 |Global Crossing Telemanagement, Inc. 800/500-7753 X
25 |Global Telecom & Technology Americas, Inc. 703/442-5500 X
26 |Granite Telecommunications, LLC 866/847-1500 X
27 |Level 3 Communications, LLC 703/234-8891 X
28 |MassComm, Inc. d/b/a MASS Communications 212/201-8033 X
29 |Matrix Telecom, Inc. d/b/a Trinsic Communications 888/411-0111 X X
30 |McGraw Communications, Inc. 888/543-2000 X

Source: PSC Annual Survey
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Key Outcomes

Telecommunications

Fostered Competition

List of Verizon and 55 Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECS)

Providing Service In the District as of December 31, 2011

nZO0O=—==pO=ZCss00mMmrm-=-

No. Company Name Consumer Service | Residential | Commercial
Telephone No.

31 |MCImetro Access Transmission Services LLC d/b/a | res: 800/444-2222, X
Verizon Access Transmission Services bus: 888/624-9266

32 |McLeod USA Telecommunications Services, LLC 319/790-6702 X

33 |Metropolitan Telecommunications of DC d/b/a Met- 800/876-9823 X X
TEL

34 |Mitel NetSolutions, Inc. f/k/a Inter-Tel Netsolutions, 800/821-1661 X
Inc.

35 [Netwolves Network Services, LLC 800-676-8870 X

36 |Network Communications Intl. 888/686-3699 X

37 |[New Horizon Communications Corp. 866/241-9423 X

38 INOS Communications 800/569-4667 X

39 |One Voice Communications, Inc. 703/880-2502 X

40 |Paetec Communications, Inc. 877/340-2600 X

41 |Quantum Shift Communications, Inc. d/b/a VCOM 800/804-8266 X
Solutions

42 |Qwest Communications Company, LLC 877/440-8959 X

43 |Sidera Networks, LLC f/k/a RCN New York Commu- 212/324-5050 X
nications, LLC f/k/a Consolidated Edison

44 |Southwestern Bell Communications Long Distance, 800/222-0300 X
LLC d/b/a AT&T Long Distance

45 |Spectrotel, Inc. 732/345-7859 X

46 |Sprint Communications Company L.P. res: 800/877-4646, X

bus: 800/877-4020

47 |Starpower Communications, LLC 800/746-4726 X X

48 |Telco Experts, LLC 800/787-5050

49 [TelCove Operations, LLC 866/835-2683 X

50 [Teleport Communications of Washington, DC, Inc. 877/207-9323 X

51 |Trans National Communications International, Inc. 800/800-8400 X

52 [TW Telecom of D.C. LLC., f/k/a Time Warner Tele- 800/829-0420 X
com of D.C. LLC, f/k/a Xspedius Management Co.

53 |US LEC of Virginia LLC d/b/a PAETEC Business 800/978-7532 X
Services

54 VDL, Inc. d/b/a Global Telecom Brokers 877/225-5482 X

55 |Verizon Washington, DC Inc. 800/826-2355 X X

56 [XO Communications Services, Inc. 888/845-0608 X

Source: PSC Annual Survey
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Telecommunications

Fostered Competition

All Certificated CLECs

Number of CLECs Providing Service in D.C. By Year-End
Based on Annual PSC Survey of Verizon and

2011 Annual Report

In 2011, the number of CLECs
providing service in the District
remained about the same as in
2010.

E 60
50 W_
c 40 14 I,‘/’\Q—Z
30
o 20 _./-/.,J~
N \\._./I\-h._._
M Source: PSC Annual Survey
2001]2002]2003] 2004} 2005} 2006] 2007 | 20081 2009} 2010} 2011
M —&— CLECs' Providing Service| 37 [ 37 | 41 | 43 | 40 | 40| 46 [ 52 [ 54 | 56 | 55
—@—  CLECs'Serving
Residential Customers 0114119221171 14 14116]11]10] 10
CLECs' Serving Business
Customers 16 | 24 130 | 32 ]33] 3] 4046|4553 51
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Source: PSC Annual Survey, FCC
0%
12/31/01f12/31/02412/31/03f12/31/04f12/31/09412/31 /04 12/31 /094 12/31/04 12/31 /094 12/31 /14 12/31/11
—— DC 7.3% 11.5% | 154% | 18.0% | 18.4% | 20.5% | 20.0% | 14.9% | 143% | 17.7% | 23.4%
== US 10.3% | 13.0% | 163% | 185% | 18.0% | 173% | 17.6% | 17.2% | 17.1% | 17.3% | 17.5%
s Residential | 7.3% | 11.5% | 14.9% | 16.0% | 16.4% | 16.8% | 16.0% | 129% | 97% | 107% | 9.4%
Business 61% | 11.7% | 155% | 18.7% | 19.0% | 21.6% | 16.0% | 18.1% | 15.4% | 192% | 26.0%
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District rose significantly in
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Key Outcomes

Telecommunications

Fostered Competition

Amount of CLEC Revenues (In Million Dollars)

$199

\$171
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PLIT $14/
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—o— CLECs' Amount of Revenues

Source: PSC Annual Survey

CLECS’ revenues increased in 2011.

CLECs’ Share of Industry Revenues (%)
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Key Outcomes

Telecommunications

Fostered Competition

Number of Pay Telephones by Ward

By 2011

Number of Pay Telephones

Ward1 Ward2 Ward3 Ward4 Ward5 wardé Ward7 Ward$8

Source: PSC

2011 Annual Report

In FY 2011, Ward 4 had
the largest number of
payphones in D.C. fol-
lowed closely by Wards
land 7. Wards 2 and 3
had the smallest number
of payphones.

Ward|Ward| Ward| Ward| Ward| Ward| Ward| Ward
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
B Number of Pay Telephones| 22 9 3 29 19 | 10 21 14
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Key Outcomes

Multi-Utility

Regulated Monopoly Services

Utility Minority Contracting—D.C. Minority Businesses’ Share of Utility
Companies’ D.C. Contracts
Source: Pepco, Verizon, WGL, & PSC Pepco’s & Verizon’s
100.0% R
performance, as
90.0% A measured by their shares
— w — y
80.0% 1\ N of D.C. spending going
70.0% —\ / \ h~/ — to Minority Business
60.0% r/ Enterprise (MBE)
50.0% d4—u / \ vendors, remained the
400% 1N ] \/ K same in 2011 while
20.0% t o« /\ WGL’s performance
' \ [\ increased.
20.0% ] \
10.0% == ‘E.\ 7 X
0.0% - T e s i n
1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 2ooZEoos 2006 | 2007 | 2008 {2009 | 2010|2011
—e—PEPCO [87.79)86.9%00.292s.64d31.64d57.0958.09d61.094f73.00d 60 394837986 79d 67 2967 5%
== Verizon |45 3%B7.89%459.0%]36.0%4100.0{ 8.2% | 7.6 %] 0.1% | 0.0%|48.39 1.0% | 1.0%] 0.0% 0.0%
WGL  |8.7% [55.0%78.0%}48.0428.09 1.5% | 1.6% | 1.0% | 1.6% 3.0% 6.6% | 6.7% | 6.5% [12.5%

In 2011, Pepco’s and WGL'’s
spending with D.C. minority
businesses increased while
Verizon’s spending remained
the same.

Utility Minority Contracting—Dollars Spent by Utility
Companies on D.C. Minority Businesses
80.00
A Source: Pepco, Verizon, WGL, & PSC
70.00 / \
60.00 / \
50.00 /
2 40.00 \
: \
-
= 30.00
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20.00
10.00 +px — "—"\//
0.00 I\ . PR
1998 11999]2000§2001] 2002} 2003J2004] 2005} 2006 2007] 2008] 20092010} 2011
=—&—PEPCO |44.3163.7|74.8] 9.3 8.1] 7 | 29| 3.9] 7.4] 5.2]10.8]10.8] 4.1]16.3
—B—Verizon [ 87 | 1.4] 23] 1.7] 1.4] 1.2]0.66 0.08] 0.00] 0.30] 0.01] 0.01] 0.00] 0.00
WGL 8.2174]10.119.3) 3.4 241 23] 20] 271 5.1] 9.8} 9.8] 7.4]12.9
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Key Outcomes
Multi-Utility

Resolved Disputes

Customer Satisfaction With the PSC’s Utility Complaint Mediation

2011 Annual Report

Services
100% - 997
—¥ 93%
90%
4 84%
80%
Source: PSC Survey
70 % T T T T T L] T
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

The PSC’s Office of
Consumer Services
distributes customer service
satisfaction forms to all
complainants. In 2011, in
response to the survey, 77%
of respondents strongly
agreed or agreed that they
would contact the PSC
again to resolve a question
or a problem. This figure
was well below the 89% for
the previous year.

Educated Consumers and Informed the Public

In 2011, OCMS
staff opened 2,349
new cases, of which
78.50% or 1,844
cases were applica-
tions for the Re-
newable Energy
Portfolio Standard
Program (RPS).

Source: Webhost,
DataNet Systems
Corp.

505

W [PS Cases

H Other Cases

Cases Opened

1,844

Source: Webhost,
DataNet Systems

Processed Documents

2,653

B RPS Documents
m Other Documents
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Key Outcomes

Multi-Utility

The PSC’s electronic
case filing  system,

Educated Consumers & Informed the Public

eDocket, provides inter-| | Source: Webhost, 2011 eDocket Activity
DataNet Systems
ested persons and the| | com.
public with 24-hour ac-
. 66,151
cess to all electronic re-

cords maintained by
OCMS. From January 1, W eDocket Hits
2011 to December 31, m eDocket Visits
2011, eDocket received

1,142,053 hits. Users 1,142,053

downloaded 212,090
portable document files

2011 Homepage Activity

Source: Webhost,
DataNet Systems
53,329 Corp.

B Homepage
Hits

B Homepage
Visits

141,483

(PDF) which included

160,496 PSC orders. T
Trends in Website Hits and Visits, 2007-2011 I
Tracking data show the 1,400,000 =
PSC Homepage re- 1,200,000 ] - U
ceived 53,329 visits and e L o
141,483 hits between 600,000 +_—_ .
January 1, 2011 and 383‘888 | e g W 2007 T
December 31, 2011. o e & o = 2008
Likewise, data reflect " / i _—
66,151  visits  and ‘:.;é” 207 & I
114002 bk 1 & g
eDocket.  The other & & 2011
content groups received R L
130,364 visits and &
1,354,520 hits. & I
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 T
eDocket Visits 30,075 32,773 51,554 59,347 66,151
eDocket Hits 538,226 | 444,171 721,267 871,637 1,142,053 I
Other Content Groups Visits N/A N/A 115,398 114,992 130,364
Other Content Groups Hits 149,666 | 154,648 | 321,276* | 1,085418* | 1,354,520*
Entire Website Visits 135,516 | 148,869 | 190,650 212,509 253,429
Entire Website Hits N/A N/A 1,177,798 | 1,252,855 | 1,333,029
Homepage Visits N/A N/A 50,310 47,292 53,329
Homepage Hits N/A N/A 123,822 136,617 141,483

N/A: Not Available

* Includes Additional Content Groups compared to previous years, 2007 & 2008
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Index of Formal Case Accomplishments

Case No. Electricity Pl

FC766 |FC 766 - The PSC Addressed Pepco’s System-Wide and Neighborhood Service Reliabil- 39
ity.

FC 766/1076 |FC 766 and 1076 - The PSC Directs a Management Audit of Transactions between Pepco| 45
and Other PHI Affliates.

FC 813/945 [FC 813/945 - The PSC Approved the Updated Residential Aid Discount (RAD) Rider 46
Used to Finance Discount Rates for Low-Income Electric Customers.

FC945 [FC 945 - The PSC Finalized Sub-metering and Energy Allocation Rules. 50

FC945 [FC 945 - The PSC Certified Generators for the Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard. 50

FC945 [F. C. No. 945 - The PSC Approved a Revised Pepco Net Metering Contract and Rider] 51
Consistent with the Clean and Affordable Energy Act of 2008.

FC945 [FC 945 - The PSC Reviewed Electricity Suppliers’ Fuel Mix Filings. 52

FC982 [FC 982 - The PSC Established New Electricity Quality of Service Standards (EQSS). 40

FC982 [FC 982 - The PSC Launched an Inquiry Into Restoration of Service After Major Servicel 41
Outages.

FC991 [FC 991 - The PSC Continued to Engage a Consultant to Conduct Manhole Inspections. 42

FC 1017 |FC 1017 - The PSC Announced Lower Standard Offer Service (SOS) Rates for Electric- 48
ity Customers.

FC 1017 |FC 1017 - The PSC Approved A Reduction in Pepco’s Transmission Rate. 48

FC 1017 |FC 1017 - The PSC Held a Legislative-Style Hearing on June 16, 2011 to Explore Dy- 52
namic Pricing and Standard Offer Service (SOS) Procurement Issues.

FC 1026 |FC 1026 - The PSC Granted OPC’s Motion to Lodge the Shaw Engineering Consultants’| 42
PowerPoint Slides into the Record.

FC 1050 |FC 1050 - The PSC Reviewed Pepco’s First Small Generator Interconnection Annual Re-| 53

port.

FC 1053 |FC 1053 - The PSC Monitored Pepco’s Decoupling Mechanism, Called a Bill Stabiliza-| 53
tion Adjustment (BSA).

FC 1056 |FC 1056 - The PSC Approved the Deployment Phase of the Advanced Metering Infra- 95

structure (AMI) Task Force’s Customer Education Plan.

FC 1062 |FC 1062 - In Complying with a Court Order, the PSC Directed Pepco to Provide Docu-| 43
ments Pepco Deemed to Be Confidential to OPC Regarding The Investigation of the Feb-
ruary 20, 2009 and June 13, 2008 Power Outages Involving Substation 52.

FC 1062 [FC 1062 - The PSC Initiated an Investigation into Power Outages that Began on May 31, 44
2011 in the New York Avenue and First Street, N.E. Area in the District of Columbia

FC 1070 |FC 1070 - The PSC Denied Pepco’s Demand Response (DR) Program Proposal. 53

FC 1073 |FC 1073 - The PSC Monitored Pepco’s Construction of Two 230 kV Underground Trans-| 44
mission Lines.

FC 1075 |[FC 1075 - The PSC Reviewed Pepco’s Annual Financing Report. 46

FC 1083 |FC 1083 - The PSC Solicited Consultants to Address Smart Grid Policy Issues. 44

FC 1085 |FC 1085 - The PSC Considered the Feasibility of Implementing a Purchase of Receiv- 48
ables Policy.
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Index of Formal Case Accomplishments

Case No. EIectricity Page
FC 1086 |FC 1086 - The PSC Approved Pepco’s Revised Direct Load Control Program. 54
FC 1087 |FC 1087 - The PSC Began Its Consideration of Pepco’s Application for a Rate In- 47

crease.

FC 1092 [FC 1092 - The PSC Began an Investigation of the Consumer Practices of Horizon 55

Power and Light, LLC.
FC 1094 [FC 1094 - The PSC Began an Inquiry of Michael Petras Complaint Regarding Glacial 55
Energy of D.C.
FC 1097 [FC 1097 - The PSC Initiated a Proceeding to Address Liberty Power’s Complaint 55
Against Pepco.
— The PSC Monitored the Wholesale and Retail Electricity Markets. 46
— The PSC Participated in Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Proceed- 56
ings and Monitored PJM Interconnection, LLC (PJM) Activities to Ensure Just and
Reasonable Rates.
Natural Gas
FC 874 |FC 874 - The PSC Approved WGL’s 2010 GPR. 59
FC 977 |FC 977 - The PSC Monitored WGL’s Quality of Service. 57
FC 989/1093 |FC 989/1093 - The PSC Initiated a WGL Rate Case to Ascertain the Reasonableness 59
of WGL’s Rates.
FC 1027, GT [FC 1027, GT 06-1, and GT 97-3 - The PSC Approved WGL’s Revised Hexane Re- 57
06-1, and GT |covery Tariff and Monitored WGL’s Replacement of Vintage Mechanical Couplings
97-3 and Pipe.

FC 1061 [FC 1061 - The PSC Reviewed WGL’s Annual Financing Report. 59

FC 1079 [FC 1079 - The PSC Denied WGL’s Application for Reconsideration of a Revenueg| 59
Normalization Adjustment and Closed the Case.

FC 1081 [FC 1081 - The PSC Denied WGL’s Motion to Change Payment Options and Closed 60

the Case.

FC 1088 [FC 1088 - The PSC Approved WGL’s Financing Authority Application. 60
FC 1089 [FC 1089 - The PSC Proposed Amendments to the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Rules. 58
FC 1091 ([FC 1091 - The PSC Opened an Investigation of WGL’s Depreciation Study and Prac- 61

tices.
GT01-1 |GTO01-1 - The PSC Required WGL and the Gas Procurement Working Group 61
(GPWG) to Re-Evaluate the Company’s Hedging Decisions.
GT11-1 |The PSC Considered WGL’s Application to Change the Methodology It Uses to Cal- 58
culate Customers’ Costs for the Installation of Service Pipes and Mains.
— The PSC Monitored the Wholesale and Retail Natural Gas Markets. 62
— The PSC Ensured Natural Gas Pipeline Safety through the Federal Pipeline Safety 62
Grant in 2011.
— The PSC Completed the 2011 One-Call Grant Project to Prevent Damage to Under- 63

ground Facilities.
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Index of Formal Case Accomplishments

Case No. Telecommunications PEEE

FC 988 |FC 988 - The PSC Revised the Telecommunications Universal Service Rules in Chapter 28 off 65
Title 15 of the DCMR to, Among Other Things, Permit the Assessment of Voice over Internet
Protocol (VolP) Providers.

FC 988 |FC 988 - The PSC Took Steps to Make Lifeline Eligibility Criteria Conform to the Residentiall 66
Aid Discount (RAD) Criteria.

FC 988 |FC 988 - The PSC Held a Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS) Advisory Board Meeting| 66
on May 27, 2011.

FC990 |FC 990 - The PSC Ensured Fair and Open Local Telecommunications Competition at the 64
\Wholesale Level in 2011.

FC 990 |FC 990 - The PSC Continued To Monitor Verizon’s Service Quality. 64

FC 990 |FC 990 - The PSC Updated the Enforcement Section 2703 of Chapter 27 of the DCMR Gov- 64
erning the Regulation of Telecommunications Providers.

FC 1057 |FC 1057 - In 2011, the PSC Reviewed 23 Verizon Basic, Discretionary, and Competitive Ser- 67
vice Pricing Filings and Took Action on Three of them Per Price Cap Plan 2008.

FC 1059 |FC 1059 - The PSC Reviewed Verizon’s Long-Term Financing Report. 66

FC 1084 [FC 1084 - The PSC Approved Verizon’s Plans to Discontinue the Distribution of its Residentiall 72
\White Pages Directories and Closed the Case.

FC 1090 |FC 1090 - The PSC Opened an Investigation into Verizon’s Telecommunications Infra{ 65
structure.

TT06-6 [TT 06-6 - The PSC Reviewed Five (5) Promotional Filings by Verizon in 2011. 70

The PSC Filed Comments in Several Federal Communications Commission (FCC) Pro-| 72
ceedings.

— Broadband Mapping Grant — The PSC Surveyed Broadband Providers to Determine the| 73
Percentage of the District with Access to Broadband Services.

Multi-Utility
FC 712 FC 712 - The PSC Took Steps to Establish Procedures for Applying Civil Forfeiturel 74
and Penalty provisions of the D.C. Code.
FC 712 FC 712 - The PSC Approved Mandatory Electronic Filing for Most Filings. 74
FC 712 FC 712 - The PSC Established the Utility Companies’ 2012 Interest Rate To Be Paid on| 74
Customer Deposits.
FC 813/988 [FC 813 and 988 - The PSC Established a Consumer Education Program to Educate 75
Consumers about the Low-income Utility Discount Programs.
FC 1009 FC 1009 - The PSC Adopted a New Affiliate Transactions Code of Conduct. 75
FC 1078 FC 1078 - The PSC Directed WGL and Pepco to Revise Their Bill Formats. 75
ET 00-2, GT [ET 00-2, GT 00-2, TT 00-5 - The PSC Approved the Utility Companies’ Rights-of- 76

00-2, TT 00-5/Way (ROW) Fees.
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Index of Key Results

Electricity FeE

Number of Solar Facilities the PSC Certified for D.C. & PJM States as of December 31, 2011 79
Number of Renewable Portfolio Standard Applications Received (As of December 31, 2011) 79
Cumulative Number of Alternative Electric Generation & Transmission Suppliers (AES) Li- 80
censed to Serve D.C. By Year-End

Number of Electricity Complaints & Inquiries 80

Natural Gas

Number of Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Inspections Performed 81
Monitoring Natural Gas Construction Projects in D.C. 81
Cumulative Number of Alternative Commodity Gas Suppliers (AGS) Licensed to Serve D.C. By 82
Year-End

Number of Natural Gas Complaints & Inquiries 82

Telecommunications
Cumulative Number of CLECs Certificated & Withdrawn By Year-End 83
Cumulative Number of Interconnection Agreements Approved By Year-End 83
Number of Telephone Complaints & Inquiries 84
Number of Pay Telephone Complaints & Inquiries 84
Multi-Utility

Percentage of Rate Cases Processed on a Timely Basis 77
Percentage of CLEC Applications Processed on a Timely Basis 77
Percentage of Electricity, Natural Gas, & Telephone Tariffs Processed on a Timely Basis 77
U.S. DOT Ratings for Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Program 78
Regulatory Research Associates (RRA) Ratings for the PSC 78
Total Number of Electric, Natural Gas, & Telephone Tariffs Processed 85
Total Number of Electric, Natural Gas, & Telephone Tariffs Processed By Type 85
Number of Electric & Natural Gas Meter Tests Witnessed 86
Number of Outreach Activities (Excluding Meter Tests) 86
The PSC Closed 15 Formal Cases in 2011 87
Total Number of Formal Cases Closed by Year 89
The PSC Opened 14 Formal Cases and 6 New Dockets in 2011 90
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Index of Key Outcomes

Electricity P
Total Number of Manhole Events (Explosions, Fires, and Smoking Manholes) 91
Explosions as a Percentage of Total Events 91
Number of Explosions for Slotted vs. Solid Manhole Covers 91
System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI) 92
System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAIDI) 92
Customer Average Interruption Duration Index (CAIDI) 93
Average Residential Electric Bills in D.C., MD, & VA 94
Participation in Pepco’s Low-Income Residential Aid Discount (RAD) Program 94
Alternative Electric Suppliers’ Shares of Customers in D.C. 95
Alternative Electric Suppliers’ Shares of Electricity Usage in D.C. 95
(% of MWHSs Used by AES Customers)
Number of Alternative Electric Suppliers Serving D.C. 95
List of Pepco and 20 Licensed Alternative Electric Generation & Transmission 96
Suppliers (AES) Serving the District as of December 31, 2011
PJM System Mix 97

Natural Gas
Number of Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Incidents 98
WGL's Average Residential Natural Gas Bills in D.C., MD, & VA 98
Participation in WGL’s Low-Income Residential Essential Service (RES) Program 98
List of Washington Gas and 11 Alternative Commaodity Natural Gas Suppliers (AGS) 99
Serving the District as of December 31, 2011
Number of Alternative Commodity Gas Suppliers (AGS) Serving D.C. 100
AGS’s Share of Customers 100
AGS’s Share of Usage (Therms) 100
Telecommunications

Telephone Penetration Index (TPI): D.C., Central Cities, and U.S. Average 101
D.C. Telephone Penetration Index by Month (%) 101
Verizon’s Average Residential Telephone Bills in D.C., MD, & VA (Flat Rate Service) 102
Participation in Verizon’s Low-Income Economy Il Service Program 102
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Index of Key Outcomes

Telecommunications FeE
List of Verizon and 56 Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) Providing Service 103
in the District as of December 31, 2011
Number of CLECs Providing Services in D.C. By Year-End Based on Annual PSC Survey of Ver- 105
izon and All Certificated CLECs
CLECs’ Share of Lines 105
Amount of CLEC Revenues (In Million Dollars) 106
CLECs’ Share of Industry Revenues (%) 106
Number of Pay Telephones by Ward FY 2011 107

Multi-Utility

Utility Minority Contracting—D.C. Minority Businesses’ Share of Utility Companies’ D.C. 108
Contracts
Utility Minority Contracting—Dollars Spent by Utility Companies on D.C. Minority Businesses 108
Customer Satisfaction With the PSC’s Utility Complaint Mediation Services 109
Number of New Cases Opened and Processed 109
2011 eDocket Activity 110
Trends in Website Hits and Visits, 2007-2011 110
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Glossary of Acronyms

AARP - American Association of Retired Persons
ACOC - Affliate Transactions Code of Conduct
ACR - Annual Consolidated Report

AE - All-Electric

AES - Alternative Electric Supplier

AFGE - American Federation of Government Employees
AFO - Agency Fiscal Officer

AGS - Alternative Commodity Gas Supplier

AMI - Advanced Metering Infrastructure

ANOPR - Amended Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
AOBA - Apartment and Office Building Association
ARRA - American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
BSA - Bill Stabilization Adjustment

BTM - Behind-The-Meter

CAIDI - Customer Average Interruption Duration Index
CAM - Cost Allocation Manual

CAP - Customer Assistance Program

CAEA - Clean and Affordable Energy Act of 2008
CBOR - Consumer Bill of Rights

CITO - Chief Information Technology Officer
CLEC - Competitive Local Exchange Carrier

CUB - Consumer Utility Board

CY - Calendar Year

DCEMA - District Emergency Management Agency
DCG - D.C. Government

DCHR - D.C. Office of Human Resources

DCSGIR - District of Columbia Small Generator Interconnec-
tion Rules

DCUSTF - D.C. Universal Service Trust Fund
DDOE - District Department of the Environment’s Energy Of-
fice (formerly District of Columbia Energy Office)
DGAA - Distributed Generation Amendment Act of 2011
DLC - Direct Load Control

DNP - Disconnect for Non-Payment

DR - Demand Response

EA - Electricity Application

EATF - Energy Assistance Trust Fund

EEO - Equal Employment Opportunity

EQSS - Electric Quality of Service Standards

ET - Electric Tariff

ETC - Eligible Telecommunications Carrier

FC - Formal Case

FCC - Federal Communications Commission

FERC - Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FEA - Federal Executive Agency

FOIA - Freedom of Information Act

FPL - Federal Poverty Level

FTE - Full-Time Equivalent

FY - Fiscal Year (October 1—September 30)

GA - Gas Application

GATS - Generation Attribute Tracking System

GT - Gas Tariff

G&T - Generation and Transmission

GPC - Generation Procurement Credit

GPR - Gas Procurement Report

GPWG - Gas Procurement Working Group

HVCA - High Volume Call Answering
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IBEW - International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
ICC - Interstate Commerce Commission

ILEC - Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier

IRS - Internal Revenue Service

ISDN - Integrated Services Digital Network

ISO - Independent System Operator

JUDD - Joint Utility Discount Day

kV - kilovolts

KWH - Kilowatt Hour

LAN - Local Area Network

LDC - Local Distribution Companies

LEC - Local Exchange Carrier

LIDT - Liquid Immersed Distribution Transformers
LIHEAP - Low-Income Housing Energy Assistance Program
LSDBE - Local, Small, Disadvantaged Business Enterprise
LSE - Load Serving Entities

MACRUC - Mid-Atlantic Conference of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners

MADRI - Mid Atlantic Distributed Resources Initiatives
MBE - Minority Business Enterprise

MMU - Market Monitoring Unit

MOU - Memorandum of Understanding

MSS - Management Supervisory Service

MUD - Multi-Utility Discount

NARUC - National Association of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners

NECA - National Exchange Carriers Association

NGTF - Natural Gas Trust Fund

NEM - Net Energy Metering

NGQSS - Natural Gas Quality of Service Standards
NOAFR - Notice of Agency Fund Requirements

NOFR - Notice of Final Rulemaking

NOI - Notice of Inquiry

NOPR - Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

NOPYV - Notices of Probable Violation

NOVEC - Northern Virginia Electric Cooperative

NPS - Non-Personnel Services

NPV - Net Present Value

NRRI - National Regulatory Research Institute

NTIA - National Telecommunications Information Administra-
tion

NULCA - National Utility Locators Contractors Association
NYMEX - New York Mercantile Exchange

OC - Offices of the Commissioners

OCFO - Office of the Chief Financial Officer

OCMS - Office of the Commission Secretary

OCS - Office of Consumer Services

OCTO - Office of the Chief Technology Officer

ODEDAM - Office of the Deputy Executive Director for Admin-
istrative Matters

OED - Office of the Executive Director

OGC - Office of the General Counsel

OHR - Office of Human Resources

OIT - Office of Information Technology

OMS - Outage Management System

OPC - Office of the People’s Counsel

OPEIU - Office of Professional Employees International Union
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Glossary of Acronyms

RAA - Reliability Assurance Agreement

RIM - Reliability Investment Recovery Mechanism
RPM - Reliability Pricing Model

SEA - Sub-metering and Energy Allocation

SL - Street-Lighting

SOW - Scope of Work

T&D - Transmission and Distribution

TA - Telecommunications Application

TAC - Telecommunications Arbitration Case
TELRIC - Total Element Long Run Incremental Cost
TIA - Telecommunication Interconnection Agreement
TPI - Telephone Penetration Index

TRO - Triennial Review Order

TRS - Telephone Relay Service

TS - Traffic Signal

TT - Telephone Tariff

UDP - Utility Discount Program

UNE - Unbundled Network Elements
USDOT - US Department of Transportation
USDA - U.S. Department of Agriculture
USF - Universal Service Fund

USTF - Universal Service Trust Fund
Verizon - Verizon Washington, D.C., Inc.
VBS - Verizon Business Services

VLF - Very Low Frequency

VOIP - Voice Over Internet Protocol
WASA - Water and Sewer Authority
WCC - Watergate Complex Council
WGL - Washington Gas Light Company
WGES - Washington Gas Energy Services

WMATA - Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
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1333 H Street, N.W.
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