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Madam Chair and Members of the Committee, my name is Phillip
H. Porter, Jr., Bishop with the Church of God in Christ and founder
of All Nations Pentecostal Center Church of God and Christ in
Aurora. [ am testifying today in opposition to House Bill 1323.

A little over a year ago, Energy Outreach Colorado issued a report
that indicated that 22 percent of Colorado’s households are low
income and qualify for energy assistance. The report stated that,
“on average, low income families in Colorado are spending 20
cents out of every dollar they earn on energy, leaving less for
food, shelter and health care. The most vulnerable families are
spending half their very limited income on home energy.”

The “Self Sufficiency Standard for Colorado 2008 report by the
Colorado Fiscal Policy Institute, which included utility costs in
their survey, indicates that one in five Colorado residents, (43% of
Latino Households and 29% of African American households)
earns less than the amount needed to cover basic needs.

Members of the Committee, I bring up these statistics for this
reason: This legislation, while well-intentioned, will result in
higher costs to consumers, which in turn will hurt low-income
consumers the most. I find this unconscionable and indefensible.

I support the basic intent of this legislation, which has a goal of
reducing energy consumption where possible. Of course, if this
approach actually resulted in lower overall utility bills for
consumers — and low-income families in particular — I would
strongly support that goal.




But I hope you will be able to answer how that is actually achieved
by mandating that a utility FORCE energy conservation on its
customers. This bill does not scem to provide any incentives for
consumers to reduce their energy usage. Rather, it simply says to
the utility:

“Thou shalt achieve greater conservation by wringing it out
of your customers or thou must payeth the Governor’s Office
of Energy Conservation a million dollars to spend as they see
fit.:

Aside from the fact that this approach strikes me as a bit of
government extortion, can the committee quantify exactly how this
will encourage consumers to respond positively and reduce their
energy usage?

Or are you simply making the utility force upon consumers energy
conservation measures?

If consumers can’t or won’t comply with whatever program is
imposed, what will the state require of the utility? Will the utility
be forced to turn off or ramp back the power it provides to
consumers in order to reduce consumption?

Are you talking about forcing rolling brownouts or blackouts onto
consumers in order to achieve what the government believes is an
appropriate level of energy usage?

I understand a little about economics. Our church building has
fixed costs. If we have to make the building colder to comply with
energy conservation mandates, less people will come to church and
we will receive less in donations from our parishioners.

Now, [ stili have to pay the bills so this will cost us more. Those
higher costs will negatively impact my parishioners.




If the utility has to raise its rates to cover their increased fixed
costs, how will you guarantee to consumers that our bills will
actually go down?

The fact is that nothing in this legislation protects me, my church
or low income consumers from experiencing higher energy costs.

I see the bill requires a set-aside by the utility of 10 percent of its
energy conservation program spending toward low-income
consumers. 1 understand your intent behind this set-aside. But it
also strikes me as a bit paternalistic. It isn’t an incentive to take
action, but another government program that someone has to pay
for.

As an advocate for low-income folks over much of the past 50
years, I can tell you that this approach doesn’t work very well.

In sum, I know that people generally don’t respond well to
government mandates. If you want people to conserve energy,
give them incentives to do so. Requiring a utility to reduce
consumption, without providing incentives of their customers to do
so, could lead to energy cutoffs. And that could have real and very
dangerous consequences to people — including, I’'m sure, to some
of your constituents.

Energy conservation is generally a good idea. But if this bill
forces low-income consumers pick up the tab for what the utility
will have to charge to cover their existing costs, then we need to
start over and re-think our approach here. People want to do the
right thing, and almost always only need a bit of economic
encouragement. What they don’t need is government forcing them
to change their behavior. Low income people want a leg up, not to
be forced on yet another government handout program. I urge the
Committee to vote NO on this bill.
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climbas people
face tough tires

By Michael Hili
ASSOCIATED PRESS

COHOER, N.¥Y. — The number
of Americans whose eleciricitv or
gas has been shut ofl {or nonpay-
ment of their bills is up sharply i
many pervs of the country &5 pec-
ple struggie Lo cope with higher
prices and a shaky economy.

Shut-ofis have been running 17
percent higher than last vear
among customers of New York
state’s major utilities, and 22 per-
cent higher . economically
hard-hit Michigan. 'They are up
in ali or part o dozens ¢f other

states, -including Pennsylvania,
Florida and California, according
“to an-Assoeiated Press checkof '

regulators and energy compe-
nies,

Despite stepped-up efforis by
state and federal governmenic,
utilifies and private groups wc
help people avoid shut-offs thic
winier, some worry the probien
will only get worse in the coming
moenths, particuiarly with the
dovmnturn on Wall Stree..

mst didn’t have the moneyv it
pay.” sald Marte Wiilliams, & sin-
gie mother raising four aaLgL-
tersin Cohoes, N.Y., a former mil
city on the Hudson River, “Rent
had to be paid, and food for the
girls.”

Williams' power was cut off for
& week, forcing her girls te de
homework by candlelight. She be-
came one of 230,000 residentia:
customers of New York’s 1¢ me-

i ¢ Shui-offs: Xcel Eneray ex-

i pecis gas and electric shut-ofts

! tojump 36 percent this vear tc

P 72,000 from 53,227 in 2007,
v Weite-ofts: The uiility, whict
serves 1.7 mitlion customers.
wrote off $28.4 million In unpaic
bills in 2007, and $10 milliciir
the first six months of thic vea:.
The write-ofts are roliec ints
rates that Xcelcharges the res:
of it paving customers.

jor utilities 1o have their serviee

cut for nonpayment througn Av-
gust of thiz vear.

At the same time, peopie who
rely on heating ofl instead of gas
or electricitxy to warnrn thelr
homes are pleading for relief
from high fuel prices.

Southern California -Edison
Co.,with 4.5 million. residentia’
glectric customers, reported resi-
dential terminations were up 1{
percent through August of this
vear To 228,006; Westar Energy
Inc, of Topeke, Kan. said itsowe
10.5 percent increase o resigen-
tiz! shut-offs over the same peri-
od. Taemps Etectric Ce. reporiec
z 1% pereent clraln: ISCOTINEC
orcers through June for resider-
tigl eng commercial customers

Michigay: regligtors reporiec
& 7 Dperceni inNerease i resicen-
tial natural gas shut-offs through
June and £ 39 percent rise inresi-
derntial electricity terminations.

Utilities, by poliey and regule-
tion, cut the power only as & last
resort. anc generally onlv afier
customers have run up hundreds

of doliars in past-due hills. Many

utilities instead ofier extensions
and PavIment Srrangements.




