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Introduction

The Electric Assistance Program (EAP) provides bill assistance to low-income electric
customers through a discount on electric bills. The Public Utilities Commission (Commission)
oversees the electric utilities’ administration of the EAP with the support of the Advisory Board.
Members of the Advisory Board include representatives of the Department of Energy, the Office
of the Consumer Advocate, the four electric utilities (Eversource Energy, Liberty Utilities, NH
Electric Cooperative, and Unitil Energy Systems), the Community Action Agencies, the New
Hampshire Municipal Welfare Directors, and New Hampshire Legal Assistance. The diverse
nature of the Advisory Board ensures that all interests are well represented when program
changes are proposed.

Eligibility for the program is based on a customer’s gross household income and household size
in relation to the New Hampshire State Median Income as determined annually by the federal
Administration for Children and Families, Office of Community Services. There are five
discount tiers ranging from 8% to 76%, with the discounts applied to the first 750 kWh of
eligible customers’ monthly electric usage. Households with the lowest poverty levels receive
the largest discount. Usage above 750 kWh is billed at a non-discounted rate, serving as an
incentive for energy efficiency and conservation. The goal of the EAP is to provide bill discounts
that reduce, on average, participant electric bills to between 4% and 5% of the average income
for the discount tier.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 1|Page
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The EAP was approved in November 2000, pursuant to RSA 374-F, which created the system
benefits charge (SBC). Specifically, RSA 374-F:3, V (a) states, “...Programs and mechanisms
that enable residential customers with low incomes to manage and afford essential electricity
requirements should be included as a part of industry restructuring.” In addition, RSA 369-B:1,
XII requires the Commission to “design low-income programs in a manner that targets
assistance and has high operating efficiency, so as to maximize the benefits that go to the
intended beneficiaries of the low-income program.” The EAP was designed with these principles
in mind, and all subsequent program changes have been similarly consistent. The EAP began
providing bill assistance to participating customers in 2002.

The SBC is a per kilowatt-hour charge collected from all electric utility customers pursuant to
RSA 374-F:3, VI. Once collected, the funds are held in an account by the State Treasurer’s
Office (EAP fund) until they are needed to cover EAP expenses. On a monthly basis, utilities use
the revenue from the low-income portion of the SBC (LI-SBC) to credit the applicable EAP
discount to participant bills and reimburse the Community Action Agencies and themselves for
administrative costs incurred. RSA 374-F:4, VIII, (c) requires the Commission to suspend
collection of some or all of the EAP SBC for a reasonable period, if the EAP fund accumulates
an excess of $1,000,000 and that the excess is not likely to be substantially reduced over the next
12 months.

While there have been a number of programmatic changes over the years, the last comprehensive
review of the EAP design by an independent consultant was in 2007.

Over the last two years, the Advisory Board has discussed ways to effectively utilize
unencumbered EAP funds while maintaining the sustainability of the EAP. The Advisory Board
is conscious of the balance in the EAP fund and the statutory requirements relative to that
balance and believes it is appropriate for an independent consultant to again undertake a
comprehensive review of the EAP to review, analyze and evaluate the existing program design
and to develop recommendations for improving the effectiveness and efficiency of the EAP.

The Public Utilities Commission recently approved the Advisory Board’s recommendation to
retain an independent consultant to undertake the work described above. In addition, the
Commission asked that the consultant: collect data on the demographics of the participants, as to
age, employment status, family size, ages of children, and disabilities; explore improved low-
income targeting, shifting benefit away from the top income category to better serve the lowest
income group enrolled in the EAP; and to consider the option of returning excess funding to
ratepayers. The Commission further requested the consultant conduct a comparative analysis of
New Hampshire’s EAP to other EAP programs in New England. A copy of the Commission’s
Oder approving the Advisory Board’s recommendation is attached to this Report as Appendix A.

The data and discussion presented below is the analysis presented in response to the Advisory
Board’s recommendation and the Commission Order.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 2|Page
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An Overview of New Hampshire Electric Burdens

New Hampshire’s low-income population, without EAP, faces substantial energy burdens.

These burdens are four to five times higher than the commonly accepted definition of an
affordable percentage of income (6%). Table 1 shows the total home energy burdens by selected
ranges of income to Federal Poverty Level. For households with income less than 100% of
Poverty, home energy burdens range from 22% (Strafford County) to 36% (Carroll County). In
four of New Hampshire’s 10 counties, home energy burdens for households with income at or
below 100% of Poverty exceeded 30%. For households with income between 100% of 150% of
Poverty, home energy burdens ranged from 11% to 18%.

Table 1. Home Energy Burdens (Total Energy) by County (New Hampshire)
By Selected Ranges of Income to Poverty Level®

Average Energy Burden
County At or Below 100 % FPL 100 - 150% Poverty 150 — 200% Poverty
Belknap County 32% 15% 12%
Carroll County 36% 18% 14%
Cheshire County 27% 13% 10%
Coos County 27% 17% 12%
Grafton County 28% 15% 12%
Hillsborough County 20% 11% 9%
Merrimack County 21% 12% 10%
Rockingham County 32% 15% 11%
Strafford County 22% 11% 10%

Sullivan County 31% 13% 11%

While county-specific data is not available, statewide data shows that the bulk of total home
energy burdens in New Hampshire can be attributed to electric bills. The statewide data is
presented in the Table below. The burdens presented by fuels in this Table are additive. The
total energy burdens, in other words, are the sum of the burdens for electricity plus natural gas

' Ma, Ookie, Krystal Laymon, Megan Day, Ricardo Oliveira, Jon Weers, and Aaron Vimont. 2019.
Low-Income Energy Affordability Data (LEAD) Tool Methodology. Golden, CO: National
Renewable Energy Laboratory. NREL/TP-6A20-74249, available at https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy190sti/74249.pdf
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plus “other.” Nearly half of the total home energy burden for low-income households in New
Hampshire can be attributed to electricity bills.

Table 2. Home Energy Burdens at Selected Ratios of Income to Federal Poverty Level and Fuel
(New Hampshire)

Average Energy Burden by Fuel

Federal Poverty

State
Level

Electricity Gas Other
New Hampshire 0% - 100% 14% 6%
New Hampshire 100% - 150% 7% 4%

New Hampshire 150% - 200% 5% 3%

The average electricity burden for customers with income at or below 100% of Poverty is 14%.
As incomes increase, burdens decrease. By the time incomes reach 150% to 200% of Poverty,
electricity burdens (on average) have declined to 5% of income. The Figure below illustrates the

contribution which electricity makes to total low-income home energy burdens in New
Hampshire.

Avg. Energy Burden (% Income) for New Hampshire

Avg. Energy Burden (% Income)

0% - 100% 100% - 150% 150% - 200%
FPL

New Hampshire
® Electricity
® Gas

Other

In contrast to these low-income burdens are the burdens faced by New Hampshire’s residential
customer base as a whole. For the state as a whole, at all income levels (i.e., total population),
total energy burdens do not substantially exceed the burden which the State has defined as
affordable exclusively for electricity. In the two counties with the highest total home energy
burdens (Carroll County, Coos County), the burden is only 6% of income. In six other counties,

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 4|Page
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the total home energy burden is either 3% or 4% of income. As can be seen, total home energy
burdens for New Hampshire’s lowest income households (with income below 100% of Poverty)
can be five to ten times higher than the average total home energy burden of the state’s
residential population as a whole.

Table 3. Average Total Energy Burden (% income) (Total Population)
By County (New Hampshire)

Belknap County 5%
Carroll County 6%
Cheshire County 4%
Coos County 6%
Grafton County 1%
Hillsborough County 3%
Merrimack County 4%
Rockingham County 3%
Strafford County 1%

Sullivan County 5%

This is the context that New Hampshire’s EAP is offered. In the absence of EAP, electricity
burdens for the lowest income households in the State are substantially higher than the burden
targeted as affordable by the New Hampshire PUC. Without New Hampshire’s EAP, low-
income electricity burdens in New Hampshire would be untenable.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 5|Page
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Part 1. An overview of the EAP recipient population.”

The discussion below examines the population of New Hampshire EAP participants from three
different perspectives. The income of the EAP population is first examined. Given that the
purpose of the EAP is to reduce electricity bills to an affordable burden —burdens” are defined
as annual electricity bills as a percentage of annual household income—it is important to
determine whether those households with the lowest income, and thus the greatest potential to
face unaffordable burdens, are actually participating in the program. The discussion in this
Chapter next examines different aspects of a geographic distribution of EAP participants. On the
one hand, EAP participation spread over New Hampshire’s electric utilities is shown. In
addition, EAP participation spread over New Hampshire’s Community Action Agencies is
presented. Finally, the discussion below examines the length of time which EAP participants
have remained in EAP.

A Brief Methodological Introduction

Before turning to a discussion of the data, a brief introduction to the data being used is
warranted. Two primary sets of data on EAP participants was obtained: one set from each
utility; and a second set from New Hampshire’s Community Action Agencies (CAAs). These
two sets of data were merged by matching the electric account numbers contained in each data

? This Chapter simply describes the EAP participant population. A comparison of the EAP participant population to
available Census data is presented in a separate Chapter below.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 6|Page

000009



Docket No. 22-043
Exhibit 3

DE 22-043
October 3, 2022

set. Data was obtained for the time period October 2020 through April 2022.°> Using this time
period allowed provided data from two complete winter heating seasons (October 2020 — April
2021; October 2021 — April 2022).

Because not every utility was able to provide the requested data, this analysis focuses on
information provided by Eversource. The EAP Advisory Board agreed that, given how
Eversource represents the overwhelming majority (70%+) of EAP participants, that company’s
data was appropriately deemed to be reflective of the State as a whole. When available,
information provided by Unitil and by the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative was compared
to Eversource data both to determine whether there might be differences between the utilities and
to provide additional insights into the questions being examined.

After the utility and CAA data was merged, three populations were selected for an initial
analysis. The three populations included: (1) that population comprised of all active participants
as of April 2022 who had twelve complete months of data from May 2021 through April 2022;
(2) that population comprised of active participants who had twelve complete months of data
from October 2020 through September 2021 (i.e., one full year of data with a complete heating
season); and (3) that population of active participants who had at least twelve complete months
of participation at any point from October 2020 through April 2022. A comparison of these
three populations found that the populations did not yield meaningfully different results.
Accordingly, unless expressly noted otherwise, the first population described above (all active
participants as of April 2022 with at least twelve complete months of data from May 2021
through April 2022) will be the study population used throughout this report.

Income of EAP participants.
New Hampshire’s EAP divides its participant population into five “tiers.” The five Tiers include:

» Tier 2: Households with income greater than 150% of Federal Poverty Level and less
than or equal to 60% of State Median Income;

» Tier 3: Households with income greater than 125% of Federal Poverty Level and less
than or equal to 150% of Poverty Level;

» Tier 4: Households with income greater than 100% of Federal Poverty Level and less
than or equal to 125% of Poverty Level ;

3 Utility data was provided in mid-May 2022. Since May thus did not have a complete month, the most recent data
month was defined as April 2022.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 7|Page

000010



Docket No. 22-043
Exhibit 3

DE 22-043
October 3, 2022

» Tier 5: Households with income greater than 75% of Federal Poverty Level and less than
or equal to 100% of Poverty; and

» Tier 6: Households with income less than or equal to 75% of Federal Poverty Level.

The EAP serves a substantial population in the lowest income ranges of New Hampshire’s
residential population. More than three-of-ten EAP participants have income in the lowest EAP
Tiers (Tier 5 and Tier 6) (0 — 100% of Poverty Level). Two observations of particular note are
evident in the Table below. First, the decrease in income from Tier 5 to Tier 6 is substantial.
While the average annual income in Tier 5 is $14,213, the average income in Tier 6 is more than
$5,000 lower ($8,899).

Just as noteworthy, however, is the fact that the average household size for Tier 6 is noticeably
larger than for the other EAP tiers. While the overall EAP household size is 2.0 persons, the
household size for Tier 3 through Tier 5 is less than 2.0, while the average household size for
Tier 2 (the highest income Tier) is only slightly more than 2.0. The combined impacts of the
very low income, and the noticeably larger household size would indicate that households in Tier
6 actually live in the lower ranges of 0 to 75% of Poverty. 100% of Poverty in 2022 for a two-
person household is $18,310 while 100% of Poverty for a three-person household is $23,030.

Table 4. All EAP Participants (active as of June 2022) by EAP Tier and Average Income

Count of Each Pct Each Tier of Average of

EAP Tier Average HH Size

Tier Total Annual Income

2 (150% FPL — 60% SMI) 7,810 33% $35,523 21
3 (125 -150% FPL) 3,569 15% $22,967 1.9
4 (101 -125% FPL) 4,001 17% $18,822 1.8
5 (76 —100% FPL) 4,385 18% $14,213 1.7

6 (0—75% FPL) 4,132 17% $8,899 2.4

Total 23,897 100% $22,338 2.0

Considering only the average income by EAP tier does not provide complete insight into just
how low the incomes for the Tier 5 and Tier 6 EAP populations really are. Table 6 below
presents a distribution, by Tier, of EAP participant incomes in absolute dollar terms. The
percentages in each cell of the Table present the portion of EAP participants at each dollar
income level compared to the total number of participants in each Tier. For example, the Table
indicates that 27% of all participants in Tier 6 have income of less than $5,000. The numbers in
each column are additive. This means, for example, that 65% (nearly two-of-three) Tier 6

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 8|Page
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households have annual income less than $10,000; 97% of the EAP participants in Tier 6 have
annual income of less than $20,000.

Even Tier 5 EAP participants have incomes that are extremely low. Within the Tier 5
population, 75% of the EAP participants have annual incomes that fall between $5,000 and
$15,000, while 87% have an annual income that is between $5,000 and $20,000.

Table 5. EAP Participants (active as of June 2022) by EAP Tier and Household Annual Income

Household Income 2 3 4 5 6 Total
$0-$5,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 27% 5%
$5,000-$10,000 0% 0% 0% 20% 38% 10%
$10,000-$15,000 0% 0% 39% 55% 24% 21%
$15,000-$20,000 4% 54% 33% 12% 8% 18%
$20,000-$25,000 19% 20% 13% 7% 2% 13%
$25,000-$30,000 20% 11% 7% 4% 1% 10%
$30,000-$5,000 16% 6% 4% 2% 0% 7%
$35,000-$40,000 13% 4% 2% 1% 0% 5%
$40,000-$5,000 8% 3% 1% 0% 0% 3%
$45,000-$50,000 7% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2%
$50,000-$5,000 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1%
$55,000-$60,000 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
$60,000-$65,000 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
$65,000-$70,000 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$70,000-$75,000 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
>$75,000 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

None of the EAP participating populations substantively differ from each other when distributed
by New Hampshire’s electric utilities. For Tier 6, the average annual income ranges from
roughly $7,200 to roughly $10,200, with the statewide average being $8,899. Tier 6 participants
who are Co-op customers have somewhat higher incomes ($10,209), while Tier 6 participants
who are Liberty customers have somewhat lower incomes ($7,240). The range between utilities
narrows as incomes increase, with the difference between the utility with the lowest and highest

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 9|Page
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being less for Tier 5 than for Tier 6, and the difference between the lowest and highest being
even narrower for Tier 4.

Table 6. EAP Participants, Average Income, Average Household Size by EAP Tier
2 3 4 5
Unitil

Count of EAP participants 776 330 347 368 342 2,163

Average of Annual Income $33,608 $22,143 $18,183 $12,973 $8,592 $21,918

Average of Household Size 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.5 2.2 1.8
NHEC

Count of EAP participants 714 330 360 395 331 2130

Average of Annual Income $34,649 $23,407 $18,909 $15,131 $10,209 $22,829

Average of Household Size 2.1 1.9 1.7 1.6 2.3 1.9
Liberty

Count of EAP participants 403 167 198 192 1137

Average of Annual Income $33,626 $21,418 $18,374 $15,177 $21,954

Average of Household Size 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.6 . 1.8
Eversource

Count of EAP participants 5917 2742 3096 3430 18467

Average of Annual Income $36,008 $23,108 $18,912 $14,186 $22,354

Average of Household Size 2.1 1.9 1.8 1.7 . 2.0
Total Count of EAP participants 7810 3569 4001 4385 23897
Total Average of Annual Income $35,523 $22,967 $18,822 $14,213 $22,338

Total Average of Household Size 2.1 1.9 1.8 1.7 . 2.0

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 10| Page
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Utility providers of EAP participants.

The extent to which each of New Hampshire’s electric utilities “contributes” to the EAP
participant population by EAP tier is relative constant between Tiers. Two perspectives support
this conclusion. On the one hand, the Table below presents the proportion of the population in
each Tier represented by customers of each utility. Eversource serves roughly three-fourths
(77%) of the total number of EAP participants. No Tier substantively varies from that overall
percentage, with the lowest income (Tier 6) being 80% and the highest income (Tier 2) being
76%.

Table 7. EAP Participants (active as of June 2022) by Utility Provider

Electric Provider 2 3 4 5 6

Unitil 5% 4% 4%
NHEC 9% 9% 8%
Liberty 5% 4% 4%
Eversource 77% 78% 80%

Total 100% 100% 100%

On the other hand, Table 8 shows the proportion of each utility’s EAP participant population
comprised of households in each EAP Tier. As shown above, the largest percentage of EAP
participants falls into Tier 2. This is not particularly surprising. Tier 2 ranges from 150% of
Poverty level to 60% of State Median Income. In New Hampshire, 60% of State Median Income
for a two-person household was $47,386 in 2021, while 60% of State Median Income for a three-
person household was $58,536. The Federal Poverty Levels that are the equivalent to 60% of
State Median Income are 259% (2-person household) and 254% (3-person household). The
question here is not whether 60% of State Median Income is “too high.” The observation is
simply that Tier 2 is a very broad income range (from 150% to more than 250% of Poverty).
Accordingly, it is not surprising that the percentage of EAP participants falling into this Tier is
higher than the percentage falling into the remaining EAP Tiers.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 11| Page

000014



Docket No. 22-043
Exhibit 3

DE 22-043
October 3, 2022

I Table 8. EAP Participants (active as of June 2022) by Utility Provider I

Electric Provider 2 3 4 5 6 Total

Unitil 36% 16% 16% 17% 17% 100%
NHEC 34% 15% 17% 19% 16% 100%
Eversource 32% 15% 17% 19% 18% 100%

Total 33% 15% 17% 18% 17% 100%

Within the remaining four Tier of income, however, roughly equal proportions of the total EAP
population for each utility fall into each range of Poverty Level. While roughly one-in-three
EAP participants have income placing them in Tier 2, each of the remaining Tiers has about half
that percentage.

Community Action Agency service providers.

No Community Action Agency (CAA) shows a particularly sharp
distinction in the extent to which the agency enrolls EAP

IIIIIII participants into various income ranges. Overall, as shown in the
equivalent utility data discussed immediately above, statewide,

: about one-in-three EAP participants fall in Tier 2, the Tier with the
, e highest income (as well as the Tier with the broadest range of

' 3 — income). Each of the Tiers at lower income levels have roughly

i one-half of the percentage of total EAP participants in Tier 2. For
example, while 35% of Unitil’s EAP participants are in Tier 2, the
percentages of Until EAP participants in Tier 3 through Tier 6 range
from 16% to 18%. While 34% of NHEC EAP participants are in
Tier 2, the percentage of NHEC EAP participants in Tier 3 through
Tier 6 range from 15% to 19%.

The enrollment patterns for each CAA, however, closely mirrors the statewide data. Strafford
County Community Action (SCCA) enrolls the lowest percentage of higher income EAP
participants (26%), and a somewhat higher percentage of participants in the two lowest income
ranges (41% combined). As shown in the Table, however, SCCA enrolls, by far, the fewest EAP
participants of any of the State’s CAAs. Only 9% of the total EAP participant population is
enrolled through SCCA, while only 7% of the Tier 2 EAP participant population is enrolled
through that agency. In contrast, Southern New Hampshire Services (SNHS), which enrolls two
times more than the next highest CAA, has an enrollment by income range that is nearly exactly
equal to the statewide average. Overall, the data shows that none of the CAAs has an enrollment

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 12| Page
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by income range that widely diverges from the statewide average. The Table below shows EAP
participants by Community Action Agency in two different ways. The “top” half of the Table
shows the percentage of each CAA’s participants that fall into each EAP Tier. For example,
35% of BMCA'’s EAP participants, and 31% of TCCA’s EAP participants, fall into Tier 2.

In contrast, the “bottom” half of the Table shows the percentage of each Tier’s participants that
were enrolled by each CAA. For example, 41% of all Tier 2 participants were enrolled by
SNHS. 9% of all Tier 6 EAP participants were enrolled by SCCA.

Table 9. EAP Participants (active as of June 2022) by EAP Tier and Community Action Agency

Community Action Agency 2 3 4 5 6 Total

BMCA 100%

SCCA 100%
SNHS 100%
SWCS 100%
TCCA 100%
Total 100%
3 4 5 6 Total
19% 18% 17% 18% 18%

8% 10% 11% 9% 9%
40% 38% 39% 39% 40%
15% 15% 14% 18% 16%
18% 19% 19% 16% 17%

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Five Essential Findings.

1. The EAP serves a substantial population in the lowest income ranges of New
Hampshire’s residential population. More than three-of-ten EAP participants have
income in the lowest income EAP Tiers (Tier 5 and Tier 6).

2. 27% of all participants in Tier 6 have income of less than $5,000. 65% (nearly two-of-
three) Tier 6 households have annual income less than $10,000.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 13 |Page
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3. The average household size for Tier 6 is noticeably larger than for the other EAP tiers.
The combined impacts of the very low income, and the noticeably larger household size
would indicate that households in Tier 6 actually live in the lower ranges of 0 to 75% of
Poverty.

4. The extent to which each of New Hampshire’s electric utilities “contributes” to the EAP
participant population by EAP tier is relative constant between Tiers. Eversource serves
roughly three-fourths (77%) of the total number of EAP participants. No Tier
substantively varies from that overall percentage, with the lowest income (Tier 6) being
80% and the highest income (Tier 2) being 76%.

5. The largest percentage of EAP participants fall into Tier 2. This is not particularly
surprising. Tier 2 ranges from 150% of Poverty level to 60% of State Median Income.
In New Hampshire, 60% of State Median Income for a two-person household was
$47,386 in 2021, while 60% of State Median Income for a three-person household was
$58,536. The Federal Poverty Levels that are the equivalent to 60% of State Median
Income are 259% (2-person household) and 254% (3-person household).

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 14| Page
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Part 2. COVID-19 considerations.

New Hampshire, as with other states around the nation, has been hard hit by the novel
Coronavirus (COVID-19) health pandemic in recent years. In assessing the impacts of any public
program on the ability of income-challenged utility customers to make utility bill payments, one
must first acknowledge the ongoing impacts which COVID-19 might be having on ability-to-

pay.

The U.S. Census Bureau has tracked the impacts of COVID-19 through its periodic “PULSE
Survey.” The Census Bureau began collecting information through the PULSE Survey in April
2020.* Data collection continues through today. The discussion here is limited to a relative
narrow focus of the PULSE Surveys, the impact of COVID-19 on the ability of households to
pay for their “usual household expenses.” Statewide data for New Hampshire is discussed
below.

The discussion below focuses on a limited number of the “weeks™ surveyed by the Census
Bureau. The intent is to provide an insight into the how the ability-to-pay of New Hampshire

* The most recent PULSE Survey data tables were published on July 20, 2022, with data collected through July 11,
2022 (accessible at https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/household-pulse-survey/data.html#phase3.5).

> Phase 1 of the Household Pulse Survey was collected and disseminated on a weekly basis. All later phases of the
survey have used two-week collection and dissemination periods. Despite going to a two-week collection period, the
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residents varied over the course of the pandemic (recognizing that the health emergency is not
considered to be “over” even at this point in mid-2022). The weeks reviewed include:

> Week 13: August 19, 2020 through August 31, 2020.°

» Week 21: December 9, 2020 through December 21, 2020;

» Week 31: May 26, 2021 through June 7, 2021;

» Week 41: December 29, 2021 through January 10, 2022; and
> Week 47" June 29, 2022 through July 11, 2022.

The weeks reviewed are intended to provide a distribution at reasonable intervals throughout the
time from which the PULSE Surveys began to the present. After looking at the impacts of
COVID-19 by income, the discussion will briefly turn to an examination of the impacts by the
presence of older residents and the presence of children.

Overall, COVID-19 continues to have an ongoing adverse impact on the extent to which New
Hampshire residents have a difficulty in paying for usual household expenses.® The degree of
difficulty for each of the five weeks examined is presented in the Table below. For the
population as a whole, New Hampshire residents are having more difficulty today in paying their
usual household expenses than they have had since the advent of COVID-19. On the one hand,
not only has the percentage of population finding it “not at all difficult” to pay their usual
household expenses fallen to the lowest level since Week 13 of COVID-19, but the combined
percentage of households finding it either “not at all difficult” or only “a little difficult” has
fallen to the lowest level since that early week of COVID-19.

Household Pulse Survey continues to call these collection periods "weeks" to maintain continuity. Phases 3.3 and
later maintain the two-week collection periods but shifted to a two-weeks on, two-weeks off collection approach.

® This is the first week the PULSE Survey began to ask questions about household difficulties in paying their “usual
household expenses.”

7 This is the most recent PULSE Survey for which data has been publicly released as of the date this discussion was
authored. While labelled “weeks,” the numbering in fact reflects the number of the survey taken. “Week 47” is the

47™ week in which a Survey was performed.

¥ The difficulty is limited to “difficulty paying for usual household expenses in the last 7 days.” (emphasis added).
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Table 10. Difficulty in Paying Usual Household Expenses in Last Seven Days
(New Hampshire) (Selected Census PULSE Weeks)’
(total population 18 years old and older)

Not at all . . Somewhat -
Total difficult A little difficult difficult Very difficult

1,073,014 54% 23% 13% 8%
1,073,014 45% 20% 15% 16%
1,080,887 53% 19% 13% 8%
1,080,887 48% 20% 14% 10%

1,110,006 36% 24% 20% 14%

In contrast to those having no difficulty or little difficulty, the percentage of New Hampshire
residents having difficulty paying their usual household expenses declined, although it tipped
upward for one period (Week 21). In 2022, however, those difficulties have been clearly
trending upward, both for those are finding it “very difficult” to pay their usual household
expenses and those who report finding it either “somewhat difficult” or “very difficult.”

Difficulty in Paying Usual Household Expenses
in Past Seven Days

25% .
° (percent NH residents age 18 and over)

20% /
15% / - \
10% _

5%

0% T T T T 1

Week 13 Week 21 Week 31 Week 41 Week 47
Somewhat difficult Very difficult

It should be noted, of course, that while these difficulties are documented through the Census
Bureau’s COVID-19 PULSE Survey, the difficulties that are being reported are not necessarily
limited to those caused by, or associated with, COVID-19.

? Percentages may not add to 100% because those not reporting have been omitted.
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Difficulties in Paying Usual Household Expenses by Income

The difficulty which New Hampshire’s low-income population is facing in paying for usual
household expenses is higher today than it has been since the advent of the COVID-19
pandemic. For purposes of examining New Hampshire’s EAP, data on income status was
limited to households with annual income of less than $50,000. With the exception of a brief
uptick in difficulties in Week 21 of the Census PULSE Surveys, the highest percentage of the
lowest income population now facing a “very difficult” time is documented in the most recent
time period. Nearly four-of-ten persons with income less than $25,000 reports having had a
“very difficult” time paying their usual household expenses “in the last seven days.” Indeed, a
full 70% of this lowest income population (i.e. annual income below $25,000) reports having
either a “very difficult” or a “somewhat difficult” time paying their bills in mid-2022 (Week 47
of the Census PULSE Survey).

Not surprisingly, the highest income range considered (from $35,000 to $49,999) has the least
difficult time in paying their usual household expenses. Even then, however, the problems faced
by this population falling into the higher tier of the three income ranges considered are
nonetheless considerable. Nearly one-in-five (18%) report facing a “very difficult” time in
paying their usual household expenses, while nearly half (28% + 18% = 46%) report having
either a “somewhat difficult” or a “very difficult” time in paying their bills.
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Table 11. Difficulty in Paying for Usual Household Expenses in Last Seven Days
(selected Census PULSE weeks) (percentage NH population 18 years and older) (by income)

Week 13
Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $34,999

$35,000 - $49,999
Week 21

Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $34,999

$35,000 - $49,999
Week 31

Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $34,999

$35,000 - $49,999
Week 41

Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $34,999

$35,000 - $49,999
Week 47

Less than $25,000
$25,000 - $34,999

$35,000 - $49,999

Not At All Difficult
27%
33%
47%

Not At All Difficult
16%
20%
32%

Not At All Difficult
9%
39%
42%

Not At All Difficult
26%
27%
48%

Not At All Difficult
13%
12%
31%

A Little Difficult
34%
16%
18%

A Little Difficult
15%
28%
22%

A Little Difficult
28%
23%
19%

A Little Difficult
25%
26%
29%

A Little Difficult
17%
18%
22%

Somewhat
Difficult

12%
45%
15%

Somewhat
Difficult

19%
31%
25%

Somewhat
Difficult

49%
24%
25%

Somewhat
Difficult

19%
22%
16%

Somewhat
Difficult

33%
32%
28%

Very Difficult
27%
6%

20%
Very Difficult
49%
21%
22%
Very Difficult
15%
14%
13%

Very Difficult

29%
25%

7%
Very Difficult
37%
38%
18%

As discussed above, the difficulties faced by low-income and lower-income New Hampshire
residents may, but are not necessarily, attributable to the ongoing impacts of COVID-19. The

Difficulties in Paying Usual Household Expenses by Persons Over Age 65

New Hampshire’s aging population appears to be faring better in their ability to pay their usual
household expenses. Substantially fewer persons aged 65 or older report finding it “very
difficult” to pay their bills. While there is an uptick in the percentage of aged persons who
reported finding it “somewhat difficult” to pay their bills in the middle of 2022, it is clear that in
each time period considered, the percentage reporting difficulties is lower, and the percentage
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reporting the lack of difficulties (“not at all difficult”; “a little difficult”) is noticeably higher
than the population as a whole as discussed above.

Table 12. Difficulty in Paying Usual Household Expenses in Last Seven Days
(New Hampshire) (Selected Census PULSE Weeks)™
(total population 65 years old and older)

Total '\:j‘i’:ﬁactuft” Alittle difficult SZ?;;;’YJTtat Very difficult
Week 13 256,833 65% 21% 8% 4%
Week 21 253,126 56% 24% 15% 4%
Week 31 264,245 65% 25% 6% 3%
Week 41 268,966 68% 13% 10% 5%

Week 47 268,130 46% 22% 24% 5%

The same pattern showing an uptick in difficulties can be seen for the aged population in mid-
2022 (Week 47) for those reporting to find it “somewhat difficult” to pay their usual household
expenses can be seen. That pattern, however, is not evident in those reporting it to be “very
difficult.” Overall, the pattern of difficulties for the population age 65 or higher is noticeably
different from the patterns that appear for the population as a whole or for the lower income
population.

Difficulties in Paying Usual Household Expenses by Presence of Children Age 18 and
Younger

Nearly one-in-two (48%) New Hampshire residents with children had difficulty in paying their
usual household expenses in the middle of 2022 (Week 47 of the Census PULSE Survey). That
is the highest percentage since the PULSE Survey began to track payment difficulties in 2020.
While the degree of difficulty increased for both New Hampshire residents with and without
children, the extent of the difficulty for residents with children is noticeably higher. More than
two times more residents with children (48%), than those without (23%), had either a “somewhat
difficult” or “very difficult” time paying their usual household expenses in Week 47.

Conversely, while the gap is not nearly as wide, far fewer residents without children reported
having either no or few difficulties in paying their expenses (68% without children vs. 44% with
children).

19 Percentages may not add to 100% because those not reporting have been omitted.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 20| Page

000023



Docket No. 22-043
Exhibit 3

DE 22-043
October 3, 2022

Table 13. Difficulty in Paying Usual Household Expenses in Last Seven Days
(New Hampshire) (Selected Census PULSE Weeks)**
(total population 18 years old and older) (presence of children 18 years old and younger)

With Children
Total I\:i?ftfiactu?t” Alittle difficult SZ’;E;“L’]Ttat Very difficult
Week 13 403,169 48% 23% 16% 11%
Week 21 365,044 39% 20% 16% 22%
Week 31 319,811 47% 18% 16% 11%
Week 41 345,023 31% 22% 19% 13%
Week 47 370,491 27% 17% 26% 22%

Without Children
Total '\::l?:fia(\:tu?t” Alittle difficult S‘;’;ﬁ;"l’ﬁt’"t Very difficult
Week 13 669,845 58% 22% 11% 6%
Week 21 707,970 48% 20% 15% 12%
Week 31 761,076 55% 20% 12% 7%
Week 41 735,864 55% 19% 12% 9%

Week 47 739,515 40% 28% 17% 6%

As with New Hampshire residents overall, and the subpopulations of residents disaggregated by
the various demographics considered above, the difficulty in paying usual household expenses
moves higher in Week 21 (December 2020) before dipping during 2021 and early 2022. The
percentage with either a “somewhat difficult” or a “very difficult” time have noticeably
increased over the course of 2022.

" Percentages may not add to 100% because those not reporting have been omitted.
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Roughly equal percentages of the population report having a “somewhat difficult” time and
having a “very difficult” time in paying their usual household expenses in the various weeks of
the census PULSE Survey. There is not an increase in the percentage of residents having a
“somewhat difficult” time because the percentage having a “very difficult” time is decreasing.
Both percentages are now increasing, with those having a “very difficult” time increasing at a
noticeably faster rate as reflected in the dotted line in the Chart above.

Five Essential Findings

1.

COVID-19 continues to have an ongoing adverse impact on the extent to which New
Hampshire residents have a difficulty in paying for usual household expenses. For the
population as a whole, New Hampshire residents are having more difficulty today in
paying their usual household expenses than they have had since the advent of COVID-19.
The combined percentage of households finding it either “not at all difficult” or only “a
little difficult” has fallen to the lowest level since those early weeks of COVID-19.

In contrast to those having no difficulty or little difficulty, the percentage of New
Hampshire residents having difficulty paying their usual household expenses, while it
tipped upward for one period (Week 21), then declined. In 2022, however, those
difficulties have been clearly trending upward, both for those are finding it “very
difficult” to pay their usual household expenses and those who report finding it either
“somewhat difficult” or “very difficult.”

The difficulty which New Hampshire’s low-income population is facing in paying for
usual household expenses is higher today than it has been since the advent of the
COVID-19 pandemic. Nearly four-of-ten persons with income less than $25,000 reports
having had a “very difficult” time paying their usual household expenses “in the last
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seven days.” A full 70% of this lowest income population (i.e. annual income below
$25,000) reports having either a “very difficult” or a “somewhat difficult” time paying
their bills in mid-2022.

4. New Hampshire’s aging population appears to be faring better in their ability to pay their
usual household expenses. Substantially fewer persons aged 65 or older report finding it
“very difficult” to pay their bills. Overall, the pattern of difficulties for the population age
65 or higher is noticeably different from the patterns that appear for the population as a
whole or for the lower income population.

5. Nearly one-in-two (48%) New Hampshire residents with children had difficulty in paying
their usual household expenses in the middle of 2022 (Week 47 of the Census PULSE
Survey). That is the highest percentage since the PULSE Survey began to track payment
difficulties in 2020. More than two times more residents with children (48%), than those
without (23%), had either a “somewhat difficult” or “very difficult” time paying their
usual household expenses in Week 47.
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‘ Part 3. EAP participant payment patterns.

One critical aspect of New Hampshire’s EAP is whether making bills more affordable to EAP
participants allows those low-income customers to make their bill payments in a complete and
regular manner. When a utility issues a bill to a customer, that Company seeks a number of
related, yet separate, outcomes. The utility:

» Would like a complete payment in response to each bill. If the utility issues a bill for
$100, it would like to have a payment of $100 from the customer;

» Would like to have a timely payment in response to each bill. If the utility issues a bill
with a due date 20 days after the bill, it would like to receive a payment within that 20-
day period.

» Would like to have a reqgular payment in response to its bills. A utility who issues 12
bills to a customer would like to receive 12 payments in return. Two customers who
receive identical bills over 12 months are not equal if Customer A pays 100% of their bill
in 12 regular payments and the other pays 100% of their bill but only in four payments.

Each of these attributes of EAP participant bill payment patterns is examined below. As
discussed above, unless noted otherwise in the discussion, the data is drawn from Eversource
EAP participants who were active as of April 2022 and who had at least twelve complete months
of EAP participation ending in April 2022.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 24| Page

000027



Docket No. 22-043
Exhibit 3

DE 22-043
October 3, 2022

Numbers of Accounts in Arrears

The extent to which EAP participants make complete bill payments begins with an examination
of the breadth of arrears with Eversource’s EAP population. The “breadth” of arrears looks at
how many EAP participants have arrears. The discussion then turns to an examination of the
depth of arrears. The “depth” of arrears considers how far in arrears EAP participants are. The
depth of arrears is measured both by the average arrears and by the distribution of arrears. Data
on the breadth of EAP arrears is set forth in Table 14below.

Table 14. EAP Participant Arrears by Month (Oct. 2020 — April 2022)

Arrears Less than SO Equal to SO Count more than SO
Oct-20 7% 59% 34%
Nov-20 5% 65% 30%
Dec-20 7% 58% 35%
Jan-21 7% 59% 34%
Feb-21 5% 61% 33%
Mar-21 8% 59% 32%
Apr-21 9% 61% 30%
May-21 9% 60% 31%
Jun-21 10% 59% 31%
Jul-21 9% 60% 31%
Aug-21 8% 60% 32%
Sep-21 7% 60% 33%
Oct-21 7% 59% 34%
Nov-21 7% 61% 32%
Dec-21 11% 56% 32%
Jan-22 12% 55% 32%
Feb-22 10% 58% 32%
Mar-22 11% 56% 33%

Apr-22 11% 60% 29%

New Hampshire’s EAP participants routinely make complete payments on their electricity bills.
Over the entire set of data, including two complete winter heating seasons (2020 — 2021, 2021 —
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2022), only 30% of EAP participants had an unpaid arrearage balance on their monthly bill. The
existence of unpaid arrearage balances in the EAP population does not have a noticeable

seasonal variation. Over the 19-month study period (October 2020 — April 2022), the percentage
of EAP accounts with a $0 balance or below remained relatively constant at roughly 65% — 70%.

The lack of seasonal variation is notable given the variation in seasonal electricity consumption
amongst EAP participants. The seasonal variation in usage is discussed in detail below.

Distribution of Arrears

Merely knowing whether an EAP account has “some” arrears does not provide a complete
picture of the extent to which EAP participants are making complete payments. In addition, it is
important to examine the depth of arrears (i.e., how big of an unpaid balance an EAP account
carries). Table 15 below presents data by month for the 19-month study period on the
percentage of accounts with differing unpaid balances. The percentages in this Table are limited
to those accounts with unpaid balances.

The data shows that EAP accounts with unpaid balances are not seriously in arrears.
Consistently over the course of the study period, half of EAP accounts with an unpaid balance
have balances that are less than $150. In one brief period (December 2020 — March 2021), it is
possible to see how the level of unpaid balances fluctuates. During that period, while the
percentage of accounts with arrears of less than $150 declines a slight amount, that decline is
offset by a corresponding, and roughly equal, percentage of accounts with arrears of between
$150 and $300 during the same time period.
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Table 15. Distribution of EAP Accounts by Unpaid Balance of Accounts Arrears

by Month (Oct 2020 — Apr 2022)
$151 - $301 - $501- $751 - $1001-  More than
$300 $500 $750 $1000 $2000 $2000

Oct-20 50% 18% 11% 7% 4% 4% 5%

Arrears $1-5$150

Nov-20 52% 17% 11% 6% 4% 5% 5%
Dec-20 50% 18% 12% 7% 4% 5% 4%
Jan-21 47% 19% 12% 7% 4% 5% 5%
Feb-21 47% 19% 12% 7% 4% 5% 5%
Mar-21 46% 17% 12% 8% 4% 6% 6%
Apr-21 48% 16% 11% 7% 5% 6% 6%
May-21 51% 17% 10% 6% 4% 6% 6%
Jun-21 55% 14% 10% 6% 4% 6% 6%

Jul-21 53% 18% 10% 6% 3% 5% 6%

Aug-21 52% 19% 10% 7% 2% 5% 5%

Sep-21 55% 18% 9% 5% 3% 4% 5%
Oct-21 55% 19% 8% 5% 3% 4% 5%
Nov-21 63% 15% 6% 4% 3% 4% 5%
Dec-21 61% 17% 7% 4% 2% 4% 5%
Jan-22 55% 19% 10% 5% 3% 4% 5%
Feb-22 52% 20% 11% 6% 3% 4% 5%
Mar-22 49% 20% 12% 7% 3% 4% 5%

Apr-22 51% 18% 11% 7% 4% 4% 5%

One significant finding from the data in the Table above is simply that there is not a constant
increase in the level of unpaid balances amongst those EAP accounts with an unpaid balance.
The Chart below further combines balances into what might reasonably be considered to be
“low” (less than $300), “moderate” ($301 - $1,000), and “high” (over $1,000) balances. The
seasonal interaction between the “low” and “moderate” can be seen in this Chart. This Chart
demonstrates that, of those EAP accounts having an unpaid balance, there has been a slight
decrease in the percentage with balances less than $300 matched with a corresponding ever so
slight decrease in the percentage of accounts with balances between $300 and $1,000. Note that
the percentages in this Chart are not additive. Each higher level of arrears is a subset of all the
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preceding lower levels of arrears (e.g., arrears exceeding $750 is a subset of arrears exceeding
$300).

Percent EAP Accounts in Arrears by Arrearage Balance
By Month (October 2020 - April 2022)
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While the data above does not show a deterioration in either the breadth or the depth of EAP
arrears over time, neither does it demonstrate a substantial improvement. Over the 19-month
study period, there seems to be a not insubstantial percentage of EAP participants who
persistently carry a relatively small, but noticeable, level of unpaid account balances.

Average Arrears of High Balances

There is cause for concern with a relatively small, but not insubstantial, group of EAP
participants. This group includes the roughly 10% of EAP participants who consistently carry
unpaid balances of more than $1,000. Half of those (5%) are accounts with unpaid balances
exceeding $2,000. Table 16 below presents the average balances of those two sets of accounts,
compared to the average balance of all accounts with an unpaid balance. The average of all
accounts with a balance, in other words, incorporates the accounts with “high balances” as one of
its subsets.

The data in the Table below documents a few things. First, the accounts with balances of more
than $2,000 are, in fact, substantially “more than” $2,000. The average balances for these
accounts are consistently between $5,500 and $6,000. These accounts represent serious payment
difficulties. Second, the account balances between $1,000 and $2,000 have not deteriorated
between October 2020 and April 2022. The account balances in this $1,000 range (between
$1,000 and $2,000) vary in a relatively narrow range around $1,400. Third, in contrast, the
accounts with balances of more than $2,000 have seen a deterioration in 2022. The average
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balances within this group of EAP participants are now consistently approaching $6,000 on a
monthly basis.

Table 16. Average EAP Account Balances of Accounts with “High” Arrears.
Balance =$1001 - $2000 Balance more than $2000 All Balances > $0
$1,359 $5,506 $197
$1,332 $5,805 $174
$1,363 $5,814 $188
$1,348 $5,561 $206
$1,380 $5,624 $202
$1,385 $5,526 $215
$1,381 $5,319 $209
$1,397 $5,457 $207
$1,422 $5,549 $199
$1,419 $5,635 $196
$1,425 $5,825 $196
$1,412 $5,786 $193
$1,381 $5,718 $192

$1,411 $5,913 $174

$1,409 $5,842 E $179

$1,443 $5,956 5 $186
$1,379 $5,887 $190
$1,401 $5,905 ! $204

$1,420 $6,093 5 $186

One final element of concern about these accounts with arrears exceeding $2,000 is the lack of
impact of the availability of large grants to help retire utility arrears through the federal
Emergency Rental Assistance Program (ERAP). The substantial increase in these “big” grants is
discussed in greater detail below. Despite the receipt of these grants, however, both the breadth
of high arrears and the depth of high arrears within New Hampshire’s EAP population has
remained relatively constant, if not somewhat worse, in recent months.
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Average Arrearage Balances and Percentage of Income Burdens

EAP participants appear to have four distinct regimes of arrearage balances. Table 17 sets forth
monthly data on the average unpaid arrearage balance disaggregated by seven ranges of bills as a
percentage of income. The first range includes EAP participants with percentage of income
burdens of 4% of income or less. These customers tend to have arrearage balances of well below
$100 in each month of the study period.

Table 17. Average Unpaid Balance by Percentage of Income Burden by Month
(Oct 2020 — Apr 2022)

Bill as Percent of Income

0% - 4% 4% - 8% 8% -12% 12% - 16% 16% — 20% 20% - 24% >24%
$59 $163 $425 $723 $376 $1,307 $918
$45 $142 $397 $687 $361 $1,265 $936
$62 $162 $438 S714 $443 $1,349 $895
$63 $166 $455 $755 $480 $1,406 $935
$S60 $162 S444 $791 $540 $1,420 $1,040
S61 $169 $467 $789 $547 $1,476 $1,147
$55 $163 $459 S774 $489 $1,454 $1,156
$55 $159 $454 S777 $471 $1,431 $1,190
$53 $150 $431 S774 $412 $1,493 $1,136
$53 $149 $427 S777 $384 $1,376 $1,063
$53 $150 $433 $796 $381 $1,397 $1,109
S51 $151 $414 $810 $394 $1,399 $1,108
$52 $150 $420 S774 $398 $1,416 $1,122
$38 $133 $396 $751 $281 $1,383 $1,125
$40 $129 $378 $745 $330 $1,384 $1,157
$39 $133 $398 $761 $419 $1,437 $1,295
$42 $140 $412 $824 $468 $1,493 $1,500
$45 $149 $437 $857 $540 $1,552 $1,520

$35 $126 $427 $726 $497 $1,579 $1,452
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In the Table above, the group of EAP participants with percentage of income burdens of between
4% and 8% of income have somewhat higher unpaid balances, with a third grouping
encompassing those participants with burdens between 8% of income and 20% of income.

When burdens exceed 20% of income, the resulting average unpaid balance substantially
increases to reflect the higher burden.

As bill burdens increase, the contribution which those higher-burden households make to the
total level of arrears increases as well. The Table below presents baseline data on the percentage
of EAP accounts that fall into each range of bills as a percentage of income burden. Nearly 40%
of all EAP participants have bill burdens of 4% of income or less. An additional 46% of
accounts have burdens of between 4% and 8% of income.

The high percentage of EAP participants with lower energy burdens is to be expected. As higher
and higher EAP discounts are provided to the customers as incomes decrease, the energy burdens
experienced by EAP participants will decrease. EAP is designed to generate bill burdens within
the range of 4% to 6% on average. Given this design, there should not be substantial numbers of
EAP participants with higher energy burdens. And there are not.

Table 18. Percentage of EAP Accounts by Annual Bills as a Percentage of Income Burden

Bills as a Percentage of Income Burden

0.04- 0.08- 0.12- 0.16- 0.20- 50.24 Grand
0.08 0.12 0.16 0.20 0.24 ' Total

Percentage of Accounts 46% 9% 3% 1% 1% 1% 100%

In contrast to this distribution of EAP accounts by bills as a percentage of burden, Table 19
below shows the distribution of the total dollars of unpaid balances for EAP accounts for each
month of the 19-month study period. As can be seen, EAP accounts with lower burdens
contribute a disproportionately small portion of total arrears from the EAP participant
population. While nearly 40% of all EAP accounts have bill burdens of 4% of income or less,
the range of the percentage of total unpaid account balances appearing on the accounts of those
low-burden EAP participants ranges from only 9% to 13%. While the accounts falling into the
4% to 8% percentage of income burden range come closer to experiencing a proportionate share
of unpaid balances, even the portion of arrears appearing on these accounts as a percentage of
total arrears consistently falls below the percentage of participants experiencing a bill burden
falling into this range.

Only when EAP bills exceed 8% of income does the percentage of unpaid balances falling into
each percentage of income burden range exceed the percentage of EAP participants experiencing
these burdens. For example, while 1% of all EAP participants have bill burdens respectively in
each of the ranges of 16% to 20%, 20% to 24%, and more than 24% of income, these accounts
contribute 2%, 6% and 3% of the total unpaid balances.
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These numbers are additive between percentage of income burden ranges within any given single
month. In October 2020, for example, 22% of the total unpaid EAP balances appear on EAP
bills representing bill burdens of 12% of income or more, even though only 6% of all EAP
participants have percentage of income burdens that high. Moreover, 44% of all unpaid balances
appear on bills of EAP participants with a bill burden of 8% of income or more, even though
only 15% of all EAP participants have percentage of income burdens that high.

In contrast, while 85% of EAP participants have percentage of income burdens of less than 8%,
only 55% of the unpaid EAP account balances appear on the bills of those customers.

Table 19, Distribution by Month of the Percentage of Total Dollars of EAP Arrears
by Accounts as a Percentage of Income Burden (Oct. 2020 — April 2022)

Bills as a Percentage of Income Burden
0.04-0.08 0.08-0.12 0.12-0.16 0.16-0.2 0.2-0.24 >0.24
42% 22% 11% 2% 6% 3%
41% 23% 12% 3% 6% 4%
42% 22% 11% 3% 6% 3%
41% 22% 11% 3% 6% 3%
41% 22% 11% 3% 6% 4%
41% 22% 11% 3% 6% 4%
41% 23% 11% 3% 6% 4%
40% 23% 11% 3% 6% 4%
40% 23% 12% 3% 7% 4%
40% 23% 12% 3% 6% 4%
40% 23% 12% 3% 6% 1%
41% 22% 13% 3% 6% 4%
40% 22% 12% 3% 7% 4%
40% 23% 13% 2% 7% 5%
39% 23% 13% 2% 7% 5%
39% 23% 13% 3% 7% 5%
38% 22% 13% 3% 7% 6%
39% 22% 13% 3% 7% 6%

37% 25% 12% 4% 8% 6%
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Payment Coverage Ratio

One common mechanism by which to view how “complete” low-income payments are is
through a calculation of the Payment Coverage Ratio. The Payment Coverage Ratio is a
relatively simple calculation, with the dollars of bills placed in the numerator and the dollars of
bills for current service placed in the denominator. If the Ratio is greater than 1.0, customers are
making payments that more than cover their bills for current service (likely making their current
bill payment plus some additional amount toward an arrearage). If the Ratio is less than 1.0, the
customer is making a payment that does not cover their entire bill for current service. A ratio of
exactly 1.0 means that the payment is exactly equal to the bill for current service.

As bill burdens decline for EAP participants, the payment coverage ratio for accounts sharply
increases. EAP participants with bill burdens of 8% of income or less have payment coverage
ratios for the 12 months ending April 2022 of 100% or more. Even EAP participants with bill
burdens of between 8% and 12% of income paid more than 90% of their total bill for current
service during this 12 month period.

Table 20. Payment Coverage Ratios by Bills as a Percentage of Income
(12 months ending April 2022)

Percentage of Income Burden Average of Pyt Coverage Ratio

4% or less 276%
4% to 8% 138%
8% to 12% 92%
12% to 16% 65%
16% to 20% 58%
20% to 24% 48%
More than 24% 71%

Grand Total 184%

Table 21 below presents a more detailed distribution of Payment Coverage Ratios by percentage
of income burdens. As percentage of income burdens decline, EAP Payment Coverage Ratios
dramatically increase. Nearly 70% of EAP participants with bill burdens of 4% of income or
less paid 99% or more of their bills for current service during the 12 months ending April 2022.
In contrast, only 21% of EAP participants with burdens lower than 4% of income paid 66% of
their bill or less.
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As burdens increase, the distribution reverses. When burdens are between 20% and 24% of
income, only 14% of EAP participants paid 99% of their bill or more. Only 25% of EAP
participants with bills which exceeded 24% of income paid 99% or more of their bills for current
service.

Table 21. Distribution of Payment Coverage Ratios by Bills as a Percentage of Income

(12 months ending April 2022)

PytCoverage o rless 004008 008012 012016 01602  0.2-0.24 >0.24 Grand
Ratio Total

33% or less 11% 19% 28% 37% 43% 54% 40% 18%

33 -66% 10% 19% 27% 29% 31% 27% 23% 17%

66 —99% 10% 15% 17% 14% 11% 6% 9% 13%

99 -132% 10% 12% 9% 9% 7% 8% 16% 10%

132 -165% 4% 5% 4% 2% 1% 2% 2% 4%

More than 165% 55% 31% 15% 9% 8% 4% 9% 38%

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Having noted this data, it is important to note the caution. When discussing Payment Coverage
Ratios in this COVID-19 pandemic era, customers may well receive substantial federal grants to
help them retire arrears. When such grants are received, they represent a much higher
percentage of a small, sharply discounted bill than they represent of a larger bill. When
construing the policy significance of data, the discussion should recognize that the existence of
temporary federal emergency COVID-19 relief programs such as larger than normal LIHEAP
payments and crisis relief payments through the Emergency Rental Assistance Program (ERAP)
may skew the analysis in undetermined ways. It is, however, not conjecture to realize that a
large emergency ERAP grant provided to a New Hampshire EAP participant with a $500 bill
will more sharply increase that customer’s Payment Coverage Ratio than the same emergency
grant provided to an EAP participant with a $1,500 bill.

Even qualitatively taking the possibility of ERAP grants (as well as higher-than-typical LIHEAP
grants) during the COVID-19 pandemic, the data above seems to support New Hampshire’s
decision to direct is EAP bill discounts toward the objective of achieving bills as an affordable
percentage of income. Not only does the overall average bill Payment Coverage Ratio increase,
but, in addition, more EAP participants with affordable burdens pay a higher percentage of their
bills for current service.

“Big” Payments

Since New Hampshire’s electric utilities do not track the source of customer bill payments, it is
not possible to directly consider the impact of ERAP (and LIHEAP) payments on the presence
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(or level) of arrears or on the level of Payment Coverage Ratios for EAP bill payments.
However, as agreed to by the EAP Advisory Board when presented with the question, an inquiry
into the number of “big” payments would provide some insights into whether utilities were
seeing atypical payments made toward EAP participant bills. The presence of such “big”
payments is the focus of the discussion below. Table 22 sets out data for both Eversource and
for the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative (NHEC). Data on the number of “big” payments is
set out by month for the 19 months October 2020 through April 2022, as well as aggregated on a
calendar year basis. 2020 data is available for October through December. 2022 data is available
for January through April. ERAP benefits first became available in January 2022. The dollars
of LIHEAP assistance for Fiscal Year 2022 was the largest appropriation in the history of the
program.'?

In the Table below, the columns are not additive. Each reference to a next higher dollar level of
payment is included in the number of payments in the preceding lower dollar level of payments.
The number of payment “more than $500,” for example, is a subset of the number of payments
“more than $750,” just as the number of payments “more than $1,000” is a subset of the number
of payments “more than $750.”

There is a noticeable increase in the number of big payments made on customer accounts
beginning particularly in the Fall of 2021. In particular, the data below allows a comparison
between two comparable time periods: (1) October — December 2020 to October — December
2021; and (2) January — April 2021 to January — April 2022. The Table shows that:

» Eversource nearly doubled (81% increase) the number of payments of more than $250 it
received in October through December 2021 as compared to the same months in 2020.
Eversource more than doubled the payments of more than $500 between those two time
periods (115% increase in payments over $500; 140% increase in payments over $750;
183% increase in payments over $1,000).

» NHEC increased the number of payments over $250 in October through December 2021
by more than 500% relative to the number it received in October through December
2020. The numbers are still quite small; to that extent, the large percentage can perhaps
be discounted. But, to conclude that the increase is “substantial” would not be
inappropriate.

» Similarly, Eversource increased the number of payments it received over $750 by more
than 50% in the four months January through April 2022 as compared to January through

'2 The impact of higher LIHEAP appropriations is diluted by the fact that there are few electric heating customers in
New Hampshire who might receive LIHEAP.
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April 2021. It increased the number of payments it received over $1,000 by nearly 70%
in those four months in 2022 relative to the same months in 2021.

» NHEC more than doubled the number of payments or more than $250 (at all payment
ranges) it received in the four months January through April 2022 as compared to January
through April 2021. Indeed, NHEC has received nearly as many “big” payments in the
first four months of 2022 than it did in all of 2021 (>$250: 293 in January — April 2022
vs. 302 in all 0of 2021; >$500: 76 in January — April 2022 vs. 79 in all of 2021; >$750: 26
in January — April 2022 vs. 32 in all 0of 2021; >$1,000: 15 in January — April 2022 v. 22
in all of 2021).

It should be remembered, however, that these high payments are likely driven by COVID-related
federal assistance, which will not be available in a post-COVID environment.

Table 22. Number of “Big Payments” by Month and Size of Payment
(Eversource & NHEC)

Eversource ! NHEC

More than  More than Morethan  More than | Over Over Over Over
$250 $500 $750 $1000 $250 $500 $750 $1000

1,561 270 121 59 | 12 1 0 0

541 100 41 6 5 1 0
484 79 37 20 2 0
536 91 43 23 5

12,132 2,697 1,250 !

1,003 177 79
886 137 47

1,441 327

w
N ©

994 221
696 191
831 267
1,022 309
1,195 264
1,235 223
1,069 188
927 225
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985 188
1,243 283
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1,268 358
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The disclaimers must be again noted in reviewing this data. It is not possible to definitively
determine that the increase in “big” payments (i.e., payments exceeding $250 in a particular
month) is attributable to the receipt of ERAP assistance or larger LIHEAP payments. Moreover,
the data is not structured in a way to determine the overall impact of the larger-than-normal
number of larger-than-normal payments on the EAP participant Payment Coverage Ratios.
Nonetheless, the data on the increase receipt of these big payments is consistent with the
availability of these temporary, emergency, federal COVID-19 relief assistance programs.

Nine Essential Findings

1. New Hampshire’s EAP participants routinely make complete payments on their
electricity bills. Over the entire set of data, including two complete winter heating
seasons (2020 — 2021, 2021 —2022), only 30% of EAP participants had an unpaid
arrearage balance on their monthly bill.

2. The existence of unpaid arrearage balances in the EAP population does not have a
noticeable seasonal variation. Over the 19-month study period (October 2020 — April
2022), the percentage of EAP accounts with a $0 balance remained relatively constant at
roughly 60%, while the percentage of accounts with an unpaid balance remained
relatively constant at roughly 30%.

3. EAP accounts with unpaid balances are not seriously in arrears. Consistently over the
course of the study period, half of EAP accounts with an unpaid balance have balances
that are less than $150.

4. While the data above does not show a deterioration in either the breadth or the depth of
EAP arrears over time, neither does it demonstrate a substantial improvement. Over the
19-month study period, there seems to be a not insubstantial percentage of EAP
participants who persistently carry a relatively small, but noticeable, level of unpaid
account balances.

5. There is cause for concern with a relatively small, but not insubstantial, group of EAP
participants. This group includes the roughly 10% of EAP participants who consistently
carry unpaid balances of more than $1,000. Half of those (5%) are accounts with unpaid
balances exceeding $2,000. The accounts with balances of more than $2,000 are, in fact,
substantially “more than” $2,000. The average balances for these accounts are
consistently between $5,500 and $6,000.

6. One final element of concern about these accounts with arrears exceeding $2,000 is the
lack of impact of the availability of large grants to help retire utility arrears through the
federal Emergency Rental Assistance Program (ERAP). Despite the receipt of these
grants, however, both the breadth of high arrears and the depth of high arrears within
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New Hampshire’s EAP population has remained relatively constant, if not somewhat
worse, in recent months.

7. EAP participants appear to have four distinct regimes of arrearage balances. The first
range includes EAP participants with percentage of income burdens of 4% of income or
less. These customers tend to have arrearage balances of well below $100 in each month
of the study period. The group of EAP participants with percentage of income burdens of
between 4% and 8% of income have somewhat higher unpaid balances, with a third
grouping encompassing those participants with burdens between 8% of income and 20%
of income. When burdens exceed 20% of income, the resulting average unpaid balance
substantially increases to reflect the higher burden.

8. As bill burdens increase the contribution that those higher burden households make to the
total level of arrears increases as well. While nearly 40% of all EAP accounts have bill
burdens of 4% of income or less, the total unpaid account balances appearing on the
accounts of those low-burden EAP participants ranges from only 9% to 13%. In contrast,
EAP participants with higher burdens have a higher proportion of arrears. In October
2020, for example, 22% of the total unpaid EAP balances appear on EAP bills
representing bills burdens of 12% of income or more, even though only 6% of all EAP
participants have percentage of income burdens that high. Moreover, 44% of all unpaid
balances appear on bills of EAP participants with a bill burden of 8% of income or more,
even though only 15% of all EAP participants have percentage of income burdens that
high.

9. There is a noticeable increase in the number of big payments made on customer accounts
beginning particularly in the Fall of 2021. Eversource nearly doubled (81% increase) the
number of payments of more than $250 it received in October through December 2021 as
compared to the same months in 2020. NHEC increased the number of payments over
$250 in October through December 2021 by more than 500% relative to the number it
received in October through December 2020. These “big payments” are likely
attributable to large benefit payments from LIHEAP or through the federal Emergency
Rental Assistance Program (ERAP).
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Part 4. EAP program elements.

In this Chapter, the review of New Hampshire’s EAP will address whether the program can be
improved in any reasonable way to improve the delivery of benefits to low-income New
Hampshire electric customers at a reasonable cost. In noting this objective, however, it is
important to realize that the world is somewhat different in the Fall of 2022 than it was in the
Spring of 2022. In the Summer of 2022, each of New Hampshire’s electric utilities provided
notice that the supply-side rates charged to consumers would substantially increase. The
increases provided by the New Hampshire Department of Energy are those set forth immediately
below.

Table 23. Supply Rate Increases: New Hampshire (Summer 2022)

Existing Rate New Rate Increase
Liberty $0.11119 $0.22228 $0.11109
Eversource $0.10669 $0.22566 $0.11897

NHEC $0.0962 $0.1698 $0.07360

The impact that these rate increases will have on the operation of EAP will be discussed in a
separate Chapter below. For purposes of this Chapter, the impact is to even further constrain
what is already a tightly limited budget available to provide customer assistance. While the

discussion below will not assume that no increase in EAP cost is appropriate given structural
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and/or operational changes, the discussion will assume that any program cost increase should be
minimized to the extent possible.

Moreover, one task that was identified in the original scope of work for this review involved
making a determination of how, if at all, existing surpluses in the EAP budget should be treated.
The question presented by the Advisory Board was whether the existing budget surplus should
be “spent down” by delivering additional benefits or whether that surplus should be returned to
New Hampshire’s electric ratepayers who pay the System Benefit Charge that financially
supports the EAP. The noticed increases in New Hampshire electric rates has rendered that task
moot. Given the increases announced in electric rates, historic surpluses that have been
experienced in the EAP budget are not expected to survive the 2022 — 2023 program year.

Four particular elements of the EAP structure and operation are examined below: (1) the ceiling
that has been placed on usage that will be subject to the EAP discount; (2) the percentage of
income discounts that are provided to each EAP Tier; (3) the income ranges which comprise
each EAP Tier; and (4) the extent to which EAP fails to address pre-existing arrears as part of the
efforts to achieve affordable bill burdens for New Hampshire’s EAP program participants.

The discussion below leads to the conclusion that while there is a need to update the discounts
provided through New Hampshire’s EAP, there is not any need to make major structural changes
in how the program is designed and operated.

Usage Limits on EAP Discounts

New Hampshire’s decision to limit EAP discounts to the first 750 kWh of monthly consumption

by program participants reveals no need for a modification at this point in time. Table 24 below

presents data on the distribution of EAP participants by usage at and above the existing 750 kWh
benefit ceiling. Two observations are evident from a review of this data.

First, the 750 kWh ceiling on usage allows the vast majority of EAP participants to participate
each month while having their entire consumption subject to the EAP discount. In the shoulder
months of the Spring and Fall, 80% or more of EAP bills are based on usage that is 750 kWh or
less. In contrast during the 19-month study period, roughly 10% to 15% of EAP participants
have consumption in excess of 800 kWh.

This is not to say that the usage of EAP participants does not exhibit some seasonal fluctuation.
In the Table below, there is a noticeable decrease in the percentage of EAP participants with
usage at or below the program ceiling and a corresponding increase in the percentage of EAP
participants with consumption at or above 800 kWh primarily during cold weather months.
During these months, the consumption which exceeds 750 kWh is billed at standard residential
rates.
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Table 24. Percentage of EAP Participants by Usage (kWh) by Month (October 2020 — April 2022)

(shading provided for readability purposes)
Below 650 800 or more

Month KWh 650-700 kWh  700-750 kWh 750 -800 kWh KWh Total
Oct-20 82% 3% 3% 2% 10% 100%
Nov-20 3% 3% 2% 100%
Dec-20 3% 3% 3% 100%
Jan-21 4% 3% 3% 100%
Feb-21 3% 3% 3% 100%
Mar-21 4% 3% 3% 100%
Apr-21 3% 3% 2% 100%
May-21 3% 2% 2% 100%

Jun-21 4% 3% 2% 100%

Jul-21 4% 4% 3% 100%

Aug-21 4% 4% 3% 100%

Sep-21 4% 3% 3% - 100%
Oct-21 3% 2% 2% 100%
Nov-21 3% 3% 2% 100%
Dec-21 4% 4% 3% 100%
Jan-22 4% 3% 3% 100%
Feb-22 3% 3% 3% 100%
Mar-22 3% 3% 2% 100%

Apr-22 3% 3% 2% 100%

The continuing reasonableness of the 750 kWh ceiling on EAP discounts is further examined in
Table 25 below. This Table sets forth the usage (in kWh) at four selected percentiles of EAP
accounts by month over the 19-month study period. A “percentile” indicates the position of a
particular usage amount within all usage amounts reported for EAP participants. The “50™
percentile” means that 50 percent of usage amounts are below that amount and the other 50
percent are above it. The “70™ percentile” indicates that 70 percent of all usage amounts are
below this usage level, while the remaining 30% are above it. The four percentiles selected for
consideration are the 50™ percentile; 60™ percentile; 70™ percentile; and 80™ percentile. Again,
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the 80™ percentile means that 80 percent of all EAP usage amounts in that month are less than
the reported level, with the remaining 20 percent being above it.

As in the Table above, the months in which usage exceeds the 750 EAP ceiling are identified
with dashed boxes. The Table shows that even at the 70" percentile of usage, usage falls below
750 kWh in each of the 19 study months. Usage only begins to exceed the 750 kWh ceiling
when it reaches the 80" percentile of all actual usage amounts. Even then, the 750 kWh ceiling
is exceeded in only 11 of the 19 study months.

Table 25. EAP Usage at Varying Percentiles by Month (October 2020 — April 2022)
Month 50th percentile 60th percentile 70th percentile 80th percentile

October 369 431 515 623
November 385 455 540
December

January

February

March
April
May
June
July

August
September

October
November
December

January
February

March

April

The seasonal fluctuation in usage identified in the Tables above is less problematic than one
might first assume. New Hampshire’s EAP is not designed to assess affordability on a monthly
basis. Instead, the design of the program is to achieve, on average, an electric bill as an
affordable percentage of income (defined to be between 4% and 5%) on an annual basis. The
fact that usage might be seasonally higher, therefore, would only be of concern if the usage in the
remaining months was at or near the usage cap. If that were the case, higher seasonal
consumption during the winter heating or summer cooling months might be sufficient to push the
overall annual bill beyond the target affordable burden. Two lines of inquiry lead to the
conclusion that that does not occur.
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The first (and simplest) inquiry examines the annual total usage. If the annual consumption
exceeds 9,000 kWh (750/month x 12 months), the monthly consumption ceiling is being
exceeded in a sufficient number of months to push the average monthly use above the 750 kWh
ceiling. As set forth in Table 26, in fact, this does not occur. Three different 12-month periods
were examined: (1) the 12 months ending April 2022 (i.e., the most recent 12-months); (2)
Calendar Year 2021; and (3) the 12 months ending September 2021. In all three 12-month
periods examined, the average annual usage for EAP participants (including months in which
usage exceeded 750 kWh) fell substantially short of 9,000 kWh."> The Table shows that only at
the 80" percentile, did annual consumption reach the limit of 9,000 kWh.

Table 26. Average 12-Month Total Consumption
(3 differing 12-month periods)
Avg
Annual 50" pctl 60" Pctl 70" pctl 80" pctl
Use (kWh)

Average annual use: May 2021 to April 2022 6,442 5,383 6,354 7,532 9,045

Average annual use: Calendar Year 2021 6,407 5,372 6,348 7,506 8,979

Average annual use: October 2020 - September 2021 6,439 5,419 6,382 7,540 9,068

The second inquiry examines monthly data in addition to looking at the annual data presented
above. Rather than looking at all 19 months in the study period, Table 27 takes a closer look at
usage during the months October 2021 through March 2022 (two of the shoulder months and
three of the months with seasonally high usage).

In examining the usage of EAP participants, it is important to remember that consumption that is
subject to the EAP discounts is not merely usage at 750 kWh, but usage at or below 750 kWh in
each given month. It is easy to forget the “or below” part of the inquiry. Table 27 shows the
importance of taking into account the low use months when considering the impacts of monthly
consumption on annual bill burdens. The Table shows that in every month but one (January
2022), 40% or more of all EAP accounts had usage less than 400 kWh (and in January 2022,
38% had usage that low). In two months (October and November 2021), more than half of all
EAP accounts had usage lower than 400 kWh.

The Table demonstrates that it would be inappropriate to isolate individual months apart from a
12-month period as a whole and to conclude that seasonal variations in usage during those
isolated months present a threat to the achievement of affordable annual burdens because of a
usage ceiling on benefits.

" Note that the “average” is different from the 50™ percentile. The 50" percentile is the middle value, where half of
all values are more than and the other half are less than. The “average” is the total consumption divided by the total
number of accounts.
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Table 27. Distribution of Usage by Month(October 2021 — March 2022)

Use (kwh) Oct 2021 Nov 2021 Dec 2021 Jan 2022 Feb 2022 Mar 2022
0-100 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 3%
100-200 16% 15% 12% 10% 11% 13%
200-300 21% 19% 14% 13% 13% 15%
300-400

400-500

500-600

600-700

700-800

800-900

900-1000

>1000

Grand Total

The extent to which the annual usage drives the affordability of the EAP participant’s bill burden
is finally supported by the data in Table 28 below. Rather than tying the bill burden to income
(or EAP Tier), this Table examines EAP bill burdens disaggregated by annual consumption. The
Table shows that so long as consumption remains below 7,500 kWh per year, the average EAP
bill burden remains below 5% of income. Indeed, given that average bill burdens for usage
between 5,000 kWh and 7,500 kWh are only 4.7% of income, usage could be somewhat higher
than 7,500 kWh and nonetheless still remain at or below 5% of income

Table 28 also confirms what was found above. A full 70% (69.8%) of EAP participants have
annual consumption below 7,500 kWh. Along with that, therefore, a full 70% of EAP
participants have bills burdens that are at or below 4.7% of income, well within the target range
of 4% to 5% established by New Hampshire in creating the EAP.
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Table 28. Percentage of Income Burdens by Annual Usage Level

Annual Usage (kWh) Percentage of EAP Accounts Average Bill Burden
0-2,499 11.6% 2.1%
2,500-4,999 33.4% 3.4%
5,000-7,499 24.8% 4.7%
7,500-9,999 14.3% 6.2%
10,000-12,499 6.3% 8.0%
>12,500 9.5% 12.6%

Grand Total 100.0% 5.1%

Based on the above discussion, it is reasonable to conclude that the 750 kWh ceiling on the
provision of EAP discounts does not merit a modification at this time. The 750 kWh ceiling not
only addresses usage on average for EAP participants, but it addresses usage for nearly eight-of-
ten EAP participants each month.

While the impacts of higher bills on those customers with patterns of higher usage should not be
ignored, it would appear that the better response to this high usage is the targeting of energy
efficiency toward those EAP participants. Targeting efficiency investments to these higher use
customers not only has the effect of reducing bills to more affordable levels, it has the impact of
providing ongoing bill reductions year-in and year-out without the need to resort to ongoing bill
assistance. By this reference thereto, it is recommended that the delivery of ratepayer-funded
low-income electric efficiency investments in New Hampshire take the level of EAP excess
usage (that consumption exceeding 750 kWh per month, 9,000 kWh per year) into account.

Percent Discount by Tier

The second operational aspect of EAP examined in this report involves whether the percentage
discounts adopted for the five EAP Tiers remain reasonable. The discussion below leads to the
conclusion that, even before taking into consideration the recent electric rate hikes discussed
above, modest modifications should be made to the rate discount levels.

The reasonableness of the discount levels is measured by the extent to which those discounts
result in bills representing an affordable electricity burden for EAP participants. The bill
discounts currently offered by EAP are set forth in Table 29 below.
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Table 29. EAP Bill Discounts by EAP Tier (as of August 2022)
(up to 750 kWh per month)

Tier 2 (above 150% Federal Poverty Level)
Tier 3 (126% — 150% Federal Poverty Level)
Tier 4 (100% to 125% Federal Poverty Level)
Tier 5 (76% to 100% Federal Poverty Level)

Tier 6 (75% of Federal Poverty Level or less)

On average over the total EAP population, EAP’s current discount structure does a reasonably
good job of reducing bills to the target affordable percentage of income (from 4% to 5%).

Where the EAP’s current discounts begin to falter is in the upper and lower Tiers. The data is set
forth in Table 30 below. At Tier 2 (with the highest income), the percentage of income burden
(4.3%) is noticeably lower than the remaining EAP Tiers. In contrast, the Tier 6 burden (7.0%)
is noticeably higher than the target affordability burden.

One of the specific inquiries by the New Hampshire PUC to be addressed by this study involved
the “appropriateness and feasibility of expanding existing tiers or adding one or more additional
tiers.” It appears the basis for this inquiry is well-founded. The data appears to indicate that
there needs to be a realignment of discounts between the various Tiers in order to ensure that the
resulting burdens are equal to or approaching the target burdens in New Hampshire.

Table 30. Percentage of Income Burdens by EAP Tier at Current Discount

Average of Bill Burden

EAP Tier Percent of Participants
as Percent of Income

29% 4.3%
19% 4.9%
15% 5.1%
23% 5.3%

13% 7.0%

Grand Total 100% 5.1%

The task of realigning the discounts amongst the Tiers is made more difficult by the increase in
New Hampshire’s electric rates in 2022. The State does not have the luxury simply of expanding
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the discount for Tier 6 with any increase in the total cost of the program being absorbed by the
current EAP budget. The electric rates hikes, even with no change in discounts, are expected to
more than exhaust any budget flexibility that had previously been expected to exist. To the
extent possible, therefore, the realignment of discounts considered below is considered with the
expectation that to the extent possible, the net increased costs will be minimized.*

Three alternative discount realignments were considered for the EAP Tiers. In each Realignment
Option, the kWh subject to the discount is recommended to remain as it currently exists. This
recommendation was discussed in greater detail above. Three Realignment Options are
presented immediately below."” In each Realignment Option, the discount for Tier 4 was
retained at the existing level (given that it had an average burden of 5.1% without modifications
to the discount level). Discounts for Tier 5 and Tier 6 were increased (in an effort to reduce the
resulting burden), while discounts for Tier 2 and Tier 3 were reduced (both to bring all Tiers into
closer alignment with each other, and to offset the costs of increasing discounts in the lower
income Tiers).

Table 31. Results of Three Realignment Options for Modifying EAP Burdens
(and existing usage ceiling of 750 kWh)

Current Realignment Option #1 Realignment Option #2 Realignhment Option #3
Discount New Modified New Modified New Modified

Discount Burden Discount Burden Discount Burden

8% 5 5% 4.5% 5 3% 4.5% 5 5% 4.5%

EAP Tiers

2% | 20% 5.0% | 18% 5.2% | 19% 5.1%
36% | 36% 51% | 36% 51% ! 36% 5.1%

52% 1 54% 51% | 54% 51% 1 54% 5.1%

76% | 85% 52% | 85% 52% | 86% 5.0%

Net cost $77,322 4.9% 1 $8427% 5.0% L $81,112 4.9%

' The Net Costs are based on the impacts with the Eversource data that has been reduced by the data matching
explained earlier in this report. Rather than viewing the dollar figures as exact dollar amounts, they should be
viewed judgmentally to assess whether the Net Cost is nearly $0, a moderate increase, or a substantial increase. The
population considered involves 6,556 Eversource EAP participants.

' Given the number of Tiers, there are an immense number of potential discount modifications that could be
packaged as different Realignment Options. Each possibility would combine different changes in different Tiers.

This discussion presents three of the Options that were considered.

' Note how the sharply reduced discounts for Tier 2 and Tier 3 result in a sharply reduced net cost.
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Table 31 presents the results for the three Realignment Options (retaining the existing 750 kWh
usage ceiling).”” In none of the options, did a reduction in the discount result in a substantial
movement in the resulting electricity burden for Tier 2 EAP participants. In Option #3,
therefore, the discount was increased back to 5% (a reduction from the current 8%). The
rationale was to retain a discount at a sufficiently high level to continue to attract EAP
participants. Providing a discount limited to 3% raised a concern that it would not be viewed as
sufficient to attract Tier 2 customers. In contrast, the Tier 6 discount was increased, first from
76% to 85% (Option #1), and then again to 86% (Option #3), in an effort to bring average Tier 6
burdens more closely in line with the other Tiers. In Option #3, also, the Tier 3 discount was
increased by a slight amount to align Tier 3 burdens with the Burdens in Tier 4 through Tier 6.
While the cost of Realignment Option #3 is the highest, it is not substantially more than
Realignment Option #1. Moreover, Option #3 most closely matches each Tier both to the target
burden of 4% to 5% and to each other.

Having considered these three Realignment Options, the sensitivity of the three Options was
tested against changes in the underlying maximum usage against which the discounts would be
provided. Changes in the maximum usage were not considered in order to more closely align the
EAP maximum to actual consumption. The reasonableness of the maximum in that respect was
considered above. Rather, changes in the maximum ceiling were reviewed to assess: (1) whether
such changes would make a noticeable difference in the resulting burdens; and (2) whether such
changes would make a noticeable difference in the underlying costs of the discount
modifications.

Table 32. Results of Three Realignment Options for Modifying EAP Burdens
(and modified maximum usage ceiling of 700 kWh)

Current Realignment Option #1A Realignment Option #2A Realignhment Option #3A

Discount New Modified | New Modified | New Modified
Discount Burden Discount Burden Discount Burden

8% 5 5% 45% 3% 45% 5% 4.5%

EAP Tiers

2% ! 20% 50% | 18% 51% ! 19% 5.1%

36% i 36% 5.1% i 36% 5.1% i 36% 5.1%

52% | 54% 51% | 54% 51% | 54% 5.1%

76% ! 85% 52% | 85% 52% | 86% 5.1%

Net cost $73,021 4.9% 1 $5,667 5.0% 1 $76,404 4.9%

7 The net cost was calculated based on data for the 12 months ending April 2022. For each Realignment Option, a
Net Cost was also calculated for the 12 months ending September 2021. Given that these figures did not result in
substantively different results, only the Net Costs for the most recent 12 month period (May 2021 — April 2022) are
presented.
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Table 32 immediately above considers the impact of retaining the same three Realignment
Options, but reducing the maximum usage ceiling from 750 kWh to 700 kWh per month. The
reason to consider this reduction is to determine whether such a reduction would yield substantial
cost savings without placing the achievement of affordable burdens in jeopardy. As can be seen,
a comparison to the status quo maximum EAP usage shows that reducing the maximum has
virtually no impact on the resulting level of electricity burdens as a percentage of income. In
addition, while there is a very slight decrease in the additional program costs, the cost reduction
is not at all substantial. Cost considerations do not justify a reduction in the maximum EAP
usage made subject to possible modifications in the EAP discounts.

Table 33. Results of Three Realignment Options for Modifying EAP Burdens
“(and modified maximum usage ceiling of 800 kWh)

Current Realignment Option #1B |  Realignment Option #2B |  Realignment Option #3B
Discount ! New Modified | New Modified | New Modified

Discount Burden i Discount Burden | Discount Burden

8% i 5% 4.5% i 3% 4.5% i 5% 4.5%

EAP Tiers

2% 1 20% 5.0% 1 18% 52% | 19% 5.1%
36% ! 36% 51% | 36% 51% | 36% 5.1%

52% i 54% 5.1% i 54% 5.,1% 54% 5.1%

76% | 85% 51% | 85% 51% | 86% 4.9%

Net cost® $81,347 4.9% I $11,201 4.9% | 485,627 4.9%

In contrast, Table 33 considers the impact of increasing the maximum EAP usage ceiling (from
750 kWh to 800 kWh). The purpose of assessing an increase in the maximum usage ceiling was
to examine whether making more kWh subject to the modified discounts could improve the
percentage of income burdens without substantially increasing program costs. While increasing
the maximum usage from 750 to 800 kWh would further reduce the Tier 6 burden (from 5.1% to
4.9%), the change in the maximum usage ceiling did not changes the burdens in the EAP Tiers
(Tiers 3, 4 and 5) where the burden exceeded 5% with which to begin. For each Realignment
Option, the cost increase of increasing the maximum usage ceiling was slight.

The proposed Realignment Option #3 is recommended for the New Hampshire EAP. While the
resulting burden for the highest income EAP Tier (Tier 2) remains substantially lower than the
resulting burden for the other four Tiers, reducing the discount further for Tier 2 presents the

'8 The Net Costs are based on the impacts with the Eversource data that has been reduced by the data matching
explained earlier in this report. Rather than viewing the dollar figures as exact dollar amounts, they should be
viewed judgmentally to assess whether the Net Cost is nearly $0, a moderate increase, or a substantial increase. The
population considered involves 6,556 Eversource EAP participants.
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concern that the program would be insufficiently substantial to attract program participants.
Moreover, even though the resulting Tier 2 burden is lower than the burden for the other four
Tiers, the Tier 2 burden remains in the mid-range of the target range first identified by the New
Hampshire PUC as the objective of the program. The conclusion is that while the burdens for
Tier 3 through Tier 6 are at the upper range of the target burden (4% to 5%), the burden for Tier
2 is not below the target range.

Having recommended Realignment Option #3 (with the existing maximum EAP usage ceiling
retained), one final inquiry is to determine not only the resulting impact on the breadth of
unaffordability (i.e., what proportion of EAP participants have burden over 5%), but to
determine the depth of unaffordability as well (i.e., the dollar amount by which bills exceed an
affordable burden). In making this assessment, “affordable” is defined to be the top of the target
range previously identified by the New Hampshire PUC (5%). Table 34 presents the data. The
data shows that:

» The percentage of Tier 2 customers with a burden exceeding 5% of income increases
under Option #3. This is to be expected given that the recommended Tier 2 discount is a
decrease from the status quo. Despite this, the average dollar amount of Tier 2 bills
remains nearly $300 less than what the dollar amount would be if it was set equal to 5%
of income. The percentage of Tier 2 customers with bills exceeding 5% remains at
roughly 20%.

» The percentage of Tier 3 customers with a burden exceeding 5% of income increases
under Option #3. Again, given that the Tier 3 discount was decreased under Option #3,
this was to be expected. Despite the increase, EAP Tier 3 customers, on average still
have bills that are nearly identical to a 5% burden. Roughly 30% of Tier 3 customers
have bills that exceed 5%.

» No change occurs in Tier 4. This occurs because no change is proposed in the Tier 4
discount.

» The percentage of Tier 5 customers with burdens exceeding 5% somewhat declines (from
32% to 30%). Under Realignment Option #3, this Tier 5 percentage is now nearly
identical to the percentages of Tier 3 and Tier 4. Perhaps more importantly Tier 5
customers, on average, move from missing the 5% target (on average) by roughly $20 to
having (on average) bills that do not exceed the 5% target.

» Finally, not surprisingly, given the magnitude of the proposed increase in the Tier 6
discount, Tier 6 experiences the greatest improvement under the recommended
modifications. The percentage of Tier 6 EAP participants experiencing a bill which
exceeds the 5% target declines by almost one-third, from 36% to 24%. Indeed, the
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percentage of Tier 6 customers with burdens exceeding 5% is the lowest of all the Tiers
(with the exception of Tier 2). Moreover, on average, Tier 6 EAP participants move from
having bills that exceed the 5% target by nearly $70 to having bills that are less than the
5% target by roughly $110.

Table 34. The Breadth and Depth of Unaffordability Under Realignment Option #3

Compared to the Status Quo
. Sum of Whether Over Sum of New Whether Average of Current Avgrage of New
EAP Tier Affordable (status quo) Over Affordable : discount over Discount Over
q (Option #3) i Affordable (status quo) Affordable (Option #3)

19% 21% ($327.12) ($290.55)
29% 31% i ($35.05) ($1.30)

30% 30% $6.21 $6.21

32% 30% $17.86 ($4.36)

36% 24% E $67.01 ($109.65)

Grand Total 28% 27% ($86.18) ($98.55)

Overall, there is little change in the percentage of EAP participants as a whole who fail to
achieve a bill that is equal to or less than 5% of income. The change for the population as a
whole is a decline in the percentage of participants exceeding the target burden from 28% to
27%. On average, over all the entire EAP population, participants move from having bills
roughly $90 less than 5% of income to having bills roughly $100 less than 5% of income.

Based on the data and discussion in this section, Realignment Option #3 is recommended as a
modification in the status quo discount levels by EAP Tier.

The Number / Range of Income Tiers

The consistent presence of burdens amongst Tier 2 EAP participants that are substantially lower
than the burdens faced by remaining program participants provides reason to take a closer look at
some of the underlying dynamics of the Tier 2 population. The maximum income eligibility for
Tier 2 customers has been established at 60% of State Median Income (SMI). A comparison of
60% of SMI to the Federal Poverty Level for households with five or fewer persons is presented
in Table 35 below.

As can be seen in this Table, 60% of State Median Income (by household size) is the equivalent
of a maximum EAP eligibility set at between 260% (5-person household) and 287% (1-person
household) of Poverty Level in 2022. For households with from one to five member, the Poverty
Level equivalent to 60% of State Median Income ranges in a relatively narrow band from 260 to
nearly 290% of Federal Poverty Level.
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Table 35. 60% of State Median Income and Equivalent Federal Poverty Levels by Household Size
(Households with 1 — 5 members) (2022)
150% FPL 60% SMI 60% SMI

0,
Household Members (Tier 2 Minimum) (Tier 2 Maximum) 100% of FPL (FPL Equivalent)

$20,385 $38,969 $13,590 287%
$27,465 $50,959 $18,310 278%
$34,545 $62,950 $23,030 273%

$41,625 $74,941 $27,750 270%

$48,705 $86,931 $32,470 260%

As is evident from the Table above, the maximum income eligibility for a Tier 2 customer is
nearly two times higher than the minimum income eligibility. The difference between the
minimum Tier 2 eligibility (150% Federal Poverty Level) and the maximum Tier 2 eligibility
(60% SMI) narrows as household sizes become larger.

The incomes presented in the shaded column above are the maximum incomes (by household
size). In contrast, the Table below shows the average income by EAP Tier. To demonstrate that
there is not a substantial variation in incomes by geographic location, the average income by
Community Action Agency is presented below.

Table 36. Average Income by EAP Tier and CAA
2 3 4 5 Grand Total
BMCA $35,839 $23,095 $19,111 $15,120 $23,344
SCCA $34,994 $22,816 $18,632 $13,499 $20,654
SNHS $34,968 $22,668 $18,353 $13,694 $22,068

SWCS $37,460 $23,975 $20,597 $16,309 $23,601

TCCA $34,875 $22,722 $18,151 $13,289 $21,589

Grand Total $35,523 $22,967 518,822 $14,213 $22,338

The Table confirms what would otherwise be expected from looking at the data above. While
the typical difference in income between one EAP Tier and the next lower Tier is roughly $4,000
to $5,000 across the State of New Hampshire, the difference in income between Tier 3 and Tier 2
is consistently greater than $12,000. The jump in maximum income eligibility from Tier 3 to
Tier 2 is a much greater jump than the jump from any of the lower EAP Tiers. It is for this
reason that the electricity burdens resulting from the EAP discounts, whether the discount is the
status quo discount or the Realignment Option #3 discount (recommended above), are noticeably
lower than the burdens resulting from the EAP discounts in the lower income Tiers.
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Table 37. Increase in Average Income from One EAP Tier to the Next Higher Tier
(by Community Action Agency)

2 from3 3 from4 4 from 5 5from 6
BMCA $12,744 $3,984 $3,991 $5,296
SCCA $12,178 54,184 $5,133 54,459
SNHS $12,300 $4,315 $4,659 $5,073
SWCS $13,485 $3,378 $4,288 $7,380
TCCA $12,153 $4,571 $4,862 54,851

Grand Total $12,556 $4,145 $4,609 $5,314

Table 38 below shows the distribution of incomes (as a percentage of Federal Poverty Level)
within Tier 2 for each Community Action Agency in the State. Again, data is disaggregated by
CAA not because the CAA will have any impact on participant incomes, but rather simply to
review whether there are noticeable differences that might appear geographically throughout the
State. No substantive differences appear to exist based on geographic area.

The Table below needs to be read in two different ways. First, the sum of the total percentages
for each CAA will equal 100%. That number (e.g., 13% for BMCA; 9% for SCCA) is the
percentage of total statewide Tier 2 customers enrolled by that particular CAA. Second, the sum
of the data by Poverty Level within each CAA will equal 100%."’ For example, within BMCA,
of the total number of Tier 2 EAP participants it enrolled, 1% had income at 150% of Poverty;
41% had income at between 150% and 175% of Poverty; 26% had income between 175% and
200% of Poverty, and likewise). The percentages presented for the total CAA, in other words,
are subsets of the total statewide number; the percentages presented by Poverty Level are subsets
of the total CAA number.

The data shows that within Tier 2, there are substantial numbers of customers in the upper ranges
of Federal Poverty Level within the Tier 2 EAP participant population. The Table shows that
roughly one-of-three Tier 2 participants across the State have income above 200% of the Federal
Poverty Level. By CAA, we see: (1) 33% of BMCA Tier 2 participants have income above
200% of Poverty; (2) 35% of SCCA Tier 2 participants have income above 200% of Poverty; (3)
35% of SNHA Tier 2 participants have income above 200% of Poverty; (4) 36% of SWCS Tier 2
participants have income above 200% of Poverty; and (5) 34% of TCCA Tier 2 participants have
income above 200% of Poverty.

' There may be minor variations from 100% due to rounding.
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Table 38. Percentage of Tier 2 EAP Participants by Poverty Level
By Community Action Agency

BMCA % of state 13% | SCCA % of state
1.25-1.5% 1% 1.25-1.5
1.5-1.75 41% 1.5-1.75
1.75-2 26% 1752

2-2.25 18% L2225

2.25-2.5 9% L 22525

>2.5 6% >2.5

Intra CAA total 100% Intra CAA total
SNHS % of state 48% SWCS % of state

1.25-1.5 <1% 1.25-1.5

1.5-1.75 37% 1.5-1.75

1.75-2 27% 1752

2-2.25 17% 2-2.25

2.25-2.5 11% 2.25-2.5

>2.5 7% >2.5

Intra CAA total 100% | Intra CAA total
TCCA % of state 13%

1.25-1.5 <1%

1.5-1.75 39%

1.75-2 26%

2-2.25 15%

2.25-2.5 9%

>2.5 10%

Intra CAA total 100
State Total of all CAAs

The conclusion cannot necessarily be drawn from the data above that maximum income
eligibility is set “too high” by allowing Tier 2 participation up to 60% of State Median Income.
The assessment of energy burdens in this report found that, notwithstanding the higher Tier 2

2 Some Tier 2 customers have income as a percentage of Poverty Level exactly equal to 150%.
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incomes, and the resulting lower tier 2 average burdens, the average Tier 2 burdens remained in
the mid-range of the range of affordability previously defined by the New Hampshire PUC (from
4% to 5%).

Nonetheless, Tier 2 does present its problems. At first blush, it may seem reasonable to split Tier
2 into two separate Tiers (Tier 2A with income between 150% and 200% of Poverty and Tier 2B
with income exceeding 200% of Poverty up to 60% of State Median Income). The problem with
that option, however, is the same problem discussed above with respect to potential
modifications to the Tier 2 discount. If Tier 2 were split into two separate Tiers, a lower
discount would then be offered to the new Tier 2B (200% of Poverty to 60% of SMI). However,
the discount for Tier 2 has already been reduced to the point where further reductions present a
genuine concern that the discount would be insufficient to attract needy participants at this
income level to enroll in the program.

The recommendation is that no modification of Tier 2 occur at this time. However, and it is a
big however, should the EAP Advisory Board and/or the New Hampshire PUC decide at some
future date that there is a need to reduce program costs in some aspect of the program, in order to
have sufficient funds to provide adequate discounts to the lower income Tiers, rather than
reducing the discounts to the lower EAP Tiers, it would be recommended that the decision to
increase the maximum EAP income eligibility from 200% of Poverty to 60% of State Median
Income be revisited.

An EAP Arrearage Forgiveness Component

Whether or not the New Hampshire EAP should implement an arrearage forgiveness component
to the EAP is largely supported by other aspects of the inquiries pursued in this Report. Perhaps
the major barrier to the adoption of an arrearage forgiveness component is the financial burden
placed on EAP by the increases in electricity rates implemented in the Summer of 2022. At the
same time, however, these electricity price hikes are such that they will likely increase the need
for arrearage forgiveness.

This conclusion flows from findings in other parts of this Report. To begin, this Report
documents that the Summer of 2022 electricity price increases will have substantial adverse
impacts on the bill burdens that will be experienced by EAP participants. The findings of this
Report are that, even given the recommended modifications in bill discounts, including bill
discounts up to 86% for the lowest income EAP participants (Tier 6), bill burdens will
substantially exceed the range previously found to be affordable by the New Hampshire PUC
(4% - 5%). Given the Summer 2022 electricity price increases, and the proposed modifications
to bill discounts, burdens would be: (1) 10.3% (Tier 6); (2) 8.2% (Tier 5); (3) 8.0% (Tier 4); (4)
7.7% (Tier 3); and (5) 6.9% (Tier 2). Overall average burdens, given the Summer 2022
electricity price increases, would reach 8.0%.
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This should be expected to have a substantial impact on the arrearages incurred by EAP
participants. This Report found the level of unpaid balances is associated with the bill burdens
experienced by EAP participants. The discussion of arrearages above explained that as bill
burdens increase the contribution which those higher burden households make to the total level
of arrears increases as well. EAP accounts with lower burdens contribute a disproportionately
small portion of total arrears from the EAP participant population. While nearly 40% of all EAP
accounts have bill burdens of 4% of income or less, the range of the percentage of total unpaid
account balances appearing on the accounts of those low-burden EAP participants ranges from
only 9% to 13%. While the accounts falling into the 4% to 8% percentage of income burden
range come closer to experiencing a proportionate share of unpaid balances, even the portion of
arrears appearing on these accounts as a percentage of total arrears consistently falls below the
percentage of participants experiencing a bill burden falling into this range.

Only when EAP bills exceed 8% of income does the percentage of unpaid balances falling into
each percentage of income burden range exceed the percentage of EAP participants experiencing
these burdens. For example, while 1% of all EAP participants have bill burdens respectively in
each of the ranges of 16% to 20%, 20% to 24%, and more than 24% of income, these accounts
contribute 2%, 6% and 3% of the total unpaid balances.

Not only do the dollars of arrears increase with increasing burdens, the percentage of accounts in
arrears dramatically increases as well. In October 2020, for example, 22% of the total unpaid
EAP balances appear on EAP bills representing 12% of income or more, even though only 6% of
all EAP participants have percentage of income burdens that high. Moreover, 44% of all unpaid
balances appear on EAP bills representing a burden of 8% of income or more, even though only
15% of all EAP participants have percentage of income burdens that high. In contrast, while 85%
of EAP participants have percentage of income burdens of less than 8%, only 55% of the unpaid
EAP account balances appear on the bills of those customers.

Finally, as explained above, this Report found that at current rates and current discounts, the
level of arrears amongst EAP participants is not decreasing. This Report found that while the
data does not show a deterioration in either the breadth or the depth of EAP arrears over time,
neither does it demonstrate a substantial improvement. Over the 19-month study period, there
seems to be a not insubstantial percentage of EAP participants who persistently carry a relatively
small, but noticeable, level of unpaid account balances.

The problems presented by arrearages in the EAP participant population should not be
overstated. The discussion of payment patterns above found that over the 19-month study period
(October 2020 — April 2022), the percentage of EAP accounts with a $0 balance remained
relatively constant at roughly 60%, while the percentage of accounts with an unpaid balance
remained relatively constant at roughly 30%.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 56 | Page

000059



Docket No. 22-043
Exhibit 3

DE 22-043
October 3, 2022

Moreover, those EAP accounts with unpaid balances are not seriously in arrears. Consistently
over the course of the study period, half of EAP accounts with an unpaid balance have balances
that are less than $150. Roughly one-third of all EAP accounts in arrears have balances that are
less than $300. If percentages were calculated based on all EAP participants (rather than on all
participants in arrears), those percentages would obviously be substantially smaller.

The bottom line is that there is a population of EAP participants who have a level of ongoing
unpaid balances that will not likely be paid in the absence of an arrearage forgiveness program.
The presence of such levels of arrearages place not only the unpaid balances in jeopardy, but also
place the payment of bills for current service in jeopardy. As New Hampshire undertakes it
deliberations on how to respond to the adverse bill impacts associated with the Summer 2022
electricity price hikes, it should also undertake those deliberations needed to make arrearage
forgiveness a component of the EAP and seek the necessary funding to enable that.

Eleven Essential Findings

1.

New Hampshire’s decision to limit EAP discounts to the first 750 kWh of monthly
consumption by program participants reveals no need for a modification at this point in
time. The 750 kWh ceiling on usage allows the vast majority of EAP participants to
participate each month while having their entire consumption subject to the EAP
discount. During the 19-month study period, roughly 10% to 15% of EAP participants
have consumption in excess of 800 kWh.

This is not to say that the usage of EAP participants does not exhibit some seasonal
fluctuation. There is a noticeable decrease in the percentage of EAP participants with
usage at or below the program ceiling and a corresponding increase in the percentage of
EAP participants with consumption at or above 800 kWh primarily during the cold
weather months. Even at the 70" percentile of usage, usage falls below 750 kWh in each
of the 19 study months. Usage only begins to exceed the 750 kWh ceiling when it
reaches the 80" percentile of all actual usage amounts.

Seasonal fluctuations in usage are less problematic than one might first assume. New
Hampshire’s EAP is not designed to assess affordability on a monthly basis. Instead, the
design of the program is to achieve, on average, an electric bill as an affordable
percentage of income (defined to be between 4% and 5%) on an annual basis. If the
annual consumption exceeds 9,000 kWh (750/month x 12 months), the monthly

consumption ceiling is being exceeded in a sufficient number of months to push the
average monthly use above the 750 kWh ceiling. This does not occur.

It would be inappropriate to isolate individual months apart from a 12-month period as a
whole and to conclude that seasonal variations in usage during those isolated months
present a threat to the achievement of affordable annual burdens because of a usage
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ceiling on benefits. The data shows that so long as consumption remains below 7,500
kWh per year, the average EAP bill burden remains below 5% of income. A full 70%
(69.8%) of EAP participants have annual consumption below 7,500 kWh. Along with
that, therefore, a full 70% of EAP participants have bills burdens that are at or below
4.7% of income, well within the target range of 4% to 5% established by New Hampshire
in creating the EAP.

5. Even before taking into consideration the recent electric rate hikes, modest modifications
should be made to the rate discount levels. The recommended burdens are as follows:
Tier 2: 5%; Tier 3: 19%; Tier 4: 36%; Tier 5: 54%; and Tier 6: 86%.

6. The reasonableness of the discount levels is measured by the extent to which those
discounts result in bills representing an affordable electricity burden for EAP participants.
On average over the total EAP population, EAP’s current discount structure does a
reasonably good job of reducing bills to the target affordable percentage of income (from
4% to 5%). Where the EAP’s current discounts begin to falter is in the upper and lower
Tiers. At Tier 2 (with the highest income), however, the percentage of income burden
(4.3%) is noticeably lower than the remaining EAP Tiers. In contrast, the Tier 6 burden
(7.0%) discount is noticeably higher than the target affordability burden.

7. The proposed Realignment Option #3 is recommended for the New Hampshire EAP.
While the resulting burden for the highest income EAP Tier (Tier 2) remains
substantially lower than the resulting burden for the other four Tiers, reducing the
discount further for Tier 2 presents the concern that the program would be insufficiently
substantial to attract program participants. Moreover, even though the resulting Tier 2
burden is lower than the burden for the other four Tiers, the Tier 2 burden remains in the
mid-range of the target range first identified by the New Hampshire PUC as the objective
of the program. The conclusion is that while the burdens for Tier 3 through Tier 6 are at
the upper range of the target burden (4% to 5%), the burden for Tier 2 is not below the
target range.

8. The consistent presence of burdens amongst Tier 2 EAP participants that are substantially
lower than the burdens faced by remaining program participants provides reason to take a
closer look at some of the underlying dynamics of the Tier 2 population. The maximum
income eligibility for Tier 2 customers has been established at 60% of State Median
Income (SMI). 60% of State Median Income (by household size) is the equivalent of a
maximum EAP eligibility set at between 260% (5-person household) and 287% (1-person
household) of Poverty Level in 2022.

9. The maximum income eligibility for a Tier 2 customer is nearly two times higher than the

minimum income eligibility. The difference between the minimum Tier 2 eligibility
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(150% Federal Poverty Level) and the maximum Tier 2 eligibility (60% SMI) narrows as
household sizes become larger.

10. The conclusion cannot necessarily be drawn from the data above that maximum income
eligibility is set “too high” by allowing Tier 2 participation up to 60% of State Median
Income. Nonetheless, Tier 2 does present its problems. It may, at first, seem reasonable
to split Tier 2 into two separate Tiers (Tier 2A with income between 150% and 200% of
Poverty and Tier 2B with income exceeding 200% of Poverty up to 60% of State Median
Income). The problem with that option, however, is that if Tier 2 were split into two
separate Tiers, a lower discount would then be offered to the new Tier 2B (200% of
Poverty to 60% of SMI). However, the discount for Tier 2 has already been reduced to
the point where further reductions present a genuine concern that the discount would be
insufficient to attract needy participants at this income level to enroll in the program.

11. There is a population of EAP participants who have a level of ongoing unpaid balances
that will not likely be paid in the absence of an arrearage forgiveness program. The
presence of such levels of arrearages place not only the unpaid balances in jeopardy, but
also place the payment of bills for current service in jeopardy. As New Hampshire
undertakes it deliberations on how to respond to the adverse bill impacts associated with
the Summer 2022 electricity price hikes, it should also undertake those deliberations
needed to make arrearage forgiveness a component of the EAP.
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Part 5. Lessons from New England low-income discounts.

The New Hampshire EAP compares quite favorably to other New England low-income discount
programs in the essential elements of its design and operation. The New Hampshire program
was compared to low-income discounts provided in Maine,21 Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode
Island, and Connecticut.”> Other states along the Eastern Seaboard are referenced as relevant to
draw particular comparisons. Comparisons below are generally limited to electric programs.

Structure of the Discount

With the exception of Maine Public Service Company, which operates a straight percentage of
income program,* New England’s utilities generally provide across-the-board discounts to their
income-eligible customers. In Massachusetts, for example, discounts are equal to 30% of the
total bill. While Vermont does not yet have a statewide program, Green Mountain Power,
Vermont’s largest electric utility, offers a 25% monthly rate discount.

2! Maine is in the middle of a proceeding considering the redesign of its low-income discount. Because any
discussion of the existing Maine program may soon be out-of-date, it is set aside.

*2 Connecticut is the only New England state in which utilities do not offer low-income rate discounts. The review
of Connecticut was thus limited to the state’s Arrearage Management Program.

> A straight percentage of income program is a program wherein the utility caps a customer’s payment at an
affordable percentage of income. Each bill is individually determined based on the customer’s actual income and
household size.

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 60| Page

000063



Docket No. 22-043
Exhibit 3

DE 22-043
October 3, 2022

Rhode Island is the one New England state where a utility offers a nod toward the type of
“tiering” that is the hallmark of New Hampshire’s EAP. In Rhode Island, Narragansett Electric
Company provides a 25% discount on total bills for income-qualified customers. However, if
customers participate in particular programs generally associated with very low incomes
(Medicaid, Rhode Island Works Program, Public Assistance), the utility provides a 30%
discount. In this fashion, the utility offers greater assistance to customers with the lowest
income.

The Maryland Electric Universal Service Program (EUSP) is perhaps the program with the
design that most closely reflects New Hampshire’s EAP. In Maryland, EUSP provides a
payment to program participants equal to a percentage discount off average electric bills
(calculated on a per-utility basis). The percentage discount, which is tiered by Poverty Level —
Maryland has five tiers-—is designed to reduce bills (on average) to an affordable percentage of
income. The equation Maryland reports using to determine its EUSP benefit level is as follows:

Annual kWh usage x Average Cost per kWh x Utility Index** x poverty level percentage = Benefit

Maryland states that EUSP’s purpose is “to make electric bills affordable for those families
within specified income levels” within the constricts of its annual budget.

Maximum Benefits

No other New England state provides a discount based on a maximum usage in the way that New
Hampshire does. Multiple Pennsylvania utilities, however, each of which operates its own
“Customer Assistance Program” (CAP), includes various “CAP credit ceilings” as a “cost
control” measure. The general approach to CAP credit ceilings in Pennsylvania is to set a dollar
amount which the annual discount provided by the utility will not exceed. The CAP credit
ceilings are tiered by income level in order to prevent programs from discriminating against the

. 25
lowest income customers.

Income Eligibility

2 The Utility Index adjusts the benefit level to account for differences in utility rates amongst the state’s various
electric utilities.

> The lowest income customers are responsible for paying the lowest percentage of their income toward their home
energy bills. When combined with their lower incomes with which to begin, this results in the lowest income
customers receiving higher discounts in dollar terms. Without a tiering of the maximum CAP credit ceiling,
therefore, the lowest income customers would exhaust their available credits more quickly. Accordingly, CAP
credit ceilings are increased as incomes (as a percentage of Poverty Level) decrease.
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There is considerable variability in in the maximum income eligibility for New England’s low-
income discounts. Massachusetts caps income eligibility at 200% of the Federal Poverty Level.
Vermont’s Green Mountain Power provides its discounts to those households with income at or
below 150% of Poverty. Pennsylvania, too, defines “low-income” to include households with
income at or below 150% of Poverty. Connecticut, which offers an Arrearage Management
Program (but not a rate discount), has set its income eligibility at 60% of State Median Income.

Rhode Island’s Narragansett Electric has taken a somewhat different approach. Rather than
setting a dollar level of income eligibility, Narragansett Electric provides an electric discount if
the customer receives any of the following: (1) Food Stamps (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program, SNAP); (2) Home Energy Assistance; or (3) Supplemental Security Income (SSI).?® In
Rhode Island, LIHEAP eligibility is set at 60% of State Median Income.

Maine is an outlier in that it limits its low-income discount population to customers who are
actually enrolled in LIHEAP.

Program Intake

Nearly every New England low-income discount program relies on the Community Action
Agencies serving the respective states to enroll customers (including intake and income
verification). In Massachusetts, customers may also enroll directly through the utility.

Massachusetts, however, has an expanded approach to determining eligibility for its low-income
discount. In Massachusetts, enrollment in the discount program(s) is automatic once a customer
provides evidence of enrollment (such as a program ID or a program acceptance letter) in one of
a dozen income-qualified programs: LIHEAP; Emergency Aid to Elders, Disabled, and Children
(EAEDC); Food Stamps (SNAP); Head Start; MassHealth (Medicaid); National School Lunch
Program; Public Housing; School Breakfast Program; Supplemental Security Income (SSI);
Transitional Aid to Families with Dependent Children (TAFDC); various Veterans’ benefits
programs; or Women, Infants and Children (WIC).

While the Massachusetts enrollment is expansive, care must be taken to consider the trade-offs
for this “automatic enrollment” process. Massachusetts can rely on this type of eligibility
determination only because the program requires utilities to know only whether a customer is
low-income. Given that every customer receives the same level of discount, knowing the actual

%% As noted above, a somewhat higher benefit is provided if a customer participates in Medicaid, Rhode Island
Works Program, or Public Assistance.
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income of the customer (or the actual Poverty Level) is not necessary, since it is not used in any
determination.

Vermont’s largest gas utility has adopted an approach akin to that used in Massachusetts. The
utility offers an across-the-board 20% discount to customers with income at or below 185% of
Federal Poverty Level. Customers enroll through an application form processed through the
State Department for Children and Families. On that application form, a customer checks-off
whether they participate in a range of programs that would also income-qualify them for the
natural gas discount. Once the Department confirms that participation, it notifies the utility,
which then enrolls the customer in the discount program. While program enrollment is thus
widely available, program benefits are a yes/no toggle. A customer is either eligible or is not
eligible. No differentiation in benefits is provided based on income.

The Maine PUC is currently considering a modification of the Massachusetts/Vermont approach.
In Maine, AARP has proposed that the State PUC deem households who have one or more
members receiving Medicaid benefits to be eligible, by reason of that participation, for that
state’s low-income discounts.”” While Medicaid participation would, unto itself, qualify
someone for the program(s) of the state’s utilities, enrollment would not be automatic. Instead,
the state agency administering Medicaid would implement an annual mailing to each household
with a Medicaid recipient. If a household returns an affirmative declaration of the design to
receive the utility discount, the state would deem the household eligible, and notify the relevant
utility. The utility would then enroll that customer in its respective discount program. The
utilities who would participate in this Medicaid enrollment process do not differentiate the
benefits which they provide based on income or Poverty Level.

Arrearage Management

Nearly every New England state has an arrearage management program (AMP) for income-
qualified customers. Massachusetts provides arrearage forgiveness for customers who have an
arrearage of at least $300 and 60-days in past due. If payments are made on-time, credits will be
provided for a portion of your arrears up to a maximum of $12,000 per year. Rhode Island’s
program mirrors that offered in Massachusetts. Customers who are enrolled in the low-income
discount program may be eligible for arrearage forgiveness for unpaid balances that are at least
$300 and 60-days past-due. For each on-time payment, a portion of the unpaid balance is
forgiven up to a maximum of $1,500 per year.

*7 This eligibility determination would not apply to Maine Pubic Service, the utility operating a percentage of
income plan, for reasons discussed relative to Massachusetts and Vermont.
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Connecticut, which does not operate a discount, does offer a “payment matching” program.
Eligibility is set at 60% of State Median Income. Customers enroll either through a community
action agency or directly through a utility. Customers who are enrolled in other means-tested
programs are automatically eligible for the Connecticut program. The Eversource program
provides two matching grants to participating customers. The first grant covers November 1
through May 1 of each program year. If by May 1, a customer has received a LIHEAP grant
(and assigned it to Eversource), and made all required payments during that time period, the
utility will provide a grant matching all payments made. The second grant covers May 1 through
October 31. If by the end of that period, a customer has made all required payments, the utility
will provide a second matching grant. In both cases, the grant is not to exceed reducing the
outstanding balance to $0.

In Vermont, the Green Mountain Power arrearage program is more generous. In Vermont, a
customer of Green Mountain power will have their pre-existing past-due balance reduced to $0
upon their enrollment in the utility’s rate discount program.
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Part 6. Demographic characteristics in New Hampshire.

The discussion below considers the extent to which New Hampshire’s EAP reflects certain
demographic characteristics of the State of New Hampshire. In particular, the inquiry examines
the following factors: (1) income as a percent of Poverty Level (using EAP Tiers as a surrogate
for Poverty Level); (2) the receipt of federal Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)
(Food Stamp) benefits; (3) the presence of aging persons (over age 75) in a household; and (4)
the presence of very young children (under age 5/6) in a household.

For each demographic characteristic, after establishing a statewide baseline based on U.S.
Census data, the inquiry seeks to examine aspects of the geographic distribution of EAP
participants exhibiting each characteristic. The “geography” of EAP is examined first by looking
at the distribution of EAP participants disaggregated by the electric utility which serves them; the
geography is examined second by examining the Community Action Agency which serves them.
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Poverty Level

New Hampshire’s EAP somewhat underserves the lowest population in the State through its
EAP Tier 6. According to the most recently published Census Data for the State of New
Hampshire, 26% of the state’s population living with income below 200% of Poverty Level in
fact live with income less than 75% of Poverty.” In contrast, only 17% of EAP participants

have income in Tier 6, the Tier serving the population with that same income level.”

If the bottom two EAP Tiers are combined, however, EAP aligns much more closely with the
Census data. While 39% of New Hampshire’s population living below 200% of Poverty have
incomes below 100% of Poverty, 35% of the EAP population fall within Tier 5 and Tier 6
combined. The remaining EAP Tiers reasonably reflect the proportion of population in the
corresponding Poverty Levels.*

Table 39. EAP Participants (active as of June 2022)
by EAP Tier and Poverty Range (pct below 200%)
Pct Each Tier of | Pct Each Range of Total

EAP Tier i Federal Poverty Level 31
Total 5 <200% FPL

2 (151% FPL—60% SMI) 33% 150 - 199% FPL 34%

3 (126 - 150% FPL 15% 125-149% FPL 13%

4 (101 -125% FPL 17% 100 - 124% FPL 14%
5 (76 —100% FPL) 18% 75-99% FPL 13%
6 (<75% FPL) 17% Below 75% FPL 26%

Total EAP 100% Total below 200% FPL 100%

The distribution of EAP participants by Poverty Level does not substantially vary by utility
company. Table 40, for example, demonstrates that 32% of all Eversource EAP participants, and

¥ Note the percentage refers to the proportion of population with income below 200% of Poverty, not the proportion
of the total population.

2% Census data does not take into account those households who do not have a direct customer relationship with an
electric utility. Some households, for example, may have electric bills included in their rent.

%% Remember, Tier 2 is not precisely comparable to the income range of 150% to 200% of Poverty. Tier 2 extends
up to 60% of State Median Income, which is well above 200% of Poverty in New Hampshire

! American Community Survey, 1-year data (2019), Table B17002. Note that in order to achieve Census data using
this income disaggregation, 2019 data was required. Other Census data used in this report involves reported 2020
data. 2020 data on the distribution of income by the multiple levels of Poverty relied upon in this Table has not been
publicly released.
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34% of all NHEC EAP participants, fall within EAP Tier 2. The Table shows that while 18% of
all EAP participants statewide fall into Tier 5, the percentage of Tier 5 customers by utility
varies in a very narrow range from 17% to 19%. The widest variation between utilities occurs
with Tier 6, and even that variation is quite narrow. While 17% of all EAP participants fall
within Tier 6, the percentage of Tier 6 customers by utility ranges from 18% to 15%.

Table 40. Distribution of EAP Participants by EAP Tier by Utility

EAP Tier Unitil NHEC Liberty Eversource Grand Total
37% 34% 35% 32% 33%
15% 15% 15% 15% 15%
16% 17% 17% 17% 17%
17% 19% 17% 18% 18%
16% 15% 16% 18% 17%

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Even when the geography of EAP participation is viewed by CAA service territory rather than
by utility, the conclusions remain fundamentally the same. Each CAA enrolls EAP participants
in reasonably consistent proportions.

Table 41. Distribution of EAP Participants by EAP Tier and by CAA
EAP Tier BMCA SCCA SNHS SWCS TCCA Grand Total
35% 27% 34% 33% 31% 33%
15% 14% 15% 14% 15% 15%
16% 19% 16% 16% 18% 17%
17% 23% 18% 17% 20% 18%

17% 18% 17% 20% 16% 17%

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

When viewed from one of the most fundamental demographic characteristic relevant to
providing rate affordability assistance —the income of participants—New Hampshire’s EAP

32 Note how Table 40 differs from Table 7 discussed above. Table 7 shows that 79% of all Tier 6 customers in New
Hampshire are Eversource customers. In contrast, Table 40 shows that 18% of all Eversource customers fall within
Tier 6.
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appears to be performing reasonably well. With the exception of Tier 6, the distribution of
participants in the program as a whole reasonably reflects the distribution of population
throughout the State as a whole. Moreover, the distribution of participants both by utility and by
CAA reasonably reflects the distribution of participants in the program as a whole.

Public Assistance / Food Stamp Recipients

The New Hampshire EAP appears to be underserving the State’s low-income population that is
otherwise receiving public assistance through the state’s cash assistance or Food Stamp (SNAP)
programs. Census data shows that 40,069 New Hampshire households (just over 7% of all New
Hampshire households) have received cash public assistance or Food Stamps within the
immediately preceding year. In contrast, the State’s EAP data shows that 4,648 (18.8% of all
EAP recipients) report having received Food Stamps. In comparing those numbers, note that
while the Census data extends to the receipt of Food Stamps or cash public assistance, the EAP
data is restricted to the receipt of Food Stamps. Nonetheless, the data does seem to indicate a
lack of EAP participation by participants in other similar public assistance programs.

With cash public assistance or Food Stamps/SNAP
(ACS B19058) (5-Year 2020)

Households Percent

New Hampshire 40,069 7.4%

EAP 4,648 18.8%

As with other data in this Chapter, the comparison of EAP to Census data is not exact. While the
Census data on the receipt of Food Stamps and/or cash public assistance reports information for
the population as a whole, the comparison to EAP data is restricted to the program participants
(which, by definition, has a lower income than the population as a whole).

Table 42 shows the distribution of EAP participants by utility company and EAP Tier by
whether or not the participants received Food Stamps. Several observations can be gleaned from
this data. Overall, as indicated immediately above, nearly one-in-five EAP participants in New
Hampshire (19%). Within that population, Unitil, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative and
Liberty appear to serve geographic areas with a lower percentage of Food Stamp recipients. At
each EAP Tier, the percentage of EAP participants served by these utilities is lower than the
percentage of EAP participants served by Eversource. Unitil and Eversource serve geographic
areas with a high percentage of Tier 6 EAP participants who participate in the Food Stamp
program. From 40% to 45% of the Tier 6 customers of these two utilities participate in Food
Stamps, noticeably higher than the Tier 6 participation rate of the other New Hampshire utilities.
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Table 42. EAP Participants by Whether or Not Received Food Stamps (SNAP)
(by Utility and by CAA)

EAP Tier and Utility Yes EAP Tier and CAA Yes
Tier 2 7% Tier 2 7%
Unitil 6% BMCA 7%
NHEC 6% SCCA 11%
Liberty 4% SNHS 7%
Eversource 8% SWCS 7%
TCCA 5%

Tier 3 Tier 3 15%
Unitil BMCA 18%
NHEC SCCA 20%
Liberty SNHS 13%
Eversource SWCS 11%
TCCA 13%
Tier 4 Tier 4 20%
Unitil BMCA 24%
NHEC SCCA 23%
Liberty SNHS 21%
Eversource SWCS 15%
TCCA 19%
Tier 5 Tier 5 19%
Unitil BMCA 19%
NHEC SCCA 22%
Liberty SNHS 19%
Eversource SWCS 19%
TCCA 15%
Tier 6 Tier 6 43%
Unitil BMCA 45%
NHEC SCCA 49%
Liberty SNHS 46%
Eversource SWCS 38%

TCCA 37%

Statewide total Grand Total 19%
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As might be expected, the highest Food Stamp participation rate is found at the lowest EAP Tier.
While 19% of the total EAP population reports receiving Food Stamps, 43% of Tier 6
participants receive Food Stamps. If anything, the percentage of Tier 2 customers receiving
Food Stamps (7%) is somewhat surprising given that the maximum eligibility for Food Stamps is
set generally at a level lower than EAP’s maximum.™

An examination of the geographic distribution of EAP participants by whether they also report
receiving Food Stamps is also seen by looking at the receipt of Food Stamps by EAP Tier for
each Community Action Agency in the Table above. The CAA data confirms that the receipt of
Food Stamp falls primarily in the lowest income range of EAP recipients. While more than 40%
of Tier 6 EAP participants also receive Food Stamps, between 15% (Tier 3) and 20% (Tier 4 and
Tier 5) participants do so. The distribution of Food Stamp recipients across the State is relatively
uniform, with SCCA enrolling a somewhat higher percentage of Food Stamp recipients across all
EAP Tiers and TCCA enrolling a somewhat lower percentage.

Age over 75

EAP enrolls a smaller proportion of older households than exist in the State population overall.
While persons age 75 and older comprise 10.0% of New Hampshire’s population with income
less than 200% of Poverty Level, households with at least one person age 75 or older comprise
only 7.2% of the EAP participant population. Note the difference in the populations being
compared here. Census data is presented in terms of “people” (i.e., population). EAP data is
presented in terms of households.

Table 43. Census Data: Population Over Age 75
(Income less than 200% of Poverty) (ACS Table B17024)

Over Age 75

State of New Hampshire (population) 10.0%

EAP (households with at least one member) 7.2%

Table 44 presents a distribution of EAP participants with aging household members both by EAP
Tier and by geography (utility, CAA). The Table demonstrates that as incomes decline, the
presence of older household members declines as well. While 10% of Tier 3, and 14% of Tier 2,
EAP participants have at least one household member over age 75, only 2% of Tier 5, and only
1% of Tier 6, EAP participants do.

33 Unlike EAP, of course, Food Stamp income eligibility is not directly comparable to EAP income eligibility. The
federal Food Stamp program has various “income disregards” dictated by federal law which are not incorporated in
the state income eligibility for EAP. A Food Stamp recipient with income at “100% of Poverty,” in other words,
may not have the same income as an EAP participant with income at “100% of Poverty” even if all other things
about the two households are identical.
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Table 44. EAP Participants by Presence or Not of Household Member Age 75 or Older
(by Utility and by CAA)
EAP Tier and Utility EAP Tier and CAA

Unitil
NHEC
Liberty

Eversource

Unitil
NHEC
Liberty

Eversource

Unitil
NHEC
Liberty

Eversource

Liberty

Eversource

Unitil
NHEC
Liberty

Eversource

Statewide total Grand Total

This is a somewhat sharper difference than exists in the Census data of aging population. While
14% of New Hampshire’s persons over age 75 live with income less than 200% of Poverty, only
1% of New Hampshire’s aging population lives with income less than 75% of Poverty. The
pattern of fewer aging persons living at the lowest income levels remains the same for the State
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as a whole, in other words, but the degree of difference between the population as a whole and
the EAP participant population is greater.

No substantive difference appears geographically in the enrollment of households with aging
members.

Age Under 5

EAP appears to be of particular assistance to households with very young children. While
children under the age of 6 comprise 7.5% of New Hampshire’s population with income less
than 200% of Poverty, households with children under age 5 comprise nearly one-quarter of the
EAP participant population. In beginning the review, it is again important to note the differences
between the Census data and the EAP data. The Census data is reported in terms of total persons
(i.e., population) while EAP data is reported in terms of households having at least one very
young child. Moreover, the Census reports data for persons age 6 and below, while the EAP data
reports data for households with children age 5 and below. To the extent that these differences
exist, the comparisons between the Census data and the EAP data should be qualitatively
adjusted.

Table 45. Population of Children Under Age 5/ 6
(income less than 200% of Poverty)

Under Age5/6
State of New Hampshire (population under age 6) 7.5%

EAP (households with children under age 5) 24.7%

The most striking pattern that emerges from an examination of the more detailed distribution of
EAP participants with very young children is the extent to which households with young children
appear in the lowest income Tier. While 24% of the total EAP households have children under
the age of 5 years old, more than 40% of the children in Tier 6 do. In contrast, only roughly 20%
of the EAP participants in Tiers 3, 4 and 5 have very young children.
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Table 46. EAP Participants by Presence or Not of Household Member Age 5 / 6 or Younger
(by Utility and by CAA)
EAP Tier and Utility i EAP Tier and CAA

Liberty

Eversource

Eversource

Unitil
NHEC
Liberty

Eversource

Unitil
NHEC
Liberty

Eversource

Liberty

Eversource

Statewide total Grand Total
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There appears to be no particular geographic pattern to the presence of very young children by
income throughout New Hampshire. Unitil and Liberty appear to have somewhat lower
percentages of very young children in Tier 6, while Eversource appears to have somewhat higher
percentages of very young children in both the highest income (Tier 2) and lowest income (Tier
6) EAP Tiers. However, no particular pattern of distribution presents itself.

Overall, the data presented above leads to the conclusion that EAP is appropriately serving New
Hampshire households with very young children. This conclusion applies not only to the State
as a whole, but to the distribution of households with very young children as distributed
throughout the State.

Tenure (including subsidized housing)

Almost exactly half of New Hampshire’s EAP participants are homeowners and renters with
major differences appearing across the State. Of the total number of renters, just under half live
in subsidized rental units (28% non-subsidized; 22% subsidized rental units).

Rural areas of the state appear to have a higher proportion of low-income homeowners. More
than seven-of-ten EAP participants served by New Hampshire Electric Cooperative are
homeowners, contrasted to 50% for the State as a whole. In contrast, Unitil and Eversource have
both a lower percentage of homeowners and a higher percentage of EAP participants living in
subsidized housing units than other utilities.

Table 47. EAP Participants by Tenure By Utility

Utility Own Rent Subsidized Rent Grand Total

Unitil 48% 28% 22% 100%
NHEC 72% 19% 9% 100%
Liberty 59% 23% 18% 100%

Eversource 48%

Grand Total 50%

Not surprisingly, homeowner status sharply increases as EAP incomes increase. Nearly two-
thirds of EAP Tier 2 participants are homeowners, with fewer than one-in-ten living in
subsidized rental units. In contrast, for EAP Tier 6 participants, roughly one-third are
homeowners, non-subsidized renters, and subsidized renters respectively. The percentage of
homeowners increases at each level of increased income for EAP participants (with Tier 5 and
Tier 6 being the same, at 35%).
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I Table 48. Homeowner Status by Owner/Renter Status I

EAP Tier Own Rent Subsidized Rent Grand Total

65% 28% 7% 100%

57% 26% 16% 100%

29% 24% 100%

24% 40% 100%

Grand Total

The homeowner/renter status of EAP participants with household members over the age of 75
almost exactly reflected the status of the EAP population as a whole. While 50% of all EAP
participants are homeowners, 48% of EAP participant households with aging members are
homeowners. An even higher proportion of younger EAP participants, however, are
homeowners. Households that do not have an older household member are homeowners 80% of
the time.

In contrast, households with very young children are more likely to be renters than homeowners.
Fewer than half (39%) of EAP participants with very young children are homeowners, compared
to 54% of the households without very young children. Far more EAP participant households
with very young children live in non-subsidized rental units (40%).

Table 49. Tenure by Selected Ages of Population

Presence of HH Member

Over Age 75 Own Rent Subsidized Rent Grand Total

No 80% 15% 5% 100%
Yes 48% 29% 23% 100%

Grand Total 50%

Presence of Child
Under Age 5

No 54% 22% 100%

Own Subsidized Rent Grand Total

Yes 39% 21% 100%

Grant Total 50% 22% 100%

As with most of the Census data considered in this Report, the available Census data is not
exactly comparable to the EAP data. It is cited here to allow readers to draw comparisons after
qualitatively taking the differences into account. The Census data examined homeowner/renter
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status by whether a family has income above or below the Federal Poverty Level. The Census
data does not extend the data at different ranges of Poverty, and does not disaggregate data above
Poverty. Moreover, the Census data is limited to families rather than examining households. By
definition, a “family” has more than one person, with the persons related by blood or marriage.
There cannot, under this Census definition of family, be a one-person “family.”

Table 50. Families with Income Below Poverty and at or Above Poverty
By Tenure (New Hampshire) (2020)

# Families Percentage
Total below poverty 16,050 100%
HO below Poverty 6,321 39%
Renter below poverty
Total at or above 335,395
HO at or above 278,210

Renter at or above 57,185

With the distinctions identified above having been drawn, the Census reports that substantially
more families living with income below the Poverty Level are renters rather than homeowners.
In contrast, an overwhelming majority of families with incomes at or above Poverty in New
Hampshire are homeowners. While 40% of the below-Poverty families are homeowners, nearly
85% of above-Poverty families are.

To provide more insight into the relationship between income and homeowner status, Table 51
provides statewide data on what percentage of occupied housing units in New Hampshire are
occupied by owners and renters, by whether the occupants have income above or below the
Poverty Level. The data shows that for all occupied housing units in the State as a whole:

» 48% of homeowners have annual income at or above $100,000. In contrast, only 5% of
homeowners have income less than $20,000.

» 21% of renters have income less than $20,000. In contrast, 15% of renters have income
at or above $100,000.

Clearly, income has a more substantial impact on limiting ownership status than it does on
promoting renter status.
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Table 51. Income of Homeowners and Renters

(occupied housing units) (New Hampshire) (2020)

Estimate Percent
Total: 539,116
Owner occupied: 383,839
Less than $5,000 4,594
$5,000 to $9,999 2,792
$10,000 to $14,999 5,736
$15,000 to $19,999 8,038
$20,000 to $24,999 9,047
$25,000 to $34,999 21,319
$35,000 to $49,999 31,686
$50,000 to $74,999 62,085
$75,000 to $99,999 56,991
$100,000 to $149,999 87,211
$150,000 or more
Renter occupied: 155,277
Less than $5,000 5,695
$5,000 to $9,999 6,705
$10,000 to $14,999 10,337
$15,000 to $19,999 9,739
$20,000 to $24,999 9,207
$25,000 to $34,999 19,197
$35,000 to $49,999 23,096
$50,000 to $74,999 29,961
$75,000 to $99,999 19,068
$100,000 to $149,999 14,829

$150,000 or more 7,443
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It would appear to be fair to conclude based on a review of the EAP and the Census data
discussed above that EAP serves a disproportionate number of homeowners.*

Seven Essential Findings

1.

Census data and EAP data does not exactly match with respect to the populations studied.
With Poverty Level, for example, Census data is presented in terms of population (i.e.,
persons) while EAP data is presented in terms of households. With tenure, Census data is
presented in terms of families rather than households. With very young children, Census
data examines children under age 5, while EAP data is presented in terms of children
under age 6. While policy conclusions can nonetheless still be reached, care must be
taken to note the differences in data.

New Hampshire’s EAP somewhat underserves the lowest population in the State through
its EAP Tier 6. According to the most recently published Census Data for the State of
New Hampshire, 26% of the state’s population living with income below 200% of
Poverty Level in fact live with income less than 75% of Poverty. In contrast, only 17%
of EAP participants have income in Tier 6, the Tier serving the population with that same
income level.

The New Hampshire EAP appears to be underserving the State’s low-income population
that is otherwise receiving public assistance through the state’s cash assistance or Food
Stamp (SNAP) programs. Census data shows that 40,069 New Hampshire households
(just over 7% of all New Hampshire households) have received cash public assistance or
Food Stamps within the immediately preceding year. In contrast, the State’s EAP data
shows that 4,648 (18.8% of all EAP recipients) report having received Food Stamps.

EAP enrolls a smaller proportion of older households than exist in the State population
overall. While persons age 75 and older comprise 10.0% of New Hampshire’s
population with income less than 200% of Poverty Level, households with at least one
person age 75 or older comprise only 7.2% of the EAP participant population.

EAP appears to be of particular assistance to households with very young children.
While children under the age of 6 comprise 7.5% of New Hampshire’s population with
income less than 200% of Poverty, households with children under age 5 comprise nearly
one-quarter of the EAP participant population. The most striking pattern that emerges
from an examination of the more detailed distribution of EAP participants with very
young children is the extent to which households with young children appear in the

** There is no opportunity to review in detail why this may be so. It may, however, be attributable, at least in part, to
the fact that renters are less likely to be direct customers of an electric utility. If a renter pays for electricity as an
undesignated part of rent, that renter would not be eligible for EAP.
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lowest income Tier. While 25% of the total EAP households have children under the age
of 5 years old, 40% of the children in Tier 6 do. In contrast, only roughly 20% of the
EAP participants in Tiers 3, 4 and 5 have very young children.

6. Almost exactly half of New Hampshire’s EAP participants are homeowners and renters
with major differences appearing across the State. Of the total number of renters, just
under half live in subsidized rental units (28% non-subsidized; 22% subsidized rental
units). Rural areas of the state appear to have a higher proportion of low-income
homeowners. More than seven-of-ten EAP participants served by New Hampshire
Electric Cooperative are homeowners, contrasted to 50% for the State as a whole.

7. The homeowner/renter status of EAP participants with household members over the age
of 75 almost exactly reflected the status of the EAP population as a whole. In contrast,
households with very young children are more likely to be renters than homeowners.
Fewer than half (39%) of EAP participants with very young children are homeowners,
compared to 54% of the households without very young children.
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‘ Part 7. Impact of 2022 Electric Rate Increases.

As introduced in Table 23 above, New Hampshire’s electric utilities implemented substantial
increases in their supply rates in the Summer of 2022. The rate changes included:

» An increase for Liberty from $0.11119/kWh to $0.22228, the $0.11109 representing a
100% hike;

» An increase for Eversource from $0.10669 to $0.22566, the $0.11897 representing a
112% hike;

» An increase for NHEC from $0.0962 to $0.1698, the $0.07360 representing a 77% hike.
The Adverse Impacts on EAP

The adverse impact of these rate hikes on New Hampshire’s EAP cannot be overstated.
Determining the impact of New Hampshire’s electric price increases involved a three-step
process. First, all consumption less than 750 kWh was multiplied by the increase in rates
reduced by the existing discount levels. Second, all consumption in excess of 750 kWh was
multiplied by the full rate hike. Finally, those bill increases were summed with the existing
discounted bills and divided by each participant’s household income to determine the bill as a
percentage of income at the new rates.
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Table 52 below shows the impact on bill burdens given the 2022 rate hikes reduced by the
existing discount levels. The lowest income EAP participants would experience a bill burden of
more than 11% of income after taking the existing discounts into account. Tier 5 customers
would receive bills equal to more than 8% of income, while Tier 3 and Tier 4 customers would
receive bills representing burdens of 7.7% and 8.0% of income respectively. Even Tier 2
participants, given their higher incomes (as discussed above) would receive bills that, on
average, would be well above the upper limit of the target affordability burden established by the
New Hampshire PUC.

Table 52. Average Percent of Income Burden

at Existing and Recommended Discounts and Summer of 2022 Rates

New Percentage of Income Burdens
At Summer 2022 Rates

EAP Tier

Realignment Option #3

Existing Discount .
Discount

6.8% 6.9%
7.7% 7.7%
8.0% 8.0%
8.2% 8.2%
6 11.2% 10.3%

Grand Total 8.1% 8.0%

Table 52 further demonstrates that modifying the discounts to the extent recommended earlier in
this report does not provide substantive relief from the increased electric prices. The average
electric burden for the EAP population as a whole remains at 8%. Only Tier 6 customers (the
lowest income) would experience a noticeable improvement in their percentage of income
burden (decreasing from 11.2% at the existing discount to 10.3% at the recommended discount).
Even then, the burden would be more than twice as high as the upper limit of the range of
affordability previously adopted by the New Hampshire PUC.

In fact, it is not possible to achieve an affordable electric burden for New Hampshire’s EAP
customers with any reasonable level of discount. Table 53 below considers a set of discounts
that appear to be clearly outside the range of reasonableness. The discounts presented in the
Table begin with a 45% bill reduction for Tier 2 customers (an increasing from the existing 8%);
a 65% discount for Tier 3 (an increase from the existing 22%), and discounts of 85%, 90% and
95% for Tiers 4, 5 and 6 respectively.

Even given these extraordinary bill reductions, New Hampshire’s electric bill burdens for the
EAP population as a whole, on average, would be 6.6%. Bill burdens for the four highest EAP
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tiers would remain at or somewhat above 6%, while electric bill burdens for the lowest income

population would remain above in excess of 9%. Even extraordinary discounts, in other words,
could not achieve the affordability objective of New Hampshire’s EAP given the electric price

increases that were implemented in the Summer of 2022.

Table 53. New Percentage of Income Burdens at New Rates
And lllustrative High Discounts
Illustrative High New Percentage of Income Burdens

Discount At New Rates and lllustrative High Discount

45% 5.9%

EAP Tier

65% 6.3%

85% 6.1%

90% 6.4%

95% 9.5%

Grand Total 6.6%

The electric rate increases implemented by New Hampshire’s electric utilities represent a real
threat to the continuing viability of the State’s EAP. The price increases represent an imposition
of bill levels on New Hampshire’s low-income population that were not anticipated when the
EAP was first designed, implemented and funded.

The total cost impact to the EAP can reasonably be expected to be even greater than simply the
cost of increased rates to existing EAP participants. Given the substantial impact on bill
affordability represented by the rate hikes, it would not be unreasonable to expect a noticeable
increase in the number of low-income customers who seek relief through the program. This
increase in participation also would occur while the state continues to re-emerge from the
economic crisis created the COVID-19 health pandemic discussed earlier in this Report. A
combination of increased prices and increased participation portends a financial impact that is
not ascertainable to any degree of certitude at the present time.

Five Essential Findings

1. New Hampshire’s electric utilities implemented substantial increases in their supply rates
in the Summer of 2022.

2. The adverse impact of these rate hikes on New Hampshire’s EAP cannot be overstated.
The lowest income EAP participants would experience a bill burden of more than 11% of
income after taking the existing discounts into account. Tier 5 customers would receive
bills equal to more than 8% of income, while Tier 3 and Tier 4 customers would receive
bills representing burdens of 7.7% and 8.0% of income respectively. Even Tier 2
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participants, given their higher incomes (as discussed above) would receive bills that, on
average, would be well above the upper limit of the target affordability burden
established by the New Hampshire PUC.

3. Modifying the discounts to the extent recommended earlier in this report does not provide
substantive relief from the increased electric prices. The average electric burden for the
EAP population as a whole remains at 8%. Only Tier 6 customers (the lowest income)
would experience a noticeable improvement in their percentage of income burden
(decreasing from 11.2% at the existing discount to 10.3% at the recommended discount).
Even then, the burden would be more than twice as high as the upper limit of the range of
affordability previously adopted by the New Hampshire PUC.

4. In fact, it is not possible to achieve an affordable electric burden for New Hampshire’s
EAP customers with any reasonable level of discount.

5. The electric rate increases implemented by New Hampshire’s electric utilities represent a
real threat to the continuing viability of the State’s EAP. The price increases represent an
imposition of bill levels on New Hampshire’s low-income population that were not
anticipated when the EAP was first designed, implemented and funded.
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‘ Summary of Essential Findings

Based on the data and discussion presented throughout this Report, the following findings are
made with respect to the New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP):

An Overview of the EAP Population

1. The EAP serves a substantial population in the lowest income ranges of New
Hampshire’s residential population. More than three-of-ten EAP participants have
income in the lowest EAP Tiers (Tier 5 and Tier 6) (0 — 100% of Poverty Level).

2. 27% of all participants in Tier 6 have income of less than $5,000. 65% (nearly two-of-
three) Tier 6 households have annual income less than $10,000.

3. The average household size for Tier 6 is noticeably larger than for the other EAP tiers.
The combined impacts of the very low income, and the noticeably larger household size
would indicate that households in Tier 6 actually live in the lower ranges of 0 to 75% of
Poverty.

4. The extent to which each of New Hampshire’s electric utilities “contributes” to the EAP
participant population by EAP tier is relative constant between Tiers. Eversource serves
roughly three-fourths (77%) of the total number of EAP participants. No Tier
substantively varies from that overall percentage, with the lowest (Tier 6) being 76% and
the highest (Tier 2) being 80%.
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5. The largest percentage of EAP participants fall into Tier 2. This is not particularly
surprising. Tier 2 ranges from 150% of Poverty level to 60% of State Median Income.
In New Hampshire, 60% of State Median Income for a two-person household was
$47,386 in 2021, while 60% of State Median Income for a three-person household was
$58,536. The Federal Poverty Levels that are the equivalent to 60% of State Median
Income are 259% (2-person household) and 254% (3-person household).

A consideration of the ongoing Impacts of COVID

1. COVID-19 continues to have an ongoing adverse impact on the extent to which New
Hampshire residents have a difficulty in paying for usual household expenses. For the
population as a whole, New Hampshire residents are having more difficulty today in
paying their usual household expenses than they have had since the advent of COVID-19.
The combined percentage of households finding it either “not at all difficult” or only “a
little difficult” has fallen to the lowest level since those early weeks of COVID-19.

2. In contrast to those residents having no difficulty or little difficulty, the percentage of
New Hampshire residents having difficulty paying their usual household expenses, while
it tipped upward for one period (Week 21), then declined. In 2022, however, those
difficulties have been clearly trending upward, both for those are finding it “very
difficult” to pay their usual household expenses and those who report finding it either
“somewhat difficult” or “very difficult.”

3. The difficulty which New Hampshire’s low-income population is facing in paying for
usual household expenses is higher today than it has been since the advent of the
COVID-19 pandemic. Nearly four-of-ten persons with income less than $25,000 reports
having had a “very difficult” time paying their usual household expenses “in the last
seven days.” A full 70% of this lowest income population (i.e. annual income below
$25,000) reports having either a “very difficult” or a “somewhat difficult” time paying
their bills in mid-2022.

4. New Hampshire’s aging population appears to be faring better in their ability to pay their
usual household expenses. Substantially fewer persons aged 65 or older report finding it
“very difficult” to pay their bills. Overall, the pattern of difficulties for the population age
65 or higher is noticeably different from the patterns that appear for the population as a
whole or for the lower income population.

5. Nearly one-in-two (48%) New Hampshire residents with children had difficulty in paying
their usual household expenses in the middle of 2022 (Week 47 of the Census PULSE
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Survey). That is the highest percentage since the PULSE Survey began to track payment
difficulties in 2020. More than two times more residents with children (48%), than those
without (23%), had either a “somewhat difficult” or “very difficult” time paying their
usual household expenses in Week 47.

EAP participant payment patterns

1. New Hampshire’s EAP participants routinely make complete payments on their
electricity bills. Over the entire set of data, including two complete winter heating
seasons (2020 — 2021, 2021 — 2022), only 30% of EAP participants had an unpaid
arrearage balance on their monthly bill.

2. The existence of unpaid arrearage balances in the EAP population does not have a
noticeable seasonal variation. Over the 19-month study period (October 2020 — April
2022), the percentage of EAP accounts with a $0 balance remained relatively constant at
roughly 60%, while the percentage of accounts with an unpaid balance remained
relatively constant at roughly 30%.

3. EAP accounts with unpaid balances are not seriously in arrears. Consistently over the
course of the study period, half of EAP accounts with an unpaid balance have balances
that are less than $150.

4. While the data above does not show a deterioration in either the breadth or the depth of
EAP arrears over time, neither does it demonstrate a substantial improvement. Over the
19-month study period, there seems to be a not insubstantial percentage of EAP
participants who persistently carry a relatively small, but noticeable, level of unpaid
account balances.

5. There is cause for concern with a relatively small, but not insubstantial, group of EAP
participants. This group includes the roughly 10% of EAP participants who consistently
carry unpaid balances of more than $1,000. Half of those (5%) are accounts with unpaid
balances exceeding $2,000. The accounts with balances of more than $2,000 are, in fact,
substantially “more than” $2,000. The average balances for these accounts are
consistently between $5,500 and $6,000.

6. One final element of concern about these accounts with arrears exceeding $2,000 is the
lack of impact of the availability of large grants to help retire utility arrears through the
federal Emergency Rental Assistance Program (ERAP). Despite the receipt of these
grants, however, both the breadth of high arrears and the depth of high arrears within
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New Hampshire’s EAP population has remained relatively constant, if not somewhat
worse, in recent months.

EAP participants appear to have four distinct regimes of arrearage balances. The first
range includes EAP participants with percentage of income burdens of 4% of income or
less. These customers tend to have arrearage balances of well below $100 in each month
of the study period. The group of EAP participants with percentage of income burdens of
between 4% and 8% of income have somewhat higher unpaid balances, with a third
grouping encompassing those participants with burdens between 8% of income and 20%
of income. When burdens exceed 20% of income, the resulting average unpaid balance
substantially increases to reflect the higher burden.

As bill burdens increase the contribution that that those higher burden households make
to the total level of arrears increases as well. While nearly 40% of all EAP accounts have
bill burdens of 4% of income or less, the total unpaid account balances appearing on the
accounts of those low-burden EAP participants ranges from only 9% to 13%. In contrast,
EAP participants with higher burdens have a higher proportion of arrears. In October
2020, for example, 22% of the total unpaid EAP balances appear on EAP bills
representing bill burdens of 12% of income or more, even though only 6% of all EAP
participants have percentage of income burdens that high. Moreover, 44% of all unpaid
balances appear on bills of EAP participants with a bill burden of 8% of income or more,
even though only 15% of all EAP participants have percentage of income burdens that
high.

There is a noticeable increase in the number of big payments made on customer accounts
beginning particularly in the Fall of 2021. Eversource nearly doubled (81% increase) the
number of payments of more than $250 it received in October through December 2021 as
compared to the same months in 2020. NHEC increased the number of payments over
$250 in October through December 2021 by more than 500% relative to the number it
received in October through December 2020. These high payments are likely driven by
COVID-related federal assistance, which will not be available in a post-COVID
environment.

EAP program elements

1.

New Hampshire’s decision to limit EAP discounts to the first 750 kWh of monthly
consumption by program participants reveals no need for a modification at this point in
time. The 750 kWh ceiling on usage allows the vast majority of EAP participants to
participate each month while having their entire consumption subject to the EAP
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discount. During the 19-month study period, roughly 10% to 15% of EAP participants
have consumption in excess of 800 kWh.

2. This is not to say that the usage of EAP participants does not exhibit some seasonal
fluctuation. There is a noticeable decrease in the percentage of EAP participants with
usage at or below the program ceiling and a corresponding increase in the percentage of
EAP participants with consumption at or above 800 kWh. Even at the 70" percentile of
usage, usage falls below 750 kWh in each of the 19 study months. Usage only begins to
exceed the 750 kWh ceiling when it reaches the 80" percentile of all actual usage
amounts. These high payments are likely driven by COVID-related federal assistance,
which will not be available in a post-COVID environment.

3. Seasonal fluctuations in usage are less problematic than one might first assume. New
Hampshire’s EAP is not designed to assess affordability on a monthly basis. Instead, the
design of the program is to achieve, on average, an electric bill as an affordable
percentage of income (defined to be between 4% and 5%) on an annual basis. If the
annual consumption exceeds 9,000 kWh (750/month x 12 months), the monthly
consumption ceiling is being exceeded in a sufficient number of months to push the
average monthly use above the 750 kWh ceiling. This does not occur.

4. Tt would be inappropriate to isolate individual months apart from a 12-month period as a
whole and to conclude that seasonal variations in usage during those isolated months
present a threat to the achievement of affordable annual burdens because of a usage
ceiling on benefits. The data shows that so long as consumption remains below 7,500
kWh per year, the average EAP bill burden remains below 5% of income. A full 70%
(69.8%) of EAP participants have annual consumption below 7,500 kWh. Along with
that, therefore, a full 70% of EAP participants have bills burdens that are at or below
4.7% of income, well within the target range of 4% to 5% established by New Hampshire
in creating the EAP.

5. Even before taking into consideration the recent electric rate hikes, modest modifications
should be made to the rate discount levels. The recommended burdens are as follows:
Tier 2: 5%; Tier 3: 19%; Tier 4: 36%; Tier 5: 54%; and Tier 6: 86%.

6. The reasonableness of the discount levels is measured by the extent to which those
discounts result in bills representing an affordable electricity burden for EAP participants.
On average over the total EAP population, EAP’s current discount structure does a
reasonably good job of reducing bills to the target affordable percentage of income (from
4% to 5%). Where the EAP’s current discounts begin to falter is in the upper and lower
Tiers. At Tier 2 (with the highest income), however, the percentage of income burden
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(4.3%) is noticeably lower than the remaining EAP Tiers. In contrast, the Tier 6 burden
(7.0%) discount is noticeably higher than the target affordability burden.

7. The proposed Realignment Option #3 is recommended for the New Hampshire EAP.
While the resulting burden for the highest income EAP Tier (Tier 2) remains
substantially lower than the resulting burden for the other four Tiers, reducing the
discount further for Tier 2 presents the concern that the program would be insufficiently
substantial to attract program participants. Moreover, even though the resulting Tier 2
burden is lower than the burden for the other four Tiers, the Tier 2 burden remains in the
mid-range of the target range first identified by the New Hampshire PUC as the objective
of the program. The conclusion is that while the burdens for Tier 3 through Tier 6 are at
the upper range of the target burden (4% to 5%), the burden for Tier 2 is not below the
target range.

8. The consistent presence of burdens amongst Tier 2 EAP participants that are substantially
lower than the burdens faced by remaining program participants provides reason to take a
closer look at some of the underlying dynamics of the Tier 2 population. The maximum
income eligibility for Tier 2 customers has been established at 60% of State Median
Income (SMI). 60% of State Median Income (by household size) is the equivalent of a
maximum EAP eligibility set at between 260% (5-person household) and 287% (1-person
household) of Poverty Level in 2022.

9. The maximum income eligibility for a Tier 2 customer is nearly two times higher than the
minimum income eligibility. The difference between the minimum Tier 2 eligibility
(150% Federal Poverty Level) and the maximum Tier 2 eligibility (60% SMI) narrows as
household sizes become larger.

10. The conclusion cannot necessarily be drawn from the data above that maximum income
eligibility is set “too high” by allowing Tier 2 participation up to 60% of State Median
Income. Nonetheless, Tier 2 does present its problems. It may, at first, seem reasonable
to split Tier 2 into two separate Tiers (Tier 2A with income between 150% and 200% of
Poverty and Tier 2B with income exceeding 200% of Poverty up to 60% of State Median
Income). The problem with that option, however, is that if Tier 2 were split into two
separate Tiers, a lower discount would then be offered to the new Tier 2B (200% of
Poverty to 60% of SMI). However, the discount for Tier 2 has already been reduced to
the point where further reductions present a genuine concern that the discount would be
insufficient to attract needy participants at this income level to enroll in the program.

11. There is a population of EAP participants who have a level of ongoing unpaid balances
that will not likely be paid in the absence of an arrearage forgiveness program. The

New Hampshire Electric Assistance Program (EAP) 89| Page

000092



Docket No. 22-043
Exhibit 3

DE 22-043
October 3, 2022

presence of such levels of arrearages place not only the unpaid balances in jeopardy, but
also place the payment of bills for current service in jeopardy. As New Hampshire
undertakes it deliberations on how to respond to the adverse bill impacts associated with
the Summer 2022 electricity price hikes, it should also undertake those deliberations
needed to make arrearage forgiveness a component of the EAP.

EAP participant demographics

1. Census data and EAP data does not exactly match with respect to the populations studied.
With Poverty Level, for example, Census data is presented in terms of population (i.e.,
persons) while EAP data is presented in terms of households. With tenure, Census data is
presented in terms of families rather than households. With very young children, Census
data examines children under age 5, while EAP data is presented in terms of children
under age 6. While policy conclusions can nonetheless still be reached, care must be
taken to note the differences in data.

2. New Hampshire’s EAP somewhat underserves the lowest population in the State through
its EAP Tier 6. According to the most recently published Census Data for the State of
New Hampshire, 26% of the state’s population living with income below 200% of
Poverty Level in fact live with income less than 75% of Poverty. In contrast, only 17%
of EAP participants have income in Tier 6, the Tier serving the population with that same
income level.

3. The New Hampshire EAP appears to be underserving the State’s low-income population
that is otherwise receiving public assistance through the state’s cash assistance or Food
Stamp (SNAP) programs. Census data shows that 40,069 New Hampshire households
(just over 7% of all New Hampshire households) have received cash public assistance or
Food Stamps within the immediately preceding year. In contrast, the State’s EAP data
shows that 4,648 (18.8% of all EAP recipients) report having received Food Stamps.

4. EAP enrolls a smaller proportion of older households than exist in the State population
overall. While persons age 75 and older comprise 10.0% of New Hampshire’s
population with income less than 200% of Poverty Level, households with at least one
person age 75 or older comprise only 7.2% of the EAP participant population.

5. EAP appears to be of particular assistance to households with very young children.
While children under the age of 6 comprise 7.5% of New Hampshire’s population with
income less than 200% of Poverty, households with children under age 5 comprise nearly
one-quarter of the EAP participant population. The most striking pattern that emerges
from an examination of the more detailed distribution of EAP participants with very
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young children is the extent to which households with young children appear in the
lowest income Tier. While 25% of the total EAP households have children under the age
of 5 years old, 40% of the children in Tier 6 do. In contrast, only roughly 20% of the
EAP participants in Tiers 3, 4 and 5 have very young children.

6. Almost exactly half of New Hampshire’s EAP participants are homeowners and renters
with major differences appearing across the State. Of the total number of renters, just
under half live in subsidized rental units (28% non-subsidized; 22% subsidized rental
units). Rural areas of the state appear to have a higher proportion of low-income
homeowners. More than seven-of-ten EAP participants served by New Hampshire
Electric Cooperative are homeowners, contrasted to 50% for the State as a whole.

7. The homeowner/renter status of EAP participants with household members over the age
of 75 almost exactly reflected the status of the EAP population as a whole. In contrast,
households with very young children are more likely to be renters than homeowners.
Fewer than half (39%) of EAP participants with very young children are homeowners,
compared to 54% of the households without very young children.

Impact of 2022 electric rate increases

1. New Hampshire’s electric utilities implemented substantial increases in their supply rates
in the Summer of 2022.

2. The adverse impact of these rate hikes on New Hampshire’s EAP cannot be overstated.
The lowest income EAP participants would experience a bill burden of more than 11% of
income after taking the existing discounts into account. Tier 5 customers would receive
bills equal to more than 8% of income, while Tier 3 and Tier 4 customers would receive
bills representing burdens of 7.7% and 8.0% of income respectively. Even Tier 2
participants, given their higher incomes (as discussed above) would receive bills that, on
average, would be well above the upper limit of the target affordability burden
established by the New Hampshire PUC.

3. Modifying the discounts to the extent recommended earlier in this report does not provide
substantive relief from the increased electric prices. The average electric burden for the
EAP population as a whole remains at 8%. Only Tier 6 customers (the lowest income)
would experience a noticeable improvement in their percentage of income burden
(decreasing from 11.2% at the existing discount to 10.3% at the recommended discount).
Even then, the burden would be more than twice as high as the upper limit of the range of
affordability previously adopted by the New Hampshire PUC.
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4. In fact, it is not possible to achieve an affordable electric burden for New Hampshire’s
EAP customers with any reasonable level of discount.

5. The electric rate increases implemented by New Hampshire’s electric utilities represent a
real threat to the continuing viability of the State’s EAP. The price increases represent an
imposition of bill levels on New Hampshire’s low-income population that were not
anticipated when the EAP was first designed, implemented and funded.
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Summary of Recommendations

Based on the data and discussion presented in this Report, the recommendations set forth below
are made with respect to the New Hampshire Electricity Assistance Program (EAP). What is
striking about the conclusions that flow from this review, however, is that the New Hampshire
EAP is a fundamentally sound program. While there are recommendations advanced below to
make some modifications to the EAP, none of these modifications address the fundamental
design and operation of the program.

- Recommendation #1: -

The New Hampshire EAP should retain the 750 limit on the usage which the EAP discount(s) are applied
against.

The maximum usage limit of 750 kWh reasonably covers the electricity that is consumed by
EAP participants. Average monthly consumption is well below the 750 kWh limit. The EAP
participants who consumer in excess of the 750 kWh limit are those consuming at the 80"
percentile (80% consume less, while 20% consume more).

Moreover, even consumption exceeding 750 kWh in a given month does not necessarily indicate
that New Hampshire’s affordability targets (4% - 5%) are being exceeded. Whether or not the
affordability targets are being exceeded is driven by annual consumption, not by consumption in
individual months. Even within those EAP participants who may occasionally exceed the 750
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kWh monthly limit do not routinely exceed the annual limit so as to push those participants over
the affordability target.

- Recommendation #2: -

The New Hampshire EAP should identify participants with seasonal usage exceeding 1,000 kWh or with
annual usage exceeding 9,000 kWh and refer those participants to the State’s low-income energy
" efficiency program.

Notwithstanding the discussion in support of Recommendation #1, there is a reasonably limited
population that has seasonal consumption which is noticeably higher than consumption in the
remainder of the year. This consumption is primarily in cold weather months, but may be in hot
weather months as well.

Whether or not this high consumption pushes an EAP participant’s bill above New Hampshire’s
affordability target, this consumption means that customers are being billed for some portion of

their usage that is subject to no EAP discount. Receiving a non-discounted bill will increase the
electricity burden which the customer is being asked to pay, thus reducing the likelihood that the
bill will be paid.

In addition, customers with usage exceeding 750 kWh are being paid the maximum discount
possible (up to and including 750 kWh). A reduction in usage to a level below 750 kWh would
thus reduce the overall total cost of the EAP program. Targeting too many participants,
however, would be no targeting at all since it would provide no meaningful decision rule to
include some EAP participants while excluding others from the intended targeting.

Defining “high consumption™ is a task involving a policy judgment. However, defining high
consumption as including monthly consumption in excess of 1,000 kWh or annual consumption
in excess of 9,000 kWh, would appear to both: (1) identify those EAP participants in need of
efficiency improvements; and (2) limit the population of targeted high use EAP participants to a
level that would be achievable.
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= Recommendation #3:

_ The discounts offered through the New Hampshire EAP’s five Tiers should be modified to provide
greater assistance to the two lowest income Tiers (Tier 5, Tier 6) and lesser assistance to the two highest
" income Tiers (Tier 3, Tier 2). The recommended modified discounts are as follows:

I EAP Tier Proposed Discount
Tier 2 5%

I Tier 3 19%

! Tier 4 36%

! Tier 5 54%

] Tier 6 86%

The program design element that distinguishes New Hampshire from other low-income discount
programs provided in New England states is that New Hampshire’s discounts are tiered in order
to achieve, on average, an affordable percentage of income burden once the discount is applied.
Rather than providing an across-the-board discount, which provides the same percentage
discount to every participant irrespective of the income or usage of the participant, the New
Hampshire EAP is targeted based upon the affordability outcome.

A review of the percentage of income burdens that are experienced given the discounts that were
previously adopted by the New Hampshire EAP reveals that, while the program as a whole
results in burdens (on average) within the State’s affordability targets, the burdens experienced
by the respective Tiers have diverged from each other, with some Tiers exceeding the State’s
affordability target.

While modifications were required in the discounts, the modifications were constrained by two
factors. First, overall, the modifications were sought to be as revenue neutral as possible. That
meant that increases in the discounts for the lower-income Tiers would be offset (somewhat) by
decreases in the discounts for the higher income Tiers. Second, discounts in the higher income
Tiers needed to be sufficiently high to continue to attract EAP participants. Discounts could not
be so low as to render them insufficient for income-eligible customers to want to enroll.

The existing and proposed discounts, and the corresponding percentage of income burdens, for
each Tier are set forth below:
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I Existing Recommended I
EAP Tier

Discount Burden Discount Burden

8% 4.3% 5% 4.5%

22% 4.9% 19% 5.1%

36% 5.1% 36% 5.1%

52% 5.3% 54% 5.1%

76% 7.0% 86% 5.0%

5.1% --- 4.9%

The five existing income Tiers within the New Hampshire EAP work reasonably well in
distributing EAP benefits. In particular, no changes are merited in Tier 3 through Tier 5. The
one Tier that might present some concern is Tier 2, which is the Tier with the highest income.
When New Hampshire modified its maximum income eligibility to increase that maximum from
200% of Poverty to 60% of State Median Income, the State also retained the discounts provided
in that highest income Tier. Accordingly, Tier 2 has a very broad income range.

The definition of Tier 2, however, is constrained by the same policy concerns as constrain the
definition of the appropriate discount. If Tier 2 is split in half, for example (Tier 2A: 150% to
200% of Poverty; Tier 2B: 200% of Poverty or more), the most appropriate discount for Tier 2A
would be the 5% recommended immediately above (Recommendation #3). The corresponding
discount for the new Tier 2B, therefore, would be lower than 5%. Defining a Tier with a
discount that low raises the concern that the discount is insufficient to be perceived as a
meaningful reduction on a participant’s electricity bill.

A division of Tier 2 might be appropriate if the State decides its needs to reduce the overall cost
of the EAP. Should that decision be made, it would be more appropriate to reduce the maximum
income eligibility for Tier 2 to 200% of Poverty in lieu of reducing discounts for the lower
income Tiers.

Reducing maximum income eligibility is not recommended based on this Report. As shown in
the discussion of Recommendation #3, even with maximum incomes set at 60% of State Median
Income, the resulting burden with a 5% discount is in the mid-range of the affordability target set
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by the State. While the burden in Tier 2 is lower than the burdens in the other Tiers, it is not
lower than the bottom of the range set by the affordability target. Moreover, it should be borne
in mind that, at present, the income-eligibility for the LIHEAP program and the EAP program
are the same. If the maximum income eligibility for EAP was reduced, New Hampshire’s
Community Action Agencies would be required to make separate determinations about income
even though households would apply using a joint application.

Recommendation #5:

- The New Hampshire EAP should seek added EAP funding to incorporate an Arrearage Management
- Program (AMP) into its program design.

While New Hampshire’s EAP does not appear to have adequate funding to incorporate an
Arrearage Management Program (AMP) into its program design at this time, the need for such a
program cannot be questioned.

There is a not insubstantial percentage of EAP participants who persistently carry a relatively
small, but noticeable, level of unpaid account balances. The percentage of accounts with an
unpaid balance has remained relatively constant over the past two years at roughly 30%.

As bill burdens increase the contribution which those higher burden households make to the total
level of arrears increases as well. EAP accounts with lower burdens contribute a
disproportionately small portion of total arrears from the EAP participant population. While
nearly 40% of all EAP accounts have bill burdens of 4% of income or less, for example, the
range of the percentage of total unpaid account balances appearing on the accounts of those low-
burden EAP participants ranges from only 9% to 13%. In contrast, while 1% of all EAP
participants have bill burdens respectively in each of the ranges of 16% to 20%, 20% to 24%,
and more than 24% of income, these accounts contribute 2%, 6% and 3% of the total unpaid
balances.

Overall, those EAP accounts with unpaid balances are not seriously in arrears. Consistently over
the course of the study period, half of EAP accounts with an unpaid balance have balances that

are less than $150. Roughly one-third of all EAP accounts in arrears have balances that are less
than $300.

At current rates and current discounts, the level of arrears amongst EAP participants is not
decreasing. This Report found that while the data does not show a deterioration in either the
breadth or the depth of EAP arrears over time, neither does it demonstrate a substantial
improvement.
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The bottom line is that there is a population of EAP participants who have a level of ongoing
unpaid balances that will not likely be paid in the absence of an arrearage forgiveness program.
The presence of such levels of arrearages place not only the unpaid balances in jeopardy, but also
place the payment of bills for current service in jeopardy. The program cost of an AMP can be
mitigated by establishing a minimum (and maximum) level of arrears that would be subject to
the program. As New Hampshire undertakes it deliberations on how to respond to the adverse
bill impacts associated with the Summer 2022 electricity price hikes, it should also undertake
those deliberations needed to make arrearage forgiveness a component of the EAP.

Recommendation #6:

- New Hampshire’s EAP should seek the aid of the New Hampshire Department of Health and Human
- Services (DHHS) to enroll participants in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) as well
" as the State’s various Cash Assistance programs in EAP.

New Hampshire’s lowest income families with children are amongst the State’s residents who
have been hardest hit by the COVID-19 health pandemic. Data developed by the U.S. Census
Bureau through the Bureau’s periodic PULSE Survey reveals that, as recently as mid-August
2022, families with children have a substantially greater difficulty in paying their “usual
household expenses” than do families without children.

Moreover, a comparison of EAP participant data to Census data on the percentage of households
with very young children in New Hampshire indicates that families with very young children are
under-served by the New Hampshire EAP.

In New Hampshire, the gross income limit for SNAP, which is administered by the state
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), is 185% of Poverty Level, which is less
than the EAP income limit for EAP (60% of State Median Income). Accordingly, if a household
receives SNAP, by definition, that household is also income-qualified for EAP. New
Hampshire’s EAP administrators should initiate discussions with the State DHHS to determine
the feasibility of identifying Cash Assistance recipients who are electricity customers. To the
extent that these recipients can be identified, they should be automatically enrolled in EAP in
Tier 2. Once actual income is verified, the household could be moved to the appropriate EAP
Tier.

The New Hampshire DHHS also operates the State’s “Cash Assistance” programs. The amount
of Cash Assistance that is provided in New Hampshire depends on the family’s income,
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resources and living situation. However, it is tied to 60% of the Federal Poverty Level.” A
family of three, for example, with no income, may receive up to $1,086 per month.

New Hampshire’s EAP administrators should initiate discussions with the State DHHS to
determine the feasibility of identifying Cash Assistance recipients who are electricity customers.
To the extent that these recipients can be identified, they should be automatically enrolled in
EAP in Tier 6. The maximum grants provided by Cash Assistance would appear to qualify Cash
Assistance recipients for the Tier 6 benefits.

This notion of information sharing is not new. Since 2019, DHHS has been working to address
the “CIliff Effect” in New Hampshire. The CIliff Effect “is a term that describes the experience of
individuals and/or families receiving public benefits where new or increased income results in a
reduction or loss of public benefits, and the increased income does not fully compensate for, or
exceed, the loss of public benefits. For the individual and/or family, the result is less public
benefits and an increase in out-of-pocket expenses, thereby eliminating any financial gain from
the new or increased income. As a result of the cliff effect, the individual and/or family is worse
off financially.”°

To help address the Cliff Effect, New Hampshire’s DHHS has recently taken steps to share
information about SNAP with the CAAs in order to facilitate LIHEAP enrollment. A recent
(July 25, 2022) DHHS “progress report” on the agency’s efforts to address the Cliff Effect
stated: “Enrollment of SNAP participants in LIHEAP has been low; in partnership with the
CAPs, the Department has created a data sharing agreement; so that when a household becomes
eligible for SNAP, the CAP agency is notified (with participant consent) and then the CAP
agency will contact the participant for enrollment.”’
be operational in October 2022.

This data sharing agreement is expected to

%> Note that this program differs from programs that may tie eligibility to 60% of State Median Income.

* NH DHHS (2019). “Helping Business Thrive and Families Prosper,” available at
https://www.dhhs.nh.gov/solving-benefits-cliff-effect (last accessed September 24 2022).

7 DHHS (July 25, 2022). SFY 2022 Progress Report, available at
https://www.dhhs.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt476/files/documents?/cliff-effect-progress-report-07252022.pdf (last
accessed September 24, 2022).
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Recommendation #7:

- New Hampshire’s EAP should seek expanded assistance in identifying and enrolling income-qualified -
= customers into EAP. Assistance from the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) in -
" identifying Medicaid recipient households, and with local Public Housing Authorities in identifying public

. housing residents, would be of priority importance.

According to New Hampshire’s EAP Advisory Board, few EAP participants enroll in the
program except through the State’s administration of the federal Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program (LIHEAP). Other discrete low-income populations, however, could be
served as well. For example, the state Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)
administers Medicaid in New Hampshire. While Medicaid recipients would not have sufficiently
low incomes to automatically enroll them in the appropriate EAP Tier to reflect their incomes, an
annual contact by DHHS inviting Medicaid recipients to apply for EAP would unquestionably
reach a substantial low-income population, whether or not that population enrolled in LIHEAP.

According to the most recent data from the Kaiser Family Foundation (KFF), a substantial
proportion of New Hampshire’s Medicaid recipients would be eligible for EAP. KFF reports"
that the maximum income eligibility for Medicaid in New Hampshire (2019) was: (1) 201% of
Poverty for pregnant women; (2) 138% of Poverty for parents; (3) 138% of Poverty for childless
adults; (4) 74% of Poverty for seniors and people with disabilities; and (5) 323% of Poverty for
children.*® As can be seen, therefore, while DHHS assistance could be sought with respect to
outreach, Medicaid recipients would still need to apply at a local Community Action Agency, be
found eligible for EAP, and be assigned the appropriate EAP Tier.

¥ Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation (October 2019). Medicaid in New Hampshire, available at
http://files.kff.org/attachment/fact-sheet-medicaid-state-NH (last accessed September 24, 2022).

% A 2022 “Program Fact Sheet” published by the New Hampshire Bureau of Family Assistance reports similar, but
not identical, income eligibility limits. For example, the BFA Program Fact Sheet reports maximum income for
children to be no higher than 318% of Poverty. MFA reports maximum income for pregnant women to be no higher
than 196% of Poverty. MFA reports maximum income for parents to be 133% of Poverty Level.
https://www.dhhs.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt476/files/documents2/bfa-program-net-monthly-income-limits.pdf
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Recommendation #8:

- The New Hampshire EAP should seek legislative authorization to index EAP’s funding stream to the price -
= of electricity in the State, total program participations, or other cost-driving factors. -

Price increases in electricity implemented in the Summer of 2022 pose a substantial threat to the
continued affordability of electricity to EAP participants in New Hampshire. Inadequate funding
exists in the EAP budget to respond to the electricity price increases. The data discussed in the
narrative above shows the impact on bill burdens given the 2022 rate hikes reduced by the
existing discount levels. The lowest income EAP participants would experience a bill burden of
more than 11% of income after taking the existing discounts into account. Tier 5 customers
would receive bills equal to more than 8% of income, while Tier 3 and Tier 4 customers would
receive bills representing burdens of 7.7% and 8.0% of income respectively. Even Tier 2
participants, given their higher incomes (as discussed above) would receive bills that, on
average, would be well above the upper limit of the target affordability burden established by the
New Hampshire PUC. The average electric burden for the EAP population as a whole remains at
8%.

Average Percent of Income Burden

at Existing and Recommended Discounts and Summer of 2022 Rates

Percentage of Income Burdens
At Summer 2022 Rates

Recommended

EAP Tier

Existing Discount .
Discount

6.8% 6.9%
7.7% 7.7%
8.0% 8.0%
8.2% 8.2%
6 11.2% 10.3%

Grand Total 8.1% 8.0%

It is not clear at this time how permanent the Summer 2022 electricity price increases will be.
The price increases do not reflect increases in base electricity rates in New Hampshire. Rather,
they are increases in supply costs to New Hampshire’s electric utilities that are being passed-
through to retail customers. Whether they are temporary increases associated with increased fuel
costs attributable to war in Europe, temporary increases associated with supply side inflation, or
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more permanent supply side increases attributable to some other factor, is simply not known at
this time.

The 2022 increases in New Hampshire’s electricity prices, however, reveal the vulnerability that
New Hampshire’s EAP bears to fluctuations in the underlying electricity rates. The current
structure of EAP funding does not allow for program flexibility to respond to these changes in
the underlying factors which drive total program cost. Whether program costs increase simply
due to the higher bills associated with higher rates, or whether substantial increases in bills
prompt more low-income customers to apply for rate relief through EAP, the program funding
stream would remain relatively constant.

It would be ironic if New Hampshire’s EAP became less effective because the need for the
program has increased or because the program becomes more effective in reaching the New
Hampshire residents it is intended to serve. An increased need could be evidenced, as is today,
by increased electricity prices. An increased need could be evidenced by an increased
participation attributable to the enhanced outreach and intake that is recommended above.

Legislative authorization should be sought which would provide the New Hampshire Public
Utilities Commission with authority to modify the System Benefits Charge revenue stream which
funds the EAP. Whether and when to exercise such authority would be within the province of
the Commission with the advice and guidance of the EAP Advisory Board.

The Commission could consider the all-in electricity price on a semi-annual basis. It would not
be practicable to consider individual utilities separately. The Commission should, therefore, use
average consumption to determine all-in prices and weight those prices by the number of EAP
participants by individual electric utility. The percentage increase in electric prices could then be
used to determine the extent to which, if at all, a need exists to increase the System Benefit
Charge.
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‘ Appendix

New Hampshire PUC
Pre-Hearing Order, Docket DE-21-133
Statewide Low-Income Electric Assistance Program
2021 — 2022 Electric Assistance Program Budgets
Order No. 26,576
February 3, 2022
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

DE 21-133
STATEWIDE LOW-INCOME ELECTRIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
2021-2022 Electric Assistance Program Budgets
Prehearing Order
February 3, 2022

After conducting a prehearing conference on January 27, 2022, the
Commission issues the following prehearing order.
I. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On September 30, 2021, the Commission issued Order No. 26,530, in which it
determined that it was necessary to develop a more complete record before it could
approve the Electric Assistance Program (EAP) Advisory Board’s recommendation to
approve the 2021-2022 EAP budgets as then filed. The Commission approved the
proposed EAP budgets on an interim basis for October and November 2021 but noted
that its final order could provide for adjustments to the proposed EAP budgets.

The Commission issued a notice of adjudicative proceeding on November 30,
2021. The notice of adjudicative proceeding scheduled a hearing on March 9, 2022,
which was rescheduled to March 10, 2022. Procedural Order dated January 18, 2022.
The Commission subsequently granted the Office of the Consumer Advocate’s (OCA)
motion for a prehearing conference, which was scheduled on January 27, 2022.

Following the January 27 prehearing conference, the New Hampshire
Department of Energy (Energy) filed a letter on behalf of all of the parties to the above-
captioned docket, other than the OCA, recommending that the Commaission do the

following: clarify the process to be used for the remainder of the proceeding;
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reschedule the March 10, 2022 hearing; permit the parties to file a procedural
schedule after issuance of the prehearing order; and admit premarked exhibits 1-12,
which were filed at the prehearing conference. The OCA filed a response on January
30, 2022, in which it objected to admission of exhibits 1-12 as full exhibits, but
otherwise concurred with the other parties’ recommendations.
II. PETITIONS FOR INTERVENTION

LISTEN Community Services (LISTEN) filed a petition to intervene on December
22, 2021 and participated during the January 27 prehearing. No objection to LISTEN’s
petition to intervene was filed. The Commission has granted LISTEN’s request to
intervene, finding that the standard for intervention in RSA 541-A:32 has been met.
See N.H. Admin. R., Puc 203.17.
III. RULINGS

A. 2021-2022 EAP PROGRAM BUDGETS

As previously noted in Order No. 26,530, the Commission’s final order in this
proceeding may make adjustments to the EAP budgets, consistent with the
Commission’s duty to ensure that the EAP is operated as efficiently as possible to
provide its intended beneficiaries with affordable electric service. See RSA 369-B:1,
XIII; RSA 374-F:3, V(a); RSA 374-F:4, VIII(a) and (c). Given the passage of time, the
focus of this docket has shifted, so that no changes will be made to the 2021-2022
program year EAP budgets, which the Commission approved during the January 27
prehearing conference. Any changes recommended by the Commission in its final
order will concern future program year EAP budgets only, beginning with the 2022-

2023 program year.
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B. EXHIBITS 1-12

Exhibits 1-12, which were premarked at the prehearing conference, may be
introduced during the final hearing, at which time the Commission will consider any
objections before determining whether to admit them as evidence. See N.H. Admin. R.,
Puc 203.23(f).
IV. CLARIFICATION OF SCOPE OF PROCEEDING

The remainder of this proceeding will address the following issues: whether the
current EAP meets the requirements of RSA 369-B:1, XIII, RSA 374-F:3, V(a), and RSA
374-F:4, VIII(a) and (c); whether the proposed EAP program is sufficiently targeted
toward the lower income tiers; whether the enrollment in the EAP program can be
increased; and whether the administrative costs for the EAP program can be reduced.
V. RECORD REQUESTS

To make this determination, the Commission would like the parties to file

responses to the following record requests no later than February 28, 2022:

1. Please provide information on the relation between 60 percent of New
Hampshire (NH) median income and 150 percent of the federal poverty level and
the reasons for creating the EAP top tier at 60 percent of the NH median income
level.

2. Please provide an update of the $3,785,789 balance in the EAP fund and an
estimate (with all assumptions disclosed) of how likely the balance will be spent
down during the current 2021-2022 12-month period.

3. Please provide a recommended adjustment to the EAP system benefits charge
rate to bring the balance to $1,000,000 or less at the end of the 2022-2023 12-
month program period.

4. Please provide an updated monthly enrollment chart on Bates page 13 of the
report in Exhibit 12 with the most recent data available.

5. Please provide copies of any recent audits of the EAP programs done by Energy
audit staff.

6. Please explain the relationship between the Fuel Assistance Program (FAP) and

the EAP: how are costs shared between the FAP and EAP; how many
participants are in the FAP and what amounts are proposed to be spent during
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the 2021-2022 program year; has management consolidation between the two
entities been considered; and has a competitive analysis been done on
administrative costs?

. When there is no EAP waiting list, a $3.9 million balance, and a $1 million

statutory limit, how does the Advisory Board intend to reduce the existing
balance?

. Regarding the EAP: can you confirm that participants must re-enroll actively

each year; what happens if a participant moves; and does a participant have to
live in NH year-round?

. On June 16, 2021, the EAP Advisory Board filed a recommendation with the

Commission to issue an RFP for a consultant to undertake a review, analysis,
and evaluation of the EAP program design. The Advisory Board noted that the
results of the program review would aid in the development of recommendations
for improving the effectiveness and efficiency of the EAP in fulfilling program
goals and for prudently spending down a portion of the EAP fund in compliance
with applicable law. As of the date of this report, no action has been taking on
the Advisory Board’s recommendation.

Please describe in detail the concerns which led the Advisory Board to
recommend the use of a consultant. Had a consultant been hired, what specific
questions would the consultant have been expected to answer?

10.EAP enrollment levels were relatively consistent between 2010 and 2016.

Enrollment between 2017 and 2020 declined slightly over prior years. While
2021 enrollment remains lower than pre-2017 enrollment levels, the
Community Action Agencies (CAAs) have projected increases in enrollment over
the next few months as the Emergency Rental Assistance Program funding
attracts more eligible households to the CAAs for assistance.

Did this happen? Please give current and projected EAP enrollment levels.

11.As of the end of August 2021, 17 percent of enrolled EAP households received a

discount of 76 percent; 20 percent received a discount of 52 percent; 17 percent
received a discount of 36 percent; 16 percent received a discount of 16 percent;
and 30 percent of enrolled households received a discount of 8 percent.

Does this align with targeted participation? Please show a breakdown of
program benefit dollars by tier over the past program year 2020-2021 and
through present program year 2021-2022.

12.Exhibit 12, Bates 32 shows that the average annual EAP benefit is $400 per

household. Please give an average per tier household benefit.
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VI. PROCESS AND PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE
The hearing scheduled on March 10, 2022 has been CANCELLED. Final

hearings are scheduled on May 16 and May 17, 2022, from 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 pm,

which will be conducted in accordance with the November 30, 2021 hearing guidelines
using a hybrid format. The Commission has selected these hearing dates to allow a
Commission order well before late July 2022, when budgets are due for EAP program
year 2022-2023.

The parties asked that the Commission recommend a process for the balance of
this proceeding. What follows is a process for the parties to consider in developing
their procedural schedule:

(1) individual parties to submit initial proposals for recommended

improvements to the current EAP in compliance with statutory

requirements;

(2) discovery to be conducted, and discussions held, regarding individual party
proposals; and

(3) parties to submit final proposals for recommended changes to the current
EAP no later than May 9, 2022.

Prefiled testimony will not be required.
The parties are requested to confer and file a procedural schedule, with the

Commission on or before February 28, 2022; otherwise, the Commission will issue a

further procedural order.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this third day of

February, 2022.

_ “\,.'\J\\'zk/ ( (]m?x e / %4\/ A//-"

Daniel C. Goldner F. AnnéRoss
Chairman Spe01a1 Commissioner
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