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Q. Mr. Davis, please state your name, business address and position.  1 

A. My name is Edward A. Davis. My business address is 107 Selden Street, Berlin, CT 2 

06037. My position is Director, Rates at Eversource Energy Service Company and in that 3 

position I provide service to the operating companies of Eversource Energy including 4 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire d/b/a Eversource Energy (“Eversource” or 5 

“the Company”).  6 

Q. Have you previously testified before the New Hampshire Public Utilities 7 

Commission? 8 

A. Yes. I have on many occasions testified before the New Hampshire Public Utilities 9 

Commission (“Commission”) on behalf of Eversource, and at the state utility 10 
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commissions in Connecticut and Massachusetts on behalf of other Eversource Energy 1 

affiliates on rate related matters. 2 

Q. Please describe your educational background and professional experience. 3 

A. I graduated from the University of Hartford with a Bachelor of Science degree in 4 

Electrical Engineering in 1988 and from the University of Connecticut with a Master of 5 

Business Administration in 1997.  I joined Northeast Utilities, now Eversource Energy, in 6 

1979 and have held various positions in the areas of consumer economics, engineering 7 

and operations, wholesale and retail marketing and rate design, regulation and 8 

administration. 9 

Q. Mr. Rice, please state your name, business address and position.  10 

A. My name is Brian J. Rice. My business address is 247 Station Drive, Westwood, MA 11 

02090. My position is Manager, Regulatory Projects at Eversource Energy Service 12 

Company and in that position I provide service to the operating companies of Eversource 13 

Energy including the Company.  14 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 15 

A. No, but I’ve submitted testimony pertaining to development of utility Low-Moderate 16 

Income solar programs in Docket No. DE 19-104 and development of a statewide Data 17 

Platform in Docket No. DE 19-197.  I have also testified before the Massachusetts 18 

Department of Public Utilities and Connecticut Public Utilities Regulatory Authority in 19 

000006



Testimony of Edward A. Davis, Brian J. Rice and Kevin M. Boughan 
Docket No. DE 19-057 

Page 3 of 23 
 

several proceedings related to utility program design, revenue requirements and cost 1 

recovery.   2 

Q. Please describe your educational background and professional experience. 3 

A. I graduated from Union College in Schenectady, NY in 2004 with a Bachelor of Science 4 

degree in Industrial Economics and received a Master of Business Administration degree 5 

with a concentration in corporate finance in 2011 from the Boston College Carroll 6 

Graduate School of Management in Chestnut Hill, Massachusetts. I’ve held positions in 7 

different functions at Eversource since 2011.  My present responsibilities include 8 

managing analysis and projects in support of enterprise-wide regulatory initiatives across 9 

Eversource’s operating businesses.  Prior to joining Eversource I held consulting 10 

positions covering various segments of the energy and utility industries. 11 

Q. Mr. Boughan, please state your name, business address and position.  12 

A. My name is Kevin M. Boughan. My business address is 107 Selden Street, Berlin, CT 13 

06037. My position is Manager, Research and Business Development at Eversource 14 

Energy Service Company and in that position I provide service to the operating 15 

companies of Eversource Energy including the Company.  16 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 17 

A. No. However, I have testified before the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities 18 

and Connecticut Public Utilities Regulatory Authority in several proceedings related to 19 

000007



Testimony of Edward A. Davis, Brian J. Rice and Kevin M. Boughan 
Docket No. DE 19-057 

Page 4 of 23 
 

utility electric vehicle (“EV”) infrastructure program design, cost recovery, and EV 1 

specific rates.   2 

Q. Please describe your educational background and professional experience. 3 

A. I graduated from Davidson College in 1997 with a Bachelor of Arts degree in History.  In 4 

2006 I earned a Master of Business Administration from Yale School of Management with 5 

a concentration in marketing and strategy. From 2006 to 2017 I held several positions at 6 

Praxair, Inc., an industrial gases company in Danbury, Connecticut, in strategy and energy 7 

business development, ending my tenure in the position of Director, Global Market 8 

Strategy and Competitive Assessment.  My experience includes evaluating and 9 

commercializing new energy products, auditing internal and project controls, evaluating 10 

management strategy and advising on corporate acquisitions.  In 2017, I left my position 11 

at Praxair, Inc. to join Eversource Energy as Manager, Research & Business Development 12 

in the Strategic Planning group, where I am responsible for development strategies 13 

including the development of EV charging programs across Eversource Energy. 14 

Q. What is the purpose of this testimony? 15 

A. The purpose of our testimony is to describe the Company’s proposal for make-ready 16 

investments supporting EV charging infrastructure in New Hampshire and a proposal for 17 

an alternative to demand charges for EV charging rates.  Eversource is filing these 18 

proposals pursuant to the Settlement Agreement on Permanent Distribution Rates 19 

approved by the Commission in Docket No. DE 19-057.  Eversource originally proposed 20 

a $2.0M investment for a public-private partnership to develop an EV fast charging 21 

corridor for New Hampshire within the Company’s petition for permanent rates in 22 
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Docket No. DE 19-057.  As part of the approved Settlement Agreement in the docket, the 1 

Company agreed to separately file a proposal for make-ready investments supporting 2 

electric vehicle charging infrastructure in New Hampshire and request that the 3 

Commission open a new docket to consider the proposal.  The Company further agreed to 4 

include a proposal for an alternative to demand charges for electric vehicle charging 5 

rates.  In accordance with the Settlement Agreement, the Company met with settling 6 

parties and interested stakeholders in the course of developing its proposals and has 7 

included information on the costs and benefits of proposed EV make-ready infrastructure 8 

within this testimony.   9 

Eversource has also worked to develop separately-metered EV time-of-use (“TOU”) rate 10 

proposals for residential and commercial charging applications pursuant to Commission 11 

Order No. 26,394 issued in Docket No. IR 20-004.  With the exception of discussion 12 

regarding TOU rates for public Direct Current Fast Charging (“DCFC”) applications, 13 

those proposals are not the subject of this testimony or the Company’s petition in this 14 

docket.  They will be filed separately by the Company in Docket No. DE 20-170.  15 

Q. How is your testimony organized?  16 

A. Section I of this testimony begins with a description of the proposed design, funding and 17 

cost recovery of an EV charging infrastructure program.  Section II provides a description 18 

of a proposed EV public charging rate that would be an alternative to the Company’s 19 

otherwise applicable rates structures that include demand charges. 20 
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I. MAKE-READY EV CHARGING INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM 1 

Q. How was the need for EV Charging infrastructure in New Hampshire determined? 2 

A. As part of the effort to assess the need for electric vehicle charging infrastructure in New 3 

Hampshire, the Electric Vehicle Charging Stations Infrastructure Commission (“the EV 4 

Commission”) was established via Senate Bill 517, adopted in the 2018 legislative 5 

session. On pages 2-3 of  its final report issued in November 20201, the EV Commission 6 

reached the following conclusions:  7 

The Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure Commission recommends 8 
prioritizing EV charging infrastructure initial investment from the 9 
Volkswagen Settlement and other potential sources along the interstate 10 
highway system, the NH turnpike system, and other roadways; and 11 
prioritized as deemed suitable as determined by OSI, NHDES, and 12 
NHDOT in consultation with the commission. 13 

  
The EV Commission spent a significant amount of time discussing the need for DCFC on 14 

New Hampshire corridors and the need to utilize the Volkswagen Settlement funds to 15 

support such investment. In June 2019, OSI provided a high-level overview of a planned 16 

Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for installation of DCFC and co-located Level 2 charging 17 

infrastructure. In response to this overview the EV Commission developed the following 18 

public statement on page 4 of its Final Report: 19 

• Adequate electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) in New 20 
Hampshire, and in particular direct current fast chargers (DCFC) along 21 
major travel corridors in the state, is necessary to enable electric 22 
vehicle (EV) travel within and through New Hampshire; and 23 

• Availability of adequately spaced EVSE along the state’s major travel 24 
corridors is essential to overcome “range anxiety” and enable and 25 
encourage broader adoption of EVs by New Hampshire residents and 26 
residents throughout the Northeast; and 27 

 
1 https://www.des.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt341/files/inline-documents/2020-12/20201030-final-
report.pdf 
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• Manufacturers continue to introduce a wider variety of EV models 1 
which will be available to consumers in the coming years and that 2 
drivers will be best served if New Hampshire’s EV charging market 3 
supports multiple business models, generates new jobs, and 4 
encourages innovation and competition in equipment and network 5 
services; and 6 

• New Hampshire’s Volkswagen Beneficiary Mitigation Plan provides 7 
funding for the support of EVSE development within the state. 8 

The EV Commission’s primary conclusion (page 6 of its Final Report) was that VW 9 

Settlement funding would be properly spent on enabling a DC Fast Charging corridor in 10 

New Hampshire to “support economic development in areas of the state dependent on 11 

tourism, lower lifetime costs of owning a vehicle for many drivers, and result in lower 12 

emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate 13 

change.” 14 

Q.  Why is Eversource proposing this DCFC infrastructure program?   15 

A. Eversource is proposing this DCFC infrastructure program to support the State’s 16 

disbursement of New Hampshire Volkswagen Environmental Mitigation Trust (“NH 17 

Trust”) funds consistent with the New Hampshire Beneficiary Mitigation Plan. The 18 

disbursement of the NH Trust funds alone will not be sufficient to enable the 19 

development of a DCFC travel corridor along the State’s major roadways. Pairing the NH 20 

Trust funding with a utility-administered electrical infrastructure program will help to 21 

ensure that the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (“NHDES”) is 22 

able to successfully deploy this network of DCFC.  This investment will directly support 23 

sites in Eversource’s service territory that are chosen through the NH Trust RFP 24 

competitive solicitation process, which the Company expects to be released by the New 25 

NHDES, serving as solicitor on behalf of the Office of Strategic Initiatives (“OSI”) in 26 
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20212. The entire NH Trust contains approximately $31 million, $4.6 million of which 1 

(or 15%) has been allocated to support the deployment of Electric Vehicle Supply 2 

Equipment (“EVSE”) throughout the State. NHDES has previously indicated that 3 

approximately $2 million from the NH Trust is available for this solicitation, and that 4 

OSI reserves the right to increase or decrease the amount of funds available under the 5 

competitive solicitation3.  The Company’s proposed investment would be in addition to 6 

the amount coming from the NH Trust. 7 

Q. Please summarize the proposed EV charging infrastructure program.  8 

A.  By investing in EV charging infrastructure, Eversource proposes to support the 9 

development of a DCFC2 corridor throughout New Hampshire. The EV fast charging 10 

corridor will advance in-state economic development by creating a multi-site DCFC 11 

corridor across New Hampshire’s most thoroughly traveled roadways.  This proposal will 12 

support the State in its efforts to provide a strategic network of EVSE and associated 13 

operations, maintenance and management services along specified corridors in New 14 

Hampshire. This network will ensure that sufficient DCFC infrastructure exists to attract 15 

tourists from nearby states and provinces with aggressive EV adoption policies, and to 16 

support EV drivers who live and/or work in the State.  The intent of the Company’s 17 

proposal is to significantly expand New Hampshire’s network of travel corridor EV 18 

 
2 A DC fast charging station provides charging through a 480V AC plug and can deliver 60 to 80 
miles of range in 20 minutes of charging. Source: 
https://afdc.energy.gov/fuels/electricity_infrastructure.html 
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charging stations by reducing the cost burden of site hosts seeking to install EV charging 1 

equipment.  2 

The Company estimates that the competitive solicitation process will result in 3 

approximately five DCFC locations being deployed throughout Eversource’s service 4 

territory. The Company further anticipates that the EVSE configuration at each of these 5 

sites will include two 150 kw DCFC, with a complementary Level 23 charger. The 6 

Company’s proposal is to provide approximately $2 million to fund certain portions of 7 

this infrastructure, as described in more detail below, in order to support the 8 

infrastructure buildout consistent with the EV Commission report described above. 9 

Under this proposal, the Company will not own the chargers themselves.  Instead, 10 

financing for the EVSE will come from the NH Trust.  The EVSE will then be owned and 11 

operated by a third party (either an EVSE charging vendor or customer site host) who is 12 

selected via competitive bid through the NH Trust procurement process.   13 

Q. What infrastructure is Eversource proposing to include as part of this program? 14 

A. The Company is proposing to provide new service connections for each charging 15 

location.  Each host site will be served by a new meter that is separate from any existing 16 

meter(s) at the selected site.  For each site, the following infrastructure will be installed 17 

through the program: a primary lateral service feed from the existing circuit, any 18 

necessary transformer and transformer pad, a new meter, a new service panel, and the 19 

associated conduit and conductor to connect the electrical equipment to the EV 20 

 
3 A Level 2 charging station provides charging through a 240V or 208V plug and can deliver 10 to 20 
miles of range per hour of charging. Source: 
https://afdc.energy.gov/fuels/electricity_infrastructure.html 
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chargers.   Of this work, internal Eversource resources will install the front of the meter 1 

infrastructure, including the distribution primary lateral service feed, transformer and 2 

pad, and the new meter.  For installation work behind the meter, the NH Trust awardees 3 

will contract with third-party electrical contractors to complete the installation of any 4 

required transformer vaults, new service panels, and the connection to the EVSE.  5 

Q.  Where will the Company locate the proposed EV infrastructure improvements? 6 

A. EVSE sites will be determined through the NH Trust RFP process. For a map of all 7 

travel corridors that NHDES has identified as primary targets, please see “FIGURE 1 – 8 

Target Corridors for RFP # NH-VW-2019-03 (page 9)” of the “New Hampshire VW 9 

Environmental Mitigation Trust Direct Current Fast Charging Infrastructure Request for 10 

Proposals RFP # NH-VW-2019-03 New Hampshire Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment 11 

Grant Program – Round 1 November 22, 2019.”4  12 

Q. What funding does the Company propose to provide through the program? 13 

A. The Company proposes to provide approximately $2.0 million towards the cost of new 14 

service connections and electrical equipment for EV charging locations.  This includes 15 

investment in front of meter distribution infrastructure as well as one-time rebates of 16 

comparable funding for the installation of electrical equipment behind the meter that will 17 

be owned by the customer.  The Company also expects to incur an additional $50,000 for 18 

 
4 https://www.nh.gov/osi/energy/programs/documents/dcfc-corridor-rfp-112219.pdf 
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associated program administration and other expenses. The estimated total budget is 1 

described in more detail below in Figure 1.  2 

Figure 1   
Cost Elements  Total Program Investment 
Front of Meter Infrastructure Capital  $                             650,000  
Behind the Meter Infrastructure Expense  $                         1,400,000  
Data Collection Expense  $                               30,000  
Program Evaluation Expense  $                               20,000  
     $                         2,100,000  

The estimated budget was based upon several assumptions, and is subject to change 3 

based on any subsequent adjustments to these assumptions as a result of the NH Trust 4 

RFP process: 5 

• Site configuration: two 150 kw DCFC, with a complementary Level 2 charger.  6 

• Number of sites in Eversource service territory: five 7 

• Average site cost: $410 thousand (Front of Meter: $130 thousand, Behind the 8 

Meter: $280 thousand) 9 

The Company recommends that the proposed $2 million funding be distributed evenly 10 

across all NH Trust funding awardees in Eversource service territory. Eversource also 11 

anticipates that this program will be completed within 12 months from both the 12 

Commission approval and NH Trust award of the anticipated RFP, whichever occurs at a 13 

later date.  14 

Q. How does the Company propose to recover its capital investment associated with the 15 

program? 16 

A. The Company is not seeking any special ratemaking treatment for its anticipated capital 17 

investment through the program.  Eversource estimates it may invest approximately 18 

$650,000 for front of the meter distribution equipment.  The Company proposes that it 19 
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would include the net value of that investment in rate base as part of its next base 1 

distribution rate proceeding. The Company does not seek to recover amounts associated 2 

with estimated capital investment through any other rate mechanism at this time.  The 3 

Company is, however, requesting that the Commission find that the capital investment for 4 

EV charging infrastructure made pursuant to this proposal is reasonable and appropriate.  5 

The Commission’s authorization of these investments means that the Commission will 6 

approve the decision to proceed with those investments as part of this proceeding, and in 7 

the future would review the prudence of the implementation of these investments 8 

pursuant to that authorization. 9 

Q. Why is the proposed make-ready capital investment reasonable? 10 

A. The Company believes the proposed capital investment is reasonable to include in rate 11 

base given that public charging will produce incremental distribution revenue.  As shown 12 

in Attachment BJR-1 the net present value of potential long-term distribution revenues 13 

from EV charging under applicable rates could be up to $325,000 for a site with two 150 14 

kW DCFC, or $1.6 million for five sites.   15 

Q. Why does the Company ask the Commission to find proposed investment amounts 16 

are reasonable in this docket, before they are incurred? 17 

A. Public EV charging is a new source of load that is not as predictable as that of other new 18 

customers, particularly in New Hampshire with a limited adoption of EVs to date.  It is 19 

also anticipated that public EV charging may be more modest in the initial years of 20 

DCFC site operations, but could grow over the useful life of the Company’s investments.  21 

The Company believes the proposed capital investment to enable EV charging sites is 22 
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appropriate given alignment with other state policies and the potential long-term benefits 1 

of increased electrification of the transportation sector.5  Agreement from the 2 

Commission that the investment is appropriate and in the public interest is an important 3 

precondition for the Company to fund proposed make-ready capital investment. 4 

Q. Is the Company asking the Commission to determine costs are prudently incurred 5 

in this docket, before they are actually incurred? 6 

A. No.  The Company expects the prudency of the Company’s management of the make-7 

ready program and resulting capital expenditures will be reviewed by the Commission in 8 

the future.  The Company only requests that the reasonableness of the decision to proceed 9 

with the proposed make-ready program and associated capital investments be resolved in 10 

this docket. 11 

Q. How does the Company propose to recover non-capital expense associated with the 12 

program? 13 

A. Eversource expects the majority of funds provided to support the successful deployment 14 

of DCFC corridors in its service territory will be non-capital expenditures for customer-15 

owned equipment located behind the utility meter.  The proposed expenditures in such 16 

equipment and other O&M for the program are associated with activities outside the 17 

current normal course of electric distribution business, are incremental, and are also 18 

expected to be non-recurring.  Eversource recommends that prudently incurred O&M 19 

 
5 For example, the 2018 New Hampshire State Energy Strategy, available at: 
https://www.nh.gov/osi/energy/programs/documents/2018-10-year-state-energy-strategy.pdf, states at 
page 49: “While publicly-funded EV charging stations only demonstrate viability when adders for 
non-economic values are incorporated into a cost-benefit analysis, seed funding for infrastructure 
may have a knock-on effect promoting private investment.” 
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costs for the proposed program be recovered through a reconciling mechanism, so that 1 

the costs of the program are reflected in rates on a timely basis.  Alternatively, the 2 

Company would request authorization to defer the proposed non-recurring costs to a 3 

regulatory asset to be amortized following its next base rate proceeding. 4 

Q. What are the estimated benefits of the make-ready proposal? 5 

A. The primary benefit of the proposed make-ready infrastructure program is to support the 6 

successful development of DCFC corridors and advance the New Hampshire Beneficiary 7 

Mitigation Plan as discussed previously in this testimony.  However, the Company also 8 

expects the expansion of EV charging within its service territory will produce other 9 

benefits for customers.  As shown in Attachment BJR-1 the potential long-term revenue 10 

from public EV charging is projected to exceed the revenue requirement of the Company 11 

to support the program.  Annual revenue could exceed the Company’s annual cost by 12 

Year 4 and the program is projected to ultimately achieve simple payback by Year 23.  13 

The long-term benefits of distribution revenue in excess of costs would ultimately accrue 14 

to customers where increased sales volume would serve to reduce base distribution rates 15 

that would otherwise be charged to customers.  Favorable rate impacts could be reflected 16 

in rates approved in the Company’s next rate case and/or on an ongoing basis through a 17 

revenue decoupling mechanism. The Company has agreed to include a revenue 18 

decoupling proposal in its next base rate proceeding pursuant to the Settlement 19 

Agreement approved by the Commission in Docket No. DE 19-057.  Eversource has not 20 

estimated the impact of EV charging on reconciling rates for transmission, stranded costs 21 

and other rate components, but additional customer benefits could emerge as costs 22 
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recovered through those rates are potentially spread across a larger volume of sales as 1 

well.  2 

Q. Please describe what data the Company will collect as part of this program. 3 
A. The Company anticipates that NHDES will require awarded site hosts to collect and 4 

report the following:   5 

a. Date and time of usage (including start and stop time);  6 

b. Utilization rates;  7 

c. Total kWh and Total kW draw;  8 

d. Total dollar amount charged to the user;  9 

e. Station status and health in real time;  10 

f. Equipment malfunctions and operating errors;  11 

g. Percent of time vehicles connected to a charger are charging; and  12 

h. Quarterly income from each station, net expenses.  13 

The Company does not intend to propose redundant reporting requirements.  14 

Q.  Please describe how the Company will report on program implementation progress.  15 

A.  Upon completion of the proposed program, Eversource will provide a report detailing 16 

actual site deployment costs and a comparison of actual costs to budget.  17 

On an annual basis, the Company will report data on site host monthly electric bills to 18 

capture sales revenue collected by Eversource as a result of this program.  19 
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II. DEMAND CHARGE ALTERNATIVE 1 

Q. Please describe the current rates that would apply to new public EV charging sites.  2 

A.  The rates applicable to new public EV charging sites depend on the level of charging 3 

capacity needed and other service requirements.   A host site under the proposed make-4 

ready EV charging infrastructure program would be eligible for service under the 5 

Company’s Rate GV, which is designed for customers receiving primary distribution 6 

service and have a peak demand of up to 1,000 kW.   7 

Rate GV customer energy and demand are measured and billed on a monthly basis.  8 

Metered demand is further differentiated between peak and off-peak periods, and the 9 

charges for demand are based on the greater of the maximum demand during peak hours 10 

or 50% of the maximum demand during off-peak hours.   11 

Delivery service for Rate GV customers is provided through a combination of demand 12 

and volumetric charges, while energy service is supplied and billed on a kWh basis by 13 

either the Company or a competitive energy supplier.   14 

Regarding rate structure, distribution service is provided under a combination of: (1) a 15 

two-tier demand structure (with one rate for demand up to the first 100 kW and another, 16 

slightly lower rate for demand greater than 100 kW); and (2) a two-tiered volumetric 17 

structure (similarly, with one rate for the first 200,000 kWh of usage and a slightly lower 18 

rate for usage above that level).6  A single demand charge applies to transmission service, 19 

while stranded cost recovery is charged using both a demand and a volumetric rate.  20 

 
6 Per the Company’s recent distribution rate case settlement in DE 19-057, the differences between 
these declining blocks have been reduced, effective January 1, 2021, and will be completely 
eliminated in its next distribution rate case.  
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Monthly rates apply to all kWh for both the System Benefits Charge and Company-billed 1 

energy service.   2 

Attachment EAD-1 provides the rate structures and current pricing for the various 3 

components of electric service provided under Rate GV.  When rates for each component 4 

are combined by charge type, the effective overall rates by charge type are a $211.21 5 

customer charge, $17.82 per kW demand rate and $0.08031 per kWh] volumetric rate.7     6 

Q. Why is the Company proposing an alternative rate for public EV charging?  7 

A.  Stakeholders in both the Company’s rate case (Docket No. DE 19-057) and the 8 

Commission’s proceeding in Docket No. IR 20-004 expressed significant concern over 9 

the impact of demand charges on EV charging facilities which characteristically have a 10 

high demand draw but low utilization.  General service rates are designed around the 11 

demand and energy characteristics for a given class and include demand charges 12 

appropriate for that class.   Compared with these classes, public EV charging stations are 13 

expected to have relatively low energy utilization during at least the first few years of 14 

station deployment, with increasing levels of both demand and energy utilization 15 

anticipated over time. Under the Company’s proposal, EV charging stations will 16 

potentially have monthly peak demands of over 300 kW (e.g., for a host site consisting of 17 

two 150 kW DCFCs and complementary level 2 charging).  However, low utilization of 18 

these stations (e.g., 3% or less) present limited opportunities for charging station hosts to 19 

experience sufficient volume to recoup the costs of electric service, particularly where 20 

demand charges apply (Figure 2 provides a projection of potential annual charging 21 

 
7 For purposes of combining rates, an average of rates for the demand and energy tiers has been 
calculated, recognizing small differences in rates between tiers.   See also note 1.  
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demand and utilization levels for EV charging facilities under this proposal).  1 

Consequently, demand charges are viewed by potential EV charging hosts as an 2 

uneconomic, high-cost “barrier” to deploying EVSE.  The Company recognizes that 3 

barriers based on these circumstances may exist and has considered several potential rate 4 

design alternatives that address this concern, in balance with the potential cost shifting 5 

effect of such alternatives. 6 

  7 

 

Q. Please describe the alternative rate proposed by the Company  8 

A.  The Company has developed a proposed rate for public EV charging stations 9 

participating in its proposed make-ready program that provides an alternative to Rate GV 10 

service in which a stated volumetric rate for a targeted range of utilization is applied in 11 

lieu of demand charges.  The rate is designed for utilization of up to 10%, where 12 

utilization below 10% results in lower charges than would occur under Rate GV.  Design 13 

details are provided in Attachment EAD-2.   14 

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031
Station:
Max kW 120 120 120 200 200 200 200 280 280 280

Total kWh 2,628        4,380  6,132  14,600   21,900   29,200   36,500   55,188   61,320   61,320   

Per EV:
Max kW 60 60 60 100 100 100 100 140 140 140

Total kWh 1,314        2,190  3,066  7,300     10,950   14,600   18,250   27,594   30,660   30,660   

Assumptions
Sites 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Chargers/site 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Annual LF 3% 5% 7% 10% 15% 20% 25% 27% 30% 30%

kW/Charger 60 60 60 100 100 100 100 140 140 140
MWh 158            263      368      876         1,314     1,752     2,190     3,311     3,679     3,679     

Figure 2: Avg Monthly Billing Determinants per station, by year
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While simple in structure, this design operates across a range of utilization in the same 1 

way, for any level of peak monthly charging demand.  The impact of demand charges is 2 

dynamically adjusted depending on the level of utilization.  Figure 3 compares the 3 

monthly charges for a public EV charging facility participating in the Company’s 4 

proposed make-ready program under the alternative design and under Rate GV at various 5 

levels of utilization.   As shown, for a given level of demand, the reduction in electric 6 

service charges relative to Rate GV is greatest at lower utilization levels and diminishes 7 

as utilization increases.     8 

 9 

This approach effectively reduces the demand charge barrier where utilization is the 10 

lowest, while addressing concerns over rate equity.  As utilization increases so does the 11 

relative revenue contribution, thus providing increased contribution of revenue toward 12 

the fixed costs of providing service that otherwise would be recovered through Rate GV 13 
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demand charges.   Furthermore, maintaining a fixed volumetric rate provides price 1 

uniformity, stability and certainty for electricity delivered to the host, which in turn 2 

provides a consistent basis on which the host may determine the price for consumers 3 

charging their EV.   4 

While this design is relatively simple in structure, its implementation will require some 5 

billing changes. Necessary changes and associated costs will be determined by the 6 

Company following approval of the proposed rate and completion of the NH Trust RFP 7 

process. 8 

Q. Will public EV charging customers be required to enroll in the alternative rate or 9 

continue service on it if they do enroll? 10 

A.  No.  This rate is being presented as an optional alternative to the otherwise applicable 11 

rate.   Customers will continue to be eligible to take service under an applicable general 12 

service rate (Rate GV in this case), including if they initially elected to take service under 13 

alternative rate.  Given the design point (i.e., 10% utilization) it will be important for a 14 

customer taking service under the alternative rate to monitor and evaluate whether 15 

utilization levels will increase above the design point such that they would be better off 16 

choosing to switch to the otherwise applicable rate.  The Company will advise customers 17 

on the relevant differences between rate options and will periodically review DCFC 18 

customer accounts to determine if it may be appropriate for them to change rate options.   19 

Q. Did the Company evaluate other potential alternative rate designs?  20 

A.  Yes.  The Company reviewed a number of rate designs and methodologies in developing 21 

the alternative proposed in this filing.  As noted earlier, the Company sought to address 22 
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concerns with both the demand charge barrier and rate equity.   The relative rate and bill 1 

discount were among the considerations given to any potential alternative.  This 2 

comparison is expected to continue as the cost of providing service to not only public EV 3 

charging stations but also other types of EV charging is better known through increased 4 

deployment of EV chargers, and as different groupings or classes of charging are defined.   5 

Significant consideration was given to requirements from the Settlement Agreement in 6 

Docket No. DE 19-057 for developing a demand charge alternative in conjunction with 7 

the make ready program, as submitted herein, as well as guidance and requirements from 8 

the Commission’s Order in Docket No. IR 20-004 8, particularly regarding proposing an 9 

alternative to a demand charge and assuring proposals do not include a declining block 10 

rate structure.  Other principles applied in evaluating potential alternatives included 11 

minimizing rate discounts, the potential for cross-subsidization and assuring rate 12 

simplicity and stability.  13 

Alternative rate design approaches considered included variations of a scheduled demand 14 

charge discount (a/k/a demand charge holiday); class average demand charge equivalent; 15 

sliding scale load factor rate; and subscription rates.  16 

On balance the Company believes its proposal will support the state’s goals in the most 17 

simple, equitable and cost effective manner.  From a customer perspective, the proposed 18 

design addresses the key concern with respect to demand charges for public charging 19 

using a dynamic approach that relies on levels of utilization, is simple to apply and easy 20 

to understand.  Variations of this design or consideration of more complex approaches 21 

 
8 IR 20-004, Investigation into Rate Design Standards for Electric Vehicle Charging 
Stations 
and Electric Vehicle Time of Day Rates, Order No. 26,394 (August 18, 2020).  
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may be more suited for development of next generation designs, following deployment 1 

and growth of public EV charging applications in New Hampshire.  2 

Q. Why is the Company not proposing a TOU rate for public EV charging? 3 

A. In the Company’s assessment, the timing of public EV charging is largely non-4 

discretionary.  The stated concern being addressed in this filing is the demand charge.  5 

While a TOU rate may be introduced for these types of charging applications, the 6 

Company expects that consumers who charge their EVs at public stations would not 7 

generally be in a position to defer or otherwise schedule charging to a different time.  8 

Those who could shift charging might do so, but the design proposed here is particularly 9 

for public DCFC applications where charging is expected to occur on demand, when 10 

needed, independent of potential time-differentiated pricing alternatives.   11 

Q. Does the Company anticipate different rate structures for public EV charging could 12 

be proposed in the future? 13 

A. Yes.  Information on EV charging will expand as the market grows, and many 14 

approaches are being tested across the country.  The Company expects to learn from the 15 

deployment and initial growth in EV charging and believes that during this early period 16 

the Company’s proposal provides a reasonable and targeted basis on which to implement 17 

public charging solutions to meet customers’ needs in a simple, understandable and 18 

effective manner.  While new rates could be proposed in the future, rate continuity for 19 

existing customers would be an important consideration. 20 

This proposed approach effectively reduces the demand charge barrier where utilization 21 

is the lowest, while addressing concerns over rate equity.  As utilization increases, so 22 
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does the relative revenue contribution, thus providing increased contribution of revenue 1 

toward the fixed costs of providing service that otherwise would be recovered through 2 

Rate GV demand charges.   Furthermore, maintaining a fixed volumetric rate provides 3 

price uniformity, stability and certainty for electricity delivered to the host, which in turn, 4 

where applicable, provides a consistent basis on which to determine the price for 5 

consumers charging their EV. 6 

III. CONCLUSION 7 

Q. Please summarize your testimony and Eversource’s proposal for an EV make-ready 8 

program and demand charge alternative. 9 

A. Eversource is pleased to propose what it expects will be a successful set of policies to 10 

encourage the development of DCFC stations in New Hampshire.  The development of 11 

DCFC corridors is in an important step to support the anticipated electrification of the 12 

transportation sector in New Hampshire and the broader New England region.  To enable 13 

the Company to effectively support New Hampshire EV policies, including the desired 14 

use of NH Trust funding, Eversource requests that the Commission approve a suitable 15 

framework with a finding of reasonableness for the recovery of Company investment in 16 

EV make-ready infrastructure as well as a demand charge alternative that is expected to 17 

mitigate current rate design barriers to private investment in DCFC stations. 18 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 19 

A. Yes. It does. 20 
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