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STATEW DE LOW | NCOVE ELECTRI C ASSI STANCE PROGRAM
Ti ered Di scount Program
Order Approving Tiered D scount Program

ORDER NO 23980

May 30, 2002

APPEARANCES: Gerald M Eaton, Esq. for Public Service
Conmpany of New Hanpshire; Mark W Dean, Esq., of Devine,
MI1limet and Branch, for New Hanpshire El ectric Cooperative;
Seth L. Shortlidge, Esq., of GGallagher, Callahan and Gartrell,
and Laura S. dton, Esq. for Ganite State El ectric Conpany;
John A. Al exander, Esqg., of Ransneier and Spellman, for
Connecticut Valley Electric Conpany; Meabh Purcell, Esq., of
LeBoeuf, Lanb, G eene and MacRae, for Concord El ectric Conpany
and Exeter and Hanpton El ectric Conpany; Al an Linder, Esq., of
New Hanpshire Legal Assistance, for Save Qur Hones Organization;
Meredith Hatfield, Esq. for the Governor’s Ofice of Energy and
Community Services; Ralph Littlefield, Executive Director of the
Communi ty Action Program Bel knap-Merri mack Counties, Inc., for
t he New Hanpshire Community Action Association; F. Anne Ross,
Esq. and Kenneth Traum for the O fice of Consuner Advocate; and
Edward N. Danon, Esq. for the Staff of the New Hanpshire Public
Utilities Conmm ssion.

| . PROCEDURAL HI STORY AND BACKGROUND

Much of the background information |eading up to this
docket is set forth in Electric Utility Restructuring/Low |Incone
El ectric Assistance Program (EAP), Order No. 23,945 in DR 96-150
(April 5, 2002) and is not repeated in detail here.

By Order of Notice dated February 27, 2002, the New
Hanmpshire Public Uilities Comm ssion (Conmm ssion) commenced
this docket to explore further certain alternatives to the

statew de | owi ncone energy assi stance program which the
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Conmi ssi on had approved in Electric Utility Restructuring-Energy
Assi stance Program 85 NH PUC 676 (Order No. 23,573, Novenber 1
2000). This programis referred to in this Order as the

Origi nal EAP.

In Fall 2001, the six jurisdictional utilities in DR
96- 150 provi ded updated estimates of start-up and ongoi ng
adm nistrative costs for inplenentation of the Oiginal EAP
whi ch were significantly higher than previous estimtes provided
to Staff during Low I ncome Wrking Goup (LIWS neetings. The
new cost estimates raised the issue of whether the Conm ssion
shoul d consi der ot her program nodel s.

The Order of Notice indicated that one of the
alternatives to be explored was a tiered di scount program ( TDP),
which is a nodified percent of incone plan. The Order of Notice
al so specified that the concepts of the Oiginal EAP should be
mrrored in any TDP so that: (i) the tiers are structured to
provide qualified |l owinconme custoners with a nonthly paynent
equal to 4% or 6% of the average inconme within the tier
dependi ng on whether the custoner is an electric basel oad or
space heating custoner; (ii) there is a pre-programarrears
conponent to ensure bill affordability; and (iii) all collection
activity on pre-program arrearages of the participants is

suspended.
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The Conmi ssi on engaged Roger Colton of Fisher, Sheehan
and Colton, a public finance and general econom cs consulting
firm to develop a nodel TDP for review and comment by the
utilities and any other interested party. Wth a background in
| aw and economi cs, M. Colton has worked in approximtely thirty
states designing | owincone energy assistance prograns. See
Hearing Transcript, April 17, 2002, pages 14-15.

The Order of Notice also indicated that the Conm ssion
woul d explore the option of the Oiginal EAP revised to change
the collection of funds and program adm nistration to match that
of New Hanpshire's fuel assistance program This alternative
programis referred to in this Order as the Revised EAP. The
Order of Notice directed Staff to work with the Community Action
Agenci es (CAA) in devel oping the Revi sed EAP.

By letter dated March 4, 2002, the Ofice of Consumer
Advocate (OCA) filed a notice of intent to participate on behal f
of residential ratepayers consistent with RSA 363:28. In
addition, Ganite State Electric Conpany (GSEC), Concord
El ectric Conpany and Exeter and Hanpton El ectric Conpany (Unitil
Conpani es), Public Service Conpany of New Hanpshire (PSNH), New
Hanpshire El ectric Cooperative (NHEC), Save Qur Hones

Organi zation (SOHO, Governor’s Ofice O Energy and Community
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Services (GOECS), and the CAAfiled witten intervention notices
and/ or requests between March 11, 2002 and March 15, 2002.

By letters dated March 18, 2002, Staff filed the TDP
devel oped by M. Colton and the Revi sed EAP devel oped by the
CAA. Staff conducted technical sessions to review and di scuss
the TDP and the Revised EAP on March 26, 2002 and April 4, 2002.
The non-utility parties obtained and shared additi onal
informati on through information requests. Cost projections for
the two prograns were prepared by the utilities and submitted to
the Conmi ssion as part of their Initial Coments.

On April 3, GOECS filed a Motion to Take Ofici al
/[ Adm ni strative Notice of Certain Portions of the Record In
Docket No. DR 96-150 (GOECS Mdtion to Take O fici al
/[ Adm ni strative Notice), a Mdtion to Designate Docket No. DE 02-
034 as an Adjudicative Proceeding (GOECS Mtion to Designate),
and a Mdtion for Order Regarding Program Adm nistrative Costs
and Budgets (GOECS Motion for Order). Also on April 3, SOHO
filed a Motion to Allow Presentation of Alternative Proposals or
Modi fications to Existing Proposals for a Low I ncone Electric
Assi stance Program (SOHO Motion to Al ow Presentation).

These notions were filed along with two notions in DR
96- 150, a Motion to Conplete the Program Design for the Electric

Assi stance Program[the Oiginal EAP] in Conpliance with RSA
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369-B: 1, XIl1l filed by SOHO (SOHO Mdtion to Conplete Original EAP
Design) and a Motion for Ruling on Mdtion of Save Qur Hones
Organi zation for Clarification of Order No. 23,573 filed by
GOECS and SOHO ( GOECS/ SOHO Motion for Ruling). |In Electric
Uility Restructuring/Low Incone Electric Assistance Program
Order No. 23,945 in DR 96-150 (April 5, 2002), the Conmm ssion
transferred to the present docket a ruling on the SOHO Mdtion to
Compl ete Original EAP Design and rul ed that the GOECS/ SOHO
Motion for Ruling was noot.

By secretarial letter dated April 5, 2002, the
Commi ssion’s Executive Director announced the Conm ssion’s
decision to allow, in addition to the other opportunities for
comment established in the procedural schedule set forth in the
Order of Notice, the filing of Reply Coments by April 15, 2002.
The Conmission required the parties to mark their conments and
Reply Comments as exhibits and have a proponent sworn in to
support and defend them and be subject to cross exam nation at
the hearing. Roger Colton and the CAA were al so requested to
present their nodels and answer questions at the hearing.

The secretarial letter stated that the guidance set
forth in the letter effectively nooted the GOECS Mdtion to
Designate as well as the SOHO Motion to Allow Presentation since

presentation of alternative proposals was pernmtted through the
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comment process. The secretarial l|letter announced that the
GOECS Motion to Take Official/Adm nistrative Notice was
reasonabl e and consistent with the Conm ssion’s intent in
establishing the present docket. Finally, the secretarial

letter stated that with regard to the GOECS Motion for Order, to
the extent the notion was not dealt with in the Conm ssion’s DR
96- 150 order (Order No. 23,945), the parties could raise their

i ssues regardi ng costs and budgets as they deened appropriate in
t he proceedings in this docket.

In short, the secretarial letter and Order No. 23, 945
di sposed of all the notions filed on April 3, 2002 except for
the SOHO Motion to Conplete Oiginal EAP Design which is being
ruled on in this order.

Pre-hearing Initial Comments on the nerits were filed
by the following parties: PSNH, GSEC, Unitil Conpanies, NHEC,
Connecticut Valley Electric Conpany (CVEC), SOHO GOECS, and
Staff. Pre-hearing Reply Comrents were filed by PSNH, SOHO and
Staff. Hearings were held on April 17 and 19, 2002 (Day 1 and
Day 2, respectively). Followng the hearings, Reply Briefs were
submtted by the followng parties in lieu of final statenents
at the hearing: PSNH, GSEC, Unitil Conpanies, OCA, CAA, SOHO

GOECS, and Staff.
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1. POSITIONS OF THE PARTI ES AND STAFF
A. PSNH

Al though PSNH said it is ready and able to operate
either the TDP or the Revised EAP, PSNH strongly reconmmended the
adoption of the TDP with up-front retirenent of pre-program
arrearages (PPA). PSNH stated that this program has the | owest
devel opnment and ongoi ng admi nistrative costs of the alternative
proposals and is the only programthat PSNH can have in place by
the fall of 2002.

PSNH argued in its Post-Hearing Brief that the TDP
approach best neets both criteria set forth in RSA 369-B: 1, Xl I
since it “targets assistance” and has a “hi gh operating
efficiency.” The TDP was said to target assistance because,
unli ke the interimenergy assistance prograns of PSNH, NHEC and
GSEC that enploy a flat discount credit, higher percentage
di scounts are applied to the bills of the custonmers whose
incones are the owest. According to PSNH to the extent that
the TDP benefit varies fromthe target of 4% 6% the deviation
is a factor of the electricity usage of one househol d versus
another all within the sane |evel of incone. Furthernore
according to PSNH, the TDP has a high operating efficiency
relative to the Revised EAP because the utilities’ conputers do

not have to interchange data with the CAA's conputers and
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because a separate custonmer account does not need to be created
for the PPA

Inits Initial Corments (Exhibit 17), PSNH esti nated
its cost to devel op the recommended TDP programto be on the
order of $400,000 conpared to approxi mately $1, 000, 000 for the
Revi sed EAP. PSNH s annual adm nistrative costs for the TDP
were estimated to be around $124, 000 conpared to $388, 000 for
the Revised EAP. PSNH noted that although up-front retirenent
of the PPA woul d appear to make such an option very costly, in
fact it significantly reduces the required billing system
nodi fi cations.

PSNH s witness, G| bert Celineau, testified that
PSNH s cost estimtes were based on the difference between the
costs PSNH is going to incur with and without the program
Transcri pt Day 2, page 50, lines 16-20.

PSNH estimated that the ongoi ng adm nistrative costs
for all the utilities, CAA and GOECS will|l total approximtely
$1, 700, 000 for the TDP conpared to $2, 400,000 for the Revised
EAP, an annual savings of approximtely $700, 000 that woul d be
avai l abl e to fund program benefits.

PSNH estimated it woul d take approxi mately twenty
weeks to devel op the recommended TDP program conpared to

approxi mately sixty weeks for the Revised EAP.
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M. Gelineau testified that the TDP provi des nore
benefits to nore people and is the sinplest for custoners to
understand. He said that M. Colton estinmated $10, 500, 000 woul d
be avail able for custoner benefits under the TDP while the CAA
indicated in response to a data request that $7,400,000 woul d be
avail abl e for custoner benefits under the Revised EAP. He
cal cul ated the additional $3,100,000 avail abl e under the TDP
woul d serve about 7,200 nore custoners than under the Revised
EAP, assum ng an average benefit of $430. Transcript, Day 1,
pages 163- 165, 168-169.

He al so | ooked at the fact that, under the Revised
EAP, sone customers woul d be income-eligible for the program but
woul d receive no benefits because their bill was already at or
bel ow 4% or 6% of income or their annual benefit would be |ess
than the $120 m ni nrum annual benefit. Assum ng 75% of PSNH s
el igible custonmers have incones above $20, 000 and have average
electricity use, M. Celineau said that as a result 15% of PSNH
i ncone-eligible custoners would get no benefits under the
Revi sed EAP. According to M. GCelineau, that translates into
about 3,500 custoners in the statew de programthat woul d
recei ve no benefits under the Revised EAP. Transcript, Day 1,

pages 165-167.
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M. Gelineau al so said PSNH s experience with its
interimelectric assistance plan has been that its custoners
prefer a | evel paynent option. However, this option would not
be available with the Revised EAP because the Revi sed EAP
differenti ates between sumer and winter credits. Transcript,
Day 1, page 170.

M. Gelineau pointed to several areas of difference
bet ween the Revised EAP and the fuel assistance program ( FAP)
operated by the CAA. See Transcript, Day 1, pages 170-173.
First, PSNH sends out a single bill to the CAA under the FAP
wher eas under the Revised EAP it woul d have to send out two
bills, one to the CAP and the other to the custoner. However,
PSNH s billing system does not currently support two bills.
Second, PSNH has | ess than 1,500 custonmers enrolled in the FAP
whereas as many as 17,000 mi ght be enrolled in the Revised EAP.
According to PSNH, the difference in vol une under the Revised
EAP suggests that an el ectronic comruni cations capability
bet ween PSNH and t he CAA woul d be essential. Since this is not
the case with the FAP, significant system nodificati ons woul d
have to be nmade to accommpdate the Revised EAP. Third, the
conplications of handling PPA are absent with the traditional

FAP.
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PSNH nade several other points regarding the TDP. In
its Initial Comments, PSNH contended that service territory
bi ases should be renoved fromthe tiered discounts so that two
participants with the sanme i ncones and usage woul d be
responsi bl e for nmaking exactly the sane paynent regardl ess of
which utility served them PSNH said that although the TDP does
conpensate for differences in electric rates between service
territories, the nodel design includes a nunber of utility
speci fic paranmeters, including the average annual kilowatt hours
used. According to PSNH, if other paraneters are not changed,
nodel i ng a | ower assuned usage produces | ower di scount
percentages in each tier, a result which is inconsistent with
t he concept of a statew de program

Second, PSNH advocat ed the devel opnment of a uniform
fee schedul e for ongoing TDP-rel ated services provided by the
CAA. The fee schedul e would include services such as
recruitment of new participants, re-certification of existing
partici pants, and counseling services.

Third, in both its Initial Coments and post-hearing
Brief, PSNH took issue with part of M. Colton’s cal cul ati on of
expected TDP expenditures. To ensure that utilities do not
coll ect anticipated charge-offs once through base rates and then

agai n through the program fund generated fromthe system
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benefits charge (SBC), M. Colton included an adjustnment to
prevent the double recovery that would result fromthe
guar ant eed paynent of program benefits, both for PPA retirenent
and electricity usage goi ng forward.

PSNH argued that bad debt expense is a base rate issue
whi ch shoul d be exam ned during a general revenue requirenents
rate case. PSNH said that its present rates were not set in a
traditional cost of service rate case. Rather, they were set as
part of its Agreenent to Settle PSNH Restructuring in Docket No.
DE 99-099. As a result, PSNH argues there is no record to
support the inclusion of any bad debt expense all owance in
PSNH s current rates.

PSNH cont ended that the adjustnent for bad debt will
result in delivery charge revenue suppl enenting SBC revenue in
contravention of its settlenent. Although PSNH recogni zed t hat
the TDP may eventual ly | ower bad debt expenses and working
capital requirenents, PSNH said it would be inconsistent with
the Conm ssion’s previous orders (Order Nos. 23,573 and 23, 945)
to fl ow these secondary benefits through to TDP partici pants
when the Commi ssion has determ ned that any potential savings
fromreduced bad debt expenses should eventually flow through to

all customers. PSNH concluded that if non-SBC revenue i s used



DE 02-034

- 13 —
to fund TDP benefits, the adjustnent for bad debt may nmean an
increase for all custoners.

In its Initial Comments, PSNH al so argued agai nst M.
Colton’s use of 300% of gross wite-offs in determning the
of fset adjustnments. This figure is based on studies that have
shown that | owinconme custoners are three tines nore likely to
recei ve di sconnect notices than other customers. The underlying
assunption is that | owinconme custoners would, therefore, be
three tines nore likely to default on their paynents. PSNH said
that based on its charge-off experience in 2000 and 2001, net
wite-offs of 0.5%of revenues should be used instead.

Regardi ng the issue of procedures for preventing over-
subscription of the TDP, PSNH expressed confidence in its pre-
hearing Reply Conmments (Exhibit 18) that controls can be put
into place regardl ess of whether the TDP or the Revised EAP is
i npl enented and suggested that the details of how to nonitor and
control costs be assigned to the LIWG

B. GSEC

GSEC fully supported the devel opnent of a statew de
| ow-i nconme energy assistance program and supported adopti on of
the TDP rather than the Original EAP or the Revised EAP, for
reasons simlar to those described by PSNH As the TDP has a

hi gher operating efficiency than the alternatives, wll target
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better nmanage and afford essential electricity requirenents,
GSEC believes the TDP provides the best bal ance of the nmultiple
obj ectives required of a statew de program under RSA 369-
B:1,XIll and RSA 374-F: 3,V(a).

GSEC said that building a nonthly PPA retirenment into
the TDP, where a $10 credit would be applied to the PPA bal ance
each nonth, would add substantial devel opnent costs to the
program because such a feature would require additional system
costs of having to track, age and report multiple account
bal ances for each participant. Inits Initial Comrents (Exhibit
20), GSEC estimated it would cost $40,000 to inplenent a PPA
feature conpared to $15,000 for an up-front retirenment of the
PPA. GSEC said any increnental benefit gained fromretiring the
PPA over tinme is outweighed by the substantial costs to
i mpl enment such a feature.

GSEC s wi tness, Joseph McLaughlin, testified that
GSEC s cost estimates were based on increnental costs.
Transcript, Day 2, pages 49-50. In its Initial Comments, GSEC
said that inplenentation of the Revised EAP ($800, 000 in
devel opnment costs and $150, 000 i n ongoi ng admi nistrative costs)
woul d require significantly nore incremental cost than the TDP

($275, 000 for devel opnent and $40, 000 for ongoi ng
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adm nistration). GSEC said that while replacing the electronic
data interchange (EDI) network required by the Original EAP with
manual FAP processes does elimnate further devel opnent costs,

it also increases ongoing adm nistrative costs and utility

i nvol vement. According to GSEC, its $850,000 start-up costs for
the Original EAP nake that alternative the | east cost-effective
and nost tinme-consumng of all. GSEC believes it can inpl enent
the TDP, unli ke the Oiginal EAP and the Revised EAP, by

Sept enber 2002.

GSEC said that prior to inplenentation of the TDP, the
parties should finalize appropriate business rules for the CAA
and the utilities, along the lines of the business rules for the
CAA and the utilities in the Revised EAP. Such business rules
woul d describe the application process, billing, applicant
rights and responsibilities, and program managenent.

C. staff

Through its Initial Conmments, Staff provided further
i nformati on about the progranmatic framework of the benefit
del i very mechani sm of the TDP nodel devel oped by M. Colton (see
Exhibit 1). Staff testified the information was based on its
review of the policy recommendations submtted by the LIWG in

August of 1998 and May 2001 in Docket No. DR 96-150 to determ ne
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whi ch woul d still be appropriate and applicabl e under the TDP.
Transcript, testinony of Amanda Noonan, Day 1, page 11

Staff commented that the TDP woul d provide benefits to
approxi mately 36% of the total eligible households through a
series of discounts ranging from15%to 90% of the tota
electric bill.

Staff also provided a table displaying utility cost
data for: (i) the TDP (other than CVEC, which had not submtted
TDP cost estinates) with options for imediate arrears
retirement and nonthly arrears retirenent; (ii) the Revised EAP;
and (iii) the Oiginal EAP. This data showed that, when
conpared to the TDP with up-front arrears retirenment, the TDP
with nmonthly arrears retirenment would be approxi mately 49% nore
costly, the Revised EAP 203% nore costly and the Oiginal EAP
246% nore costly.

Staff agreed that one way to reduce the costs of the
Original EAP would be to replace the nonthly retirenment of PPA
with imediate and full retirenent of arrearages when the
custoner is placed on the program Staff said, however, that it
was unlikely overall programcosts could be reduced by the
$2, 000, 000 difference between the Original EAP and the TDP with

i mmedi ate PPA retirenent.
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Staff recommended that utilities collect data
sufficient to track: (i) the tineliness of paynent; (ii) the
conpl eteness of paynents; (iii) the regularity of paynents; and
(iv) the percentage of custoners “X’ bills behind. Staff also
recommended that the nonitoring and eval uation rul es devel oped
by the LIWG be reviewed to determ ne which reports would be
appropriate for a TDP.

At the hearing some utilities expressed concern about
their ability to track and record the data necessary to prepare
the nonitoring reports recommended by Staff. See Transcript,
Day 2, pages 42-47. Staff therefore nade a record request of
the utilities to determ ne whether they can capture and provide
to an external party certain information regardi ng TDP
participants. Transcript, Day 2, page 69. Follow ng the
hearing, each utility responded affirmatively to Staff’s record
request. See Exhibit 28. Accordingly, Staff recomended t hat
the utilities be required to submt the information to either
Staff or GOECS rather than have the utilities generate the
reports. In Staff’s view, it would be a nore efficient use of
resources for the reports to be prepared in this fashion than to
have each utility develop its own reporting program See post-

hearing Staff Brief.
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Staff agreed with GOECS that it will be nore difficult
for GOECS to budget participant benefits under a tiered di scount
nmet hod than the fixed credit nethod enbodied in the Oiginal EAP
and the Revi sed EAP. However, Staff agreed with M. Colton that
this is not an irresol vable i ssue since, anong other things, a
reserve could be created to guard against price-driven increases
in benefit |evels or a maxi num benefit |evel for each tier could
be set. Exhibit 2.

Staff further said that the conpletion of the electric
assi stance program busi ness rul es should resol ve many of the
i ssues raised by the parties in their coments. 1d.

In her testinony, Ms. Noonan said that although the
ti ered di scount mechani sm of delivering benefits is not as
precisely targeted as the fixed credit nmechani smenbodied in the
alternative proposals, the cost data presented by the utilities
make it difficult for Staff to come to any concl usion other than
that the TDP woul d nost effectively utilize the funds and
deliver the nost benefits to consunmers in New Hanpshire.
Transcript, Day 1, page 32.

In its Post-Hearing Brief, Staff pointed out that the
CAA' s argunent for the Revised EAP assunes the programw | |
achieve savings in utility devel opnment and adm nistrative costs.

Staff said that assunption appears to be correct for sone
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utilities and incorrect for others. In total, however, Staff
observed that the cost to the utilities of devel opi ng the
program proposed by the CAA, while less than the estinated cost
of developing the Original EAP, is significantly nore than the
cost to devel op and adm ni ster the TDP.

Staff did not disagree that the nethod of determ ning
benefits under the TDP is not as finely tuned as the fixed
credit approach. However, Staff disagreed with GOECS and SOHO
regarding the extent to which benefits are ms-targeted, i.e.,
do not achieve the 4% and 6% goals. Staff argued that the
spreadsheets devel oped by M. Colton show that, with the
exception of the $2,000 and under income group, the TDP
generally results in bills to custoners within the acceptable
range worked out by the LIWG in the CAA business rules. Staff
poi nted out that ms-targeting of benefits will occur under
either a fixed credit programor the TDP. In Staff’s opinion,
the potential for ms-targeting under the TDP is no greater than
under the Original EAP, given the paranmeters for “acceptable”

m s-targeting defined by the LIWG

Staff also said that the TDP is sinpler for custoners
to understand than the fixed credit approach. Staff contended
t he sane ease of understandi ng shoul d be consi dered when the

Comm ssion determ nes the options for PPAretirenment. For this
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reason and because it is less costly to inplenment, the option
for full and imediate PPA retirenent is preferable in Staff’s
Vi ew.

Staff recogni zed that certain issues renmain unresol ved
even if the Conm ssion chooses to adopt the TDP and reconmended
that the LIWs be reconvened in order to take up the foll ow ng
business rules matters in the specified tinme frane:

A review of which nonitoring and eval uati on reports
devel oped for the Original EAP, in addition to the
four reports already identified by Staff, are
appropriate where the benefit is delivered via the
TDP mechani smrather than a fixed credit.
Recomendati on to Conm ssion within two weeks of its
or der.

Definition of the roles of GOECS and the CAA and
finalization of business rules. Presentation to
Conmi ssion no later than June 15, 2002.

Devel opnent of a policy recommendation for

addr essing possible retail choice by | owincone
participants. Report to Conmmission within six

months of its order.
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D. OCA

The OCA did not file pre-hearing coments but did file
a Post-Hearing Brief. The OCA said that it supports the TDP for
now since the TDP can be inplenented in an expeditious tine
frame and at considerably | ess cost than the alternatives,
according to the utility testinony.

The OCA al so supported the option of up-front PPA
retirement for cost reasons. The OCA said arrearage retirenent
shoul d only happen once for a household in order to prevent
custoners from gam ng the system by going on and off the
program

The OCA agreed with M. Colton’s use of the bad debt
of fset and asserted that, based on the utilities’ testinony at
the hearing, the other utilities except PSNH appeared to agree
wi th that approach. The OCA concl uded the revenues to be
recovered fromthe SBC plus the anount included in base rates
guarantee that the utility is fully conpensat ed.

As to PSNH s claimthat not giving themfull arrearage
paynent through the SBC woul d violate their settl enent
agreenent, the OCA took the opposite position, arguing that
gi ving PSNH what they want will allow themto double recover the
assuned uncol | ecti bl e bad debt allowance included in base rates

fromall other ratepayers. The OCA said that PSNH s settl| enent
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rates were based to sone extent on historical costs which
annual Iy include bad debt costs. The OCA proposed at the
hearing that the offset be made to PSNH s increnental

adm nistrative costs as that would not result in an adjustnent
to PSNH rates and settl enment agreenent issues would not be
triggered. See Transcript, Day 2, pages 54-55.

The OCA noted that because the utilities have nerely
provi ded forecasts of adm nistrative costs, there has not yet
been an audit or exami nation of their estimtes. The OCA said
the Comm ssion wll have to determ ne the prudence of the actual
costs when they are submtted for approval and paynment out of
the SBC. The OCA suggested it may be hel pful to obtain
conparative quotes fromthird party suppliers fromtinme to tine
al t hough the TDP proposal appears to be the best alternative at
this tine.

The OCA urged a careful exam nation of costs generally
in order to prevent the possible double recoveries of costs
t hrough base rates and the SBC. The OCA said if a utility is
being fully reinbursed for an enpl oyee’ s sal ary through base
rates, it should not also be allowed to recover a portion of
that person’s salary through the SBC sinply because the enpl oyee
is given sonme responsibility for the | owinconme energy

assi stance program
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E. GOECS

GOECS did not indicate support for either the TDP or
the Revised EAP. See testinony of Christopher Tatro,
transcript, Day 2, page 79. GOECS said that unless the program
costs of all parties are reviewed and explored in further
detail, it could not say for certain which programis the nost
cost-effective. 1d. at page 81.

In its Post-Hearing Brief, GOECS argued that the total
anounts of the proposed budgets submitted by the parties for
i npl ementing a | owinconme energy assi stance program appear to be
prohi bitively high and therefore not in conpliance with
statutory requirenents. In particular, GOECS said that the
proposed budgets for the TDP, including both start-up and
ongoi ng adm ni strative costs, would anount to at |east 19% of
the total annual SBC funds avail able. GOECS contended this
| evel of adm nistrative costs does not neet the statutory
requi renents. However, GOECS did not encourage any further
delay in the inplenmentation of a | owinconme energy assistance
program

GOECS suggested as a solution that it nmay be
appropriate for the Comm ssion to establish a cost cap, such as
a 10% cap for all admnistrative costs in balance with a

desi rabl e number of households to be served, in order to ensure
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that the programis as efficient as possible and serves the
maxi mum nunber of | owinconme custoners. GOECS said that if the
adm nistrative costs of all parties are controlled, there would
be no need to alter the program operation and structure sinply
because one option is nore expensive to adm ni ster than another.

GCECS requested that the Conm ssion establish a
targeted |l evel of participation in the desired program allow ng
the funds required to enroll the programto that |evel to be the
primary factor in determning funds avail able for program
adm ni stration rather than opposite.

According to GOECS, many outstanding issues renmain to
be decided if the Conm ssion chooses the TDP alternative. Since
the TDP is a bill assistance program and not a behavi or
nodi fi cati on program designed to notivate custoners to change
t heir payment habits, GOECS urged that the program goal s be
defined and devel oped. QO her issues identified by GOECS were
managenent of the potential for over-subscription, fiscal flow,
noni toring and evaluation, the need for a | ead CAA
adm ni strator, rulemaking to address a change in tariffed rates,
and grievance procedures.

GCECS supported expediting the devel opnment process for
any programthat is adopted and recomrended agai nst conti nued

reliance on the regular LIWG process. In particular, GOECS
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suggested the use of task-specific subgroups for the sake of
efficiency.

GOECS acknow edged that although the TDP does not
perfectly succeed in targeting benefits to custoners, it does so
with far greater accuracy than the utility-specific interim EAP
progranms now in place. In GOECS view, there are a nunber of
probl ens that nake them undesirable as |ong term sol uti ons.

F. SCHO

SOHO argued in its Post-Hearing Brief that the
Original EAP best pronotes the |legislative directives regarding
| ow-i ncone energy assi stance prograns by reduci ng energy burdens
of |l owincome custoners to 4% of incone for basel oad custoners
and 6% for space heating custonmers and targeting assistance to
those nost in need. In SOHO s view, the Oiginal EAP also
pronot es paynment responsibility, provides an incentive for
energy conservation and provides greater protection agai nst
renoval fromthe programthan the TDP.

Al t hough SOHO pointed out certain positive aspects of
the Revi sed EAP, SOHO expressed concerns about the Revised EAP
inits Initial Corments and Reply Comrents. According to SOHO
the utility budgets for the Revised EAP continue to reflect high
adm ni strative costs and the CAA s budget does not appear to be

significantly Iower than its budget for the Oiginal EAP
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Exhibit 31. In addition, SOHO pointed out that the proposed
fiscal flow presents concerns about efficiency and cost
effectiveness. Exhibit 30. Under the Revised EAP, SBC revenues
collected by the utilities flowto the State Treasury and CAA,
with uncl ear GOECS invol venent, and then back to the utilities

t hrough paynment by the CAA. According to SOHO, the Revised EAP
does not have a specific proposal for reducing the extrenely
hi gh adm ni strative costs of dealing with nonthly PPA retirenent
and appears to rely on manual transaction processing, thereby
rai sing issues of efficiency and increased staffing and costs.

| d.

SOHO acknow edged in its Post-Hearing Brief that the
cost estimates submitted by the utilities indicate that the
start-up and ongoi ng adm nistrative costs of the Oiginal EAP
are high conpared to the TDP. However, in |lieu of adopting the
TDP, SOHO endor sed anot her solution, nanely the granting of the
SOHO Motion to Conplete Original EAP Design which was
transferred for ruling fromDR 96-150 to this docket by O der
No. 23,945 (April 5, 2002). Under this approach, the LIWsG would
be reconvened; Staff would be directed to scrutinize the utility
and CAA cost estimates for the Original EAP;, and Staff and the
LIWG woul d be directed to expeditiously submt recomrendations

for reduction of the costs of the Oiginal EAP
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SOHO asserted that, in reviewi ng the various proposals
for a lowincone program a four-part analytical approach shoul d
be perforned.

Wi ch proposal is nore effective in neeting the
needs of |owincome custoners?
Are the program costs of that proposal too high?
| f so, can those high program costs be reduced?
Only if the answer to the third question is an
unequi vocal “no” should a | ess expensive and | ess
effective alternative be chosen
Enpl oyi ng this approach, SOHO contends that the Conm ssion has
not thoroughly addressed the third question and therefore it is
too soon to conclude that the | ess expensive TDP is the right
choi ce.

SOHO suggested several ways for reducing program costs
for the Original EAP, including: elinmnation of the costs
associated with nonthly retirenment of PPA, reduction of
el ectroni c communi cati ons between CAA and the utilities in the
determ nation of usage and cal cul ati on of the EAP benefit by
CAA; elimnation of the sumrer-winter “split” of program
benefits and associ ated program costs of calculating the split;

and inposition of a percentage cap or dollar ceiling on total
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program costs with respect to all entities which seek
rei nbursenent fromthe SBC fund.

G CAA

M. Littlefield testified at the hearing about the
goal s and operation of the Revised EAP and how the cost figures
for CAA's participation in the Revised EAP and TDP were
determ ned. See Transcript, Day 1, pages 96- 159.

Hi s testinony also included sonme general observations
about the rel ative advantages and di sadvant ages of the Original
EAP, Revised EAP and the TDP. 1In his view, the Oiginal EAP had
several main advantages, including: the targeting of program
beneficiaries based on need; maintenance of a cl ose working
relationship with I owincone custonmers to ensure that their
electric bill is affordable and they are living up to their
obligation to nake tinely paynents; naintenance of the val ue of
CAA' s existing systens investnents; and nonitoring procedures to
ensure that the program maxi m zes program benefits and i s not
oversubscri bed. Transcript, Day 1, pages 121-124.

Inits own Post-Hearing Brief, the CAA concluded it is
clear that unless the Comm ssion takes the position that the
utilities should not be reinbursed for their involvenment with

the | owinconme energy assistance program as is the case with
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FAP, then the only cost effective proposal to be considered is
the TDP

CAA s Brief enphasized the inportance of establishing
need criteria as well as incone criteria for determning
eligibility to participate in the TDP, a point M. Littlefield
had nmade several tines in his testinony. See Transcript, Day 1,
pages 102, 115, 130.

CAA observed that the TDP uses incone set at $15, 000
and above to establish the | owest benefit to be provided to a
partici pati ng household. This would leave a famly of five at
75% of the federal poverty |evel, considered one of the poorest
famlies in the state, receiving the | owest benefit even though
their electric usage will alnost certainly be higher than a
smaller famly. See also Transcript, Day 1, pages 115-116.
Accordi ngly, CAA urged that the Conm ssion consider an
eligibility and benefit table that takes into account the
federal poverty guidelines, which reflect account famly size as
it relates to incone.

CAA argued that based on the 4% 6%criteria
establ i shed by the Conm ssion as many as 20% of | ow i ncone
custoners served by the TDP m ght have no real need for the
program CAA reconmended that the Conmmi ssion require that

partici pants denonstrate need, defined as total electric bills
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exceedi ng 4% 6% of inconme, in order to be eligible for the TDP
and its benefits. Based on two factors, incone and need,
househol ds woul d be assigned to the tier that approxinates
reducing their overall electric cost down to the 4% or 6% of
income |evel. The formula to acconplish this would be:
Establish that a famly is at or bel ow 150% of the

federal poverty |evel.
Mul tiply total household income by 4% or 6%

Subtract that figure from household total annua
cost.
Divide the result by the annual electric cost to
give the tier discount |evel where the famly should
be pl aced.
Based on CAA s experience with applying this fornula to actua
famlies that participated in the FAP, the tiers of the discount
shoul d be set at 40% 50% 60% 75% of the total electric bill
CAA said that perform ng such an assessnent woul d have no
additional inpact on its admnistrative costs estimted for the
TDP.

H. Unitil Conpanies

In their Post-Hearing Brief, the Unitil Conpanies
strongly supported the TDP with up-front arrears retirenent for

reasons simlar to those advanced by PSNH and GSEC. The Uniti l
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Conpani es believe this program best supports the |egislative
goals and is preferable to the Original EAP and the Revi sed EAP.
According to the Unitil Conpanies, the TDP is sinple to
i npl ement and adm nister and is nore cost effective than the
al ternatives.

The Unitil Conpanies al so asserted that, unlike the
Revi sed EAP, the TDP provides a benefit to all custoners
qual i fying under the 150% of poverty incone guidelines. 1In the
Unitil Conpanies’ view, two of the advantages of the Revised
EAP, nanely, (i) the custom zation of the benefit to reflect the
i ncome and usage of each participating custonmer and (ii) the
inclusion of an incentive for custoners to keep their electric
bills current, are outweighed by the drawbacks.

The cost information submtted by the Unitil Conpanies
i ndicates that for themthe TDP with up-front arrears retirenent
is the least costly to operate, with $20,334 in estimted
i mpl ementation costs and $4,986 in estimted annual
adm ni strative costs. The witness for the Unitil Conpani es,
Mark Lanmbert, said Unitil’ s cost figures were the costs to
adm ni ster and inplenent the programs. Transcript, Day 2, page
50.

According to Unitil, the TDP with up-front arrears

retirement will require mniml programm ng and system changes
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as it will be applied automatically through the tariffed rate
and will not require tracking of PPA or nonthly credits for
paynents. In addition, enployee training will be mniml, no
additional staff wll be required, and the potential for
customer confusion will be mnimzed because the customer’s bil
will be easy to read and understand. The Unitil Conpani es said
they can inplenent this alternative within four to six weeks.

By contrast, the TDP with nonthly arrears retirenent
is estimated to cost the Unitil Conpani es $52,496 for
i mpl ement ati on and $32,886 for annual adnministration while the
Revi sed EAP is estimated to cost $67,674 for inplenentation and
$60, 786 for annual adm nistration.

According to the Unitil Conpanies, the concerns raised
by GOECS and SOHO about the TDP relate mainly to programdetails
t hat can be addressed when the LIWG devel ops new busi ness rul es.
The concerns about over-subscription, whether to establish a cut
of f date for forgiveness of programarrears, and creation of a
role for CAAto intervene in cases of customer delinquency al
fall into this category.

The Unitil Conpani es suggested that subsequent to the
Commi ssion’s order in this docket, they would file tariffs and
rates regarding the [ owincone portion of the SBC and fil e cost

recovery information as appropriate, taking into account the
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Conmi ssion’s findings in Oder No. 23,945 in DR 96-150 (April 5,
2002).

The Unitil Conpani es supported PSNH s argunment agai nst
using an offset for bad debt expense as suggested by M. Colton.
In their view, isolating the inpacts of one cost el enent of base
rates, i.e., bad debt expense, outside of a base rate proceedi ng
is contrary to |ongstandi ng Conm ssion policy and practi ce.

They argued that the prem se of whether or not the uncollectible
rate for lowincome custoners is three tinmes that of other
residential ratepayers should be addressed and evaluated in a
base rate proceeding.

In the Unitil Conpanies’ restructuring and base rate
proceedi ng now before the Conmi ssion in DE 01-247, the Conpanies
make no specific adjustnment for the | owinconme energy assistance
program The Unitil Conpani es said they have no historical data
on which to calculate a reduction in wite-offs resulting from
the i nplenentation of a | owincone energy assi stance program nor
can they readily determ ne the extent to which such a program
woul d reduce wite-offs if at all.

The Unitil Conpanies noted that in DE 01-247 they have
proposed transferring bad debt expense to the rate that is the
source of the expense, instead of including the total cost of

bad debt fromall rate conponents in the distribution rate.
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Si nce under this proposal bad debt expense related to transition
or default service, which are fully reconciling rates, would be
based on actual nonthly data, a good portion of the Unitil
Conpani es’ recovery should be reduced autonmatically w thout a
base rate case, according to the Unitil Conpani es.
J. NHEC

NHEC stated in its Initial Corments that it strongly
prefers the TDP since it has the | owest set up and
i mpl enentation costs, allows for the use of current systens, and
can be inplemented within the allowed tine frame. In its view
the Revised EAP is not as easy to support due to its |ack of
detail, inconsistencies and broad, unsupported assunptions.

NHEC under st ood t he Colton proposal to provide for the
removal of the PPA obligation fromthe participant’s account,
t hrough up-front retirement of the PPA upon enrollment in the
program NHEC al so understood that the costs of retiring the
PPA woul d be anortized over two years and recovered from program
funds. According to NHEC, this treatnent of PPA can be
acconplished with limted programm ng for set-up and
adm nistration. NHEC said it woul d propose to record the PPA
bal ances as regul atory assets and recover the receivable through

the SBC over two years with interest.
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NHEC said it could al so accommpdate PSNH s PPA
proposal for nonthly arrears retirenent which would create an
i nactive account for each participant with a PPA bal ance.
According to NHEC, PSNH s proposal would require sone manua
intervention and progranm ng but at considerably | ess expense
t han mai ntai ni ng two separate accounts receivables on an active
billing electric assistance program account as the CAA proposal
woul d require.

NHEC proposed to achieve the tiered di scount by
utilizing the nethodology it currently uses inits interim
program except that the di scount percentages woul d be one of
four tiers and the di scount would be applied to all of NHEC s
rate conponents other than taxes and potentially the SBC or
ot her subset of rate conponents approved by the Conm ssion.
Wth this nethod, NHEC woul d have no set up costs for this
aspect of the program The custoner’s bill would reflect the
total cost of the electricity consuned, a credit anount and the
net amount owed. This would not affect NHEC s normal reporting,
and the total programcredits would be readily avail abl e once
NHEC manual |y set up each account with its di scount percentage
upon notification from CAA

NHEC said that the $6,000 total annual uncollectible

of fset anmpbunt for NHEC cal cul ated by M. Colton for the TDP
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nodel was an inmmterial anobunt and it was not worth the tine to
determ ne the actual inpact on its wite-offs.

NHEC comented that it supported the concept of
recovering “increnental” costs as long as that principle is
consistently applied to CAA costs as well. Regardless of which
programis adopted, NHEC al so said that the LI W5 woul d have to
reassenble in order to rewite the business rules reflecting the
approved plan. Finally, NHEC suggested that the references in
the prograns to tariffed rates or rates approved by the
Comm ssion should be nodified to appropriately reflect NHEC s
status as a self regulated entity.

The cost estimates submtted by NHEC contai ned figures
for both increnental and enbedded costs. NHEC estimated total
program costs for the Colton TDP with up-front PPA retirement to
be $55, 900, including $17,100 in devel opment set-up costs
($10, 000 of which would be incremental and $7, 100 enbedded) and
$38, 800 in annual program adm nistration costs (all of which
woul d be enbedded). The Colton TDP with nmonthly PPA retirenent
was estimated to cost an additional $18,850, including an
addi tional $4,500 in devel opnent costs ($3,500 of which would be
incremental and $1, 000 enbedded) and an additional $14,350 in
annual program adm nistration costs (all of which would be

enbedded) .
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By contrast, the Revised EAP was estinmated to cost a
total of $226, 250, including devel opnent set-up costs of
$159, 000 ($154, 000 of which would be increnmental and $5, 000 of
whi ch woul d be enbedded) and annual program adm nistration costs
of $67,250 ($12,000 of which would be increnental and $55, 250 of
whi ch woul d be enbedded).

K. CVEC

CVEC commented that it prefers the TDP to the Revised
EAP and prefers both of themover the Original EAP. CVEC al so
said it prefers an up-front retirenent of the PPA at the tinme of
a custonmer’s enrollnent. CVEC recommended that protections and
procedures be established that prevent custoners fromgam ng the
system such as by |eaving the programand re-enrolling with new
arrears. CVEC said it is willing to participate in this docket
and voluntarily provide benefits to | owincome custoners if the
Commi ssion explicitly approves a surcharge on rates that gives
CVEC the ability to fund the program In his testinony on
behal f of CVEC, M. Anderson expressed sone support for PSNH s
position against using the bad debt offset adjustnent
recommended by M. Colton. Transcript, Day 2, pages 53-55.

Subsequent to the hearing, CVEC submtted sone rough
“high level” estimates for the devel opnment and adm ni strati on of

a |l owincone program (see Exhibits 25, 27). However, because
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CVEC is not a retail access utility with retail access systens
and has not offered an interimlowincone plan, CVEC urged the
Commission to rely on the estinmates of other utilities when
choosi ng which programto adopt.

CVEC s estimates for the TDP with up-front retirenent
of PPA were $10, 000 for devel opnent and $15, 000 for annua
admi ni stration as conpared to $1,125,000 for the TDP with
mont hly retirenent of PPA and $40, 000 for annual adm nistration.
CVEC estinated that the Revised EAP woul d require $12,000 for
devel opment and $25, 000 for annual administration. M. Anderson
said the estimates for the Revised EAP were as |ow as they were
because with an estimated 600 or so | owincone custoners (or
about 27 custoners per day), CVEC woul d consi der non-aut onmat ed
processes as a way of keeping costs down. Transcript, Day 2,
page 25.
[11. COW SSI ON ANALYSI S

A.  Summary of the prograns

1. Oiginal EAP

Three el ectric assistance prograns have been presented
for our consideration. The Original EAP was presented by the
LIWG in a docunent dated August 28, 1998 and subsequently
nodi fied by the LIWG in a docunent dated May 30, 2001. The

program recomended by the LIWG provides benefits to
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participants through a fixed credit that is determ ned annual ly
based on the participant’s incone |evel and historical usage.
The benefit is designed to | ower the participant’s electric bil
to 4% of income for general use custoners and 6% of incone for
heat custoners. As part of the program designed by the LIWG a
pre-program arrears conponent was devel oped which would all ow
for a $10 retirenment of the participant’s pre-programarrears
each nonth the participant made a full and tinely paynent on the
delivery portion of their electric bill. Custoners woul d be
certified and enrolled in the program by the CAAs.

The CAAs woul d provide participant enrol | nent and
benefit information to the utilities through el ectronic data
i nterexchange (EDI). The utilities would utilize the sane EDI
systemto provide the CAAs with participant billing and paynent
information. The SBC would be collected by the utilities. Al
credits due participants as well as nonthly adm nistrative costs
and Comm ssion authorized start-up costs would be deducted from
the SBC billed each nonth. The bal ance, positive or negative,
woul d be transmtted to the State Treasurer’s O fice.

Upon receiving authorization from GOECS, the State
Treasurer’s O fice would reinburse those utilities that had not
col |l ected enough in SBC. GOECS would al so authorize the State

Treasurer’s Ofice to pay the nonthly adm nistrative costs of
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the CAAs. The Conm ssion would authorize the State Treasurer’s
Ofice to pay the nonthly adm nistrative costs of GOECS. Wile
originally estimated to provide benefits to 25,000 househol ds,
the larger than anticipated start-up and adm nistrative costs
make it unlikely that nmore than 18,000 to 20, 000 househol ds
woul d receive benefits.

2. Revised EAP

The second program the Revised EAP proposed by the
CAAs, is very simlar to the Oiginal EAP devel oped by the LIWG
Benefits would be provided through a fixed credit determ ned
annual |y and designed to reduce the participant’s electric bil
to 4% or 6% of inconme. The fixed credit would be determ ned
based on the participant’s income |evel and historical usage.
Partici pants who paid their bill for delivery service in ful
and on tinme each nonth would receive a $10 credit towards their
pre-program arrears bal ance.

The CAAs woul d continue to certify and enrol
custoners in the program The CAAs have argued that under the
Revi sed EAP, there would be | ess information communicated
between the utilities and the CAAs and perhaps no need for an
EDI system PSNH has indi cated, however, that because of the
| ar ger nunber of participants under the EAP, there would stil

be a need for electronic communi cati ons between itself and CAA.
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As is done in the State FAP, the utilities would send
bills to the CAAs each nonth. The utility would have the option
of sending the billing files in paper formor electronically.
Based on those bills, the CAAs woul d determ ne the benefit to
pay that nonth, including any pre-programarrears retirenent.
Dependi ng upon the utility's stated preference, the CAAs would
make paynments to the utilities by check or electronic funds
transfer.

The fiscal flow for this proposal is different from
that of the Original EAP. The utilities would continue to
col l ect the SBC. Each nonth they would remt to the State
Treasurer’s Ofice all SBC funds billed. The CAAs woul d request
funds from GOECS who woul d aut horize the Treasurer’s Ofice to
rel ease funds to the CAAs. The CAAs woul d then pay benefits to
the utilities on behalf of program participants. The CAAs
estimate that approxinmately 18,000 to 20,000 househol ds woul d
recei ve benefits under this program

3. TDP

The third proposal is the TDP. Like the Oiginal and
Revi sed EAPs, the TDP woul d provide a benefit designed to reduce
participant bills to 4% of incone for general use custoners and
6% of incone for heat customers. Unlike those two prograns, the

benefit is not based on the participant’s own usage information.
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Rather, it is based on utility-specific average usage dat a.
Usi ng an average | evel of consunption, the tiered discount
approxi mates an affordabl e energy burden. To the extent that
partici pants consune nore or |ess than the average, they wll
have an energy burden that is either higher or lower than the 4%
or 6% that has been deened affordable.

The CAAs woul d continue to certify and enrol
custoners in the TDP. Rather than calculating the benefit
amount, the CAA would instead determ ne the customer’s incone,
notify the utility that the customer had been enrolled and
identify the discount that corresponds to the custoner’s incone.
There is no need to devel op an EDI system under the TDP. The
fiscal flow under this proposal would be fairly sinple. The
utility would collect the SBC, apply the discounts to
participant bills, deduct any authorized start-up and
adm ni strative costs, and remt the balance to the State
Treasurer’s Ofice. If awutility did not collect sufficient SBC
in any given nonth, the State Treasurer’s O fice would be
aut horized to send the funds needed to nake up the shortfall.
The Treasurer’s O fice would receive authorization from GOECS to
pay CAA adm nistrative costs and fromthe Comm ssion to pay
GOECS adm nistrative costs. It is estimated that the TDP woul d

provi de benefits to approxi mately 23,800 custoners across the
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Two alternatives for retiring pre-program arrears have
been proposed with the TDP. The first is to retire the pre-
programarrears in full at the time the custoner goes on the
di scounted rate. The second is to retire the pre-program
arrears over tinme through nonthly paynents of $10. Unlike the
pre-program arrears proposal nade by the LIW5 there is no
requi rement that a participant pay the bill for delivery service
in full and on tine in order to receive the benefit.

B. Program Desi gn

RSA 369-B:1, Xl Il states: “The comm ssion should
design |l owincone prograns in a manner that targets assistance
and has high operating efficiency, so as to naxi m ze the
benefits that go to the intended beneficiaries of the | owincone
program” \While both the fixed credit and the tiered di scount
met hods of delivering benefits to participants target
assi stance, we recognize that the Oiginal and Revi sed EAPs
target benefits nore precisely than the TDP does. However, the
targeting of assistance is not the only criterion that we nust
consi der when designing a | owinconme program Hi gh operating
efficiency nust al so be consi der ed.

In its Brief, Staff provided a sunmary of the costs

associ ated with each of the three nodels as estimted by the
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utilities that have been presented in this proceeding. A

summary of those costs is shown in the table bel ow

Ti ered D scount EAP
Wth - .
Oiginal EAP [ Revi sed EAP Frontup XXtZawgnthly

Arr_ears Retirenent
Reti renent

Esti mat ed $4, 068, 567 $2, 446, 262 $1, 056, 094 $2, 562, 939

Devel opnent

Cost s

Esti mat ed $2, 355, 461 $2, 191, 669 $1, 604, 498 $1,677, 949

Adm ni strative

Cost s

Tot al $6, 424, 028 $4, 637, 931 $2, 660, 592 $4, 240, 888.

Esti mat ed

Program Cost s

Based on the utilities’ cost estimates, the TDP has
t he hi ghest operating efficiency. However, as has been pointed
out by GOECS, SOHO and Staff, with a TDP the benefits are not as
precisely targeted as they are under the Oiginal and Revi sed
EAPs.

The basic decision facing us is whether custoners wll
benefit nore if we adopt a programthat has higher estinmated
adm nistrative costs but nore finely targets benefits or if we
adopt a programwi th | ower estimted adm nistrative costs that
does not as finely target benefits.

RSA 369-B:1, XIIl and 374-F:3 (V)(a) provide genera
gui delines to the Conmm ssion when considering a | owincone

assi stance program As a part of the restructuring of the
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el ectric industry, we are to include prograns and nechani sns
that enable | owincone custoners to manage and afford essentia
electricity requirenents. W are also to design those prograns
so that they are highly efficient and target assistance thereby
maxi m zi ng the benefits to | owincone consuners. The record
before us clearly denonstrates that the Oiginal EAP, the
Revi sed EAP and the TDP all target assistance, albeit with
differing degrees of precision. Thus, all neet the first
criterion of targeted assistance set forth in RSA 369-B:1, Xl II.

On the second criterion, that of high efficiency, we
nmeasure efficiency in two ways: 1) the relative costs to the
utilities, GOECS, and CAA to inplenment and adm nister the
progranms; and 2) the relative costs of providing nore or |ess
benefit than is needed to reduce the participant’s bill to the
target affordable percent of income. For ease of reference, we
will call the first neasure cost efficiency and the second
program efficiency. According to the cost estimates supplied by
the utilities, froma cost efficiency perspective, the TDP is
the nost efficient.

Programefficiency is a |l ess strai ghtforward
determ nati on. The precision of the targeting drives the second
nmeasure of efficiency. However, as M. Colton has testified,

with nore precise targeting conmes nore cost. W nust,
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t herefore, bal ance the increase in programefficiency against
the decrease in cost efficiency when determ ning which of the
t hree prograns has the highest overall efficiency. See O der
No. 23, 573.

Inits Initial Comments, GOECS expressed concern that
the TDP did not sufficiently target benefits so as to be
"realistically helpful to participants”. GOECS went on to state
t hat

“a significant portion (41% of bills are greater than
t he average anount, and thus a | arge nunber of
partici pants woul d not be receiving sufficient credit
toresult in an affordable bill. At the sane tine,
for those participants with bills bel ow 76% of average
(approximately 40 — 44% of bills), it appears that the
credits are nore than is needed to reach the threshold
of affordability (with the exception of those
participants at the very |owest incone |levels, who in
al nost all cases receive insufficient credit to neet
the affordability test.)”
A simlar view was espoused by the CAAin its testinony and
Brief through its recomendation that a need criterion be
established as part of the TDP.

Wiile we are synpathetic to the concerns expressed by
GOECS and CAA, we nust consider both program efficiency and cost
efficiency to satisfy our statutory obligation.

Inits Reply Comments, Staff filed an updated TDP

nodel which contained information regardi ng the di scounted bil

burdens under the TDP. The tiered discount is designed to
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reduce the bill to 4% or 6% of inconme, assum ng that the
househol d consunes at the average |evel of consunption.

However, there will be househol ds above and bel ow that average
and the percentage of inconme those custoners pay towards their
electric bill will be different than the goal of 4%or 6% A
review of the information provided for each conpany on the

di scounted bill burden shows that the percentage of incone to
which the bill is reduced ranges from1%to 29% 1In all cases,

t hose custonmers earning | ess than $2, 000 pay the | argest
percentage of their inconme towards their electric bill. Setting
asi de that group of custoners, the range of bill burdens for the
remai ni ng groups for GSEC, NHEC, PSNH and the Unitil Conpanies
is 1%to 12% Wil e CVEC ranges from2%to 20% the 20% bil |
burden appears to be an outlier. The other bill burden
percentages are nore in line with the range seen for the other
conpani es.

After weighing the range in bill burdens under the TDP
and the fixed credit options (or the program efficiency) against
the start-up and adm nistrative costs of each program (the cost
efficiency), we conclude that on the record before us the TDP
strikes the best bal ance between cost efficiency and program

ef ficiency.
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GOECS and SOHO have suggested that there is
insufficient information in the record to nmake such a
determ nation. W disagree. It is always true that nore
exhaustive inquiry may shed additional light on the evidence in
a given case, such as the adm nistrative cost estimtes before
us here. But we nust also be mndful of the cost in tinme and
resources of further inquiries. There is sufficient evidence
here to conclude that the TDP costs |ess to adm ni ster than
either the original or the revised EAP. As a corollary, the TDP
has the additional advantage of providing benefits to several
t housand nore | owi ncone custoners.

The additional degree of targeting in an EAP, which
better cost estinmates mght justify, is outweighted by the del ay
such further proceedings would cause in inplenmenting the
program

In addition to the guidance provided by the
Legi slature, we have al so previously identified three elenents
that we believe are critical to the success of a | owincone
el ectric assistance program In the order of notice in this
proceedi ng, we reiterated those conponents that were originally
identified in Order No. 23,573. W said that any tiered
di scount program presented to us should have tiers structured to

provi de custoners with a nonthly paynment equal to 4% or 6% of
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the average inconme within the tier, have a pre-programarrears
conponent to ensure bill affordability, and suspend al
collection activity on the pre-program arrearages of
participants. The TDP presented to us neets all of those
requi renents. By our decision today to inplenent a TDP on a
statewi de basis, we nodify our earlier decision in DE 96-150,
Order No. 23,573 regarding a fixed credit EAP and direct the
utilities to develop and inplenent the TDP so that custoners
begin to receive benefits as of October 1, 2002.

We are concerned, however, about the | owest incone
custoners and their ability to pay their electric bills even
with an electric assistance program It is unlikely that even a
nore precisely targeted fixed credit programw |l make el ectric
bills affordable for customers with a total annual incone of
$2,000 or less. There are ways in which their bills could be
made nore manageabl e, however. More flexible paynent
arrangenent rules or different disconnection procedures could
apply to these custoners. W wll direct the Director of the
Comm ssion’s Consuner Affairs Division to investigate ways to
address making bills nore manageabl e for the | owest incone
gr oups.

On April 5, 2002, we issued Order No. 23,945 ruling on

several nmotions for clarification on Order No. 23,573. At that
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time, we deferred a notion nmade by New Hanpshire Lega
Assi stance on behal f of Save Qur Hones to Conpl ete the Program
Design for the Electric Assistance Program This notion
referred to what we have designated as the Oiginal EAP in this
order. W have already determ ned that the TDP better neets the
requi renents of the legislation than either the Oiginal EAP or
the Revised EAP. The SOHO notion to conplete is, therefore,
deni ed.

C. Costs and Budgets

It has been suggested by GOECS and SOHO that the costs
submitted by the utilities are overstated and unreliable. The
OCA has noted, though, that the utilities have only provided
forecasts of start-up and administrative costs and it is up to
the Comm ssion to determ ne the prudence of the actual costs
when the utilities submt them for approval and paynment out of
t he SBC.

W agree with the OCA. As we previously stated in
Order No. 23,945, it is not possible or desirable to attenpt to
determ ne all questions of cost allocation and recovery in the
abstract. Some issues nust wait to be decided in the context of
a specific request for recovery fromthe SBC

To guard agai nst escal ating costs, GOECS and SOHO have

suggested that the Comm ssion cap all admnistrative costs. CAA
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has recomended that the Commi ssion not allow the utilities to
recover any of their admnistrative costs fromthe SBC as is the
case wth FAP

Cappi ng, or disallowing, admnistrative costs creates
several problenms. The TDP is not a programw th which the
Comm ssion or the utilities have a track record, therefore
establishing a reasonable cap at this tine is problematic. A
cap set too low could result in the subsidization of the TDP
t hrough distribution rates. Conversely, a cap set too high may
needl essly divert funds that could otherw se be used to provide
benefits to custonmers. W decline to set an arbitrary cap on
adm ni strative costs.

W have already deternined that all approved costs
associ ated wth the devel opnment and adm ni stration of an EAP
shal |l be recovered fromthe SBC. See Order No. 23,573. W see
no reason to change that decision now.

For the purpose of identifying the | evel of funds
avai |l abl e for program benefits, we will require the utilities,
GOECS and CAA to submt budgets 30 days fromthe date of this
order for the start-up and adm nistrative costs projected for
the TDP. We do not intend to pre-approve costs based on the
budgets submitted by the utilities, however. During the first

year of the program each utility shall file a quarterly report
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with the Conm ssion detailing its actual start-up and

adm ni strative costs as well as |lowincone related SBC revenues
to date. At the end of the programyear, we will reviewthe
filings made and determ ne the appropriate | evel for recovery at
that time. Along with their budget submttals, the utilities
shoul d al so submt recommendations to us regarding the treatnent
of any excess interim EAP funds that they nay hol d.

For subsequent program years, as provided for in O der
No. 23,945, utilities shall submt annual budgets no |ater than
60 days prior to the start of the programyear. GOECS and CAA
shal | al so submt budgets for subsequent programyears no | ater
t han 60 days prior to the start of the program year

W expect the TDP will reduce the costs of the CAA as
well. Wile PSNH has suggested that the CAA budget be
structured on a fee basis as is currently done for PSNH s
interimelectric assistance program we do not believe that is
necessary at this tine.

Several parties raised the issue of program
subscription and the increased difficulty of nonitoring the
potential for over-subscription with a TDP. In his testinony,
M. Colton identified two options for creating a reserve to
guard agai nst price driven increases in programcosts that could

result in over-subscription. The first option is to begin the
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collection of the SBC prior to the inplenmentation of the
program The second option is to set aside a percentage of the
annual budget each nonth to create a reserve. None of the
parties commented on the two options put forth by M. Colton.

Wth the exception of CVEC and the Unitil Conpani es,
the utilities have already inplenented the SBC al t hough not at
the fully authorized level. W wll defer ruling on this issue
and, instead, direct PSNH, NHEC, and GSEC to submit to us no
| ater than June 10, 2002 the anpbunt needed to fund their interim
prograns between July 1, 2002 and COctober 1, 2002, the date we
intend the TDP to be inplenmented. PSNH, NHEC, GSEC and the
Unitil Conpanies shall also submt to us, no |ater than June 10,
2002, their projected SBC collection for the period July 1, 2002
and Cctober 1, 2002 at a 1.2 m!| SBC level. This infornmation
should aid us in our decision of whether to fund a reserve for
over subscription through collection of the full 1.2 m| per kwh
SBC i n advance of an QOctober 1, 2002 program i npl enentati on date
or through some ot her nechani sm

As we not ed above, none of the parties commented on
how to fund a reserve. They also did not conment on the reserve
| evel that would be required to protect agai nst over-
subscription resulting fromincreased program costs due to

weat her-driven increases in usage or rate-related increases in
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bills. In addition to the information regarding SBC coll ection
whi ch we are requesting above, the utilities should also submt
to us proposals for developing a reserve. Specifically, the
utilities should comment on the | evel of any such reserve, the
mechani sm by which the reserve should be created, where the
reserve should be held, and any other rel ated i ssues.

D. Pre-Program Arrears

Wil e the TDP should nake bills nore affordable for
custoners on a forward-I|ooki ng basis, we expect that nany of the
custonmers eligible for the TDP will have past due bal ances. As
we found in Order No. 23,573, “it would be contradictory to the
program goal of making bills affordable if EAP-eligible
custoners could not take service under the EAP because they were
unabl e to neet the threshold arrearage paynent requirenents of
exi sting Comm ssion rules relative to credit and collection.”
In the order of notice in this docket, we reiterated our belief
that any alternative electric assistance program nust include a
pre-program arrears conponent.

The two PPA nodel s that have been presented to us both
result in forgiveness of the participant’s past due balance. W
have heard testinony about the conplexity, and associ ated cost,
of inplenenting a PPA conponent which retires the arrearages

over time. The utilities, Staff and the OCA all support the up-
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front retirement of pre-programarrears rather than a nonthly
retirenment because of the conplexity and cost of nonthly
retirenment.

Linking retirenment of arrears to custoner paynents
assists in the goal set by the LIWs of hel ping heretofore
paynment troubl ed custoners devel op good paynent habits. GSEC
has offered testinony, however, that any increnental benefit
gained fromretiring the PPA over tinme is outwei ghed by the
substantial costs to inplenment such a feature. On this record,
we nust agree with GSEC. A review of the cost data provi ded by
Staff inits Reply Conments shows that the TDP with nonthly
arrears retirement is approximtely 49% nore costly than the TDP
with up-front arrears retirement. Accordingly, we will accept
t he nodel presented by M. Colton and approve a PPA conponent
for the TDP that provides for full retirenent of arrearages at
the tine the custoner goes on the TDP.

Due to the uncertainty regardi ng the magnitude of the
arrearages to be retired, we will also approve the anortization
of these costs against the SBC over a two-year period. W wl
require the utilities to file nonthly reports with the
Comm ssi on and GOECS regarding the nunber of custoners that have
come on the programw th arrearages and the dollar anount of

those arrearages. Should the actual dollars retired differ by
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nore than 10% from M. Colton’s projections as provided in
Staff’s Reply Corments, we will reconsider the anortization
period at that tine.

We share the concern voiced by CVEC and the OCA about
the potential for gamng the system W agree with the OCA
that, to prevent gam ng the system a custoner should only be
eligible for retirement of arrears once. |In addition, the
benefit of arrears retirenment should only accrue to the custoner
at the time the custoner is first placed on the discounted rate.
In other words, a custoner who is disconnected for non-paynent
while on the TDP should not receive the benefit of arrears
retirement when they are reconnected. Simlarly, a TDP custoner
who noves from one service territory to another does not receive
the benefit of arrears retirenent a second tine sinply because
t hey have changed utilities.

We are al so concerned that sone custonmers nay perceive
our decision as license to build up arrears until such tine as
they go onto the TDP. To guard agai nst that possibility, except
as described below, only those arrearages in existence on or
before August 31, 2002 will be eligible for retirement. Wile
unlikely, it is possible that customers newto the utility’s
service area will have bal ances due to the utility. Provided

t he bal ances are not for service provided outside of the period
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defined by the statute of limtations, in which case the utility
could only collect the balance if it had obtained a judgenent or
denonstrated active collection practices during the running of
the statute of limtations, all new custoners shall be eligible
for arrears retirenment at the tinme they go on the TDP even if
the arrears occurred after August 31, 2002. For our purposes
here, a new custoner is one that has noved to the utility’'s
service territory fromel sewhere within New Hanpshire and has
not previously received benefits fromthe TDP, including the
benefit of arrears retirenment, or one that has noved to New
Hanpshire from outside of the state.
E. Bad Debt O fset

In the TDP nodel he devel oped, M. Colton recomrended a bad
debt offset against arrears to be anortized via the SBC. The
of fset was not intended to reflect a savings in bad debt from
paynent of PPA, but rather to adjust for the fact that, in base
rates, utilities have a bad debt all owance designed to
conpensate them for unrecoverable bills. M. Colton testified
that if the Comm ssion were to allow the utilities to recover
100 percent of the PPA retirement fromthe SBC, the utilities
woul d, in effect, be conpensated twi ce for the sane expense.

The bad debt offset proposed by M. Colton is intended to
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reflect that portion of the PPA retirenment which is already
being collected in base rates through the bad debt all owance.

None of the utilities supported the bad debt offset
proposed by M. Colton, arguing that it is an issue that can
only be properly addressed in the context of a rate case. The
OCA suggested that rather than inposing a bad debt offset, the
utilities’ admnistrative costs could be reduced to address the
i ssue of double recovery raised by M. Colton. Staff, GOECS and
SOHO t ook no position.

Al t hough we believe there is nerit in M. Colton’s
position, the difficulty with its application lies in
determ ning the bad debt allowance enbedded in the utilities’
rates. As PSNH points out, its rates were determ ned as part of
a larger settlenent on restructuring and there was no specific
al l ownance agreed to for bad debt. The Unitil Conpanies are
currently involved in a restructuring and base rate proceeding
in which they proposed to transfer bad debt expense to the rate
that is the source of the expense. The Unitil Conpani es have
proposed transition service and default service rates that are
fully reconciling based on actual nonthly data. The Unitil
Conpani es have stated that a good portion of their recovery

shoul d be automatically reduced without the need for a base rate
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case or a bad debt offset. |In the case of NHEC, the Comm ssion
no | onger has rate-making authority.

In light of the difficulties in determ ning what
anount attributable to bad debt each utility had enbedded in its
rates, we do not believe that it is feasible to inplenent a bad
debt offset as part of the TDP. |In addition, even if we were
able, with some degree of certainty, to identify the bad debt
conponent enbedded in base rates, an offsetting adjustnent to
the SBC woul d essentially constitute single-issue ratenaking, a
practice we have traditionally eschewed. However, we wll be
m ndful of the positive inpact the TDP shoul d have on bad debt
expenses and working capital requirenents as we exam ne any rate
proposal s presented to us over the next few years.

F. Monitoring and Eval uation

Program evaluation is critical to our ability to
monitor the TDP. In its Reply Comments, Staff recomrended the
adoption of four criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of
the TDP: the tineliness of paynent; the conpleteness of
paynents; the reqgularity of the paynents; and the percentage of
custonmers “X’ bills behind. As a part of the record in this
proceeding, all utilities have indicated that the information
needed to develop the reports listed can currently be captured

and provided to a third party.
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W will adopt the netrics recommended by Staff as they
shoul d provide useful information for evaluating the TDP
However, as testified to by Staff, the LIW5 has spent
consi derabl e tine devel oping a plan for program eval uation for
the Original EAP, and we believe the work they have done may
have application to the TDP. Accordingly, we ask the LIWGto
review t he eval uati on conponent devel oped as part of the
Oiginal EAP and identify any reports that would be applicable
to the TDP. As the utilities require information regarding
program eval uation as part of their programm ng work on the TDP,
the LIWG report should be submtted to the Commr ssion by June
14, 2002.

W agree with Staff that it would be a nore efficient
use of resources to have the utilities submt to a third party
the information identified by Staff in its record request
concerning nonitoring and eval uation. See Exhibit No. 28.

Under the Original EAP, program nonitoring and eval uati on woul d
have been perfornmed by GOECS and the Comm ssion Staff. 1In its
comments and testinony, GOECS expressed sone uncertainty about
what its role would be in the TDP. W w |l address the |arger
question below. However, for this issue, we direct Staff to
work with GOECS to identify respective roles in the nonitoring

and eval uation process, including the receipt of data fromthe
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utilities and the generation of the reports.

G M scel |l aneous

As was nentioned above, further discussion needs to
occur around the roles of GOECS, CAA, the utilities and the
Commi ssion in the TDP. Business rules also need to be updated
to reflect the change in program design and the new roles of the
program partners. The LIWGis the |ogical choice for these
di scussions. Accordingly, we ask the LIWs recomend to the
Commi ssion clearly defined roles of each program partner al ong
W th updated business rules no later than June 21, 2002.

Cust omer education and outreach is a critical
conponent of a successful |owinconme electric assistance
program W direct the utilities to work with Comm ssion Staff
to develop a plan for educating custoners about the TDP and its
avai lability. We will also direct Staff to work with the
utilities and the CAA to develop training sessions for other
agenci es, such as the New Hanpshire Departnents of Health and
Human Servi ces and Enpl oynent Security, to ensure that those
agencies are famliar with the TDP and can advise their clients
of its availability.

We are concerned that there may be custoners currently
recei ving benefits under the interimlowincome prograns offered

by GSEC, PSNH and NHEC who would be ineligible for benefits
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under the TDP. As a result, we would ask GSEC, PSNH and NHEC to
identify the nunber of custonmers currently receiving benefits
under their interimprograns who woul d be over the incone
eligibility guidelines for the TDP and thus be ineligible to
recei ve benefits fromthe TDP. Additionally, we direct GSEC,
PSNH and NHEC to provide us with recommendati ons on how, and if,
t hose custoners would be transitioned over to the TDP.

Inits Initial Comments, PSNH advanced the use of
st at ewi de average usage information rather than utility-specific
usage information in the cal culation of the discounts. PSNH
argued that if the TDP was a statew de program then a customer
of one utility with the sane i nconme and usage as a custoner of
another utility should receive bills for the exact same anount.
M. Colton offered testinony regarding PSNH s reconmendati on and
provi ded a spreadsheet that attenpted to put PSNH s
recomendation into practice. As testified to by M. Colton,
far nore tiers than have been created in the TDP woul d be needed
to i mpl enment PSNH s recommendation. In M. Colton’s opinion, at
| east eight or ten tiers would be necessary and even then he
expressed doubt about being able to acconplish what PSNH i s
suggesting. M. Colton also noted that as the nunber of tiers

i ncrease so does the program conplexity and associ ated costs.
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The TDP is a statew de program and custoners ought to
recei ve substantially the sane benefits fromthe Unitil
Conpani es as they do from PNSH, NHEC, GSEC, and CVEC.

Cal cul ating discount levels using utility specific usage w |l
result in different bill anmounts for identical custoners taking
service fromtwo different utilities. However, the discount

| evels for each utility are designed to reduce, on average,
custoner bills to 4% or 6% of incone. Wiile we are synpathetic
to PSNH s argunent, and believe it further devel ops parity anong
customers, participating custoners are receiving the sane
benefit under the TDP as participating proposed. W are not
convi nced PSNH s suggestion can be acconplished in a way that
mai nt ai ns the bal ance between cost efficiency and program
efficiency and therefore will not adopt it.

In its Initial Comments, CVEC indicated a willingness
and desire to voluntarily inplenment an el ectric assistance
programin order to provide benefits to its custoners provided
t he Conmi ssion explicitly approved a surcharge to enable CVEC to
fund the program \While 374-F:3(V)(a) expressly authorizes the
Conmi ssion to establish | owinconme assistance prograns as a part
of restructuring, there is nothing that prohibits the Conm ssion
from establishing such prograns as part of our traditional

regul atory oversight role. Both Northern Uilities and PSNH
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have had di scounted tariffed rates for |owincone and/or elderly
custoners in the past.

G ven the benefits to custoners, the nodest cost of
the program and the continued uncertainty regardi ng the
restructuring of CVEC s service territory, we believe it is
appropriate to inplement the TDP in CVEC s service territory
absent restructuring. W wll, therefore, approve an explicit
surcharge for CVEC of $0.0012 per kwh to fund the TDP.

Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, that CVEC, GSEC, NHEC, PSNH and the Unitil
Conmpani es shall inplenent a Tiered D scount Programto provide
bill assistance to their custoners no |ater than October 1, 2002
and that the discount shall apply to all conponents of the bil
excluding taxes; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Tiered D scount Program
shal | include a pre-programarrears conponent whereby arrearages
are retired in full at the tine the custoner goes on the Tiered
D scount Program and it is

FURTHER CRDERED, that the SCHO Motion to Conplete is
denied; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the utilities, CAA and GOECS
shall submt budgets for start-up and first year adm nistrative

costs no later than 30 days fromthe date of this order while
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budgets for subsequent programyears shall be submtted no | ater
than 60 days prior to the start of each programyear; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that utility conpliance tariffs shal
be filed no later than August 1, 2002; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Community Action Agencies
shal | be authorized to adm nister the TDP on behal f of the
Commi ssion; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Staff shall work w th GOECS
to identify the respective roles of the Comm ssion and GOECS in
program nonitoring and evaluation; and it is

FURHTER ORDERED, that the LIWs5 reconvene to address
i ssues of nonitoring and eval uation, roles of the program
partners, and business rules for the TDP.

By order of the Public Utilities Conm ssion of New

Hanpshire this thirtieth day of My, 2002.

Thomas B. Getz Susan S. Cei ger Nancy Brockway
Chai r man Conmi ssi oner Conmi ssi oner

Attested by:

Claire D. DG cco
Assi stant Secretary



