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) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

I. Background 

A. Procedural History  

In response to Duke Energy Progress, LLC’s (“DEP”) and Duke Energy Carolinas, 

LLC’s (“DEC”, collectively, “Duke Energy” or “the Companies”) request for the North 

Carolina Utilities Commission (the “Commission” or “NCUC”) to convene a Low-income 

Affordability Collaborative (“LIAC” or “Affordability Collaborative”), the Commission 

established the Affordability Collaborative in its March 31, 2021 Order Accepting 

Stipulations, Granting Partial Rate Increase, and Requiring Customer Notice in Docket No. 

E-7, Subs 1213, 1214, and 1187 and its April 16, 2021 Order Accepting Stipulations, 

Granting Partial Rate Increase and Requiring Customer Notice in Docket No. E-2, Subs 

1219 and 1193 (“Rate Case Orders”).  In those Rate Case Orders, the Commission directed 

Duke Energy and the Public Staff – North Carolina Utilities Commission (“Public Staff”) 

to convene a collaborative for interested stakeholders within 90 days of the Rate Case 

Orders to address the affordability of electric service for low-income customers. 

The Commission further ordered that Duke Energy and the Public Staff briefly 

summarize the progress made by the Affordability Collaborative within 180 days of DEC 

Rate Case Order date and provide quarterly progress reports thereafter.  Pursuant to the 
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members, Duke Energy updated the analytics to include additional customer data attributes 

and analysis discussed further below.  

As part of the LIAC process, Duke Energy presented data on the following 

customer segments stratified as follows: (1) Low-Income Energy Assistance Program 

(“LIEAP”)/Crisis Intervention Program (“CIP”)6 participants, (2) less than 150% of the 

FPG, (3) between 150% and 200% of the FPG, (4) above 200% of the FPG, (5) meets 

arrears struggling definition, and (6) does not meet arrears struggling definition. In order 

to provide a unique supplemental look at electricity affordability and associated impacts 

for residential customers, the Duke Energy team developed an “arrears struggling” 

definition that is not directly based on income, but rather on the frequency and extent to 

which certain customers find themselves late in paying their monthly electric bill and/or 

being significantly behind on their bill. For the purpose of these analyses, Duke Energy 

defined “arrears struggling” customers as those who (1) were behind on paying their 

average/regular bill amount for six or more months during the pre-COVID period, or (2) 

were behind by twice the amount (or more) of their average bill for two or more months 

during that same pre-COVID period7. Duke Energy presented descriptive data analysis of 

each segment to LIAC members on the following customer demographic and housing 

characteristics: housing type (single versus multi-family, mobile and manufactured), 

housing status (owner vs renter), heating source, location, housing value, race, age of the 

 
6 To supplement and validate research into low-income customers, the North Carolina Department of Health 
and Human Services and Duke Energy executed an Amendment to an existing Data Sharing Agreement 
permitting Duke Energy to perform analysis on DEC and DEP customers identified as LIEAP and CIP 
recipients for purposes of the LIAC data analysis only. The LIEAP and CIP programs are intended to help 
low-income families who need assistance during a financial crisis to ensure they have access to both heating 
and cooling services. 
7 The arrears struggling definition is used throughout the LIAC report for the purposes of the LIAC analysis 
only. The definition was shared with LIAC members and used in LIAC materials without objection.   
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account holder, and number of people in the household. The demographic and housing data 

was purchased from a third party, Acxiom, which Duke Energy primarily purchased for 

marketing purposes. In response to requests from the LIAC Sub-Team A members, Duke 

Energy updated the analytics to also include information detailing the following: Advanced 

Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) load shapes, additional insights to Acxiom data in 

comparison to census data,8 tables including relative information detailed in graphs, insight 

to energy intensity, electric energy burden, sub-category housing including mobile homes, 

statistical modeling and analysis of disconnect non-pay notifications. 

Duke Energy performed a comparison of information segmented by both income 

and arrears for DEC and DEP residential accounts included in the analysis. The analysis 

did not find any significant differences between the two utilities, and therefore the analytics 

reflect information for DEC and DEP collectively.   

In response to requests from LIAC members for non-public customer information, 

including energy usage information, Duke Energy filed a Request for a Time-Limited 

Waiver of Certain Code of Conduct Provisions, seeking Commission approval to share the 

non-public customer information, without specific customer identification and aggregated 

to a zip code level, with LIAC members. The Commission issued an order on March 10, 

2022 with conditions to provide zip code level data to Sub-Team A members. One such 

condition required Duke Energy to file a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) with 

Guidehouse within 30 days of the date of the order detailing the procedures for Sub-Team 

A members to request, receive, and destroy aggregated zip code level data9.  On April 22, 

2022, Guidehouse sent a communication to Sub-Team A detailing the process to request 

 
8 See Appendix C at 4-7.  
 



 

LOW-INCOME AFFORDABILITY COLLABORATIVE FINAL REPORT Page 9 
 

and receive zip-code level data in accordance with the filed MOU. On June 24, 2022, a 

member of Sub-Team A requested the information which was provided on July 7, 2022.   

1. Overview of Sub-Team A’s Analysis of the Number of Customers Living in 
Households with Income at or Less than 200% of the FPG 
 
Duke Energy used LIEAP and CIP participation to supplement Acxiom data to 

identify low-income customers. To qualify for LIEAP funds, participants must have an 

income of less than 130% of the FPG,10 and to qualify for CIP assistance, participants must 

have an income of less than 150% of the FPG. Also, Duke Energy does collect the age of 

account holder in the billing system, so that data was used over Acxiom’s age data. 

Per Duke Energy’s analysis of eligible North Carolina residential accounts from the 

pre-COVID period, approximately 29% of these residential accounts served by DEC and 

DEP qualify as low-income, with a household income of 200% of the FPG or less (see 

Table 1 below). For the 29% of the accounts identified at or below 200% of the FPG, 

approximately 11% are between 150% and 200% of the FPG, 16% are less than 150% of 

the FPG, and the remaining 2% of the accounts are LIEAP/CIP recipients.  The 29% of 

low-income customer accounts represent approximately 710,000 of the 2.4 million 

households included in the analysis (using data from the pre-COVID period). However, 

assuming the percentage has not declined since February 2020, 29% of Duke Energy’s 

currently reported residential customer base of 3.07 million equates to 900,000 accounts 

qualifying as low-income. The 3.07 million residential accounts include all North Carolina 

residential active accounts as of September 30, 2021, regardless of how long the account 

 
10 The eligibility requirement as of March 31, 2022 was 130% of the FPG when the Version 4 analytics in 
Appendix C were shared with LIAC members. Duke Energy recognizes that Governor Cooper recently 
approved an increase in the new LIEAP income eligibility requirement from 130% to 150% of the FPG on 
July 11, 2022. 
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was active11. In comparison, the 2.37 million residential accounts in the analysis reflect 

residential accounts active for the entire pre-COVID period from March 2019 through 

February 2020. 

 
Table 1: Number of Customers at FPG Levels 

Category % All Customers No. Customers (2.37M) No. Customers (3.07M) 

LIEAP/CIP 2% 53,595 67,785 

< 150% FPG 16% 385,339 487,365 

150 - 200% FPG 11% 271,432 343,299 

Total low-income 29% 710,366 898,448 
 

Per Duke Energy’s analysis, approximately 16% of the residential customer base 

(of the ~2.47 million customers included in the arrears analysis) met Duke Energy’s arrears 

struggling definition, amounting to 395,204 customers. If this percentage were applied to 

the 3.07 million reported residential customers as of September 2021, the number of 

customers meeting Duke Energy’s arrears struggling definition would be approximately 

490,000. 

2. Overview of Sub-Team A’s Analysis of Patterns and Trends Concerning 
Energy Usage, DNPs, Payment Delinquency Histories, and Account Write-
Offs Due to Uncollectability 
 
Within each of the customer segments, Duke Energy provided data on average 

monthly kilowatt-hour (“kWh”) usage, kWh usage per square foot, customers meeting 

Duke Energy’s definition of arrears struggling, electric energy burden, 10-day and 24-hour 

notifications of DNP and executed DNPs. In addition, Duke Energy provided analyses on 

attributes by usage per month, average seasonal load shapes, and average peak day load 

shapes. 

 
11  See Docket No. M-100, Sub 158. 
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The graphs below show the median energy intensity for customers by income level (left) 

and arrears status (right). 

 

 

Sub-Team A identified areas where additional statistical analysis could potentially 

be helpful to expand on the descriptive analytics to support the objectives of the LIAC. 

This was a more advanced analysis that helped the LIAC members better understand what 

was driving affordability challenges for low-income customers. Duke Energy committed 

to enhancing the analytics to support the Assessment. That analysis was presented on 

March 31, 2022 in LIAC Workshop 6 as part of Version 4 of the Analytics. Three logistic 

models were also created in response to stakeholder feedback to show: (1) the likelihood 

of low-income customers to meet the arrears definition, (2) the likelihood of low-income 

customers to receive a 24-hour disconnect notice, and (3) the likelihood of low-income 

customers to be disconnected given that they received a 24-hour DNP notice to be 

disconnected. The three logistic regression models assessed the relationship between each 
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outcome and certain predictors,12 which included 11 attributes: home value, electric energy 

burden, summer impact, winter impact and heat source, age of account holder, age of home, 

race, household size, population density, housing status and type, and education. The 

Assessment completed by Sub-Team A contains a detailed write-up of each of these 

models13. 

In general, most of Duke Energy’s predictors had statistically significant impacts 

on the likelihood of a low-income customer meeting Duke Energy’s definition of arrears 

struggling and/or being at risk of receiving a notice and being disconnected from service 

for non-payment. Sub-Team A found that electric energy burden, winter impact, and 

summer impact are the key factors that both predict being in arrears and are most capable 

of being addressed and improved through new programs and policies.14 Reducing a 

household’s winter impact appears to show the greatest potential for reducing the 

likelihood a household will fall into arrears, given that at even one category above the 

baseline, households15 were 53% more likely to be in arrears, and at five categories above 

baseline, households were 129% more likely. Electric energy burden and summer impact 

were similar in the magnitude of their impact for groups above the baseline categories. 

In addition, reducing household electric energy burden should also address 

financial insecurity concerns overall by lowering the overall amount of income going 

towards customers’ electric bills. Household attributes were also statistically significant at 

 
12 Predictors are used in the Appendix C Analytics Version 4 statistical modeling. For example, the Age of 
Account Holder attribute used a Baseline of 55 Years Old. Predictors of age 18, 25, 35, 45, 65, and 85 are 
analyzed to show likelihood compared to the Baseline. 
13 See Appendix D at 7-18.  
14 For purposes of the statical analysis included on page 24-29 of Appendix C, the winter impact and 
summer impact reference the load increase over average monthly load. The impact is calculated by 
subtracting the average monthly load by the highest seasonal load.  
15 See Appendix C at 27. 
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predicting being in arrears and suggest that focusing on renters across all types of homes 

(i.e., single family and multi-family) could reduce the likelihood of households falling into 

arrears based on Duke Energy’s arrears struggling definition for the affordability analysis. 

Demographic and neighborhood characteristics were statistically significant in predicting 

the likelihood of those households that meet the arrears struggling definition in the 

affordability analysis. These results may provide guidance for program design or targeting 

outreach efforts to certain social groups, neighborhoods, and areas, but it is difficult to 

identify patterns regarding the age of the account holder, home value, and age of the home 

given that those variables utilized showed non-linearity in the models. Furthermore, race, 

education, and the size of a household were also significant predictors.  

Regarding the likelihood of falling into the arrears struggling category, the 

predictors described above show that energy use-related factors significantly impact the 

likelihood that a customer received a 24-hour notice of disconnection for non-payment— 

winter impact once again showing the greatest magnitude among the energy use 

categories16. Finally, for those households receiving a 24-hour notice, energy use and age 

of the home were both statistically and practically significant. Those important data points 

suggest that focusing on reducing usage in both winter and summer and/or focusing on 

renters generally would reduce the likelihood of DNP once a household has received a 

notice. In addition, reducing household’s electric energy burden would also reduce the 

likelihood of disconnections. Sub-Team A noted, however, that account holders with 

higher electric energy burdens were less likely to receive a 24-hour notice.  

 

 
16 See Appendix C at 28 for additional details. 
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B. Duke Energy Perspective  

1.  Overview of Analytics and Sources of Data  

Duke Energy partnered closely with the Affordability Collaborative members to 

identify, assess, and analyze the demographics information described above for residential 

customers. The analyses performed by Duke Energy are specific to assessing current 

electric energy affordability challenges facing residential customers. As discussed with 

LIAC members, Duke Energy recognizes there is a high likelihood that these same 

customers may face additional affordability challenges that expand beyond the scope of 

electric energy.  

Acxiom is a third-party provider for demographic information that is primarily used 

for marketing by Duke Energy. They collect available information at the household level 

by using public data, buying activity, online registrations, magazine subscriptions, survey 

data, warranty information, etc. If this information is not available, they use other known 

variables of customers and information at the zip+4 and zip level using their proprietary 

model. They then optimize those data points to resemble the U.S. Census norms to the 

highest accuracy rate possible. This was the best information that was available for Duke 

Energy since we do not collect many of these demographics (such as race, income, etc.) 

and housing characteristics directly from our customers. 

As discussed in Section II.A above, the analysis required Duke Energy to use 

demographics and income data obtained from third-party sources such as Acxiom and the 

North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services (“NCDHHS”). The 

demographics and income data obtained from Acxiom and the NCDHHS is not integrated 

in the Companies’ billing system. Per Duke Energy’s agreement with NCDHHS, the 
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1. Residential Income-Qualified Energy Efficiency and Weatherization Assistance 
for Individuals (“Weatherization Program and Equipment Replacement 
Program”) 

 
Duke Energy’s Weatherization Program and Equipment Replacement Program 

(“WPERP”) is available for income-qualified customers in the DEC service territory 

residing in existing, individually metered single-family homes, condominiums, and mobile 

homes. The program funds weatherization measures, heating system replacement with a 

14 or greater Seasonal Energy Efficiency Rating (“SEER”) heat pump17 and refrigerator 

replacement with an ENERGY STAR appliance18. Program participants receive a full 

energy audit19 and assistance for energy efficiency measures based on energy usage. 

Higher energy intensity customers are eligible to receive additional funding to install more 

energy saving measures as outlined below. 

Eligible WPERP participants must live in an individually metered single-family 

home and have a household income less than or equal to 200% of the FPG. The WPERP 

divides weatherization services participants into two tiers based on electric energy usage. 

Participants that have energy usage up to 7 kWh per square foot of conditioned space are 

in Tier 1 and may receive up to $600 for energy efficiency services. Participants that have 

energy usage of more than 7 kWh per square foot of conditioned space are in Tier 2 and 

may receive up to $4,000 for energy efficiency services. In addition, eligible customers 

may receive equipment upgrades for a HVAC replacement of an electric heating system 

 
17 The SEER measures air conditioning and heat pump cooling efficiency, which is calculated by the cooling 
output for a typical cooling season divided by the total electric energy input during the same time frame. 
18 Products that earn the ENERGY STAR label meet strict energy-efficiency specifications set by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
19 Full energy audit refers to having an energy expert evaluate the structure, systems and equipment to 
determine condition and opportunities to improve the energy efficiency of the home.  The audit results 
determine which energy saving measures and improvements should be implemented by the weatherization 
agency. Health and safety issues that need to be resolved are also provided. 
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and ENERGY STAR refrigerator. The replacement cost for an eligible electric heating 

system and ENERGY STAR refrigerator is up to $6,000 and $1,080, respectively20.  The 

average investment per participant in 2020 is $4,74121 for Tier I and Tier II weatherization 

and $898 for refrigerator replacement.   

Duke Energy customers must be certified as having a household income that 

qualifies for the State of North Carolina Weatherization Assistance Program. Duke 

Energy’s WPREP is administered through a non-profit, third-party organization that 

coordinates with the 20 NC Weatherization Assistance Providers (“NCWAP”) to offer 

participants a full energy audit alongside subsequent weatherization measures and potential 

equipment and refrigerator replacement. Approximately, 33% of DEC’s residential 

customers at 200% or less of the federal poverty level guidelines are eligible for the 

program. Since the program’s inception, only 0.068% of eligible customers have 

participated in the programs.  The low participation rate is attributed to various barriers, 

including the need for health and safety repairs to occur prior to installing energy efficiency 

measures, e.g., a participant with a hole in their roof may not receive insulation until the 

hole is repaired.   

Duke Energy does not collect income-level household data from participants. The 

household income information used is based upon data from Acxiom and is applied to 

calculate the electric energy burden. This is similar to the process used to create the 

Assessment discussed in Section II of this report. This information, along with the impacts 

 
20 Tier I measures include air sealing, low-cost energy efficiency upgrades like LEDs, domestic water heater 
tank insulation, low-flow shower heads, and faucet aerators. Tier II measures include Tier I measures plus 
insulation improvements. Refrigerator replacement eligibility and incentive levels depend on the old 
refrigerator’s size and a two-hour metering test.   
21 Average investment per participant is above the base Tier 1 and Tier 2 limit as the Program added up to 
$6,000 for HVAC replacement to Tier 2 starting in 2020.  









 

LOW-INCOME AFFORDABILITY COLLABORATIVE FINAL REPORT Page 24 
 

participation in this program typically have 50% or more of the households with income 

equal to or less than 200% FPG. The purpose of this program is to assist low-income 

participants in reducing energy costs through energy education and by installing or 

providing energy efficiency measures in the program participant’s residence. Households 

with higher consumption are offered additional measures to address high energy use as 

discussed further below. 

Participating homes receive a walk-through energy audit by Duke Energy’s third-

party administrator, education on energy efficiency techniques and measures, and a 

comprehensive package of energy efficiency measures installed by the third-party 

administrator. The energy efficiency measures recommended for installation may include 

but are not limited to LED lamps, electric water heater wrap, pipe wrap and low flow 

devices, electric water heater temperature check and adjustment, wall plate thermometer, 

window air conditioner winterization kits, and air sealing measures. The NES Program 

recently began offering additional measures such as attic insulation, duct sealing, air 

sealing with a blower door, floor insulation in mobile homes and a smart thermostat to 

eligible customers.23 Customers that have energy usage of more than 7 kWh per square 

foot of conditioned space are eligible for the additional measures. Historically, 

approximately 65% of customers in the selected neighborhoods participate in the NES 

Program. Although the COVID –19 pandemic reduced participation rates in 2020, 2021 

and into 2022, the NES Program has experienced an improvement in participation rates 

this year. 

 
23 These measures became available in the third quarter of 2021. 
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The program is administered by the Foundation for the Carolinas and NCDHHS in 

the DEC and DEP service territories, respectively. Over 100 agencies distribute the funds 

across the state of North Carolina to provide customers with bill pay assistance for monthly 

bills, deposits, reconnection charges and connection charges.  

Program Assessment 

Duke Energy will continue to work with program administrators and partnering 

agencies to identify opportunities to align the program between DEC and DEP to assist 

more customers.  

6. Helping Home Fund (“HHF”)   

 Duke Energy was the initial funding sponsor of the HHF with a contribution of 

$20 million to support appliance replacement, health and safety measures, weatherization 

and heating and cooling replacement and repairs in eligible homes. The program was 

designed to leverage funds from the State Weatherization Assistance Program, which 

consists of U.S. Department of Energy Weatherization Assistance Program and Low-

Income Energy Assistance Program. Without the HHF, more than 40% of the homes would 

not have received services. The HHF is administered in coordination with the North 

Carolina Community Action Association. Since 2015, the program has assisted over 5,000 

households. Eligible customers receive a home energy assessment and weatherization 

assistance to help save on energy bills. Eligible DEP customers may receive all services 

offered by the HHF while eligible DEC customers may receive all services except 

weatherization services. If a DEC customer is eligible for weatherization services, the 

services are provided by the WPERP.  
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costs for its WPERP through the annual DSM/EE Riders, as provided for in Commission 

Rule R8-69. Therefore, an increase in customer demand can typically be met by increased 

funding by DEC to support more qualifying customers.  DEC is committed to working with 

NCDEQ and NCWAP to better understand the hurdles to program participation which 

include but are not limited to: 1) reasons for deferral applications; 2) opportunities for 

marketing DEC’s WPERP to DEC customers; and 3) limited health and safety investment.   

ii. NES Program Expansion 

The NES programs have been very well received by targeted neighborhoods, with 

an average participation rate of 65%, which generally serves a combination of low- and 

moderate-income households over a multi-month period. The personalized engagement 

helps build rapport and trust with the customers, resulting in them being more likely to 

engage with Duke Energy in receiving a variety of energy savings measures that are 

specific to their household needs. However, and similar to WPERP, the NES program also 

has opportunities to increase program participation by identifying health and safety 

investment.  Additionally, the Companies will review opportunities to invest in additional 

resources necessary to expand the NES program offerings.29 

iii. HHF Program Transition  

Funded by Duke Energy shareholders, the HHF currently pays for health and safety 

repairs and eligible equipment replacements in the DEP and DEC service territories.  The 

health and safety repairs were targeted for funding because they were identified as a key 

barrier to low-income customers receiving energy efficiency services in their household. 

In addition, HHF pays for DEP weatherization improvements.  Based on recent estimates, 

 
29 Because the tight labor market in 2021 and 2022 has challenged expansion and operation of the program, 
Duke Energy would target adding more crews to serve additional customers in the future. 
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the HHF program is currently funded through Q4 of 2024.  To mitigate the impact of the 

HHF program ending, Duke Energy will continue to work with NCDEQ to identify 

different funding sources for health and safety investments and ways to increase low-

income customer participation in WPERP. 

DEP’s recent filing for approval of its proposed Income-Qualified Weatherization 

Program will support ongoing funding for weatherization services and replacement of 

eligible equipment.30 The pending DEP program proposes to provide weatherization 

services and replacement of eligible equipment. If the DEP Income-Qualified 

Weatherization Program is approved, DEP will offer weatherization services and 

replacement of eligible equipment as an approved energy efficiency program similar to the 

established DEC program.  

iv. SSI Program 

The SSI program provides eligible customers a bill discount based on the amount 

of kWh billed each month. The total program participation is approximately 10,000 

customers; with customers age 55 years and older accounting for 85% of the total program 

participation. The high percentage of participants age 55 years and older is not surprising 

with age being a component of the SSI program eligibility requirements. In comparison to 

LIEAP/CIP, approximately 44% of the total LIEAP/CIP recipients are age 55 years and 

older.  

Duke Energy acknowledges that a bill pay assistance program in both the DEC and 

DEP service territories will assist customers experiencing affordability challenges. As 

described in Section VI below, Duke Energy is proposing a new bill pay assistant program 

 
30 See Docket No. E-2, Sub 1299. 
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health and safety issues will require information from a third party. Depending on the third-

party source of the information, the Companies may have to enter into data sharing 

agreements to receive the necessary information to track specific information. 

Additionally, the LIAC did not establish a baseline for each metric; that effort requires 

additional work to evaluate the impact of the program to address affordability for low-

income customers. 

C. Disconnection for Nonpayment Practices and Regulatory Provisions  

In response to the Commission’s requirement to review practices and regulatory 

provisions related to disconnections for nonpayment, Sub-Team C members reviewed 

NCUC Rule R12-11 Disconnection of Residential Customer’s Electric Service 

(“Disconnection Rule”) and Duke Energy disconnection policies and disconnect data. This 

information was discussed with LIAC members on May 19, 2022 in Workshop VII.  

As detailed in the Disconnection Rule, electric utilities are required to notify 

residential customers in advance of disconnection for non-payment. In addition, the 

Disconnection Rule details requirements for customers to participate in a moratorium for 

disconnection for non-pay between November 1 and March 31 annually.38 The LIAC 

discussed how Duke Energy voluntarily enrolled North Carolina Housing Opportunities 

and Prevention of Eviction Program (“NC HOPE”), LIEAP, and CIP recipients in the 

 
38 With respect to bills rendered between November 1 and March 31 of every year and in conformity with 
the policy considerations expressed by Congress in the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (“PURPA”) of 
1978, the notice of proposed termination shall also contain a statement that no termination shall take place 
without the express approval of the Commission if the customer can establish all of the following: (a) That a 
member of the customer's household is either handicapped or elderly (65 years of age or older), or both. (b) 
That the customer is unable to pay for such service in full or in accordance with subsection (l)(3) of this rule. 
(c) That the household is certified by the local social service office which administers the Energy Crisis 
Assistance Program or other similar programs as being eligible (whether funds are then available or not) to 
receive assistance under such programs.  
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DEC – Average Monthly Residential Notices 

Pre & Post COVID 10-Day 
Notice 

24-Hour 
Notice 

Day of 
Disconnect 

Notice 

DNP Reconne
cted 

No Action 
PR

E 

July 2019-  
Dec. 2019 ~335,000 ~179,000 ~32,000 ~9,300 ~8,700 ~600 

Reductions 
from 
previous 
notice 

 46% 82% 72%  
Less than 1% 
(of delinquent 

population) 
         

PO
ST

 

Nov. 2020 – 
Feb. 2021 ~228,000 ~105,000 ~48,000 ~6,700 

~7,500  ~5,000 ~9,200  
Reductions 

from 
previous 

notice 

 54% 54% 70%  
4% 

(of delinquent 
population) 

 

DEP – Average Monthly Residential Notices 

Pre & Post COVID 10-Day 
Notice 

24-Hour 
Notice 

Day of 
Disconnect 

Notice 

DNP Reconne
cted 

No Action 

PR
E 

July 2019-  
Dec. 2019 ~180,000 ~101,000 ~21,000 ~8,000 ~6,800 ~1,200 

Reductions 
from 
previous 
notice 

 44% 79% 62%  
Less than 1%  
(of delinquent 

population) 
         

PO
ST

 

Nov. 2020 – 
Feb. 2021 ~159,000 ~105,000 ~25,000 ~7,300 

~200  ~6,500 ~1,000  
Reductions 

from 
previous 

notice 

 34% 76% 70%  
Less than 1% 
(of delinquent 

population) 

 

The information above shows that the number of notifications decreases in response 

to customers who take action upon receiving the prior notification. Upon receiving the 

initial notification or subsequent notification(s), customers are prompted to take action that 

includes making a payment and/or enrollment in an installment plan. While the LIAC 

members recognize there is a correlation between notifications and customer action, the 
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LIAC did not make a determination as to whether the Disconnection Rule required 

revisions.  

 Due to the application of the Disconnection Rule to all residential customers and 

the impact of proposed rule changes to all electric utilities regulated by the Commission, 

the LIAC did not recommend changes to the Rule. Instead, the LIAC recommends review 

of regulatory provisions related to disconnections for nonpayment that would be addressed 

by the Commission in a rulemaking procedure. 

1.  Duke Energy Perspective  

While Duke Energy acknowledges the involuntary interruption of a customer’s 

electric service is a last resort, the information detailed above shows the effectiveness of 

DNP notifications required by the Disconnection Rule. From the time the 10-day 

disconnection notice is issued, there is a 46% reduction on average in the number of 

customers who receive the 24-hour notice. An average decline of nearly 74% is 

experienced between the time the 24-hour notice issued and the day of disconnect notice is 

issued. The same trend exists from when the day of disconnect notice is issued and a DNP 

occurs. Nearly 69% of customers who receive a day of disconnect notice take action and 

avoid DNP. In addition to the required notifications detailed in the Disconnection Rule, the 

Companies recognize that some customers prefer communications via electronic channels 

including email and text to take action to avoid DNP.  

Duke Energy agrees with the LIAC’s recommendation that a review of the 

Disconnection Rule should be initiated by the Commission. This will allow all impacted 

utilities and interested stakeholders the opportunity to provide input on such review and 

proposed changes. 

 









 

LOW-INCOME AFFORDABILITY COLLABORATIVE FINAL REPORT Page 43 
 

1.  Duke Energy Perspective  

Cost-of-service allocation determines the amount of the utility’s revenue 

requirement that each customer rate class is responsible for and thus must be recovered 

through rates. Therefore, cost allocation is critical to determining the amount each 

customer group should pay for their use of the electric system. Changes in cost-of-service 

methodologies will change the revenue requirement for each rate class, with some 

methodologies resulting in a higher revenue requirement and others reducing the revenue 

requirement. Although cost-of-service helps guide rate design, it does not dictate the final 

rate designs entirely. There are important practical and public policy considerations that 

are critical to rate design but are not quantified in the cost-of-service or cost allocation 

processes.  

F. How Existing Programs Address Affordability, Cost-Causation, and 
Allowance of Costs Among Classes 

Energy efficiency programs that reduce energy usage lower the residential 

allocation of embedded costs. Conversely, any programs that increase energy use increase 

the allocation of embedded costs. The overall effect these programs would have on other 

customers’ rates depends on the revenue collected from each customer (i.e., contribution 

towards the rate class’s revenue) compared with the costs allocated to the rate class as a 

result of a customer (i.e., addition to the rate class’s revenue requirement). If the increase 

in allocated costs exceeds the incremental revenue from a customer, then it will result in 

an increase in rates for customers within the rate class. If the allocated costs are less than 

the incremental revenue, then there would be downward pressure on rates within the rate 

class.  
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G. Review of EE/DSM and CRR Collaborative Efforts to Assist Low-Income 
 Customers 
 

Sub-Team D was tasked with reviewing the ongoing efforts of the EE/DSM, CRR 

and LIAC (individually as “Collaborative” collectively, “the Collaboratives”) due to the 

overlapping nature of the work by the Collaboratives. The LIAC hosted a joint meeting on 

January 26, 2022, with over 130 individuals representing the three Collaboratives in 

attendance. The joint meeting was designed to allow members of each collaborative to 

learn about efforts underway to assist low-income customers, provide feedback about 

opportunities for cross collaboration, identify gaps and challenges, and propose solutions 

and changes. Each Collaborative made a presentation during the joint meeting that 

provided an overview of its efforts underway to assist low-income customers with 

addressing affordability challenges. In addition to these presentations, the meeting included 

breakout sessions designed for interactive discussion to collect feedback. The breakout 

sessions allowed participants to provide information through discussions and identification 

of opportunities for collaborative intersections, challenges and gaps, and potential changes 

and solutions further detailed in Appendix F. In support of ongoing information sharing for 

the duration of the LIAC, the EE/DSM and CRR identified points of contact responsible 

for providing LIAC members updates on the work underway that overlapped with LIAC 

areas of focus.  These updates were provided during the subsequent workshop meetings 

hosted by the LIAC.  

IV. Jurisdictional Trends, Metrics, and Definitions for “Affordability” 

During the March 31, 2022 Workshop VI, Sub-Team B members presented on the 

following topics: 
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Analysis of Low-Income Program Eligibility  

OTHER        
Heating Source-
Dependent?  

Yes No Yes No No No No 

 

B. Affordability Defined and Applied in Other Jurisdictions  

 The LIAC was unable to identify an energy-industry accepted definition for 

affordability. However, there are jurisdictions further discussed below that have taken 

regulatory action to study affordability challenges and ways to measure affordability.  

 Both the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (“PPUC”) and California 

Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) opened dockets to study affordability for low-

income customers. The PPUC42 initiated a study to examine the home energy burden for 

low-income customers in Pennsylvania in evaluating the affordability, cost-effectiveness, 

and prudence of Universal Service Programs43.  The study examined the impacts of bill 

assistance on customer energy burden levels, outlined the maximum energy burdens and 

revised previous third-party studies dealing with related topics for both electric and gas 

customers. Pennsylvania’s maximum energy burdens as articulated in the CAP Policy 

Statement are higher than maximum energy burdens used by neighboring states.44  

In California, the CPUC issued an order to assess the impacts of affordability of 

individual CPCUC utility rate requests. The goals of the proceedings were to develop a 

framework and principles to identify and define affordability criteria for all utility services 

 
42 https://www.puc.pa.gov/pcdocs/1602386.pdf. 
 
43 See the May 5, 2017 “Energy Affordability for Low Income Customers Order” in Docket No. M-2017-
2587711. This was the first comprehensive energy burden and affordability study of Pennsylvania households 
using information from utilities and other third parties. 
44 Ohio’s utility payment assistance program has a maximum energy burden of 10%. The New York and New 
Jersey utility payment assistance programs both have a maximum energy burden level of 6%. 
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Although the Sub-Team B research did not identify a common definition for 

affordability, the research findings identified efforts underway by state commissions, as 

described above, for utility services under its regulation to track and understand 

affordability challenges and ways to measure affordability. The metric to measure 

affordability ranges by state from the three independent, but related, metrics, adopted by 

the CPUC to an average target energy burden for low-income customers adopted by New 

York.  

Based on the research findings, the recommendation from the LIAC is that the 

NCUC should consider FPG at or below 200% when determining eligibility for programs 

to address affordability. This aligns with the majority of the income-qualified programs 

identified in the Sub-Team B research and analytics information completed for the LIAC. 

While Sub-Team B recognizes that program eligibility will vary by program, the 

recommendation is that program design should incorporate and be available to income-

qualified customers regardless of home types (single family and multifamily), renters and 

owners, and be available regardless of the heating source.  

1.  Duke Energy Perspective  

The findings by Sub-Team B members provided insightful information regarding 

how other jurisdictions are defining and measuring affordability for low-income 

customers. The programs reviewed by Sub-Team B reveal that many low-income customer 

programs are offered to customers who meet income eligibility requirements (at or below 

200% FPG) regardless of their housing type (single family or multi-family), housing status 

(renter or owner) and heating source. Duke Energy supports programs that include these 

characteristics when designing programs to address affordability challenges.  
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While the work performed by the LIAC is insightful and provides a level of detail 

not previously available, Duke Energy acknowledges that a comprehensive study of all 

North Carolina utilities would provide a more informed view of opportunities to assist low-

income customers with affordability challenges (“Comprehensive Study”). Additionally, 

while the studies performed by the PPUC and CPUC are similar, there are significant 

differences in focusing on specific opportunities and policies to address affordability 

challenges of customers in their state. Duke Energy supports a Commission-ordered 

Comprehensive Study to evaluate affordability challenges and solutions for North 

Carolina’s low-income utility customers. 

V. Overview of 3(e) Programs 

The Commission directed the LIAC to provide an overview of certain low-income 

programs including: minimum bill concepts as a substitute for fixed monthly charges; 

income-based rate plans, such as Ohio’s percentage of income payment plan (“PIPP”); 

segmentation of the existing residential rate class to take into account different levels of 

usage; expanding eligibility for DEC’s current SSI-based program to include additional 

groups of ratepayers; and whether a specific component in rates to be used to fund 

supplemental support programs (“3(e) Programs”). As part of the overview, the LIAC was 

tasked with determining whether the 3(e) Programs, in addition to any other programs 

agreed upon by the collaborative, are appropriate for implementation in North Carolina 

and, if so, what statutory or regulatory changes are necessary to permit implementation.  

Pursuant to the Rate Case Orders and the Commission’s directive, the Affordability 

Collaborative evaluated the appropriateness of several program ideas, including the 3(e) 
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Programs, throughout various LIAC workshops and Sub-Team meetings.47 The results of 

those evaluations are included in the LIAC’s proposed programs and recommendations in 

Appendix G and discussed further in Section VI of this Final Report.  

As part of the overview, the LIAC also evaluated and discussed the regulatory and 

statutory framework and any changes that may be necessary to implement 3(e) Programs. 

The LIAC agreed that the Commission has broad authority under existing North Carolina 

law, but whether any particular proposal or program may require regulatory or statutory 

changes to be implemented cannot be determined in the abstract without a more detailed 

proposal. 

A. Duke Energy and Public Staff Perspective 

 Duke Energy and the Public Staff agree with the LIAC’s determination that it is 

challenging to evaluate whether any program, including 3(e) Programs, would require any 

regulatory or statutory changes without more details regarding the proposed program. 

However, Duke Energy and the Public Staff conducted a high-level overview of the 

Commission’s general authority under the current regulatory and statutory framework and 

its potential impact on the implementation of 3(e) Programs or low-income programs in 

general.  

 There are several statutes germane to the question of whether there are statutory or 

regulatory barriers to implementation of a program to assist low-income customers with 

affording the cost of electricity. North Carolina General Statute (“G.S.”) § 62-2 is the 

declaration of policy regarding the rates, services, and operations of public utilities.  G.S. 

§ 62-2 (3) indicates that it is the policy “[t]o promote adequate, reliable and economical 

 
47 See the Q4 Progress Report and Appendix E.  
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utility service to all of the citizens and residents of the State”, and G.S. § 62-2 (3a) states 

that it is the policy to fix “rates in a manner to result in the least cost mix of generation and 

demand side reduction measures which is achievable . . .”  It is also the policy of the State 

pursuant to G.S. § 62-2 (4) “. . . [t[]o provide just and reasonable rates and charges for 

public utility services without unjust discrimination, undue preferences or advantages . . .”  

G.S. § 62-131 dictates two important principles regarding rates and utility service. 

First, rates must be just and reasonable. Second, a utility is required to "furnish adequate, 

efficient and reasonable service”. G.S.§ 62-133 establishes how the Commission sets rates. 

Rates must be fair to both utility and customer, based on costs of utility to serve all 

customers, and reasonable. The Commission has broad but not unlimited discretion to set 

rates. The Commission cannot exceed its jurisdiction. The Commission exercises its 

judgement in its determination of what is in the “public interest”. The Commission's 

decisions must be based on evidence.  

In addition, rates must be developed based on cost-causation principles (i.e., the 

cost causer pays for its costs). In DEC’s recent rate case, Docket No. E-7, Sub 1214, Public 

Staff witness Jack Floyd addressed these issues. He stated “[r]ate design should follow the 

same cost causation approach underlying the [cost of service study], such that each 

customer class, or customer, is responsible for an appropriate share of the costs that are 

planned for and incurred in order to serve them.”48 He also stated that “[t]he Public Staff 

continues to fundamentally believe that rate design must first be based on cost-causation 

principles. After cost-based rates are determined, public policy may provide further 

guidance in designing final rates.”49 

 
48 Direct Testimony of Jack Floyd filed February 18, 2020, Docket No. E-7, Sub 1214 at P. 9, ll. 10-13. 
49 Id at P. 58, ll. 13-16. 
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By using cost-causation principles to develop rates, bills are based on usage, thus 

incenting customers to conserve energy to lower their bills. When rates are not based on 

cost causation, the tie between usage and price is severed, thus sending inaccurate price 

signals and reducing or eliminating the incentive for customers to conserve energy. Witness 

Floyd went on to say that “[a]ny rate discount for low-income customers will shift revenue 

recovery to other customers in the form of slightly higher rates. This shift or subsidization 

must be thoroughly understood in terms of the dollars to be shifted and the effect on rates 

paid by other customers.”50 It is important to note that in the newly passed S.L. 2021-165 

(“House Bill 951”), section (b) requires that the revenue requirement be allocated pursuant 

to cost-causation principles for any electric public utility rate case filed along with an 

application for performance-based regulation. Section (a)(1) defines the “cost causation 

principle” as “establishment of a causal link between a specific customer class, how that 

class uses the electric system, and costs incurred by the electric public utility for the 

provision of electric service.” 

The Commission is also barred from setting rates that are unreasonably 

discriminatory. G.S.§ 62-140(a) provides that “[n]o public utility shall, as to rates or 

services, make or grant any unreasonable preference or advantage to any person or subject 

any person to any unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage. No public utility shall establish 

or maintain any unreasonable difference as to rates or services either as between localities 

or as between classes of service . . .” The form of the aid given to low-income customers 

by the utility is not dispositive in determining whether it is in violation of G.S. § 62-140.  

 
50 Id. at P. 59, lines 16-21. 
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The question is what would be considered an “unreasonable preference or advantage.”  The 

Courts have interpreted this statute multiple times. 

In State ex rel. Util. Comm’n v. Mead Corp., 238 N.C. 451, 78 S.E. 2d 290 (1953), 

the Supreme Court wrote, “The obligation of a public service corporation to serve 

impartially and without unjust discrimination is fundamental…. There must be substantial 

differences in service or conditions to justify differences in rates. There must be no 

unreasonable discrimination between those receiving the same kind and degree of service.”  

In State ex rel. Util. Comm’n v. Bird Oil Co., 302 N.C. 14, 273 S.E. 2d 232 (1981), the 

Court found that differentiated rates were not unjust or unreasonable when there were 

substantial differences in the (1) quantity of use, (2) time of use, (3) manner of use, and (4) 

costs of rendering the two services. In State ex rel. Util. Comm’n v. Municipal 

Corporations, 243 N.C. 193 (1955), the Court held a substantial difference between the 

costs of rendering the services justifies some difference in rates.  These same criteria were 

again confirmed by the Court in State ex rel. Util. Comm’n v. Carolina Utility Customers 

Ass’n, 351 N.C. 223, 524 S.E. 2d 10 (2000). 

In a single class of residential customers, it is unlikely that there is a substantial 

difference between the cost of rendering service to low-income individuals as opposed to 

non-low-income individuals.  Thus, from the statute and case law it is unclear whether a 

low-income rate or discount would be unreasonably discriminatory under G.S. § 62-140 

when there are not substantial differences between the costs to serve low income and non-

low income customers. Duke Energy and the Public Staff have found no cases concerning 

rate discrimination among customers in the residential class.  Whether the Commission and 
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courts may view a low-income rate or discount as a reasonable form of discrimination is 

uncertain.   

            While there are no cases addressing whether the Commission can approve a low-

income rate that is not based on cost-causation principles absent legislative authorization, 

the Supreme Court in State ex rel. Util. Comm’n v. Cooper, 366 N.C. 484, 739 S.E,2d 541 

(2013)51 concluded, in remanding a general rate case to the Commission, that the 

Commission must take customer interests and changing economic conditions into 

consideration when making a determination on return on equity.  While the Court’s 

analysis was based on other factors, the Court referenced the language of G.S. § 62-

133(b)(4), a general rate case statute, holding the Commission must consider whether the 

approved return is reasonable and fair to the utility’s customers.  Although Cooper I does 

not suggest that a specific low-income rate is appropriate, it does suggest some concern by 

the Court of the impacts of increased utility rates on customers during times of changing 

economic circumstances. In Cooper II, the Court affirmed the Commission’s decision but 

also noted that not only G.S. § 62-133 (b)(4) but Chapter 62, as a whole, requires the 

Commission to treat consumer interests fairly and not indirectly or as mere afterthoughts. 

This might suggest that, if challenged, a carefully crafted low-income rate might lead the 

Court to find that the rate is not unduly unreasonable or unjust so as to violate the anti-

discrimination provisions of G.S. § 62-140.   

The Commission has exercised its authority in the past to approve rates or programs 

for low-income customers. Indeed, the Commission has approved energy efficiency 

 
51 This case is usually referred to as Cooper I.  Following remand and a further Order by the Commission, 
the Supreme Court issued a subsequent decision dated December 19, 2014, in State ex rel. Util Comm’n v. 
Cooper, 366 N.C 644, 766 S.E. 2d 827 (2014), which is usually referred to as Cooper II. 
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programs targeted at low-income customers that are not cost effective but provide societal 

benefits. There is also Commission precedent adopting a discounted rate for certain 

customers.  The discounted rate was limited to elderly, blind or handicapped customers 

who met federal poverty guidelines and were receiving Supplemental Security Income 

(“SSI”).  The Commission justified the rate by concluding that the usage of such customers 

was inelastic and unresponsive to price changes and because it would allow the 

Commission to collect meaningful data in its comprehensive study of lifeline-type rate 

schedules mandated by the 1977 General Assembly. The rate was adopted by the 

Commission for Duke Power Company on August 31, 1978, in Docket No. E-7, Sub 237.   

Although this discounted rate was adopted as an experimental rate for study purposes, it is 

still in place in DEC Rate Schedules RS and RE.  Presently, DEC Rate Schedule RS states, 

“For customers receiving SSI under the program administered by the Social Security 

Administration and who are blind, disabled, or 65 years of age or over, the rate for the first 

250 kWh used per month shall be 8.4772 cents per kWh.”  The present maximum discount 

to customers is $3.17 per month.  Notably, this rate was authorized as an “experimental 

rate”, and it remains an “experimental rate.”     

The experimental rate was addressed further in Duke Power Company’s 1982 

general rate case in Docket No. E-7, Sub 338.52  In that case, the Commission found that 

the cost justification for the experimental SSI rates was inconclusive and that the matter 

should be considered further by the full Commission in Docket No. E-100, Sub 143.  

However, fundamental to the Commission’s consideration of the SSI rate was the principle 

 
52 Public Staff Witness Jack Floyd extensively addressed affordability and other lifeline issues in testimony 
submitted on February 18, 2020 in Docket No. E-7, Subs 1213 and 1214.  Mr. Floyd’s testimony also reviews 
the background of the SSI rate originally adopted on August 31, 1978 in Docket No. E-7, Sub 237.   
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that the rate had to be based on cost-of-service differences between SSI customers and 

residential customers as a whole or based on a lower elasticity of demand than residential 

customers. The SSI rate was not intended as a lifeline rate or as a promotional rate. It should 

be noted the SSI rate was adopted during a time of changing economic circumstances, 

when the country was facing an oil embargo and massive construction costs association 

with building nuclear plants, creating upward pressure on electricity rates.  While the 

Commission’s approval of the experimental SSI rate provides some precedent, the 

Commission also expressed concerns about its ability to approve rates based on social 

objectives. 

The Commission shares the concern of the state for the elderly, the handicapped, 
and the poverty stricken, especially in times of high energy costs.  However, the 
Commission is of the opinion that such social objectives as providing relief for 
certain disadvantaged segments of the general population are, and should be, 
beyond the rate making authority of the commission.  The authority for social 
objectives is vested with the duly elected representatives of the general public, and 
the commission has not been delegated any such authority.  The commission can 
best and most properly perform its legislative mandate by enduring that the rates it 
approves for service to disadvantaged customers do not exceed the actual costs to 
provide such services.53  
  

The General Assembly authorized a low-income rate for telephone customers due 

to upward pressure on local telephone rates caused by industry deregulation. The statute 

authorized a state discount that was equivalent to a federal discount approved by the 

Federal Communication Commission. An exception in G.S. § 62-140 states, “It shall not 

be considered an unreasonable preference or advantage for the Commission to order, if it 

finds the public interest so requires, a reduction in local telephone rates for low-income 

residential consumers meeting a means test established by the Commission in order to 

 
53 Docket No. E-7, Sub 338 at 89. 
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match any reduction in the interstate subscriber line charge authorized by the Federal 

Communications Commission.”  Here, the General Assembly explicitly carved out an 

exception to allow for a low-income rate for telephone service. This could potentially 

bolster the argument that legislation is needed to create an exception for a low-income rate 

for electric service.  On the other hand, it could be argued that just as a low-income rate for 

telephone customers is not unreasonably discriminatory, neither is a low-income rate for 

electric customers.54  

Consideration of whether a particular rate or program is in the public interest begins 

by reviewing cost-based revenues, cost allocations, and rate designs, including fixed versus 

variable costs; demand- versus energy-related costs; flat rates, demand rates, and 

volumetric rates; and inclining versus declining block rates. Next, subsidies between 

classes are minimized as much as possible, and any that remain must accomplish a public 

interest objective. To the extent a low-income assistance program is proposed as part of a 

rate case filed with an application for performance-based regulation, any interclass 

subsidization of ratepayers must be “minimized to the greatest extent practicable by the 

conclusion of the MYRP period.” G.S. 62-133.16(b). The rate or program should provide 

opportunities for as many eligible customers as possible to participate. There should be 

identification of clear public policy objectives, and specific definition of the benefits and 

 
54 While this language remains in the statute, the low-income rate for telephone service has been effectively 
repealed.  The General Assembly passed an amendment to G.S. § 62-140 which states, “If the State repeals 
any State funding mechanism for a reduction in the local telephone rates for low-income residential 
consumers, the Commission shall take appropriate action to eliminate any requirement for the reduced rate 
funded by the repealed State funding mechanism.”   The low-income rate was funded through a tax credit 
given to telecommunications providers to recover the costs of the low-income rate.   In S.L. 2013-316, the 
General Assembly repealed the tax credit, and in doing so effectively repealed the low-income rate for 
telecommunications services.  Although the action of the General Assembly targeted the elimination of the 
tax credit, the credit was applicable to traditional landline telephone service. The number of customers taking 
advantage of the program had declined significantly due to the increased utilization of wireless phones. 
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costs to customers and utility system. Cost recovery (revenues, allocations, and rate 

designs) should align with the distribution of benefits as much as possible. Any deviation 

should be shown to be “in the public interest.” 

VI. LIAC Proposals 

In response to feedback shared by LIAC members during LIAC Workshop 3 on 

November 12, 2021, Guidehouse created and distributed the electronic program 

submission form on November 28, 2021, in advance of the original Q1 timeframe. The 

electronic form detailed the required data points for proposals to address affordability 

challenges. Guidehouse received 22 proposals submitted from LIAC members by the April 

8, 2022 due date. Guidehouse distributed each proposal to LIAC members on April 12, 

2022. On April 20, 2022, Guidehouse distributed the LIAC Proposal Packet, a 

comprehensive list of all proposals and supporting information submitted, to LIAC 

members for Pitch Day. On Pitch Day, April 20, 2022, the LIAC members that submitted 

proposals presented information about their proposals to the other LIAC members and 

answered questions.  

During Pitch Day, LIAC members discussed opportunities to combine similar 

proposals and potentially align proposals with other efforts underway by Duke Energy.  

Based on discussions among LIAC members and with agreement of the participant who 

submitted the proposal, Guidehouse worked to combine similar proposals or align 

proposals with other Duke Energy efforts. The table below details the original proposals 

submitted and proposals combined or aligned with other initiatives as a result of LIAC 

member feedback. The information in the table does not reflect all the information 

submitted for each proposal. See Appendix G for a detailed information of each proposal 
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submitted, assessment of each proposal by LIAC members, and feedback from 20 LIAC 

members in response to the proposal. 

PROPOSAL INFORMATION 
Proposal Number: 1 Proposal Name: Closing the Income-Qualified Energy Efficiency Program 

Spending and Savings Gap Between DEP and DEC 
Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: Proportionately, Duke Energy 
Carolinas has historically spent and delivered more efficiency savings than 
Duke Energy Progress. This recommendation is for DEP to increase its 
spending and savings to close this gap. 

Assessment Results:  Support Support with 
Revisions 

Do Not 
Support 

Abstain 

76% 10% 0% 14% 
LIAC Member 
Comments: 

Duke Energy: It is Duke Energy’s intention and aspiration to serve as many 
qualified customers as possible through low-income energy efficiency 
programs, but a singular territory comparison of program spending and 
energy savings rarely tells the whole story of how well customers in need are 
being helped. 
 

Public Staff: “The Public Staff has reviewed each of these proposals in 
isolation without any projections of costs, benefits, cost-effectiveness, 
participation, etc. Only with this and other pertinent information could the 
Public Staff make a final determination as to whether it supports or does not 
support a proposal. The Public Staff would also have to consider the cost and 
rate impact of all programs or proposals to be implemented at the same time 
before making a final determination as to its position. This statement applies 
to each proposal.”  

Proposal Number: 2 Proposal Name: Duke Energy Progress Income-Qualified Weatherization 
Program 

Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: Modeled off of the DEC program of 
the same name, the DEP Income-Qualified Weatherization program will 
incorporate the ability for Duke to fund the entire project cost for EE 
improvements with flexibility for per-home spending levels (up to $10,000) 
comparable to the 2019 Durham Pilot. Total program spending levels will at 
least match those on a per residential customer basis as the DEC program. 

Assessment Results:  Support Support with 
Revisions 

Do Not 
Support 

Abstain 

72% 14% 0% 14% 
LIAC Member 
Comments: 

AARP: “AARP looks forward to learning more about the specific ways in 
which this program would lower the cost barrier to energy efficiency retrofits 
in low-income households, and information about the cost and savings for 
low-income households that participate in this and other energy efficiency 
programs. AARP supports cost-effective measures to promote clean energy 
that yield affordable energy, AARP supports energy efficiency and 
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weatherization programs including for low-income customers. We urge that 
DOE and Federal infrastructure funds be used first to fund such a program.”  
 

Public Staff: “Only non-ratepayer funds should be utilized for health and 
safety work.”  
Duke Energy: “The Company plans to file the DEP Income Weatherization 
Program with the NCUC within the next two weeks.”   

Notes: On June 13, 2022, in Docket No. E-2, Sub 1299, DEP filed its Proposed 
Residential Income-Qualified Energy Efficiency and Weatherization 
Program. The proposed filing is similar to Proposal 2.  

Proposal Number: 3 Proposal Name: Income-Qualified High Energy Use 
Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: This program provides deep energy 
retrofits at no cost to low-income customers with high energy use. The 
program will develop processes to incorporate additional funding for health 
and safety repairs from non-ratepayer sources to serve previously ineligible 
customers. The program would be based on a proposed pilot program 
developed by advocates and Duke Energy out of a 2021 rate case settlement 
agreement and will likely be filed at the NCUC in early Summer 2022. The 
pilot will serve 1,000 customers in two selected test regions. The proposed 
pilot is a first step to developing a full program that addresses the systemic 
and persistent need of high energy use low-income customers. 

Assessment Results:  Support Support with 
Revisions 

Do Not 
Support 

Abstain 

67% 19% 0% 14% 
LIAC Member 
Comments: 

AARP: “AARP supports energy efficiency programs including for low-
income customers. We urge that DOE and Federal infrastructure funds be 
used first to fund such a program. We think a pilot program might also be a 
good idea.”  
 

Public Staff: “The system impact is greatest by targeting high electric energy 
consumption customers. Only non-ratepayer funds should be utilized for 
health and safety work. If ratepayer funds are used for the energy-related 
portions of the program, any savings claimed by Duke must go through the 
EM&V process.” 
 

Rowan Helping Ministries: “Must include a component for customer 
education for maintenance of equipment and practical ideas to reduce energy 
consumption.”  
 

Nicholas Institute: “In the statistical analysis, higher winter peak and 
summer peak usage were associated with a customer being more likely to be 
in arrears, receive a 24-hour notice, and be disconnected. These results would 
support reducing high energy use via this pilot and the resulting research 
could prove valuable.”  
 

Duke Energy: “The Companies support an income qualified high electric 
use pilot program with plans to file it for NCUC approval in the near future.” 

Notes: On June 30, 2022, in Docket No. E-7, Sub 1272, DEC filed its Proposed 
Residential Income-Qualified High-Energy Use Pilot.  This proposed pilot is 
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the product of the settlement approved Docket No. E-7, Sub 1214 issued on 
March 31, 2021. 

Proposal Number: 4 Proposal Name: Residential Electric Resistance Tank Water Heater (ER) and 
Hybrid Heat Pump Hybrid Water Heater (HHPWH) Rental Program 

Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: The Residential Electric Resistance 
Tank Water Heater (ER) and Hybrid Heat Pump Water Heater (HHPWH) 
Rental Program is operated by Duke Energy DEP and DEC (Hereinafter 
Duke) as a service to residential rate payers. The program will market water 
heater replacement services to all residential ratepayers. 

Assessment Results:  Support Support with 
Revisions 

Do Not 
Support 

Abstain 

71% 10% 0% 19% 
LIAC Member 
Comments: 

Public Staff: “A waiver of the Commission disconnect rules may be needed 
to avoid disconnect based on non-payment of non-electric charges. The 
Public Staff has historically opposed disconnection for non-electric charges. 
More detail about the rental contracts needs to be provided before it can be 
determined whether it is appropriate to implement this program through a 
rental program. It may be more appropriate to implement this measure in a 
traditional EE program where the customer purchased, owned, and 
maintained the equipment and then qualified for a credit/discount similar to 
the Smart Saver program.”  
 

Duke Energy: “The Companies are committed to evaluating a customer 
owned program offered via an on-tariff financing offer.” 

Proposal Number: 5 Proposal Name: Manufactured Homes Energy Efficiency Retrofit and 
Replacement Program 

Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: Manufactured homes on average use 
substantially more energy per square foot than other housing types, while 
residents frequently lack the financial resources to address problems of 
energy waste. This program aims to overcome barriers to affordability and 
dramatically increase the efficiency of Duke’s manufactured homes through 
improvements to existing manufactured homes, replacement of the most 
outdated units, and increasing the overall efficiency performance of new 
manufactured homes. 

Assessment Results:  Support Support with 
Revisions 

Do Not 
Support 

Abstain 

67% 14% 5% 14% 
LIAC Member 
Comments: 

AARP: “AARP in general supports energy efficiency programs including for 
low-income customers. We would appreciate more information on this 
program.” 
Public Staff: “It is not appropriate to use ratepayer funds for replacement of 
manufactured homes. The program should implement only cost-effective EE 
measures for low-income customers living in manufactured homes similar to 
other EE programs.”   
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Nicholas Institute: “The findings of the statistical analysis support a focus 
on mobile homes regardless of the tenure of the account holder (owner or 
renter).”  
 

Rowan Helping Ministries: “This seems beyond the scope of the Duke 
Energies corporate responsibilities. Great idea for another organization to 
administer.” 
 

Duke Energy: “Yes, the Companies are committed to evaluating this 
proposal although it may be cost prohibitive.” 

Proposal Number: 6 Proposal Name: Arrearage Management Pilot EE Program 
Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: This program would be intended to link 
energy burden, energy inefficiency, and arrearage management in a unified, 
encompassing program offering. Households with limited incomes typically 
face much higher energy burdens that the general population, and as such 
may be at much higher risk of not being able to pay utility bills on time – 
especially when they are higher than they could be due to inefficient 
structures, HVAC equipment, and appliances. The program assumes that 
most households that fall behind in paying their bills would pay them if they 
could. Therefore, to make paying those bills more manageable this program 
would identify households that have fallen behind in their bills and offer a 
three-part program that includes the following: 1) installation of energy 
efficiency measures to reduce forward-going bills, preferably through a 
comprehensive weatherization approach; 2) a payment plan for affordably 
repaying a portion of the arrearage, and; 3) if the household adheres to the 
payment plan, forgiveness of the remaining unpaid arrearage. The program 
revolves around the creation of a relationship between the utility and 
participating households that is less focused on collections than on working 
together to identify a plan to reduce the likelihood of future arrearages. 

Assessment Results:  Support Support with 
Revisions 

Do Not 
Support 

Abstain 

67% 9% 5% 19% 
LIAC Member 
Comments: 

Public Staff: “It is generally not appropriate to use ratepayer funds for 
arrearage forgiveness; however non-ratepayer funds could be utilized for 
arrearage forgiveness. It may be appropriate to use ratepayer funding for 
arrearage forgiveness to the extent that it is revenue neutral. Duke should 
analyze the impact to uncollectibles and assess the actual administrative costs 
and late fees. This delta could flow back to offset arrearages/ uncollectibles. 
Such an offset would be appropriate for consideration in the next rate case. It 
is inappropriate for a utility to profit based on ratepayers’ inability to pay 
their bills. Prior to arrearage forgiveness, all other sources of funding should 
be sought and utilized. Arrearage metrics should be tracked to ensure that no 
perverse incentive to stop paying bills has been created. Access to arrearage 
forgiveness should limited (1-5 years).”  
 

Rowan Helping Ministries: “We are seeing first hand payment 
arrangements - post moratorium - are not working for our clients. Our clients 
are making payment arrangements without the ability to pay. Arrangements 
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need to be made soon after an arrearage occurs and payment needs to fit the 
financial capacity of the customer.”  
 

Nicholas Institute: “The findings of the statistical analysis show that those 
with higher than the national average electric burdens were statistically 
significantly more likely to be in arrears and more likely to be disconnected 
over time.”   
 

Duke Energy: “The Companies are opening to evaluating an arrears 
management program in the CAP proposal that is not specific to energy 
efficiency program participation.”  

Proposal Number: 7 Proposal Name: LI Carve-out from Market Energy Efficiency Programs 
Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: The extent to which income-eligible 
customers may participate in programs designed for the general public is a 
topic of discussion in many jurisdictions. It is likely true that income-eligible 
utility customers participate to some degree in these programs; however, this 
raises important questions about whether those programs serve these 
customers well, given that in many cases the participant is required to share 
in the costs of the measure, which may place additional financial burdens on 
the household. To ensure this would not be the case, residential general 
market programs can be designed with enhanced incentives for income-
eligible customers. 

Assessment Results:  Support Support with 
Revisions 

Do Not 
Support 

Abstain 

67% 9% 0% 24% 
LIAC Member 
Comments: 

Public Staff: “A market study is necessary before this proposal should move 
forward. The participant incentive should not exceed 25% of the cost of 
measure.”  

Proposal Number: 8 Proposal Name: Comprehensive Affordable Multifamily Energy Efficiency 
Program 

Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: Various regulations commonly drive 
utility energy efficiency programs aimed towards multifamily housing to take 
a fragmented approach in providing services. Multifamily tenants who are 
income-eligible may receive no-cost efficiency measures that are applicable 
only to their units, such as efficient lighting, but may not be eligible for 
incentives or measures that are tied to the property owners’ utility bills, which 
are commonly on commercial rates. The incentives available through 
standard commercial programs may not be sufficient to make efficiency 
measures affordable – and clearly operating costs play a key role in 
determining the costs of operating multifamily housing. The result is that 
comprehensive efficiency projects in affordable multifamily housing are 
unlikely to occur, thus failing to make a significant dent in the energy costs 
for these buildings. To overcome these obstacles, this program would provide 
a one-stop shop approach where a single program point of contact would 
work with property owners to facilitate comprehensive efficiency projects 
that address both in-unit (residential) and common area/common system 
(commercial) efficiency measures. Rather than treating the commercially 
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metered elements of affordable multifamily housing as a business, the 
program would offer enhanced incentives on the basis of the income-eligible 
residents, thus helping reduce the operating costs for the building as well as 
tenants’ bills. 

Notes: Proposal 8 combined with Proposal 18 are evaluated as Proposal 23. 
Proposal Number: 9 Proposal Name: Comprehensive Tiered Discount Bill Payment Assistance 
Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: The Electric Payment Assistance 
Program will provide certain income-eligible residential customers with 
monthly payment assistance to help electric energy insecure rate payers pay 
their electric bill. 

Notes: Proposal 9 combined with Proposal 22 are evaluated as Proposal 24. 
Proposal Number: 10 Proposal Name: Adopt a Comprehensive Definition of Affordability and 

Develop Metrics and Methodologies for Assessing and Monitoring the 
Relative Affordability of Electric Service 

Submitter: Al Ripley, 
Multi-Stakeholder 
Program Proposals (as 
submitted by NC Justice 
Center) 

Summary of Program Description: Until the Low-Income Affordability 
Collaborative was initiated, and Duke Energy began analyzing customer data 
related to energy consumption and costs, income, demographics, arrearages, 
disconnections and other factors, very little information or data was available 
to understand the scale and depth of affordability challenges facing the 
Companies’ low-income residential customers. Thanks to that analysis we 
now have a deeper understanding of who is impacted by those challenges as 
well as the socioeconomic, housing and other factors that are contributing to 
those challenges. However, it is critical to both have a more comprehensive 
definition of affordability as well as metrics that can be used to more 
accurately assess affordability on the household level and track changes in 
those metrics over time as new programs are developed and implemented. 
The proposed program would adopt the California Public Utilities 
Commission’s (CPUC’s) definition of affordability along with the three 
metrics the CPUC adopted for annually measuring and monitoring 
affordability. The adopted definition is as follows: “the degree to which a 
representative household is able to pay for an essential utility service charge, 
given its socioeconomic status. A “representative household,” rather than 
households in general, recognizes that households will have a wide variety of 
experiences that cannot be perfectly captured by depicting a single 
household. “Essential utility service charge” refers to the costs borne by a 
representative household for the quantity of utility service required to enable 
a ratepayer’s health, safety, and full participation in society. “Socioeconomic 
status” refers to the social and economic standing of a given household.” 

Assessment Results:  Support Support with 
Revisions 

Do Not 
Support 

Abstain 

67% 9% 5% 19% 
LIAC Member 
Comments: 

Public Staff: “This proposal is not a mitigation program; it seeks to define 
affordability for purposes of further developing programs to mitigate 
conditions related to affordability.” 
 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































