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November 30, 1990

Governor John R. McKernan, Jr.
State House Station 1
Augusta, ME 04333

Dear Governor McKernan:

On behalf of the Blue Ribbon Commission on Energy Policy for
Maine’s Low-Income Citizens, I present the final report, with
findings and policy recommendations, of this broad-based and
diverse group. The report makes seven recommendations for changes
in existing policy, or the creation of new initiatives, in order to
directly address the worsening problems of unmet energy needs for
Maine’s poorest citizens in the 1990'’s. - .

There are abundant indications that the winter of 1990/91
could be especially threatening to the welfare of low-income
households in Maine, in view of possible Mid-East supply
disruptions and dwindling federal energy assistance.

We urge you to consider this report, and the consensus
-conclusions of the Blue Ribbon Commission’s membership, as the
starting point for a comprehensive reappraisal of Maine’s delivery
of energy assistance to low-income households during future
winters.

In the course of nine months of deliberations, the Blue Ribbon
Commission has struggled to identify the most promising solutions
to these complex problems for the long term. On their behalf, I
promise our collective effort to put into place the policy
recommendations contained in this report, and thank you for the
opportunity of serving the people of Maine.

Very truly yours,
- .Sz%@ Z

Stephen G. Ward
Public Advocate

SGW/pjm
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I. - INTRODUCTION

In January 1990 Governor John R. McKernan, Jr. appointed
seventeen representatives of the low-income, retail oil, utility
and banking communities, along with social service and government
officials, to a Blue Ribbon Commission on Energy Policy for
Maine’s Low-Income Citizens. The Executive Order creating the
Blue Ribbon Commission is included as Attachment A in Part V of
this Report, together with a description of the Commission’s
process for meetings and deliberations.

A. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Blue Ribbon Commission has concluded that as many as one
out of every five Maine residents may not be able to afford
necessary heating and utility expenses during the winter months.
The problem is income. These Maine households living near or
below poverty do not have the income, from any source, to meet all
their basic needs. Energy is just one of several unaffordable
necessities.

The government assistance programs for low-income households
provide piecemeal and incomplete solutions. Existing programs do
not attempt to ensure income adequate for basic needs. 1Instead,
many separate programs offer limited benefits (food stamps, energy
assistance, and housing subsidies) in response to specific needs.
These benefits make being poor a little less painful, but they do
not take people out of poverty. Other programs provide transfer
payments to those unable to work in the paid labor force - Social
Security, SSI for some people with disabilities, and AFDC for
single or unemployed parents of dependent children. These
programs (particularly AFDC and SSI) generally do not provide
sufficient income to meet basic needs. These transfer payment
programs also do not address the problems of the large group of
Maine’s poor who work in the paid labor force (full time or part
time); these households must depend on earnings that are not
always sufficient to cover the costs of minimal needs.

This Commission’s focus on energy grew out of the
particularly pressing needs that resulted from last year’s
unusually cold weather, recent increases in energy prices, and
several years of cuts in federal funding for energy assistance.
This Commission takes one step toward resolving the problem of
inadequate income by providing recommendations that can direct
government resources more effectively toward one basic need of
low-income citizens.

The Commission has concluded that more money for energy
assistance is crucial to mitigating the problems of energy costs
for Maine’s low-income citizens. While additional State funding



must be part of any reasonably adequate answer, the Commission has
also made recommendations designed to make better use of existing
resources and for cost-effective energy efficiency investments to
reduce the energy needs of the poor over the long run. If we do
not answer the problem of unmet energy needs directly and
effectively, Maine’s low-income community will not be ready for
winter - and all of Maine’s citizens w1ll bear the costs in the

long run.

Commission.

Member Quote: 1Income is the issue. It’s been looked
at before, in context after context. 1It’s time to
face it. - Kenneth Gordon, Chairman, Public Utilities

B. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Poverty:

Energy Needs:

Nearly one in five Maine residents may
at times lack the resources to pay for
basic necessities of life.

The problem is inadequate income.

13% of Maine’s population have incomes
below 100% of the federal poverty
level; nearly 20% have incomes below
125% of the federal poverty level.

In the last decade, rising costs and
declining income have made it more
difficult for low-income people to
afford their basic needs.

Energy is one basic necessity
low-income households often cannot
afford.

Many low-income households pay more
than 12% of their income for energy
needs,

Recent increases in energy prices have
exacerbated the problem of inadequate
resources for meeting low-income
energy needs.



Declining Federal
Resources:

Inefficiencies in
Existing Programs:

Federal energy assistance funds have

suffered successive cuts since the
mid-1980's.

The Commission estimates that recent
declines in federal resources combined
with increased and uncertain energy
prices have resulted in a $12 million
shortfall in energy assistance funding
compared to the mid-1980's.

The State has increasingly paid for
low-income households’ energy needs
through General Assistance. This has
resulted in a sharply increasing
burden on Maine’s cities and towns.

Existing programs providing funds for
energy needs are fragmented, often
resulting in inconsistent and

.inefficient delivery of energy

services,

Inadequate resources for energy
assistance have led to an emphasis on
emergency help rather than on services
that will avoid crises.

Because of inadequate resources for
energy assistance, energy efficiency
investments that could save money in
the long term have been sacrificed to
meet acknowledged short-term needs.

Low-income renters, particularly those
dependent on electric space heat in
poorly constructed housing, are a
group that often fa¢es unaffordable
energy bills but cannot take steps to
reduce those bills through energy
conservation.

Existing programs do not always
distribute benefits to those with the
greatest need (defined as highest cost
in relation to income).



. Costs of Failing

to Meet Low-Income '

Energy Needs: . Without additional funding for energy
assistance, low-income families are at
risk of harm to their health, their
property, their dignity and even their
lives.

If the energy needs of Maine'’'s
low-income families are not met
through government assistance, the
indirect costs of these unmet needs
will necessarily be passed on to Maine
residents in ways that are inequitable
and inefficient.

C. SUMMARY OF SEVEN POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

As discussed in detail in this report, the Blue Ribbon
Commission urges the Governor, Legislature and private-sector
policymakers to imploment the following:

Recommendation One: ™he State should appropriate funds
sufficient to meet an estimated $12 million need for
additional energy assistance.

Recommendation Two: The Legislature should direct the
Department of Human Services to design a Housing Special
Needs Program in order to leverage added federal funding for
housing and energy assistance to AFDC recipients.

Recommendation Three: The State should target HEAP benefits
to households with the highest energy use in relation to
income.

Recommendation Four: 1In allocating fuel assistance among
varying programs, Maine should continue to give priority to
weatherization funding in order to secure a permanent
improvement in low-income dwellings.

Recommendation Five: In order to reduce the bills of
low-income renters in apartments heated with electricity, the
State should explore techniques for joint financing of energy
efficiency improvements to rental units.

Recommendation Six: Utilities should continue to seek the
highest levels of participation in cost effective
utility-sponsored energy management programs for which
low-income customers may qualify at no charge.




Recommendation Seven: In order to enable low-income renters
to cope with energy costs more knowledgeably, landlords
should disclose energy usage information for rental units,
upon request. ’




II. GOALS AND OPERATING PRINCIPLES

Blue Ribbon Commission members adopted a single overall goal
with three component approaches to the problem in their
deliberations.

The Commission’s goal is to mitigate the impact of energy
costs on Maine’s low-income citizens by:

1) identifying new sources of funding;

2) increasing the efficiency of existing programs and
services through better coordination and design of
HEAP, General Assistance, Family Crisis Assistance
and ECIP; and

3) reducing the energy bills of low-income households
through cost-effective conservation and efficiency
improvements.

These goals are consistent with the Governor'’s charge to the
Blue Ribbon Commission when it was established by Executive Order
on January 16, 1990 (see Part V below, Attachment A).

Commission members also adopted general principles for their
review of policy options and legislative recommendations. These
overall guidelines were the following:

1) Policy recommendations should encourage the efficient
use of energy and, to the extent possible,
cost-effective conservation of heating fuels over the
long term; '

2) The costs of meeting the energy needs of Maine'’s
low-income citizens should be distributed fairly among
all sectors of society;

3) Energy assistance should be targeted to those households
with the greatest energy costs in relation to income,
consistent with energy conservation policies; and

4) Any policy recommendations should address the needs of
Maine’s renters as well as homeowners, given the
substantial percentage of low-income households which
rent rather than own their homes (43% of households in
1988 with income at or below $10,000).



III. FINDINGS

When the Commission examined the resources available to meet
the basic energy needs of Maine’s low-income citizens, it found
that federal resources have declined, energy prices have risen, and
existing resources are sometimes inefficiently delivered. If new
policy initiatives are not adopted, these problems will have severe
effects.

A. POVERTY IN MAINE

Lack of money is at the heart of the problem. Many Maine
citizens do not have incomes that are adequate to meet their basic
needs, no matter how creative or disciplined they may be in
stretching their budgets.

1. What is Poverty?

The federal government sets guidelines for defining poverty
each year. The federal poverty level is based on what is deter-
mined to be the minimum budget required to provide the most basic
food, clothing and shelter for a family of a given size. A family
of 3 with an income below $10,560 is below the 1990 poverty level.

1990 FEDERAL POVERTY GUIDELINES

FAMILY POVERTY LEVEL
SIZE INCOME

1 $ 6,280

2 8,420

3 10,560

4 12,700

5 14,840

6 16,980

7 19,120

For each additional household member, add $2,140.

Source: OMB. Published in Federal Register, Feb. 16, 1990.

Member Quote: "Looking at those figures, people in this
group would say there is no way I could live on that." -
Stephen Ward, Public Advocate.




2. How Many Maine Residents are Poor?

About 13% of Maine’s population live in households with an
income below the federal poverty level. This amounts to about
150,000 people.

Compared to other states, Maine has a large number of '"near-
poor," defined as households with income between 100% and 125% of
the poverty level. These near-poor households have a standard of
living similar to households with incomes below the poverty
level. Many of Maine'’s near-poor frequently fall below the
poverty level for periods of time. Households with incomes within
125% of the poverty level are eligible for energy assistance
programs. Adding those with incomes below 125% of poverty as well
as those below the poverty level, the total number of Maine
residents living ne?r or below poverty is 225,000 - nearly 20% of
Maine'’s population.

Reference: Joyce Benson, Poverty Today: Key Factors and Trends (Maine State Planning Office:
March 1990) (see Part V, Attachment C).

3. Who are Maine’s Poor?

Most of the poor in Maine live in households with a working
adult. By 1980, the primary cause of Maine’s poverty was
underemployment and the declining value of wages. Two thirds of
the families below poverty have at least one member in the
workforce; less than half of these workers had jobs all year long.

Adult Household Heads below Poverty
Workforce Status, 1980 Census

disabled (20.0%)

A

B8

s

AFOC mothers (10.0%)

&

unknovin (5.0%) — ) i in ibor force (65.0%)

lrhis report will use the term "poor" and "low-income" to
include the near-poor as well as those currently below 100% of the
poverty level, since the near-poor are often unable to pay for
their basic needs and often move in and out of poverty.

- 8 -



The poor are concentrated in low-income jobs and in jobs with
frequent periods of unemployment. 1980 census data showed that
one third of poor women in the labor force were service workers,
compared to only 15% of the total workforce. Forty percent.-of men
living below poverty worked in natural resources and

transportation.

| Disﬁ*ibﬁtibn of Workers Below Poverty Distribution of Workers Below Poverty

Females By Occupation, 1980 Census Males By Occupation, 1980 Census
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By 1990, a full time hourly wage of $6.57 was required for a
family of 4 to stay at 100% of the poverty level.

Hourly Walge required for Income at 100%
of Poverty level for a 4-person family

5 7.00-
S 6.007]

o
é 5.00¢]
2 4.0077

<
§ 3,007
2.00¢]
]

/,

K<
'g 1.00-
"B 0.00

1980 1985 1990
Year

[ $4.26 = $5.48 [J $6.57




Economic downturns particularly affect the poverty rate in
Maine because of the large numbers of poor in the workforce.
Periods of unemployment are likely to cause Maine workers living
near poverty to fall below the poverty level. But economic
prosperity generally does not "trickle down" to these workers
enough to raise their income above near-poverty.

The demographics of poverty have changed in Maine in the last
20 years. During this period, the number of one-person households
living below the poverty level has doubled. The number of
families with a single female parent has increased threefold; one
third of these families live in poverty. Although the number of
elderly living below the poverty level decreased in the 1970’s and
1980's, more than a third of Maine’'s elderly have incomes under
125% of the poverty level.

Age Distribution of the Poor in Maine
1980 Census

elderly (15.3%)

\\\\\\\\ children (35.4%)

adults (49.4%)

Poverty in Maine is highest in rural areas. The greatest
increase in poverty in the 1980’s was in suburban areas; high
housing costs have contributed to the rise in suburban poverty.
Urban areas have the highest proportion of single parent
households and single person households living near or below
poverty. Compared to the poor in other areas, -the rural poor are
more likely to have seasonal work or to be self-employed. The
rural poor are more likely to own their homes, while low-income
renters are concentrated in urban areas.

Reference: Joyce Benson, Poverty Today: Key Factors and Trends (Maine State Planning Office:
March 1990) (see Part V, Attachment C).




4. How has Disposable Income Changed?

a. Rising Housing Costs

Housing i1s a central problem for the poor in Maine. 1In the
last decade, property taxes and rental costs for low-income
households have risen at a higher rate than wages and government
transfer payments. More than half of Maine renters with incomes
less than $10,000 paid more than $300 a month on rent.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development establishes
Fair Market Rents representing the amount needed to rent modest
(non-luxury) housing that is "decent, safe, and sanitary." In
urban areas of Maine, current HUD Fair Market Rents for a
2-bedroom apartment range from $488 a month in Lewiston-Auburn to
$682 a month in Portland. In rural areas, current Fair Market
Rents for 2-bedroom apartments range from $396 a month in
Piscataquis County to $604 a month in York County. In contrast,
the 1985 HUD Fair Market Rent for a 2-bedroom apartment was $365
for Lewiston-Auburn, $450 for Portland, $340 for Piscataquis
County and $425 for York County.

Affordable low-income housing in Maine is in critically short
supply. At the same time as housing costs have increased, Federal
investment in new low-income housing and funds for housing
subsidies have dwindled. Subsidized housing units have long
waiting lists. A 1989 survey sponsored by the Maine State Housing
Authority indicated that although 44% of renters in Maine are
eligible for government rent subsidies, only 18% receive them;
86.7% of those in subsidized rental units were over 65 years old
or under 35 years old. Federal rental assistance contracts will
expire on more than 4,500 units of subsidized housing in Maine by
the year 2000. When these contracts expire, rental assistance
will be lost and some units could be converted to middle or upper
income housing.

References: Maine State Housing Authority, An Overview of Maine Housing (September 1989) (see
Part V, Attachment B). For HUD Fair Market Rents, see 55 Federal Register 40044, 40066-7 (October
1, 1990); 49 Federal Register 27658, 27661 (July 5, 1984).

b. Decreasing Income

Many low-income families have felt the pressure of declining
income on top of increasing expenses. On a national level, the
poorest fifth of the population has suffered on average a 5%
decrease in household income over the last decade. In 1980, the
average annual after-tax income of the poorest fifth was $7,357; by
1990 the average income of this group had decreased to $6,973.



Average After-Tax Income Gains and Losses Between 1980 and 1990,
By Various Household Income Groups

Percentage Change
100% -
87%
80% "
60% -
40%
20% -
0% 1=
-5%,.
-20%

POCREST “ SECCND MIODLE NEXT RICHEST TooFlve Teo Cne
Finh P%vﬂ Finh ng{:d Fifin Percom Percant

Source; Congressional Budget Offics

Reference: Greenstein and Barancik, Drifting Apart: New Findings on Growing Income
Disparitijes Between the Rich, the Pcor, and the Middle Class (Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities: July 1990).

B. THE COST OF STAYING WARM

1. Heating Sources

Home heating oil is the primary heating source for Maine'’s
low-income citizens. Of Maine’s low-income households receiving
federal energy assistance, approximately 68% heat pEimarily with
0il, and about 17% statewide heat with electricity. Wood is
also used as a primary or secondary heating source by many
low-income households; in 1988/89, 20% of households with an
annual income below $10,000 obtained at least some heat from
wood. Other sources of heating fuel include coal, propane and
natural gas. In addition, since the mid-1970’'s, many households
have increased their reliance on energy efficiency improvements --
such as weatherization, insulation, and furnace improvements and
maintenance -- to reduce their heating needs.

- ——— —— — —— " —— - — —— T —— —

2Electric baseboard units heat a larger share of dwellings
in the southern part of the state than in eastern or northern

Maine.
- 12 -



References: Maine State Planning Office, Survey of 1989/90 Androscoggin County LIHEAP Recipients (§gé
Part V, Attachment F); Maine Office of Energy Resources, Residential Energy Use in Maine (July 1989).

2. Annual Energy Expenses

The average annual residential energy expense for Maine'’s
low-income households in the last two years has been approximately
$700 for heating (for those who heat with oil) and $600 for

electricity (for needs other than space heating). Fuel oil bills
of over $160 a month in the winter are typical. Low-income
households tend to use less energy than those with higher
incomes. Some possible explanations for this difference are that

low-income households generally have smaller homes, fewer
appliances, or may heat their homes at lower temperatures than
households with higher incomes.

While this Report focuses primarily on the impact of heating
costs on low-income households, heat cannot be easily separated
from other energy and housing expenses. Electricity is necessary
to run some heating systems that use other fuels. Many households
will not be able to turn on their furnaces if they can’‘t pay their
electric bills. Housing problems also add to energy problems:
homes that are in poor repair or are poorly insulated may be
difficult to heat adequately.

The estimated average annual heating bill of $700 does not
reveal the high energy costs that some low-income families face.
Bills of over $250 a month for electric space heat are not
unusual. Nearly 15% of LIHEAP clients surveyed in Androscoggin
County had annual o0il bills of over $1100; over 30% of LIHEAP
clients heating with electricity spent over $940 on heat (not
including electricity for other needs). These estimated annual
costs may not include the costs of wood heat used by many
households as a supplementary heating source.

Low-income households who rent poorly insulated homes and
heat with electricity are likely to have particularly high energy
costs. Landlords and builders often install electric heat in
rental units due to the reduced capital costs of baseboard heating
systems. Because of tight markets for low-income rental housing,
the lower costs of installing electric heat are not necessarily
passed on in the form of reduced rent.

References: Maine State Planning Office, Survey of 1989/90 Androscoggin County LIHEAP

Recipients (see Part V, Attachment F); National Consumer Law Center, Energy and the Poor: The
Forgotten Crisis, Table 1 (1989).

3. Rising Energy Prices

From the mid to late 1980's, Maine residents generally
benefited from stable or declining oil prices and electric rates



that, on average, stayed the same or increased at a lower rate than
inflation. But in the past year this favorable situation has
changed, and prices for the future are uncertain.

Oil prices have recently risen sharply as a result of events
in the Mideast. Prices of other fuels have risen along with oil
prices. At the end of September 1990, home heating oil prices in
Maine averaged $1.20 a gallon. In October 1990, prices rose to
$1.40 a gallon in some parts of the state, although Southern Maine
had prices as low as $1.04. By mid-November, oil prices averaged
$1.15 statewide.

In contrast, the average oil price for the 1989/90 heating
season was $ .90 a gallon. For the three previous winters, from
1986/87 through 1988/89, the average oil price stayed between $ .73
and $§ .76 a gallon. 1If oil averages $1.20 a gallon this winter,
last year’s average annual heating expense of $700 for. low-income
families could increase by 33% to $931.

Oil Prices

Nominal

1.30

1.20 . /7‘\“l \
/

1.10
1.00 [ ’*\\

0.90

0.80 : v

0.70 /

0.60
| /
0.50 N

040° 53577 78 70 80 81 62 63 84 685 86 87 60 89

Gallon

Dollars?

Reference: Oil prices are from State Planning Office data.

Those who heat with electricity have not escaped increasing
prices. Customers of Central Maine Power Company and Bangor
Hydro-Electric Company (which together serve approximately 83% of
the State’s residential electric customers) saw their electric
bills go up in 1990. Customers of CMP, BHE and Maine Publlc
Service can expect further increases in 1991.



Rising Residential Electric Rates: 1990-91 Compared to 1989

CMP:

BHE:

MPS:

15%
6%

8%*

11%
11%

7%%

7-8%%

increase in effect by January 1991
projected fuel cost increase for July 1991
increase requested in pending rate case

increase in effect in October 1990
projected fuel cost increase for October 1991

increase requested in pending fuel cost case
estimated increase to be requested in
1991 rate case

*These are the amounts requested by the Company. The Public Utilities Commission will
decide the actual rate increase; in recent history, the Commission has rarely approved the

full rate increase requested by an electric utility.




4. Paying for Energy with Income Below Poverty

In recent years when energy prices were relatively low, many
low-income families still could not afford to pay for energy,
simply because their incomes were insufficient to cover all of
their basic needs. For households below the poverty level, paying
12% or more of annual income for heat is a heavy or even impossible
burden on top of other basic expenses. In some areas of the State,
housing costs, excluding energy, often amount to more than 50% of
the poverty level -- or, in other words, more than 100% of a
typical AFDC family’'s income. These households are simply unable
to pay for heat without assistance.

Even when annual energy costs are less than 12% of income,
these low-income families face constant crises from lack of money.
Large energy bills during periods of cold weather are likely to be
unaffordable, but even smaller energy bills may be unmanageable
when medical needs, car problems or housing costs become pressing.

Average Energy Costs for 0il Heat Customers as a Percentage of Income

With With
With $280 With $280
0il At Annual 0il At Annual
$.90/ HEAP $1.20/ HEAP
Gallon Benefit Gallon - Benefit
Poverty level, family of 3: - 12% 10% 14% 12%
AFDC, Family of 3: 24% 19% 28% 23%
SSI, Single Person Household: 28% 22% 33% 27%
Social Security, Single '
Person Household: 20% 16% 23% 19%
Median Income Family 5% 6%

Assumes $600 average non-heating electricity costs; $700 annual heating costs With oil prices at
3.90/gaLI.on'and $931 with oil prices at $1.20/gallon. Assumes no additional income for recipients
of AFDC, SSI, or Social Security.

a. Poverty Level Income

Even before the increases in energy prices of the past year, a
family of three with an income at 100% of the poverty level spent,
on average, about 12% of its income on energy costs. If heating
costs rise an average of 33% from 1989, the same household would
spend 8.8% of its income for the same amount of heat, and more than

- 16 -




14% of its income on energy. In contrast, median income families
in Maine paid ag estimated average of 5% of their income for all
energy in 1989.

Low-income people who rent homes heated with electricity spend
an even higher proportion of their income on energy. A study by
Central Maine Power Company in January 1990 indicated that the
annual electric bill for low-income renters heating with
electricity is $1,500, or about 15% of household income for a
family of 3 at poverty level. Since CMP's rates will increase 15%
by January 1991, the percentage of income spent on energy for these
households will rise to 16.3%.

The following example shows how energy costs may affect the
budget of low-income households. A family of 3 with an income at
100% of poverty might typically spend $300 for rent, $260 for food,
$168 for transportation and $35 for household supplies each month.
With energy prices at last year levels and average energy use, this
family would have $9 left each month for clothing, medical needs
and any other expenses. With oil prices at $1.20, but no changes
in other expenses, this same family’s monthly expenses would rise
to $11 more than its monthly income.

3Maine’s median household effective buying income was
$24,769 for 1989. (Effective buying income is a measure of
disposable income arrived at by subtracting certain taxes.) Energy
costs of $1300 (heat and non-heating electricity) would amount to
5% of that median annual income.
- 17 -



MONTHLY EXPENSES FOR FAMILY OF 3 AT POVERTY: ONE EXAMPLEY

Income ' $880/month
Expenses
Rent $300
Household Supplies $35
Transportation $168
Food $260
Energy (heat & other energy;
assumes oil at $.90/gallon) $108
TJotal Expenses $871

Income remaining for clothing,
medicine and other needs $9

Income remaining including
$280 annual HEAP benefit $32

Hith ojil prices at $1.20/qallon

(all other items same as above)

Energy (heat and other energy): $128
Total expenses $891
Income remaining -$11

Income remaining including
$280 annual HEAP benefit $12

——— — o . W ™S A -

40ver half of Maine families with income below $10,000 pay
more than $300 for rent; HUD-estimated "fair market rents" for a
two-bedroom in Lewiston are currently set at $488 per month, and at
$682 per month in Portland. §See Maine State Housing Authority,
Overview of Maine’'s Housing, Table 11 (Part V, Attachment B); 55
Federal Register 40044, 40066-7 (October 1, 1990). General
Assistance ordinances in Maine set $35 a month for household
supplies and $260 a month for food as the maximum payable for a
family of 3. See Part V, Attachment E. The National Consumer Law
Center reported $168 as the average monthly transportation expense
for low-income families nationally (based on the U.S. Consumer
Expenditure Survey). See National Consumer Law Center, Energy and

the Poor: The Forgotten Crisis at page 18 (May 1989).
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b. AFDC

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) is a source of
income available to single parent families with dependent children
and to two-parent families with an unemployed parent. Although
Maine ranks among the 20 states with the highest average monthly
AFDC payments, Maine’s AFDC grants are significantly below the
poverty level. For example, Maine’s grant of $453 a month for a
family _of 3 provides an income of only about 50% of the poverty

level.” At 50% of the poverty level, with no other income, a
family of 3 could expect to pay nearly 13% of its income on heating
fuel alone, with oil prices at last year’'s levels. If oil costs

$1.20 a gallon, the same family would need to pay over 17% of its
income on heat and 28% of its income on total home energy expenses.

c. SSI

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) is a source of income
available to people who are over age 65 or disabled with limited
income and resources. A typical benefit for a homeowner with no
other income would be $386 a month. At current energy prices and
average consumption, that household would spend 15% of its income
on heat alone and 28% of its income on all home energy costs. And
this may not be adequate heat even if it were affordable: the
elderly and people with certain disabilities may have above average
heating needs because they are particularly vulnerable to
hypothermia.

d. Social Security

One third of elderly Maine residents depend on Social Security
as their sole source of income. The average Social Security
benefit is $537 a month per person. An elderly person living alone
with the average Social Security benefit and average energy use
would spend about 11% of his or her income on heat and 20% on all
energy costs. With a 33% increase in heating costs, that elderly
person would need to spend over 14% of income on heat alone and 23%
of income on total energy costs. More than 65% of Maine’s elderly
have a household income of less than $10,000, which means they
would spend, on average, at least 13% of their income on energy
costs at last year’s o0il prices, and more than 15% at an oil price
of $§1.20 a gallon.

SMaine’s AFDC program sets a standard of total need which
determines the total amount of income a family can receive and
still obtain AFDC benefits. The 1990 standard of total need for a
family of 3 was $516 a month for all housing, energy, food,
clothing and other -expenses. The maximum AFDC grant pays only part
of this already low standard of need.
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References: Maine Committee on Aging; Maine State Housing Authority, An Overview of Maine

Housing (September 1989) (see Part V, Attachment B), Final Report of the Commission to Evaluate the
Adequacy of the AFDC Need and Payment Standards (February 1990).

C. DECLINE IN RESOURCES FOR ENERGY ASSISTANCE

Member Quote: "The safety net has a very wide weave in many
places, with big holes." - Judd Esty-Kendall, Attorney, Pine
Tree Legal Assistance. .

1. LIHEAP

Assistance to enable low-income families to meet their basic
needs is appropriately provided through government. The primary
government program designed to help low-income families with heating
costs 1is the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP).

This federally funded program is administered by Maine’s Division of
Community Services (DCS) and operated through eleven Community Action
Program (CAP) agencies and two municipalities.

LIHEAP does not attempt to cover the full cost of energy for
low-income households, nor does it directly solve the underlying
problem of inadequate incomes for those in poverty. Instead, it was
developed to raise the standard of living of those in poverty to a
more tolerable level, and to mitigate the impact of the energy price
increases of the 1970’s on low-income households.

LIHEAP benefits are availlable to households with income below
125% of poverty and persons with incomes up to 150% of poverty who
are elderly, disabled or who have children under the age of two.
More than half of all LIHEAP households in Maine have annual incomes
below $8,000.

Maine operates four LIHEAP programs: HEAP, the regular energy
assistance program; the Energy Crisis Assistance Program (ECIP) for
emergency benefits; a weatherization program; and the Central Heating
Improvement Program (CHIP) for furnace repairs and retrofits. For
the 1990/91 heating season, Maine expects to receive a federal grant
of $18.7 million, with an estimated carry-forward of $544,000 from
the prior year.

This grant gill allow a projected average HEAP benefit of $280
for this winter. This represents an increase over last year’s

6The $280 HEAP estimate dnes not include any transfer of 0il
Overcharge funds from Stripper Well federal court decisions to the
HEAP and ECIP programs. "The Administration has recommended
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average benefit of $245. Although the federal funding level has not
changed, this year DCS will allocate a larger percentage of Maine’s
LIHEAP grant to HEAP rather than to ECIP. Benefits will range from
$100 (or less, for residents of subsidized housing units with a cap
on shelter costs) to a maximum of $550. The actual HEAP benefit an
applicant receives is determined based on a matrix which ranks
applicants according to general categories for income, family size,
geographic region, housing type and fuel type.

In 1989/90, 52,940
households received HEAP
benefits. This number was up
from about 51,000 the
previous year, although in
past years higher numbers of
clients were served (60,171
in the 1985/86 heating
season). Maine’s HEAP
program provides benefits to
about half of those who are
potentially eligible. This
was the highest participation
rate of eligible clients in
the country based on the most
recent national survey.

For this winter, ECIP
will provide a maximum of
$200 per household annually

for emergency fuel, for electric utlllty disconnection emergenc1es,
or for emergency heating system repairs. Last year the maximum ECIP
benefit was $340. ECIP provides emergency benefits within 48 hours
of application. ECIP benefits are dependent on available funds; after
funds for the year are exhausted, eligible applicants with
emergencies will not get assistance.

Reference: Maine Division of Community Services, LIHEAP Overview (see Part V, Attachment D).
2. Reductions in Federal Funding for LIHEAP

In the mid-1980's, when energy prices were relatively low,
federal LIHEAP funding protected many Maine low-income families
from the harshest effects of unmet heating costs. Recently,
however, LIHEAP funds have declined to the point where federal
assistance is not adequate to prevent serious hardship for
significant numbers of low-income households in Maine, particularly
if energy prices continue to rise.

—— " ————— - —— T ——— ———" —

that the $1 million in 0Oil Overcharge funds available this year be
transferred to HEAP. If approved by the Legislature, the average
HEAP benefit for 1990/91 would rise to $300. Nonetheless,
increased numbers of eligible applicants could result in lower than’
projected average benefits.
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- Congress has reduced LIHEAP grants each year from 1985 to
1989. 1In 1985/86, Maine received a total grant award of about
$26.5 million. After administrative costs, this left $22.6 million
for program funds. By 1989/90, federal cuts had reduced Maine'’s
total grant to $18.7 million with about $15 million available for
program funds. This translates into more than a 33% reduction in
program funds from 1986 to 1989, not considering inflation or fuel
costs.

Maéne’s grant is expected to stay the same for this coming
winter. Maine has been successful in maintaining its high
participation rate despite federal cuts and has trimmed
administrative costs to maximize program funds. Maine has also
supplemented its LIHEAP funds with its federal 0il Overcharge funds
(discussed below in Section 4(a)).

LIHEAP Grants
(in millions)

Year Grant Award Program Funds¥* .
1985/86 $26.6 $22.6
1986/87 - $24.5 $21.5
1987/88 $20.6 $19.6
1988/89 $18.6 $18.2
1989/90 $18.7 $14.9
1990/91 $18.7 $17.4

*Program Funds determined by subtracting administrative costs from grant amount and adding
carryover funds from the prior year.

Taking into account the effect of changing energy prices on
purchasing power, Maine’s LIHEAP grant now buys about 9 million
fewer gallons of fuel oil than it did five years ago, and nearly
15.5 million fewer gallons than it did four years ago. To purchase
the same amount of energy for Maine residents as it did in 1986/87,
LIHEAP funding would now have to be increased by $18.5 million.

7Congress recently approved an "energy emergency contingency
fund" as part of its LIHEAP appropriations for this year. Under
this provision, Maine may qualify for additional LIHEAP funding
this winter (approximately $4 million) if the national average
heating oil price for December 1990, January 1991 or February 1991
is at least 20% higher than the average price for the corresponding
month for the four prior years. See Part V, Attachment I.
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HEAP "Purchasrng Power"
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In 1986/87, the average HEAP benefit was $311, which purchased
an average of 426 gallons of oil based on an o0il price of $.73 a
gallon. 1In contrast, this winter’s average HEAP benefit will
purchase only 238 gallons of oil at $1.20 a gallon.
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The New England average for HEAP benefits was $436 in 1988/89
and $402 in 1989/90. Maine’'s average benefit was the lowest in New
England, partly because Maine, unlike other states, serves certain
households with incomes up to 150% of poverty. 1In addition, Maine
had the highest emergency benefit in New England ($400) during
these years. :

8The projected 1990/91 average benefit would increase to
$300 if 0il Overcharge fuels are used to supplement the LIHEAP

grant.
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Reference: Maine Division of Community Services, LIHEAP Overview (see Part V, Attachment D).

Member Quote: "It goes to show that there aren’t enough
HEAP dollars to meet the need." - Richard Crabtree,
Senior Vice President, Central Maine Power Company.

3. Estimates of Funding Gap

The Commission has estimated that the long term unmet need for
energy assistance is $12 million, based on an average of four
estimates that range from $6 million to $19 million. This is the
amount of money Maine would need to add to its 1990/91 LIHEAP grant
to purchase the same amount of heating oil as it did in the
mid-1980’s. The four different estimates of the shortfall in
LIHEAP purchasing power result from using two different base years
(1985/86 and 1986/87) and two methods of calculating the money
available (difference in purchasing power of total LIHEAP program
funds and difference in purchasing power of average HEAP benefits).

Funding Gap Estimate

Gap from mid-1980's

Purchasing power of

LIHEAP Block Grant,

Program Funds: $11 million gap from 1985/86
$19 million gap from 1986/87

Purchasing power of
HEAP benefits: $6 million gap from 1985/86
$12 million gap from 1986/87

Average of these estimates: $12 million gap

Based on home heating oil purchasing power, with an
average oil price of $1.20. Assumes 53,000 HEAP clients.
Workpapers for this estimate are in Part V, Attachment G.

A $12 million increase in funding would result in a level of
energy assistance within range of what was available to Maine
residents several years ago in the mid-1980‘s, taking into account




energy price increasés.9 Even that level, however, is-simply a
measure of a tolerable level of protection. It will not ensure
that Maine’s low-income families will be fully able to pay for
their basic energy needs.

4. Other funds for basic energy needs

Cuts in federal funding for social programs over the last
few years have resulted in heightened pressure on State

resources. Federal budget problems are likely to continue to
dampen prospects for substantial increases in LIHEAP grants in
the future. For both reasons, low-income energy needs are

increasingly met through municipal General Assistance programs.

Member Quote: "We are robbing Peter to pay Peter."
Robert Philbrook, Representative of the Low-Income
Community.

a. Federal 0il Overcharge Funds

One temporary source of funds Maine has used to supplement
federal energy assistance grants has been the money awarded by a
federal court to states over a period of years to reimburse
consumers for overcharges by national oil companies. States can
use this money for direct energy services within certain
guidelines. Last year, Maine allocated $1.9 million in 0il
Overcharge funds to DCS; $1.3 million of this was used for ECIP
and $.4 million for CHIP. Over a period of years in the
mid-1980’s, Maine also used $7.6 million in 0Oil Overcharge funds
for weatherization. '

0il Overcharge funds available to Maine are declining and
are expected to run out by 1994. Maine received a total of
almost $25 million from 1985 to 1989, but no more than $1 million
is expected for this year and each of the next few years. The

IThese estimates assume oil prices averaging $1.20, the
October 1990 statewide average. Oil prices over the long term
remain highly uncertain. If future o0il prices return to last
year’s levels (an average of $ .90 a gallon) the long-term
shortfall compared to the mid-1980’s will range from $3 million to
$10 million, for an average of $6.5 million.

The Commission has estimated the current short-term unmet need
as $3 million, which would represent the decline in LIHEAP
purchasing power this year compared to last year due to increased
energy prices; this short-term gap ignores the decline in LIHEAP
funds in prior years.
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reduction in 0il Overcharge funds has not been included in this
Commission’s estimate of the shortfall in energy assistance
funding, but this reduced funding will make it more difficult for
the State to meet low-income households’ energy needs.

b. Family Crisis

The Maine Department of Human Services provides limited
energy emergency benefits to AFDC recipients through its Family
Crisis Assistance program. Family Crisis operates under the
federal Emergency AssisESnce Program providing federal matching
funds on a 50/50 basis. In 1989/90, the Family Crisis
program spent a total of $1,326,864. $648,755 was used for
energy emergencies, almost all of which went to avoild electricity
disconnections. The maximum energy benefit available is $300 per
application; a household is eligible only once per calendar year.

Family Crisis may take up to 10 days to process applications
- a relatively long time for an emergency program. If funds are
exhausted, eligible clients facing emergencies cannot get
benefits. Last year, however, the State did appropriate
additional funds after benefits were projected to run out.

c. General Assistance

General Assistance (GA), commonly known as "welfare," is the
primary safety net for low-income households. GA is operated by
municipalities under State law and State supervision. The State
shares responsibility with municipalities for funding GA
according to a formula by which State funds reimburse between 50%
and 90% of local costs. Although delivery of GA benefits to
eligible families has generally improved in recent years, the
quality of the programs operated in 450 towns is uneven.

General Assistance spending has increased sharply in the
last decade. This past year (1989/90), municipalities spent at
least $14.9 million for GA - a 37% increase over the prior year.
At least 80% of these GA expenditures ($11.9 million) will be
funded by State General Fund appropriations. Local property
taxes will fund the remaining $3 million. 1In fiscal year
1988/89, municipalities spent nearly $11 million on GA statewide;
61% of this amount was reimbursed by the State. Many
municipalities expect that expenditures will rise sharply this
winter.

10pederal regulations allow states the option of offering
Emergency Assistance Program benefits to all families with children
within income guidelines, not just AFDC recipients (who must have
an absent or unemployed parent).
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GA is an entitlement: an eligible individual cannot be denied
benefits for lack of money. Municipalities are guaranteed
reimbursement by the State regardless of whether adequate funds
have been appropriated by the Legislature. As a result, cuts in
federal and State funds for other programs lead to increasing
pressure on GA to fill the gap.

GA provides assistance for people who can show that their
income is insufficient to cover basic necessities. Maximum
benefits are set by ordinance.

GA also provides emergency benefits for applicants facing
threats to life, health or safety. Maximum benefit amounts do not
apply to emergency GA benefits. Nevertheless, under State law,
municipalities are not reimbursed for GA expenditures on bills more
than 2 months old, unless applicants can document need at the time
the bills were incurred. See 22 M.R.S.A. Section 4308(a)(b). As a
result, GA applicants facing electricity disconnection because of
unpaid back bills may not be able to get assistance.

Reference: Maine Municipal Association, General Assistance Overview, (see Part V, Attachment E).
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d. Ratepayer Funding for Electric Utility Discount
Rates ‘

In some states, electric utility rates are set with a discount
(35% in the case of. Massachusetts) for low-income customers who are
certified eligible for public assistance. ' Other states have
experimented with programs which hold utility costs to a fixed
percentage of income for low-income households qualifying for
LIHEAP benefits. These so-called Percentage of Income programs are
currently being tested in Pennsylvania and elsewhere. Both types
of programs attempt to meet a portion of low-income energy needs by
increasing utility prices for all other customers to a level
‘sufficient to fund a discounted low-income rate. Maine briefly
experimented in the late 1970’'s with a similar approach - a
lifeline electricity rate for low-income elderly customers.
Although the Legislature authorized a one-year trial of this
approach, it was never renewed following completion of the trial.

At present, there are no discounts in electricity rates in
Maine for low-income customers. However, ratepayers do routinely
assume one cost associated with unaffordable energy costs for
Maine's poorest households. Rates for all regulated utilities
incorporate the uncollectible expense of low-income. customers’
unpaid bills in the cost of service, distributing this expense
among remaining ratepayers. -In the case of Central Maine Power,
uncollectible expense has approximated $2 million per year in
recent years; in 1989 it moved to more than $3 million.

Based on a recent Public Utilities Commission decision, there
is no prospect that Percentage of Income or lifeline approaches
will be approved by the Commission in the near future. On October
31, the Public Utilities Commission rejected a CMP proposal for the
creation of a one-year Percentage of Income program (called the
Affordable Payment Arrangement program). CMP'’s proposed program
would have operated in Androscoggin and Oxford counties on a trial
basis with an estimated 200 to 250 participating households. The
proposal would have covered customers who heat with electricity,
who are eligible for HEAP benefits and who consented to all CMP
weatherization services for which they qualify.

In its final decision rejecting the APA pilot, the PUC stated
that, "proposals which call for redistribution of income and
involve what is in effect taxation are in general best left to
legislative processes." The decision also pointed out that the
fairness of such a scheme was questionable, inasmuch as only a
small proportion (17%) of low income Maine consumers heat elec-
trically. The majority of low income consumers who heat with oil
or other fuels would contribute to the program along with non-low
income consumers, but receive no benefits whatsoever in return.

In addition, the Public Utilities Commission concluded that

the arguments suggesting such a program could reduce the costs of
uncollectible accounts, and thereby benefit all ratepayers, were
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not sufficiently convincing to warrant the proposed experiment.
Lastly, the PUC indicated that adoption of such a program would
mark a departure from the State’s movement toward cost based
rates. Both federal and State law have encouraged this trend
toward cost based rates, which is likely to bring benefits to all
Maine’'s consumers over the long term. The full text of the PUC's
October 31, 1990 decision regarding a ratepayer-funded Percentage
of Income program is provided in Part V as Attachment H.

e. Voluntary Fuel Fund

Other states have sought additional energy assistance funding
through fuel funds supported by voluntary contributions from
customers of energy suppliers. These programs generally work by
providing additional line on energy bills which allows customers to
add a voluntary contribution with their payment. Commission
members decided not to recommend establishment of fuel funds in
Maine because of doubts about whether significant amounts of money
could be raised and concerns about administrative costs. 1In
addition, some Commission members expressed concern that such
programs would lead to increased pressure for 1nvoluntary
contributions from the private sector

D. INEFFICIENCIES IN CURRENT PROGRAMS

1. Fragmented Benefit Programs

Existing energy assistance
programs are fragmented. ECIP,
Family Crisis and General
Assistance provide separate
benefits for emergencies.
Low-income people may have to
travel to the local CAP agency,
one of eleven regional
Department of Human Services
offices and their town offjce to
get all the assistance for which
they are eligible. Some of
these programs many require more
than one trip to respond to
complex income verification
requirements. Separate documentation of need must be presented and
processed for LIHEAP benefits, Family Crisis and GA.

Particularly in rural areas, the fragmented process can result
in considerable time, expense and frustration for low-
income households. It may dlscourage some who need assistance from
applying. In addition, requiring the same person to go through
separate intake and verification processes for each program results
in redundant administrative expenses that could be avoided by a
more coordinated system.



The three programs that provide emergency assistance (ECIP,
Family Crisis and GA) have often been at odds, both with each other
(each jostling to be the provider of "last resort") and with
protections for consumers mandated by the Maine Public Utilities
Commission for regulated electric and gas utilities. ©Under the
Maine PUC’s Winter Disconnection Rule that has been in place for a
number of years, low income electric and gas customers are
protected from disconnection if they enter into and keep a special
payment arrangement. See Chapter 810, Section 17 of the Maine
Public Utilities Commission Rules. This special arrangement allows
the customer to pay less than the current bill in the winter and to
repay all the arrears by the following fall. Disconnection is then
not allowed without the permission of the PUC Consumer Assistance
Division. ‘

One result of the PUC Winter Disconnection Rule in the past
has been that some eligible customers have been denied financial
assistance for winter utility bills on the grounds that no
emergency exists while utilities are prohibited from disconnecting
without PUC approval. This denial of assistance has in turn caused
low-income utility customers to build up unaffordable arrears
through the winter; many of these customers face disconnection for
nonpayment in the spring and summer. Financial assistance agencies
are then confronted by large back bills in excess of available
benefits. In the case of General Assistance, state funds are not
available for bills older than 60 days unless the client can
document inability to pay at the time the bill was incurred.

For the current year, the PUC has granted Maine’s three
largest electric utilities exemptions from certain requirements of
this Winter Disconnection Rule, including exemptions in some
circumstances from the requirement that the utility seek prior
approval from the PUC for disconnection. These exemptions attempt
to make it easier for low-income customers to gain access to
financial assistance for winter utility bills.



2. Crisis Orientation: The Need for Adequate Benefits and
Energy Efficiency Measures

Another problem with the existing system is that inadequate
funding and fragmented programs contribute to a crisis orientation
that affects both individuals and government programs. Immediate
needs often take priority over more efficient long term solutions.

This year, DCS has taken
steps to prevent emergencies by
increasing the relative proportion
of funding going to HEAP benefits
rather than to ECIP’s emergency
benefits. But little LIHEAP

-y funding is available for

\ weatherization to reduce ene

> T¥Y

expenses over the long term.
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investment will come from

improving the quality of the way

people use energy in Maine.

! ; Figures from CMP show that as much
OMEERL T = as $2 million in annual bill
savings could result from
increased participation by
low-income customers in the
company’s water heater wrap and
insulation programs. The need for
increased efficiency is '
particularly high since Maine has
the least energy efficient housing
in the country.

Furthermore, the average HEAP benefit of $280 projected for
this winter will still leave many low-income families with

unmanageable energy bills. If the average cost of oil heat for the
winter is $931, an average HEAP benefit will leave $653 in heating
costs to be paid from other sources. If oil prices return to last

year’s levels, families with average use receiving the average HEAP

1las in past years, Maine will receive a grant for this year
of about $2.5 million from the Department of Energy for
weatherization programs operated by CAP agencies. DOE does not
permit this funding to be used for structural repairs necessary for
effective weatherization, and it limits weatherization work to
$1,600 per home on average.
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benefit will still need to spend $420 from other sources for heat,
on top of $600 for other energy costs. Many families could be
forced into crisis situations before they can receive additional
money available from emergency assistance programs.

3. Inequitable Distribution of Benefits

In the current energy assistance system, limited resources are
not directed toward the people who need the most help. DCS and the
State Planning Office recently studied the distribution of HEAP
benefits and found that the current system is inequitable.

Low income households with over $1,000 in annual heating costs
are likely to receive the same benefit amount as households with
similar income but only half the heating costs. Some low income
households receive a HEAP benefit which exceeds their heating
costs. Other households receiving HEAP must spend well over 10% of
their own income on heat on top of their HEAP benefits.

Reference: Maine State Planning Office survey of 1989/90 LIHEAP clients in Androscegain County,
(see Part V, Attachment F).

E. COSTS OF UNMET ENERGY NEEDS

Member guote: "Why not just face up to the costs and pay for
them more efficiently?" - Robert Briggs, President, Bangor
Hydro-Electric Company.

Basic energy services are necessary for health, comfort and
safety. Maine winters can cause serious consequences (including
death) for those who cannot afford adequate heat. Households who
do not have enough money to pay their basic needs - such as those
with minimum wage incomes, or who are dependent on AFDC or SSI -
will often sacrifice adequate heat to pay for food, housing and
medicine. Living with the threat of running out of fuel or
having electric or gas service shut off takes a severe toll on
low-income households. Scraping together assistance in
emergencies from many fragmented sources is time-consuming and
frustrating for many low-income households.

Other Maine households and businesses also suffer from the
effects of unmet energy needs of low-income citizens. Electric
utilities carry large uncollectible expenses (over $3.2 million
in 1989 for Central Maine Power) which are paid for by all
ratepayers as a cost of business. Other energy vendors in the
competitive market must often bear the costs of uncollectible
bills themselves. Collection costs and working capital on unpaid
bills impose costs on energy vendors, utilities, and all
consumers.



Low~income renters who heat with electricity are
particularly likely to have unaffordable energy costs that are
passed on to other ratepayers. A 1988 study of electric utility
customers who faced disconnection for broken payment arrangements
had an average usage of 1,000 kilowatt hours per month --
substantially higher than other residential customers.

Indirect societal costs of unmet energy needs are harder to
measure, but nonetheless can be severe. Heating systems which
are unsafe or used improperly to save money cause house fires.
Low temperatures in homes may lead to illness, particularly with
elderly persons and small children, which may result in
significant health care costs borne by the public. Many
low-income households are forced to adopt indirect methods for
keeping the heat on, such as making promises to pay which cannot
be kept or putting power bills in the name of minor children.
These methods can be expected to result in a loss of self-esteem
and to perpetuate the feeling of hopelessness which is

characteristic of poverty in general.




IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. NEW SOURCES OF FUNDING

Member Quote: "You can think what you want, but money is
the issue." - Richard Crabtree, Senior Vice President,
Central Maine Power Company.

The fundamental problem Maine’s low-income citizens confront
in meeting their energy needs is lack of money. The only real
answer to this problem is more money.

The problem is serious. Large numbers of Maine residents -
as many as one in five - live on incomes so low that their basic
energy needs may at times be unaffordable. Even if new initiatives
are in place to use existing resources more efficiently, many
low-income households will be unable to pay for basic heat and
light this winter without more help.

The citizens of Maine, through their elected representatives,
. must face the need for more money. Without increased government
funding, Maine citizens and businesses will be forced to bear the
serious consequences of unmet energy needs in ways that are both
inefficient and inequitable.

1. Recommendation One: The State should appropriate
funds sufficient to meet an estimated $12 million need
for additional energy assistance.

As a first priority, an increase of $12 million is necessary
to bring Maine’s energy assistance funding back to the level
available in Maine in the mid-1980’s. The Commission has taken the
mid-1980's level of energy assistance as the benchmark for a
tolerable level of funding of energy needs. Compared to the
mid-1980's, energy assistance programs have now become squeezed by
declining federal funding, rising electricity prices and volatile
oil prices. This $12 million estimate of the gap in funding
assumes that Maine should be prepared for oil prices of $1.20 a
gallon. If o0il prices stabilize at last year’s level, Maine will
have a shortfall of $6.5 million compared to the mid-1980's.

The State Legislature should identify funds sufficient to make
up this estimated $12 million shortfall. Some new federal
assistance may be available to help fill the gap. For this winter,
if the national average home heating oil price remains 20% higher
in December 1990, January 1991 or February 1991 than the average
price for the corresponding month over the previous four years,
Maine will receive approximately $4 million in federal emergency
appropriations recently approved by Congress. That will leave an



$8 million gap to be filled by a State appropriation.312 ‘See
Part V, Attachment I.

This $12 million total in additional energy assistance funding
should be allocated to achieve the greatest benefit for each
dollar. $1 million should be directed to an AFDC Special Needs
Program for housing and energy expenses; this would rﬁgult in a
nearly 2 to 1 federal match (see Recommendation Two). In
addition, State funds will be best used if a significant portion is
.invested in long-term solutions to energy needs. $3 million should
be allocated toward weatherization and other energy efficiency
programs; this will reduce Maine’s need for additional energy
assistance funding in future years. If the full $12 million in
additional assistance is not funded, the State should allocate
available funding so as to maximize weatherization to an extent
consistent with assuring an adequate average HEAP benefit.

This allocation of federal and State funds totalling $12
million would leave $8 million to go toward additional funding for
HEAP. An $8 million increase could raise the average annual HEAP
benefit to approximately $418 (assuming $700,000 in added
administrative costs and 53,000 recipients). With this average
annual benefit and oil prices of $1.20 a gallon, the average
low-income household would need to spend over $500 of its own
income to cover heating costs each year, or nearly $1000 to cover
total annual energy costs. Even with lower oil prices, this
additional funding will still leave the average low-income
household with several hundred dollars in heating costs.

12Although this emergency appropriation for high oil prices
is only available for this winter, additional federal funds may be
available to fill the $12 million gap in future years. 1In its
reauthorization of LIHEAP, Congress has recently provided for
matching LIHEAP funds beginning in 1991/92 to encourage state
appropriations for energy assistance. At this point, it is
uncertain how much federal money Maine could leverage through this
provision, but the State should pursue this federal matching
opportunity. See Section 2607(A) of the LIHEAP Act (142 U.S.C.
Section 8621-8629) (included as Attachment I in Part V).

13Even if less than $12 million is available for energy
assistance funding, any State appropriation would be poorly used if
it failed to direct funds through an AFDC special needs program to
leverage matching federal dollars.
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Recommended Allocation of $12 Million Additional Funds

$1 million AFDC Housing Special Needs Program

$3 million - Weatherization and other energy efficiency
programs

$8 million HEAP benefits

$12 million Total long-term estimate for unmet energy needs

To fill the current gap in energy assistanii funding, a
significant State appropriation is unavoidable. In the past,
the need for energy assistance funding has been argued primarily by
traditional advocates for low-income people. But energy vendors
and utility companies also bear direct costs resulting from
inadequate funding for such programs. A new coalition of
low-income advocates and leaders of the energy business must work
together to support government funding for energy assistance.

Member Quote: "One of the most valuable things that can come
from this is the private sector pushing for an increase in
benefits - we haven’t done that before." - Eugene Guilford,

President, Maine 0il Dealers Association.

2. Recommendation Two: The Legislature should direct the
Department of Human Services to design a Housing
Special Needs Program in order to leverage added
federal funding for housing and energy assistance to
AFDC recipients.

As a second priority, the State should take advantage of all
federal funds available for energy assistance to the greatest
extent possible. The Commission concludes it is likely that Maine
could receive additional money from the federal government by
restructuring the delivery of energy assistance to AFDC families.

Maine’s AFDC grant is insufficient to cover basic needs. To
pay for their enerqgy costs, AFDC families depend on HEAP benefits,

4phe Commission discussed several possible funding sources
for the State appropriation for energy assistance, including a
broad-based energy sales tax or an income tax surcharge, but did
not reach consensus on the best source of additional funds. The
Commission also did not take a position on the best use of the 0il
Overcharge funds (no more than $1 million a year) which Maine will
receive through 1994.
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along with ECIP, Family Crisis Assistance and General Assistance.
Declining federal LIHEAP funds and high energy costs will
increasingly force State and local government to fund the energy
needs of AFDC families through General Assistance.

About 22-23% of HEAP and ECIP funds have gone to AFDC
recipients in recent years. In addition, last year the Family
Crisis Assistance Program provided about $650,000 (50% State funds
and 50% federal funds) to pay electric bills of AFDC families
facing disconnection emergencies. Finally, an estimated $400,000
in State and local funds went to pay for energy cggts,of AFDC
households through General Assistance last year.

Maine has not yet taken as full advantage as possible of all
the federal money potentially available for energy assistance. The
federal government will provide matching Title IV-A funds for State
AFDC "special needs" programs at a rate currently set at 65%
federal funds to 35% State funds. Commission members recommend
that the Legislature direct the Maine Department of Human Services
to establish an AFDC special needs program for housing (including
energy costs) to leverage these additional federal funds.

A Housing Special Needs Program could alleviate the energy
crisis for those AFDC families whose energy and housing costs
combined were more than, for example, 50% of their income. These
AFDC households would receive a special needs payment to supplement
their AFDC and HEAP benefits.

Previous recommendations by two other Commissions have
recently proposed developing an AFDC Housing Special Needs
Program: The Special Select Commission on the Financing and
Administration of General Assistance (1987) and the Commission to
Evaluate the Adequacy of the AFDC Need and Payment Standards
(1990). In the most recent session, the Legislature directed DHS
to develop a proposal for meeting the housing needs of AFDC
recipients and to-submit a report to the 115th Legislature.

The present Commission joins these earlier endorsements of a
housing special need as the most cost-effective way for the State
to address the energy needs of AFDC households. The State funding
for an AFDC Housing Special Needs Program could be created by
redirecting existing State funds from three sources:

154 survey of municipalities indicated that approximately 7%
of last year’s $14.9 million in GA expenditures went to energy
needs (not including costs of energy included in rent), and 44% of
these energy expenditures went to AFDC recipients. At least 80% of
these costs will be paid for by the State General Fund.
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(1)

(2)

(3)

First, the State should redirect $650,000 in State funding
from the Family Crisis Assistance program and use this
money instead to create an AFDC Special Needs Program.
Family Crisis money now spent for electric disconnection
and housing emergencies for AFDC families would more
effectively be used for a Special Needs Program to help
these families avoid energy and housing crises. Moreover,
the 65/35 federal match provided by the Special Needs
Program will leverage more money than the 50/50 match of
the Family Crisis program. The Family Crisis program
could then be re-oriented to serve non-AFDC households
with children, using State funds currently spent on
General Assistance for these families.

Second, $2 million now spent on General Assistance for
AFDC households’ housing and energy needs should instead
be directly appropriated to the Housing Special Needs
Program. 1In 1987, the General Assistance Commission
estimated that a Housing Special Needs Program could save
the State $1.3 million in GA housing costs; the savings is
now likely to be at least $300,000 higher because of
recent increases both in GA ?gpenditures and in the
State’s share of GA funding. Combined with an

estimated $400,000 spent on energy costs for AFDC
families, this would make approximately $2 million in GA
funds available for redirecting to a Housing Special Needs
Program. Although AFDC recipients would still have access
to General Assistance as a safety net, the additional
assistance provided by a Special Needs Program should
allow many more AFDC families to avoid the emergencies
that force them to turn to GA for help with energy costs.

Third, the State should appropriate $1 million to leverage
additional federal money for the Special Needs Program.

By redirecting $650,000 from Family Crisis and $2 million from
GA expenditures for housing and energy for AFDC recipients, $2.65
million in State funds could be freed up for a Housing Special
Needs Program. Combined with a $1 million appropriation, a total
of $3.65 million in State funds would be available. With a net

161n 1989/90, GA expenditures for housing costs were $10
million (most of which was spent on rent). 34% of GA recipients
were AFDC households. Even accounting for the possibility that a
lower percentage of AFDC families may use GA for housing because
they may disproportionately live in subsidized housing, it is
likely that at least $1.6 million in state funds went to hou51ng
costs for AFDC recipients.
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cost to the State of only $1 million, Maine could generate
approximately $6.8 million in new federal funds. At a 65/35
federal match, $6.8 million in federal funds would contribute to a
total Special Needs Program of about $10.5 million. Based on an
average of 20,000 AFDC households, this program would provide an
annual benefit of $523, on top of regular AFDC and HEAP benefits.

Funding for Housing Special Needs Program

Savings from Redirecting Family Crisis Assistance Funds: $650,000
Savings from Redirecting GA Energy and Housing

Funds to AFDC Families: $2,000,000
Additional State Appropriation: $1,000,000
Total State Funds: $3,650,000
Matching Federal Funds: $6,800,000
Total Special Needs Program Funds: $10,500,000

In addition to leveraging additional federal funds, a Special
Needs Program to assist AFDC recipients with housing and energy
expenses would result in a more streamlined delivery of energy
assistance to some low-income households. 1In the current system,
AFDC families seeking help with energy costs may need to apply for
benefits separately for AFDC, for Family Crisis, for HEAP, and for
General Assistance. With a Special Needs Program, AFDC families
would be able to apply for their basic AFDC grant and an energy and
housing benefit at the same time and place, using the same
documentatifg, although they would still apply for HEAP
separately. Unfortunately, much of the fragmentation in

17several states have begun programs that more directly
coordinate the AFDC and HEAP programs. For example, in Michigan
and Illinois the AFDC client’s heating and energy needs are funded
almost entirely from an AFDC Energy Special Needs grant. This
frees up the HEAP funds for other low-income households. As a
result, all HEAP eligible clients receive a comparable heating
needs grant. By providing a one-stop shopping approach to AFDC
households’ energy needs, these programs are likely to save
administrative costs. In addition, clients avoid the necessity of
multiple applications and trips to different state offices. These
AFDC Special Needs programs offer the AFDC client the choice of
direct payment or vendor payment. A very large majority choose a
vendor payment because the State has negotiated with the energy
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existing programs is insurmountable without changes in the federal
legislation that governs LIHEAP and AFDC.

B. MORE EFFICIENT USE OF EXISTING FUNDS

The Blue Ribbon Commission has identified two areas for more
efficient delivery of existing programs: the first is
Recommendation Two, which proposes changes in the design of housing
and energy assistance to AFDC families. A second HEAP-related
recommendation follows.

1. Recommendation Three: The State should target HEAP
benefits to households with the highest energy use in
relation to income.

At this time of decreasing resources and increasing energy
needs, it is crucial that funds for energy assistance be used as
effectively as possible. The current distribution of HEAP benefits
is inequitable because the amount of energy a household uses does
not directly affect the HEAP benefit the household receives.
Instead, those with the greatest need should receive the highest
benefits. Need should be redefined to reflect both income and
actual usage. '

Commission members recommend that Maine’s Division of
Community Services allocate HEAP benefits according to energy
expense in relation to income. This targeting system should be
implemented on a statewide basis beginning in 1991/92. In the HEAP
application process, information on actual heating costs should be
obtained, where possible, from fuel vendors. If the vendor does
not keep records of customer use, or if an applicant is using a new
fuel vendor, the applicant should be asked to provide actual
consumption from past bills. Estimates can be used in cases where
actual consumption cannot be documented.

vendor to grant additional benefits (for example, protection
against shut off, supplemental ratepayer-funded bill payment
assistance, or generous payment arrangement terms) to customers who
agree to vendor payments. Energy vendors have seen it in their
self-interest to agree to grant these additional benefits because

of the decreased collection costs associated with more certain bill -

payments. Meeting fuel assistance needs through a Special Needs
grant can be done for either the basic HEAP grant or the crisis
component (ECIP) of fuel assistance, or both. The Commission urges
DHS to give further study to these programs.
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- "Targeting HEAP benefits to those with the highest actual
heating costs will not necessarily encourage a significant increase
in electric heat in relation to other fuels, even though
electricity is usually the most expensive heating source. An
estimated 80% of LIHEAP clients heating with electricity are
residents of subsidized housing who are protected from paying more
than 30% of their incomes on housing costs, including electricity.
Because these subsidized housing residents generally do not have to
pay high percentages of their income for electricity, a program
that directs benefits more precisely according to energy costs in
relation to income would probably result in a decreige in LIHEAP
funds going to households heating with electricity. Since this
targeting would not result in a greater proportion of funding for
electric heat compared to other heating sources, it will not lead
to an overall increase in use of electric heat.

Nor does this targeting proposal eliminate price signals for
energy. HEAP recipients will still pay a significant portion of
their income for heat, which will provide incentives to use energy
efficiently. 1Indeed, better targeting would improve price signals
for those households now receiving a HEAP benefit equal to or
greater than their energy costs. Moreover, this recommendation for
better targeting of energy assistance is made in conjunction with
Recommendations Four through Seven, which are designed to encourage
efficient use of energy by low-income households.

To simplify the HEAP application process and to minimize any
additional administrative burden that might come from collecting
data on applicants’ actual consumption, the Commission encourages
the Division of Community Services to investigate ways of making
the current verification process more efficient for both applicants
and administrators.

Another area Commission members recommend exploring is whether
the HEAP application process could be more closely coordinated with
the property tax circuit breaker program. Better integration of
these two forms of assistance could improve the application process
for both programs and would enable better data collection on total
shelter needs.

Finally, to ensure timely delivery of HEAP benefits, the
Commission also recommends that the Legislature reauthorize the

18phe matrix which determines distribution of HEAP benefits
should take into account the higher disposable income of residents
of subsidized housing whose utility costs are capped; it should
also be designed to account for any extra benefit received through
an AFDC Special Needs Program.
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Fuel Assistance Reserve Fund, which is due to expire June 30,

1991. See 5 M.R.S.A. Section 3518-B. This fund provides a State
loan to fund fuel assistance programs for October through December,
before federal funds are available. The fund must be repaid from
the federal LIHEAP block grant.

C. REDUCING ENERGY NEEDS THROUGH COST-EFFECTIVE CONSERVATION
AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY MEASURES

The Blue Ribbon Commission has also looked beyond short-term
issues of program delivery in order to identify long-term
stritegies for reducing the energy bills of low-income households.
Weatherization and similar programs produce the most lasting forms
of energy assistance.

1. Recommendation Four: _In allocating fuel assistance
among varying programs, Maine should continue to give
priority to weatherization funding in order to secure
a permanent improvement in low-income dwellings.

The federal LIHEAP block grant which funds Maine’s HEAP
program has in past years permitted up to 15% of program funds to
be allocated for low-income weatherization efforts, including
furnace repair and tune-ups, insulation, weatherstripping and, in
some cases, storm doors or windows. Maine has also received a $2.5
million annual grant from DOE for funding weatherization efforts by
Community Action agencies in Maine.

e
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"Although weatherization programs have been operated for many
years by Community Action agencies, waiting listigfor energy
efficiency services remain long at every agency. The need for
weatherization continues to be high because of the substantial
turnover in the low-income population and the poor condition of
Maine’s housing (41% of the State’s housing stock was built prior
to 1938). 1In addition, techniques and standards have changed over
the years; weatherization done years ago is often inadequate today.

In recent years the weatherization program funded by LIHEAP
and DOE has been modestly supplemented by similar weatherization
programs for electric heat customers operated by utilities. CMP
expects to complete 1,000 no-cost weathe58zation installations this
year for customers at all income levels. Particularly in
rental housing and public housing projects, there continues to be a
strong demand for weatherization services for low-income customers.

In past years, fully 15% of Maine'’s LIHEAP program funds were
directed to weatherication funding. 1In contrast, last year the
percentage dropped to 12% (including furnace repair and retrofit)
and is expected to be 11% for the 1990/91 program year. These
reductions have been compelled by the need to increase average HEAP
benefits due to higher energy costs predicted for the 1990/91
winter. In October 1990 Congress increased the maximum share of
weatherization funding from the LIHEAP grant from 15% to 25% and
permitted "energy related home repair" to be covered as well. See
Part V, Attachment I.

For the long term, the Blue Ribbon Commission recommends that
the State move towards targeting fully 25% of HEAP program funds to
support permanent improvements in low-income housing in Maine for
weatherization. It is inefficient to redirect funds from permanent
weatherization improvements in order to pay one-time HEAP benefits
for fuel. 1In Recommendation One, the Blue Ribbon Commission has
recognized a $12 million need for additional energy assistance for
Maine’s low-income citizens; it has proposed allocating $3 million
of this to State funding of community action programs for
weatherization. A $3 million investment will bring the share of
program funds for low-income weatherization in 1991/92 up to 20%
(exclusive of furnace repair and tune-ups), assuming Recommendation
One is fully adopted by the Legislature. Full implementation of
Recommendation One, in conjunction with this

Inot all applicants on waiting lists for weatherization are
eligible, however; for example, some may live in buildings that are
already weatherized.

20Maine Public Service weatherized 200 low~-income homes in

1990.
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recommendation, will result in a total of $5.8 million in program
funds for low-income weatherization for the winter of 1991-92.

RECOMMENDED FUNDING OF COMMUNITY ACTION WEATHERIZATION PROGRAMS

$3.0 million additional State appropriation for
weatherization (Recommendation One)
DOE funding for weatherization
LIHEAP-funded weatherization, 1990/91

TOTAL

$2.5 million
$ .3 million
$5.8 million

If Recommendation One is not fully adopted, the Commission urges
that the maximum possible share of HEAP program funds be set aside
for weatherization that is consistent with a humane response to the
need for increased average HEAP benefits. The Commission urges the
State to renew its priority commitment to long-term weatherization
funding and to develop other sources of revenue for increasing HEAP
benefits.

2. Recommendation Five: In order to reduce the bills of
low-income renters in apartments heated with
electricity, the State should explore techniques for
joint financing of energy efficiency improvements in
rental units.

Low-income electric space heat customers who pay for their own
heat in poorly insulated apartments are the group that faces the
most urgent problem in paying for winter period energy. Although
low~-income electric space heat customers account for less than 20%
of all HEAP recipients in Maine, their high cost of energy has
resulted in substantial unpaid bills which, ultimately, lead to
additional burdens on public sources of assistance and on electric
utility rates.

Low-income renters who pay for their own electric heat
typically confront higher operating costs for heat than other
consumers living in similar circumstances. On a per-BTU basis,
electric heat is an expensive source: at 11¢ per kilowatt hour,
electric heat corresponds to heating oil priced at $3.80 a gallon
or a cord of hardwood at $520. The result is that households who
rely on electric heat, particularly tenants in subsidized housing,
pay a higher percentage of income for energy than do households
heating with other fuels. 1In a January 1990 CMP study, average
electric heat customers with income at 100% of federal poverty paid
$1,500 or more than 14% of household income, compared to an
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estig?ted 12% of income péid by comparable households heating with
oil.

Due to these high operating costs and the absence of rent
reduction for the low capital cost of electric heat systems, the
impact on disposable income for electric heat customers in rental
housing from rising energy costs is at least as severe as for other
low-income groups. The problem is particularly noticeable in the
case of subsidized housing units, which in many cases were
constructed inexpensively in the 1970’s and early 1980’'s with
individually metered electric heat systems and no central furnaces,
and in downtown locations of Portland, Lewiston and Bangor where
landlords have removed central (oil-fired) systems and installed
electric heat in the tenant’s name.

Additionally, welfare programs and electric rates are both
affected by the high bills which low-income electric space heat
customers may be unable to pay. All electric ratepayers end up
paying in their monthly bills the uncollected costs resulting from
the low-income electric heat customers who are unable to pay for
all they use. 1In fact, a 1988 study of electric utility customers
in Maine who defaulted on payment arrangements and faced
disconnection showed average usage of 1,000 kilowatts hours per
montn - substantially higher usage than other residential
customers. Electric heat customers facing disconnection for
non-payment regqularly turn to State and municipal sources of
assistance for emergency aid.

These circumstances present the Blue Ribbon Commission with a
difficult and pragmatic problem: how to enable low-income renters
heating with electricity to lower their energy bills and thereby
reduce the drain they impose on government and utility sources of
assistance. Because many of these owners of rental property have
received government financing or HUD guarantees, the problem is
especially difficult; in the past, HUD and other government lenders
actively encouraged the installation of electric heat in order to
reduce the total costs of new housing projects.

One solution to this dilemma is to aggressively promote the

21lphe percentage of household income required for this
low-income CMP customer using electric heat will rise to 16.3% in
January 1991 due to PUC-approved rate increases. At $1.20 per
gallon of heating oil, the comparable figure for January 1991 for
an oil heated household (consisting of 3 people at 100% of federal
poverty) would be 14%. These estimates suggest that the burden on
low-income renters who heat with electricity may well grow at a
more rapid rate than for non-electric heat households at the same

income level.
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installation of energy efficiency measures in low-income rental
units heated by electricity. In Recommendations Four and Six the
Blue Ribbon Commission has endorsed weatherization efforts by
Community Action agencies and has recommended an additional .$3
million in State funding for these efforts. These government
programs can be supplemented by the utility-sponsored conservation
programs discussed in Recommendation Six.

Depending on the construction characteristics of particular
rental units, a range of energy-efficiency improvements are
possible. Blue Ribbon Commission members recommend an aggressive
pursuit of weatherization, heating system improvements and, where
cost-effective, conversions from baseboard electric heat to
alternative heating systems in rental units. Even with heating oil
at $1.20 per gallon, conversion from electric space heat will
permiEza substantial reduction in that household’s winter energy
bill. There are no indications that a competitive market will
result in reduced energy bills for electric heat customers in
rental housing, without the assistance of government. Low-income
customers simply do not have the resources with which to take
advantage of these very real opportunities to lower their long-term
energy bills.

Member Quote: "Energy assistance programs must recognize
that conservation and energy efficiency are the most effec-
tive long-term ways of insulating low-income consumers
against energy volatility." - John Flumerfelt, Energy
Planning Division, State Planning Office.

Blue Ribbon Commission members encourage Maine’s energy
vendors to consider pilot programs for sharing the costs of
converting from electric space heat in poorly insulated low-income
rental housing. Utilities like Central Maine Power recognize that
there may be benefits to low-income renters and ratepayers
generally from this approach but do not regard a ratepayer-financed
conversion program as cost-effective without additional financing

22Compared to electric space heat at 11¢ per kilowatt hour
for 2654 kilowatt hours per month for 4 winter months, conversion
to oil at $1.20 per gallon for an average 780 gallon heating
requirement will save $232 in heating costs in one winter, or a 20%
reduction in the annual heating bill. Conversion of the same
customer to wood, assuming five cords at $110 per cord, would save
$618 annually, for a bill reduction of 52%. These comparisons do
not consider the costs of conversion (estimated at $3800 for an oil
furnace), or of financing.
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from other sources. However, a number of sources of funding for
these conversions exist which, when added to the utility funding,
may well justify space heatzgonversions in low-income rental units
on a purely economic basis.

In order to test this approach, the Commission recommends that
the Maine State Housing Authority undertake a study of the
feasibility of jointly-financed electric heat conversions in
low-income housing (particularly public housing projects) and
submit a report by December 1991 on the economics of
jointly-financed space heat conversions. The completion of this
report can be expected to provide needed information on the value
of electric heat conversions, in conjunction with full funding for
weatherization and other efficiency improvements, in order to
address the particular dilemma of low-income renters in
electrically heated apartments.

The Blue Ribbon Commission also has adopted two related
recommendations: that existing Farmers Home, Maine State Housing
or utility conservation loan programs for energy efficiency
(including space heat conversions) receive greater publicity; and
that programmable thermostat devices for reducing space-heat load
whenever possible be installed in low-income homes where
electricity is the primary space heating fuel.

3. Recommendation Six: Utilities should continue to seek
the highest levels of participation in cost-effective
utility-sponsored energy management programs for which
low-income customers may qualify at no charge.

Electric utilities should continue to design and market cost-
effective programs for insulating and weatherstripping low-income
dwellings at no cost to participants. At present, Central Maine
Power makes these services available through sub-contractors to
customers using 1300 kilowatt hours or more per winter month (in
most cases, in electric space heated dwellings). Bangor Hydro
Electric and Maine Public Service coordinate and expedite delivery
of similar services, again at no cost to the recipient, through
local community action agencies. According to CMP figures,
customers who participate: in conservation programs for water and

23possible sources of partnership funding could include:
ratepayer financing by the natural gas utility, promotional
discounts by wood stove dealers, federal financing for conversion
of HUD units heated with electricity, General Fund appropriations
or issuance of revenue bonds by the State.
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electric space Biating save on average $150 per year as a result of
these programs.

The Blue Ribbon
Commission strongly endorses
cost-effective conservation in
order to mitigate increasing
and volatile energy pggces for
low-income customers.

These programs may also enable
the utility to save on
collection costs on unpaid
bills and to pass these
savings on to all ratepayers.
In addition, the Commission
urges utilities to seek
further opportunities for
reducing the bills of
low-income customers through
cost-effective application of
new technologies such as
replacing lighting with more
efficient fluorescent lights
on a discounted basis, or
considering renting highly
efficient refrigerators for
tenants in rental housing,
residents of mobile homes or
other low-income customers who
face budgeting and space
constraints. Continued effort
to target utility conservation
programs to low-income
customers is also a desirable
goal for utility planners.

—— - ————— i ——— —— — ——— —— - -

24cMp estimated in June 1990 an average annual saving of 982
KWH per low-income customer from its Insulation Plus Weatherization
program for a $70 saving, and 675 KWH or $60 in additional savings
from the Bundle-up water heater wrap program.

25Because of the ratemaking implications for electric
utilities, Commission member Kenneth Gordon of the Public Utilities
Commission abstains from this recommendation.
- 48 -



4. Recommendation Seven: 1In order to enable low-income
renters to cope with energy costs more knowledgeably,
landlords should disclose energy usage information for
their rental units, upon request. :

More than 43% of households in Maine with income below $10,000
in 1988 were renters. Because Maine'’'s low-income population is
more apt to rent than the State'’s population generally, the Blue
Ribbon Commission recognizes the importance of tailoring
recommendations directly to this group. Maine'’s housing stock is
the oldest in the nation, with more than 41% of all dwellings built
prior to 1938 (see Part V, Attachment B). Consequently, much of
the rental housing to which low-income households must turn is
poorly insulated and in need of repair. In most cases, these
households pay for their own heat and utilities.

The Commission has already endorsed additional resources for
no-cost weatherization programs such as those operated by Community
Action agencies or utilities (see Recommendations Four and Six
above). However, without better access to information about the
costs of winter heat in a rental unit, many low-income renters have
no ability to seek opportunities for reducing their winter-time
heating costs. Landlords currently have little incentive to
evaluate the benefits of installing energy efficiency improvements
in their rental units.

The Blue Ribbon Commission recommends a state-wide policy of
disclosure of annual energy consumption figures when prospective
renters request this information from landlords. Maine
landlord-tenant law should be amended to require landlords to seek
annual consumption information from their tenants’ energy vendors
and provide it when requested by prospective tenants. At present,
no Maine law prevents the release of this information, but
landlords have no obligation to secure or disclose it. Armed with
information about prior year consumption, tenants will be able to
comparison shop and will stand a better chance of finding rental
housing which they can afford. As the housing market becomes more
competitive, the availability of this consumption data could also
provoke landlords to consider making energy efficiency investments
which will reduce tenants’ energy consumption.

This recommendation dovetails with two complementary
suggestions arising out of existing government programs. The State
Planning Office has received a $120,000 federal grant to promote a
state-wide Energy Rating Service to enable prospective homeowners
to ascertain the energy efficiency level of a dwelling before
finalizing a mortgage. The energy ratings will be performed by
expert inspectors who provide the service at a small fee to the
seller, similar to a program currently in place in Vermont and
elsewhere. The Blue Ribbon Commission recommends that the State
Planning Office place a priority on energy ratings



for the rental sector as well, so that the prospective purchaser
of a rental unit can have accurate information about heating
costs and possible efficiency improvements. This information
will be particularly useful in the case of publicly owned ox
financed new construction where the State has a clear interest in
energy efficiency for low-income tenants.

Secondly, the Blue Ribbon Commission recommends that the
current Energy Extension Service agents - State employees based
in five locations across the State - give the highest priority to
energy efficiency improvements in rental housing and to advising
tenants about techniques for reducing their energy bills.

Because funding for the Energy Extension Service is expected to
expire in June 1991, the Commission’s members also urge the
Legislature to make this priority explicit as new funding is
sought for this program.
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OFFICE OF NO.__6_FY 89/90

THE GOYERNOR

DATE January 16,1990

ESTABLISHING THE GOVERNOR'S BLUE RIBBON COMMISSION
ON ENERGY POLICY FOR MAINE'S LOW INCOME CITIZENS

WHEREAS, energy prices have increased significantly in the past year for
households heating with o0il, electricity, natural gas, or propane, and this
increase currently constitutes a major problem for low-income citizeas,
including elderly households, mothers with young children, individuals with
disabilities and tenants in subsidized housing in this state; and

WHEREAS, Maine's low-income citizens in recent years have faced a
substantial decline in the average .benefits available from state and federal
resources for fuel assistance, particularly from the Home Energy Assistance
Program; and -

WHEREAS, applications for fuel assistance are substantially greater in
number during the current heating season than at the same point last year when
52,374 households, representing 114,540 individuals, ultimately received
benefits; and

WHEREAS, the Maine Energy Policy Act and current policies of the Maine
Public Utilities Commission place the highest priority on deliveries of energy
conservation services to electric customers in Maine by electric utilities; and

WHEREAS, adequate insulation of rental and single-family housing is the
single biggest factor governing the size of on-going heating expense for
low-income Maine people, and is particularly relevant when banks evaluate
applications for single-family mortgages or multi-unit project financing:; and

WHEREAS, numerous efforts are underway in Maine's state government and the
private sector to coordinate more effectively the delivery of comservation
services to, and adequate resources for paying the fuel bills of, Maine's
low-income citizens; and

WHEREAS during the past eighteen months two groups comprised of
representatives of these varying interests, under the auspices of the Public
Utilities Commission and Bangor Hydro-Electric Company, have been meeting to
recommend means for making energy costs more affordable to low-income
households in the state and have completed their fact finding; and

WHEREAS, the safety, health and comfort of Maine's most vulnerable
citizens is a matter of great concern to state government, the private sector
and residents generally;



Executive Order 6 FY 89/90
January 16, 1990
Page 2

NOW, THEREFORE, I, JOHN R. MCKERNAN, JR., Governor of the State of Maine,
do hereby establish the Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission on Energy Policy for
Maine's Low Income Citizens. ’

Purpose

The purpose of the Blue Ribbon Commission is to identify public and
private resources capable of mitigating the impact of rising energy costs on
low-income people of Maine, The Commission will consider means for the more
effective delivery of conservation services, changes in the pricing of
electricity for low-income households that qualify for government assistance,
incentives for weatherization of low-income rental units by landlords and
housing authorities and the targeting of the state's fuel assistance programs
to those households for which energy costs represent the highest percent of
income. Private sector initiatives such as voluntary energy ratings for new
residential housing, consideration of operating costs of new housing by banks
during the financing application process or tax incentives for insulating
existing rental housing, should also be considered.

Membership

The membership shall consist of: two representatives of the Maine State
Senate, two representatives of the Maine House of Representatives, a citizen
experienced in banking, a representative of oil dealers, a representative of
the Maine 0il Dealers Association, a community action agency representative,
three representatives from Maine's electric utilities, the Chairman of the
Public Utilities Commission, the Public Advocate, the Director of the State
Planning Office, the Director of the Division of Community Services, a
representative from a consumer advocacy group and a representative from
Maine's low income community.

Chairmanship

The Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission on Energy Policy for Maine's Low
Income Citizens will be chaired by the Public Advocate.

ffin

Staff will be provided by the Office of the Public Advocate with
assistance as required from the State Planning Office and the Public Utilities
Commission,

Functions _and Duties

The Commission shall prepare a comprehensive report and any
recommendations to the Legislature in November 1990. The Commission shall
meet at least nine times between March and November 1990 to receive
presentations from local agencies, community groups, experts on specific
issues and the public.

The effective date of this Order is January 16, 1990.
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BLUE RIBBON COMMISSION
FORMAT AND PROCEDURE

Chaired by Public Advocate Stephen Ward, the group met on
nine occasions in Bangor, Augusta and Portland between February
and November 1990, and considered a series of presentations on the
status of poverty in Maine today, the energy needs of low-income
households and the range of public programs for energy
assistance. Presentations to the group were made by: the State
Planning Office, the Maine State Housing Authority, the Maine
Committee on Aging, Pine Tree Legal Assistance, Maine Municipal
Association, the Department of Human Services, the Division of
Community Services, the Maine 0il Dealers Association, Harris Oil
Company, R.W. Matthews and Sons, the Maine Community Action
Association, the Public Utilities Commission, C.I.C. Systems Inc.
and Cohen and Green.

The meeting format was designed to enable interested members
of the public to address the Blue Ribbon Commission with informal
comments and recommendations. Individuals associated with
community action agencies, electric utility ratepayer interests
and senior citizen programs attended several meetings.
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INTRODUCTION:

"...a decent home and suitable living environment for every American
family..." That was the goal set forth by Congress in the Housing Act -of
1949, The federal government for more than a half century has been involved
in the financing and production of housing - and in assisting people to obtain
decent housing at affordable costs, .

Federal housing policy has evolved to meet a wide variety of economic
needs; from Jjob creation in the Depression era through the construction of
public housing, to the establishment of mortgage insurance for increased home
ownership opportunities, to the implementation of tax provisions which, in the
past, were a deliberate attempt to stimulate housing development and now,
continue to provide the incentive for home ownership.

The shift in federal housing policy began in the 1960°s. The publicly
owned and operated housing of the 1950°s was supplemented with privately-
developed housing units during the 1960°s and into the 18980°s. A combination
of financial subsidies and tax benefits has resuited in the creation of more
than two million units of privately-owned, publicly subsidized housing units
throughout the United States.

During the 1980°s we have witnessed a decrease in federal commitment to
housing, Though total U.S. outlays on housing subsidies rose from $5.7
billion in fiscal year 1980 to $13.8 billion in fiscal year 13988, these
outlays represent payments on multi-year subsidy commitments which were made
in prior years. Budget authority, however, has declined considerably over
that same time period. This transiates to an emphasis on shorter term subsidy
commitments and away from the new construction programs of the 1870°s and
early 1880°s. According to a 1987 National League of Cities report, the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s $12.4 billion dollar housing
assistance budget wili reach only 28% of those who qualify.

Maine is no different than the rest of the country. Actual U.S. Housing
and Urban Development spending for Maine increased from $42.6 million in 1980
to $70.1 million in 1987 due to funds expended for multi-year contract
obligations, yet the number of Maine State Housing Authority financed newly
constructed or substantiaily rehabilitated Section 8 subsidized units fell
from 804 in 1982 to 0 in 1988,  The Journal of Housing reported in January
1988 that the 1981 federal budget included funding for 200,000 newly
constructed subsidized units. The 1987 federal budget inciuded funding for
only 16,000 new units; a decrease of 92%. The Section 8 New
Construction/Substantial Rehabilitation programs which were responsible for
much of the subsidized housing development were terminated in 1983. Rural
housing programs administered through the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Farmers Home Administration have also experienced substantial funding
reductions. From 1979 to 1988 Congressional appropriations dropped from $3.8
billion to 31.8 billion in loans, 3423 million to $275.3 million in rental
assistance, and $51.4 to $23.8 million in grants. In addition, the Tax Reform
Act of 1986 virtually eliminated the incentive for private developer
involvement in the creation of rental housing.
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For the United States, the percentage of families who own their
dwellings reached a forty year peak in 1980 at 65.6%. The number has declined
in recent years and dropped to 63.8% in 1988. This percentage decline:
translates to two million fewer households which are home owners. Those who
are ages 25 - 29, the typical first-time home buyer market, have been most
seriously affected. In 1978 44% of the nation’s home owners were between the
ages of 25 - 29. 1In 1988 this percentage had fallen to 36%, The decline in
the rate of home ownership impacts the supply of rental housing. Those
households which, ten years ago, were able to own their homes continue to rent
their housing. The "filtering" effect which is so critical to the housing
economy has broken down. One source at Massachusetts Institute of Technology
estimates that some 20% of the low-income housing is occupied by middle-
income renters. The options become limited for low-income households., These
households ‘1ive in overcrowded conditions or pay a disproportionate share of
their incomes for their shelter. It is estimated that in the United States
more than six million low-income households spend in excess of 50% of their
income on housing,

Housing, as an indicator of market trends, profiles changes in
lifestyles and household formation. In the short run, interest rates and home
prices determine housing activity. In the long run, demographic trends play a
vital role. Though Maine’s population continues to increase, this rate of
increase has slowed. The composition of the state’s population is changing.
Housing production should level throughout the 19390°s and turn to meet the
demands of an aging society and special needs populations.

SUPPLY AND DEMAND FORCES: AN OVERVIEW OF MAINE’S DEMOGRAPHICS

From November 1388 through January 1989 the Maine State Housing
Authority contracted with Northeast Research/Mainepoll to conduct a telephone
survey of Maine residents to gather information about single and multi-family
housing within the state. A1l of the housing survey questions were asked of
the person in the household "who knows the most" about the household’s
"housing situation". Selected demographic data were collected for the housing
respondent and for the random adult.

As with any sample survey, sampling error can cause the results of the
"survey to vary from those that would have been obtained with a census of all
Haine households. For this survey, we can be 95% certain that for a question
with responses from 614 interviews, the survey results would vary no more than
+/- 4,0% from the figure that would have been obtained if all- telephone- .
equipped households had been contacted. The confidence intervals are broader
for results based on fewer than 614 interview responses. For data compiled
from renter households, we can be certain that the results would vary no more
than +/- 8.0% from the figure that would have been obtained if all telephone-
equipped rental households had been contacted,



AGE. POPULATION, MIGRATION, AND HOUSEHOLD FORMATION:

The survey results do provide a demographic snapshot of Maine
households. (See summary tables 1 - 3 for more details.) Approximately 62%
of the respondents to the survey were under the age of 50, A high percentage
(30.4%) of the respondents were between the ages of 18 and 34; which is
primarily the age bracket of most renters and prospective home buyers. The
results also showed that nearly one-fifth (18%) of the respondents to the
survey were over the age of 65.

The majority (50.7%) of the respondents had resided in the state for
their entire lives. An additional 33.6% had resided in the state for more
than eleven years. Households which had been settled in the state for less
than ten years totaled only 15.7% of those contacted.

Larger families, those households with more than five persons, comprised
less than 3% of those households sampled. Nearly 75% of the survey
respondents had households with three or fewer persons., The U.,S. Census
Bureau reported that household size in Maine had decreased to 2.57 persons in
1987 from 2.75 in 1980. Higher rates of divorce, the postponement of marriage
by young adults, and the increased 1ife expectancy of all adults has resulted
in smaller households and greater demand on the existing housing stock. For
Maine in 1940 260 units were needed to house 1000 persons. In 13987, 330 units
were needed to house that same 1000 persons, U.,S. Bureau of Census estimates
for household growth indicate that since 1981 the number of households in the
state of Maine has increased an average of 2.1% annually. Between 1980 and
1986 the Maine State Planning Office attributed much of the household
formation increase to the aging population of baby-boomers (53%), divorce
(34%), and single adults living on their own (20%). The State Planning Office
estimated that migration from out of state accounted for 2% of the increase in
households. Demand for housing is also impacted by migration within the
state. The State Planning Office estimated that 29% of the households formed
were a result of movement from within the state.

Almost two-thirds (64.6%) of all renters have no children living in the
household. 10.7% of rental respondents were single parents which compares
with 3.4% for the study as a whole, This may be due in part to the age
composition of renter households. More than half (57.5%) of the renter
respondents were aged 18 to 34, Nearly one-fifth of the renters were over the
age of 65.

INCOME ;

More than 40% of the households which were surveyed by Northeast
Research had 1987 pre-tax household incomes of less than $20,000 annually.
Over 13% earned less than $10,000 annually in 1987, below the Federal poverty
level for a family of four. The U.S. Census Bureau’s 1987 estimate ranked
Maine’s four-person median family income forty-second of the fifty states at
$26,237. The Census Bureau’s 1989 estimate of $31,297 moved Maine to the
thirty-second ranking. However, the increases in income levels have not been
evenly distributed.
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Haine’s Bureau of Income Maintenance estimates that households which
rely on Aid to Families with Dependent Children as their sole source of income
have received benefits which are comparable to 50% of the poverty level. More
than 17,500 households receive AFDC funding. The typical monthly payment for
a single-parent household with two children, earning no outside income, equals
$438 statewide, not enough to cover housing costs in many areas of the state.
The Haine Legislature has authorized a funding increase of 3% for AFDC in
1990,

Supplemental Security Income, which is distributed by the Social
Security Administration, has a federal and a state component within the
payment. Eligibility for those persons aged 65 and over is dependent on
income and resource guidelines, Eligibility for those who are under the age
of 65 is dependent on income, resources, and disability criteria. A typical
payment for someone who resides in his/her own home and who collects no
outside income would be $378 monthly. The federal government contributes $368
with the state contributing $10. Maine’s contribution to SSI has not
increased since the inception of the program in 1374. 1In 1983 more than
22,500 persons receive monthly SSI payments.

HOUSING OPTIONS:

Housing options are limited for low-income households in Maine. As Table
4 implies, as income levels increase, the likelihood of home ownership also
increases. For the state of Maine, 76.6% of the households own their housing
units, The remaining 23.4% rent their units. Sixty-two percent of the
renters earned household incomes which were less than $20,000 in 1387 as
opposed to 35.2% of the home owners. Conversely, less than 1% of the renters
earned more than $30,000. More than 41% of the home owners had 1987 household
incomes in excess of $30,000,

Table 5 compares the household’s type of residence with its income., Two
observations can be made., First, as household incomes increase, the
percentage of households living in single family residences also increases,
Secondly, apartment buildings tend to be occupied by the lower-income
households., As income levels increase the percentage of households which live
in apartment buildings decreases.

Apartments are the most common type of rental units (54.4%) followed by
single-family homes (26.0%), duplexes (11.3%), mobile homes (5.5%), and other
housing types (2.7%). Survey results show that Cumberland (25.4%), Penobscot
(17.5%), and Androscoggin (16.5%) counties had the highest percentages of
apartment units, Metropolitan areas of the state contained the greatest
number of apartment units. Over half (55.5%) of all apartments were located
within the state’s U.S. Bureau of Census-defined Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSA’s). For comparative purposes, 32.7% of Maine’s total housing stock
is located within its MSA’s.
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NEW CONSTRUCTION:

As Table 5 also indicates, the residence of choice for the majority of
Mainers is the single family unit. More than 71% of Maine households reside
in housing of this type. WNearly 9% of the state’s households reside in mobile
homes. Duplexes house 5% of the state’s households. The remaining 13% of the
households live in apartment buildings.

Since 1970 the most dramatic housing stock changes have been the
decrease in multi-family development and the increase in mobile home units.
Table 6 highlights this transition. Data compiled from the Bureau of
Taxation, Property Tax Division’s Municipal Valuation Returns showed that more
than 67,000 housing units have been created in Maine since 1981. Table 7
shows that more than 42% of the newly constructed units, including 50% of the
multi-family development and 68% of the documented condominium devetopment,
were constructed in Cumberland and York counties. Less than 3% of the new
units were located in Piscataquis and Washington counties.

SELLING PRICE:

High home prices and interest rates have pushed home ownership beyond
the reach of many households in the 1980°s, Harvard University and
Massachusetts Institute of Technology’s Joint Center for Housing Studies
estimates that only 11.5% of the nation’s renter households in the 25-34 year-
old group can afford a starter home. The Joint Center for Housing Studies
cites high interest rates and high down payment restrictions as barriers to
the first purchase of a home,

Data compiled from the real estate transfer tax declaration forms
indicates that selling prices for residential properties increased 74% from
1981 to 1887. (See Tables 8 and 9.) The most dramatic increases occurred in
the southern and coastal counties of York (106%), Cumberland (92%), and
Sagadahoc (76%). The smallest residential selling price increases occurred in
Franklin (14%) and Aroostook (39%) counties. From July 1981 through June 1982
records indicate that there were Just under 8700 "arms-length" residential
real estate transactions completed with a total dollar value of $386.1 million
dollars. From July 1986 through June of 13987 more than 16,600 residential
real estate transactions were completed with a dollar value in excess of $1.2
billion dollars,

Comprehensive data on the cost of land has not been developed. It is
difficult to compile statistics due to the characteristics of the land
parcels; the degree of development, infrastructure, and-waterfront influence.
The Bureau of Taxation’s, Property Tax Division does complete an annual study
which provides weighted average selling prices for undeveloped land parcels
in excess of 40 acres. Available data shows that statewide sale prices for
undeveloped land parcels in excess of 40 acres increased from $126/acre for
transactions from July 1876-June 1979 to -$445/acre for transactions from July
1985-June 1988. Table 10 highlights the regional price differences. The
table also points out the increased number of land transactions for large
(40+) parcels,
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RENTAL COSTS:

Statewide data on rental costs can be compiled from the Mainepoll data.
Due to the size of the renter sample however, the sampling error for the
rental portion of the survey is broader than for the Mainepoll sample as a
whole. For the rental portion of the survey we can be 95% certain that the
survey results would vary no more than +/- 8.0% from the figure that would
have been obtained if all telephone-equipped rental households had been
contacted.

, Sixty-seven percent of all rent payments made included the cost of
utilities. Utility payments were factored in to contract rent for the
remaining one-third of the renter households to estimate the statewide rental
payment distribution. The range for monthly rent (with utility payments
included) was exceptionally wide, ranging from $0 to over $1000. When
grouped, the figures are as follows:

less than $200 13.5%
$200-299 11.2%
$300-399 27.3%
$400-499 : 17.3%

$500 and over 30.7%

As Table 11 indicates, income levels and rent payments show a positive
correlation. Nearly half of the renter respondents with incomes of $10,000 or
less paid under $300 per month for their rent. Nearly two-thirds of the
renter households with incomes in excess of $30,000 paid $500 or more per
month.

SUBSIDIZED HOUSING:

More than 27,000 multi-family units in Maine are receiving federal
rental subsidy. Many of these units were constructed during the 1370°s and
jnto the early 1980°s using a public-=private partnership arrangement where
public incentives were used to foster private ownership for low-income
housing. Incentives included low-interest rate financing, rental assistance
cash payments, and tax benefits. In Maine these various programs are
responsible for providing affordable rental housing to elderly and low-income
families in more than 220 municipalities. {See Table 12.)

Data from the Mainepoll survey indicates that only 18% of all renters
receive government subsidized rents though the data indicates that 44% of the
state’s current renters may be income eligible. 86.7% of those receiving
government rental subsidies were aged 65 and over or under the age of 35.
Results show that 40% of all elderly renters pay less than $200 per month for
rent and utilities combined. This compares to 13.5% for all renters and only
8% for the 18-34 age group. This may be explained in part by the fact that
the elderly receive almost half of all government subsidized rents while
comprising a smaller percentage of Maine households.
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Most of the federally subsidized housing was created with the ability to
convert the property to market rate housing with no restrictions on rent or
low-income tenant occupancy after a specified period of time. That time is
fast approaching. Maine faces the threat of losing more than 4,500 units of
federally subsidized rental housing by the year 2000 due to expiring rental
assistance contracts, prepayment of mortgages, or the physical deterioration
of the housing stock. The Tax Reform Act of 13986 eliminated nearly all of the
future tax incentives for ownership of low-income property, and also
encourages the conversion of low-income units to market rate housing. The
loss of the existing subsidized housing stock will intensify the hardship for
thousands of low-income Mainers and further aggravate the critical shortage of
affordable housing,

SUBSTANDARD HOUSING:

1980 Census figures indicated that Maine s housing stock is the oldest
in the nation. Today it is estimated that more than 41% of the state’s
housing units were created prior to 1939, (See Table 13.) During the 1970°s
and the 1980°s a greater proportion of single family and mobile home units
were constructed., Much of Maine’s rental housing is located in older
buildings, many of which were constructed prior to 13839,

Though comprehensive data on the prevalence of substandard housing has
not been published since the 1980 Census, one indication that the problem
exists has been the volume of funding which has been obligated for
rehabilitation efforts. Since 1882 the federal Community Development Block
Grant program has provided 3,850 housing units with rehabilitation funding in
excess of $19.5 million. From October 1988 through August 1989 the Farmers
Home Administration’s 504 program has obligated $217,600 in grant monies and
$250,780 in 1% interest rate loans to 134 rural homeowners for home
improvements and repairs. The Maine State Housing Authority’s Home
Improvement Program, since 1983, has lent 996 homeowners more than $7.1
million. Federal Rental Rehabilitation dollars which have been distributed by
the Maine State Housing Authority have improved more than 1000 units since the
program’s inception and provided rental subsidy for half of the rehabilitated.
units to allow the low-income tenants to remain resident,

THE HOMELESS:

“To Have A Home", a February 1986 report which was published by the
Haine Task Force to Study Homelessness, estimated that nearly 52,000 Maine
households (118,000 persons) were at risk of homelessness in Maine due to
overcrowded or substandard conditions or because they were paying more than
50% of their monthly income for shelter. A more recent study, completed by
the Maine State Housing Authority in December 1988, does not estimate the
total homeless population for Maine, but it does provide many indications that
the population of Mainers who lack "fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime
residence" is growing,
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1988 survey data shows that the number of shelter beds throughout Maine
nearly doubled since February 1986, However, use of shelter beds increased
400% during this same time frame., Many shelter operators reported that they
had turned away clients due to full capacity. Results also showed that
families with children constituted the fastest growing population of homeless
Mainers. ) '

A recent study of Portland shelter clients, completed by the City of
Portland, indicated that nearly half of the clients had been without permanent
shelter for more than a year. Nearly half of the clients had at least a high
school diploma and more than one-fifth were employed. HWith the typical two
bedroom apartment in Portland renting for $549, the household would need an
annual income of near $22,000 to "afford" this housing. The household would
need to earn a weekly salary of $436, Department of Labor statistics for 1388
indicate that the average weekly wage for the state’s employed totaled
$347. Households with a single wage earner will spend a disproportionate
share of their income for rental housing. These are among the households
~which are "at risk” of homelessness.

RESIDENTTAL MORTGAGE DELINQUENCIES AND FORECLOSURES:

For most Maine households, their home is their single largest
investment. The loss of a home through foreclosure can have a.devastating
economic and social impact on a household unit. In today’s housing market,
this household may never again be able to afford to purchase a home,

In January of 1989 the Maine State Housing Authority completed a study
which examined Maine’s residential mortgage delinquencies and foreclosures.
Available data showed that Maine’s rate of delinquencies and foreclosures is
low compared to the nation’s rate. Slightly more than two of one thousand
mortgages (.21%) were 90 or more days past due in 1988. In Maine, only .14%
of the state’s mortgages were being foreclosed in Maine. The rate was ten
times higher nationally. The rate for both delinquencies and foreclosures in
Maine has declined by more than halif in the past four years. This may be
attributed to the economic growth of a number of Maine counties, the reduction
in mortgage interest rates, or the real estate boom of the mid-13980°s.

Fully 60% of the foreclosures examined by the Authority resulted from
divorce, disability, hospitalization, death, criminal convictions, or legal
problems. For the remaining 40% of the examined foreclosures, Job
displacement, Job instability, and chronic unemployment were listed as the
causes for the initial delinquency.

A few factors did prevail among the foreclosed loans which were
examined, Many of the owners had small equity investments in the property.
On average, the borrowers had reduced the outstanding principal on the
mortgage only 5%. Refinancing or restructuring the debt may not be a viable
alternative. Borrowers may be forced to sell the property to realize its
appreciation. In many areas of Maine in the mid-1980°s delinquent households
could sell the property to pay off the mortgage debt. In economically
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depressed areas of the state, the likelihood of selling the property within
the redemption period is low. HMany of the foreclosed properties are abandoned
after their inability to sell. :

The average income of the sampled owners who experienced foreclosure was
$20,718, An “affordable" mortgage, at a rate of 10.5% with private mortgage
insurance and a thirty year term, would be nearly $53,000. The sample’s
average mortgage amount was $28,800; considerably less than that which is
mathematically "affordable". The average monthly principal and interest
payment was lower than most rental costs. HWhen households are displaced
through foreclosure they are often forced from one "inability to pay"
situation into another. These households are at risk of becoming members of
Maine’s homeless population. Though residential mortgage foreclosure does not
affect large numbers of Maine households, for these estimated 290 households,
the housing options are limited,

ACCESSIBLE HOUSING:

The Maine Bureau of Rehabilitation estimates that 7,200 Maine residents
have impaired mobility and may need architecturally accessible housing. There
are approximately 1,045 federally-assisted wheelchair accessible rental
housing units in Maine {See Table 14,)

An inventory of accessible units in the private sector cannot be readily
quantified. Funding for retrofitting may come from a number of sources which
results in fragmented record-keeping. Due to limited funding, most structural
alterations are individually tailored and result in varying degrees of
accessibility.

Non-employed disabled Mainers may rely on Social Security for their
income. The monthly maximum benefit of $378, in most areas of the state, is
not sufficient to cover rental costs or the costs of home ownership. Hith
little discretionary income and waiting lists for subsidized housing, the
disabled population is forced to expend higher percentages of their incomes
for housing and, in many instances, subsist in living conditions which are
substandard according to their needs. The current inventory of federally-
assisted units serves only 15% of the estimated population.

LOOKING AHEAD:

Maine faces a number of critical housing problems including the
inability of young families to purchase their first homes, the lack of
affordable rental housing for lower income elderly households and families,
the increasing incidence of homelessness, the potential loss of existing
federally subsidized multi-family housing, the continued deterioration of
existing housing stock, and the need for housing to meet the needs of Maine’s
physically and mentally handicapped. The disintegration of federal support
for low-income housing production, coupled with the absence of sufficient
incentives for private investment in low-and moderate-income housing, makes
the potential for shortages of affordable quality housing very real. The
affordable housing ball game has remained the same, yet the players and the
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rules have changed. State and local governments, non-profit organizations,
and private developers have had to “step up to the plate” and devise
imaginative strategies to counteract the waning federal involvement.

The Maine Legislature has taken a number of steps in recent sessions to
begin addressing affordable housing issues, "The Comprehensive Planning and
Land Use Regulation Act" enacted in 1988 addresses housing; "to encourage and
promote affordable, decent housing opportunities for all Maine citizens” is
one of its ten state goals. To comply with the law, communities must ensure
that their land use policies and ordinances encourage the construction of
affordable housing. The municipalities are to work toward achieving a level
of 10% of new residential development which will meet the definition of
affordable ;housing.

The "Affordable Housing Partnership Act of 1983" encompassed a number of
major housing policy proposals of the Maine Legislature. The Housing
Partnership Act establishes a number of formal interagency relationships; 1.)
the creation of an Affordable Housing Alliance to work with municipalities to
develop housing plans and provide technical assistance to achieve their goals
2.) the creation of an Interadgency Task Force on Homelessness and Housing
Opportunities to coordinate activities and combat homelessness, 'and 3.) the
creation of a formal working relationship between the Maine State Housing
Authority and the Department of Economic and Community Development to target
the resources of state agencies , municipalities, and non-profit housing
organizations to address the affordable housing problem.

The Housing Partnership Act also establishes a land acquisition program,
develops a Housing Opportunity Zone program, and authorizes a mortgage
insurance program and a reverse annuity mortgage program. Under the Act,
requirements are reduced for non-profit housing groups to become supervised
lenders, Maine State Housing Authority is authorized to do construction
financing with reduced bank participation, and the Maine State Housing
Authority is now able to use up to 3% of H,0.M.E, fund revenues, except
dedicated proceeds of the Real Estate Transfer Tax, for administrative costs.

Major funding -for many of the programs is dependent on the passage of a
statewide referendum for a $15 million general fund bond issue to provide
funds for acquiring/preserving land for the development of affordable housing.
A successful referendum will provide the new resources necessary to make these
programs available to Maine’s communities and citizens.

"An Act for the Preservation of Affordable Rental Housing in Maine" was
enacted which requires owners of federally-assisted rental housing projects to
notify the Maine State Housing Authority if they intend to sell or convert the
units and terminate the agreements which dictate tenant eligibility
requirements. The Maine State Housing Authority has the "right of first
refusal” to buy the projects or refinance them to enable another owner to
acquire them in return for continued affordability to low-income tenants.

A special session of the Maine Legislature which was held in August 198$
provided $750,000 for two programs designed to provide relief for Maine’s
homeless population. The Maine State Housing Authority will receive $500,000
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to establish a cost reimbursement system for sponsors of facilities that
provide emergency housing for the homeless to finance their operating budgets
and to provide additional services. The Division of Community Services will
receive $250,000 to be allocated to Community Action Program Agencies for
temporary assistance for people who need shelter or are in danger of becoming
homeless through eviction. Assistance may include payments for security
deposits, rent arrearages, or other expenses to prevent eviction or to
establish a household in a rental unit. Homeless shelter sponsors were also
added to the list of entities eligible to purchase surplus supplies,
materials, and equipment from the State of Maine prior to their being made
available to the general public.

Despite the steps that have been taken by state government, Maine has
too many families-living in substandard housing conditions and too many
families unable to afford proper housing. New partnerships must be formed to
capitalize on the creativity of local organizations and the strength of
private sector resources.

Affordable housing impacts the social and economic health of the state.
Increases in housing costs may slow economic growth by increasing the cost of
living beyond what current and future residents are able or willing to pay.
Businesses may not be able to operate at full capacity when entry-level and
low-skilled positions remain vacant since workers cannot afford to live where
they work. Families that are poorly housed or who spend a disproportionate
share of their income for their shelter have less opportunity to escape
poverty and become self-sufficient. Maine must recognize the varied role of
housing and continue to be an arena for social change in solving the housing
needs of its residents.



Table 1: County of Residence

County Percent
Androscoggin 8.6
Aroostook 6.7
Cumberland 20.4
Franklin 2.4
Hancock 4.0
Kennebec 9.5
Knox 3.1
Lincoln 2.5
Oxford 4.3
Penobscot 11.2
Piscataquis 1.6
Sagadahoc 2.7
Somerset 3.8
Waldo 2.5
Washington 2.8
York _13.8
; 100.0

*Source: Mainepoll Survey 1988



Table 2: Years of Maine Residence

Years Percent
10 or less 15.7
11+, not life 33.6
whole life 0.7
100.0
Table 3: . Household Income Before Taxes, 1987
Income Percent
Less than $7,000 6.5
$7,000-10,000 6.7
$10,001-15,000 12.8
$15,001-20,000 | 15.4
$20,001-25,000 12.6
$25,001-30,000 12.0
$30,001-40,000 12.0
More than $40,000 _22.0
100.0

*Source: Mainepoll Survey 1988



Table 4:

Own or Rent X Income

Percent of Households:

* INCOME *
$10,000 or $10,001- $20,001- $30,001 or Row
less 20,000 30,000 more %
Own 7.6 19.4 18.1 31.5 76.6
Rent 5.7 8.8 6.5 2.5 23.4
Column % 13.3 28.2 24.6 34.0
Number of Households:
*INCOME™*
$10,000 or $10,001- $20,001- $30,001 or Row
less 20,000 30,000 more Total
Own 34,732 88,658 82,717 143,855 350,062
Rent 26,049 40,216 29,705 11,425 107,385
60,781 128,874 112,422 155,380 457,457

* Source: Mainepoll Survey 1988



Table 5: JType of Residence X Income

$10,000 or  $10,001-  $20,001-  $30,001 or  Row
fess 20,000 30,000 more %

Single Family 7.2 17.1 17.7 29.5 71.6
Apartment 4.1 4.6 3.0 1.8 13.4
Building
Duplex 0.6 1.9 1.1 1.4 5.0
Mobile Home 1.4 4.5 2.2 0.8 8.9
Column % 13.3 28.1 24.0 33.5

* Source: Mainepoll Survey 1988

Number of Households

*Income*

$10,000 $10,001- $20,001- $30,001 Row

or less 20,000 30,000 or more Total
Single Family 32,904 78,147 81,803 135,729 328,583
Apartment .

Building 18,737 21,022 14,167 8,683 62,609

Duplex 2,742 8,683 5,484 6,855 23,764
Mobile Home 6,398 20,565 10,968 4,113 42,044

Column Total 60,781 128,417 112,422 155,380 457,000



Table 6: Housing Unijts

1970 Housijng Counts 1960 Housing Counts Estimated 1988 Upits

Single Hobile Hulti Total Single Hobile Hulti "Total Single Hobile Multi Total

Androscoggin 15,183 1,019 14,385 30,587 20,523 2,397 14,288 37,208 22,524 3,729 15,344 41,597
Aroostook 19,/89 . 1,383 5,817 26,989 23,771 3,121 5,555 32,450 24,800 3,843 6,444 35,087
Cumberland 39,52/ 1,312 23,466 64,305 55,209 3,100 24,672 82,981 63,0088 4,177 29,224 96,489
© Franklin 6,063 489 1,353 7,905 7,933 912 1,736 10,581 8,608 1,209 2,458 12,275
Hanceck 12,064 615 1,285 13,964 13,261 1,535 2,261 17,057 14,814 2,237 2,702 19,753
Kennebec - 18,774 1,446 9,869 30,089 26,421 3,017 11,480 40,918 29,087 4,898 12,482 46,467
Knox 8,449 364 2,140 10,953 10,178 834 2,560 13,572 11,302 1,154 3,010 15,466
Lincoln 6,626 475 640 7,741 8,597 901 1,012 10,590 39,809 1,524 1,388 12,721
Oxford 10,909 756 3,760 15,425 13,551 1,743 3,481 18,775 14,717 2,494 4,602 21,813
Penobscot 25,770 2,536 10,630 38,996 32,488 5.273 11,780 49,541 34,813 9,074 13,217 57,104
Piscataquis 4,634 245 922 5,801 5,427 595 1,091 . 7,113 5,772 766 1,169 7,707
Sagadahoc 6,143 396 1,987 8,526 7,987 922 1,770 10,673 9,373 1,431 2,209 13,013
Somerset 10,438 871 2,763 14,072 12,435 1,857 2,871 17,163 13,203 2,403 3,090 18,696
Haldo 6:612 163 973 8,048 8,410 1,234 1,376 11,020 9,353 1,824 1,493 12,670
Hashington 9,633 579 813 - 11,025 . 11,377 1,621 1,310 14,308 11,816 2,135 1,541 15,492
York 26,004 1,485 11,384 38,873 37,256 3,747 12,418 53,421 45,982 5,488 16,973 60,443
STATE 226,618 14,434 92,247 333,299 254,827 32,889 99,661 127,377 329,061 48,386 117,346 494,793

66% 4% 28% 69% 8% 23% 67% 10% 23%
*Source: 1970 Census *Source: 1980 Census *Source: 1980 Census

Municipal Valuation Returns



Table 7: 1981 - 1988 New Construction

One 3or 4 5 or more Mobile Conv Conv : %

Family Duplex Units Units Condos Homes Multi Yearly Total JTotal
AND 1,981 64 147 736 76 1,332 263 23 4,622 6.8
ARQ 981 28 103 534 0o . 722 224 2 2,594 3.8
- CUN 7,743 360 918 2,358 ) 4783 © 1,077 437 136 13,508 20.0
FRA 665 50 37 175 394 297 66 10 1,694 2.5
HAN 1,508 50 42 253 0 702 36 44 2,696 4.0
KEN 2,608 58 91 625 71 1,881 157 58 5,543 8.2
KNO 1,098 62 A 201 0 320 111 25 1,894 2.8
LIN 1,189 24 46 260 8 543 38 23 2,131 3.2
OXF 1,145 10 38 833 94 753 86 21 3,040 4.5
PEN 2,303 128 358 763 78 3,801 110 22 7,563 11.2
PIS 330 0 - 0 76 0 83 2 15 ‘ 512 0.8
SAG 1,377 36 18 333 24 509 27 S 2,334 3.5
SOM 760 2 8 143 0 546 60 8 1,533 2.3
WAL 925 8 6 68 2 590 33 18 1,650 2.4
WAS 426 12 64 117 0 514 38 13 1,184 1.8
YOR 8,586 594 646 1,660 1,082 1,741 573 140 15,022 22.2
STATE 33,627 1,486 2,659 9,141 2,308 15,417 2,321 567 67,526 100.0

% Total 49.8 2.2 3.8 13.4 3.3 - 22.7 4.0 0.8 100.0

*Souirce: Municipal Valuation Returns



Table 8: Residential Sales Price Comparison

RESIDENTIAL HOME PRICES

Averages %
7/81-6/82 7/87-6/88 ‘ Change
AND 40,549 70,322 73
ARO ’ 28,048 40, 908 46
CUM 55, 430 122,442 120
FRA 42,574 51,905 22
HAN 47,664 81,177 70
KEN 41,143 67,291 64
KNO 46,495 92,217 98
LIN 56,302 91,922 63
OXF 29,909 61,623 106
PEN 38,308 60,637 58
PIS 23,696 38, 640 63
SAG 46, 499 90,732 95
SOM 29,025 46,803 61
WAL 35,273 68,487 94
WAS 25,579 39,520 55
YOR 51,085 117,365 130

STATE 44,426 83,502 88%

* Source: Real Estate Transfer Tax Forms Compiled by MSHA



fable 9: Residential Sales Activity

7/86-6/87

*Source; Real Estate Transfer Tax Compiled by HSHA
*% Includes seasonal properties sold

A*  7/81-6/82 *x* 7/82-6/83 ** 7/83-6/84 **x 7/84-6/85 7/85-6/86

County . H Avg. $ N Avg, $ ] Avg, § ] Avg. $ H Avg. § ] Avg, §
Androscoggin 357 40,549 641 - 41,153 905 45,458 1,037 49,902 1,088 53,334 1,554 64,690
Aroostook 402 28,048 475 31,591 533 32,568 519 35,911 595 35,036 555 39,034
"Cumberland 1,956 55,430 2,728 58,186 3,553 66,422 3,772 77,498 3,639 89,871 3,816 106, 305
Franklin 312 42,574 351 41,630 " 355 40,228 504 57,571 487 65,558 388 48,658
Hancock 499 47,664 442 51,923 588 49,499 557 53,955 454 61,457 672 73;514
Kennebec 760 41,143 921 40,367 1,266 43,691 1,299 45,606 1,246 51,073 1,432 57,533
Knox 313 46,495 319 53,611 486 53,843 529 62,581 583 71,425 594 76,375
" Lincoln 276 56,302 306 56,916 417 60,517 431 66,590 387 67,987 404 89,131
Dxford 370 29,909 375 33,843 488 36,281 688 38,472 636 42,423 691 48,576
Penobscot 918 38,308 1,079 39,163 1,326 41,494 1,392 45,597 1,526 48,657 1,679 55,437
~ Piscataquis 137 23,636 179 26,616 171 26,728 165~ 27,737 153 30,474 246 36,522
Sagadahoc 256 46,499 324 49,615 400 51,491 49] 49,702 509 71,197 583 81,901
Somerset 310 29,025 " 340 30,964 393 32,001 487 32,964 422 39,143 560 42,882
Haldo 221 35,273 223 36,050 366 42,4082 363 37,971 352 44,927 39% 55,060
Hashington 259 25,578 275 26,910 351 28,358 371 28,215 391 32,244 398 39,072
York 1,344 51,005 1,696 52,973 2,365 61,440 2,480 66,295 2,877 86,313 2,657 105,122

STAIE 8,690 44,426 10,674 46,934 14,063 51,997 15,100 57,407 15,345 67,301 16,621

77,235



Table 10: Land Costs for Undeveloped Parcels in Excess of 40 Acres

7/76-6/78 7/85-6/88
Average ¢ ff of Sales Average $ f# of Sales % increase
AND 178 6 505 73 +184%
ARO 100 83 197 333 + 97%
CUM 255 12 , 1218 84 +378%
FRA 125 31 3396 118 +217%
HAN 131 26 595 76 +354%
KEN 168 11 703 113 +318%
KNO 148 6 365 50 +552%
LIN 136 16 566 55 +316%
OXF 121 41 528 11 +336%
PEN 121 50 268 273 +121%
PIS 134 35 267 109 + 99%
SAG 167 7 471 16 +182%
SOM 111 38 270 133 +143%
WAL 160 33 ‘ 489 106 +206%
WAS 89 . 33 621 131 +598%
YOR 126 14 _ 951 113 +655%
STATE 126 443 445 1920 +253%

112,800 acres 217,164 acres



Table 11: Monthly Gross Rent x Income

$10,000 $10,001- $20,001- $30,001- Row

or less 20,000 30,000 Or _more %
Under $200 7.1 4.5 1.6 0.8 14.0
$200-299 3.4 6.0 1.4 0.0 10.8
$300-399 8.0 10.6 6.1 3.4 28.2
$400-499 0.8 8.7 7.6 0.0 17.1
$500+ 2.7 7.8 12.2 7.3 29.9
Column % 22.0 37.6 28.8 11.5 100.0

*Source: Mainepoll 1988



Table 12: Federally Assisted Multi-Family Housing in Maine, 1988

TQTAL UNITS TOTAL LOW-INCOME UNITS

County

Elderly Family Elderly Family
AND 1,495 1,969 1,495 1,574
ARQ ' 1,637 951 ‘ 1,624 951
CUuH 3,697 3,004 3,639 2,539
FRA 327 206 327 206
HAN 571 381 571 391
KEN 1,081 1,270 1,081 1,078
KNO , 407 256 407 256
LIN 198 94 198 94
OXF 608 354 608 354
PEN 1,852 1,899 1,847 1,693
PIS : 351 30 351 90
SAG 244 478 244 317
SOM 300 320 300 320
WAL 198 251 198 251
HAS 633 52 633 52
YOR 1,446 1,121 1,440 1,011
TOTAL STATE 15,045 12,707 14,963 11,177

*Source: Compiled by MSHA from HUD, FmHA, and MSHA records



Table 13:

County

Androscoggin
Aroostook
Cumberland
Franklin
Hancock
Kennebec
Knox
Lincoln
Oxford
Penobscot
Piscataquis
Sagadahoc
Somerset
Haldo
Hashington
York

STATE

Age of Haine Housing Stock

1381-88

4,622
2,594
13,508
1,694
2,696
5,549
1,894
2,131
3,040
7,563
512
2,334
1,533
1,650
1,184
15,022

67,526

*Source: 1980 Census;

1970-80

6,979
6,721
17,615
2,959
4,309
9,808
2,892
2,770
4,046
11,600
1,443
2,545
3,933
3,137
3,733
14,743

99,233

1360-69  19%0-359

1,428
3,376
11,018
1,404
1,745
4,841
1,033
1,185
1,961
5,596
605
1,143
1,939
1,227
1,263
6,231

49,002

3,770
4,802
8,596
849
1,169
4,537
843
668
1,699
6,085
430
806
1,357
720
773
5,011

12,174

1940-43

3,673
3,189
8,628
561
1,002
3,358
486
533
1,421
2,882
362
1,058
946
523
801
5,197

34,620

1981-1988 Hunicipal Valuation Returns

<1939

18,426
14,351
37,295
4,850
8,849
18,570
8,340
5, 455
3,706
23,250
1,208
5,121
8,902
5,418
7.717
22,653

203,191

I0TAL

41,898
35,033
86,661
12,316
13,770
46,663

15,488

12,742
21,873
56,976

7,620
13,013
18,690
12,675
15,471
68,857

495,746

13.0
7.7
21.8

13.6

%

N N
E-S e
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= O W AU Y N O @O NN

~N
—
.

20.0

%

£0-63

10.6
9.6
11.4
11.4
8.8
10.4
6.7
9.3
8.0
9.8
7.9
8.8
10.4
9.7
8.2
9.0

9.3

%

20-39

3.0
13.7
8.3
6.9
5.9
9.7
5.4

7.8
10.7
6.4
6.2
7.3
5.7
5.0
7.3

8.5

%

40-49 <33
8.8  44.0
9.1" 41.0
‘8.9  38.6
4.6  39.4
5.1 44.8
7.2 39.8
3.1 538
4.2 428
6.5 44.4
5.1° 40.8
4.8  55.2
8.1 39.4

5.1 48.1
1.1 42.7
52 49.9
7.5 329
7.0 41.0



FEDIRALLY-ASSTISTID WI2TLTATR ACCESSIBLE INFLS IN MAINE

Table 14

SIVSOR AND ARO aM FRA IIAN | KEN KNO LIN OxXF PEN PIS SAG SoM WAL WAS YOR JUIAL
MIA Y-lbr 9-1lbr Sl-lbr 4-2br 3-1br 9-1lbr 10-1br S5-1br 11-1br 35-1br 1-1br 2-Obr 4-lbr 2-1br 9-1br 35-1br 2-(br
16~2br 21-2r 21-2br 2-2br 14-2br 62br 5~r 6-2Lr 17-2c 4~2br 5-lbr &2br 1-2br 32ur 25-2r 223-1br
2-4br 2-4br 2-2r 151-2br
—— . e . o 4-fbr
7-1br 2-1br 3lbr 12-1br
RiPs 5-2br 2-%r 32r 10-2r
8-Jbr - 8-3br
(410)
hdlA 6-1br 10-1br 13-1lbr 20-1br - 7-1br 27-1br 6-1br 10-1bx 19-1bre 17-1br 7-lbr 9-1br 16~1br 6-1br 20-1br 5-lbr 198-1br -
22-2br 9-2br 5-r 1-2r 2-2br 6~2br 20-2¢ 8-2r 2-2br 32ur [1-2br 9-2br 104-2r
. (302)
mop 7-Qor 12-ibr 5-0Obr I-lbr 2-2br 32-1bx 7-1br 6~1br 2-lbr 17-1br 1-1br 4-1br 1-1br 9-1br 12-{br
Directs 10-1br ' 38-lbr 1-2br S-2br 1-2br 9-2br 140-1br
8-2br 4~2br 30-2r
4-3br 4-Tor
4~4br 4~
(190)
Nblic Lwstn Ft. Brnswck Elswrth Bangor Sanford
lsing 5-2r | Falrfld| 8-lbr 17-Ibt 2-lbr 4~1br 6-(br
2-lbr 16~2br 74-1br
Peld Brewer 61-2r
Prsque 2-2br 7-1br 2-r
Isle 5-2br
3-Ibr S.Ptld 2-3br ;
25-2br | 2l-lbr i
H-2br 0ld Twn
4~ by
Wstbrk
6-Obr
6-1br
4-2br - (143)
‘IUTAL 7-Mbr 36-1br 11-Obre 21-1br 27-1br 68-1br 23-1br 2l-lbr | 32-lbr 84~1br 81br 2-(br 21-1br 12-1br 30-1br |- 56-lbr AN
50-1br 68-Zbr | l44-1br 5-2br 25-2br 26-r 6-2br 7-2br 12-2br G4-2>r 12-2br 14-1br 7-2br 1-2br 15-2br 46-2br TUTAL
29-or 49-2br 2-4br 2-3br 4-2br
4~3br 8-Ibr 2-4br
4—4br
(94) (104) 212) | - (28) (52) (96) (29) (28) (44) (132) 20 (20) (28) (13) (45) (102) (1,045)
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Measuring Poverty:

* The poverty level is set by the federal government each year.

* It is based on a minimum family budget determined to be
sufficient to provide the most basic focd, clothing and
shelter.

% The level is set based on the number of persons in the
household. '

* The amount of change made in the poverty level for.a family
of a given size is based on the rate of change in the cost of
living.

1990

FEDERAL POVERTY GUIDELINE

FAMILY POVERTY LEVEL
SIzZE INCOME
1 = 6,280
2 8,420
3 10,566
4a 12, 700
S 1a,840
& 16,980
> 19,120

For each additional household member, add $2,140.

Source: OMB, Published in Federal Régister, Feb. 16, 1990.
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How Much Poverty in Maine?

About 13% of Maine’s population lives in households that have
an income below the federally established poverty level.

This amounts to about 150,000 peovle.

The number of poor in Maine has been growing by about 10,000
each decade since poverty was first officially measured by the
1970 Census. Because the population overall is growing, the
rate of poverty has remained unchanged.

In 1980 Maine had a larger than average number of ''near poor'",

i.e., households with income between 100% and 125% of the
poverty level. There is no data to indicate that this
situation has improved. During the mid 1980’s sample data

indicate.that .the situation may have worsened. Their standard
of living and the relative lack of economic security is little
different from those below the poverty line.

Poverty is a very fluid situation. A large number of Maine
people live close to poverty and move in and out as their
circumstances change. For most, a brief illness or work
slowdown can mean unpaid rent and .eviction, and an. income
level that falls below the poverty line. :

Analysis of AFDC program data in the early 1980’s showed that
the average daily caseload amounts to only a third of the
families that rely on AFDC for a major portion of their income
at some point during a year’s time.

Thus while there is a segment of the population who face
severe and chronic poverty, a much larger portion of the Maine
population live on the edge and many of those float into
poverty for periods of time.



HOW MANY POOR 72

150,000 BELOW POVERTY IN 1987
225,000 BELOW 125% OF POVERTY LINE

IN MAINE

1980 ROVERTY RATEHR

13 3 IN MAINE CITIES
12 % IN SUBURBAN COMMUNITIES

17 =% IN RURAL AREAS
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Who aré the Poor??

* Common stereotypes of the poor generélly place them in two
broad categories: the deserving and the undeserving.

Children, elderly, handicapped --- the "deserving"

Welfare mothers (they keep having babies to keep the check
coming - even though it amounts to less than 50% of the
poverty 1level!), unemployed and under-employed (they’re
lazy!), large families (they’re irresponsible!)... --- the
"undeserving"

* Historically, the majority of the poor were '"the helpless",
those unable to participate in the work force - children,
elderly, handicapped and disabled. Families were .larger as
well.

* In the 1970-s and 1980’s a new profile emerged.

*% The poor were bécoming increasingly working. age adults -
.who were .in: fact working, .and their: families.

**  Between 1970 and 1980 the poverty rate for children
remained virtually unchanged.

%% The size of poor families was no greater than of the non-
poor.

* % The poverty rate among the elderly was cut by nearly a
third. However, more than a third of the elderly have
incomes wunder 125% of the poverty level are not
substantially better off. :

* % The number of working-age adults with incomes below
poverty increased by 20,000 in the last decade.

% The number of onererson households living below the
poverty line more than doubled (up 112%)

=% The number of families headed by a single female parent
increased threefold. A third live in poverty.

* These demographic shifts were striking, especially in light
of national trends toward poverty becoming more firmly
entrenched among minorities, affecting women and children most
severely.
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se Distribution of the Poor in Maine - Age Distribution of the Poor in Main
) 1970 Census ; 1980 Census

' o —chidren (35.4%)
—children (37.7%)

odults (39.4%) o



Maine’s Poor: Household Type
1980 Census

—one parent (24.3%)

two parent (47.7%)



Underlying Economic Factors

In Maine the poverty rate does not seem to be affected
significantly by economic prosperity. It simply does not
"trickle down'.

In spite of this, the poverty rate 1is very sensitive to
economic downturns and to changes in the economic structure.

Economic Downturns effect the poverty rate in Maine (and in
most rural states) more because such a large share of the poor
are working poor. ' Two-thirds of the families' below poverty
have at least one member in the workforce.

In 1980 the number of 2-parent households below the poverty
rate would have been double were it not for the rapid growth
of women in the labor force, including working mothers with
children.

By 1980 the primary causes of poverty were underemployment and
declining value of wages. .

Underemploved .The poor. are. employed in - occupatlons ‘and
industries that are more - llkely to pay low wages.. They are
more likely to be underemployed and to suffer periods of
unemployment.

* % Nearly a quarter of the working poor reported some period
of unemployment in the 1980 Census.

* % While two-thirds of the poor families had at least one
member in the workforce, less than half of the family
heads had work all year long.

ke The poor are concentrated in low wage jobs.” A-third of

the poor women in the labor force were service workers,
compared to only 15% of the total workforce. 40% of the
men heading poor households worked in natural resources
and transportation.

Decline Value of Wages. A minimum wage job (at full time),

provides a family of four with an income equal to 55% of the
poverty level in 1990. In 1979 a minimum wage job provided
income equal to 85% of the poverty level.

* & In 1990 the minlmum'hourly wage needed to provide a
poverty level income for a family of four is $6. 56/hour.
Minimum wage 1is 3.65/hour.
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Waldo Co. Per Capita Income, 1979-1987
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85
B4
B3 A
B2 1

7 4 | I L T i ! 1 T ]
1879 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1886 1987/

Year



vValue of Second Earnings

tTto I?EiIRSLJ_}r Income

(inmn Families Headed by Married

Couples)

(1980 Census)

Number of Mean Wife’s income
Families Earnings as % of total
One earner 75,673 $16,834 --
Two earner 132,800 " $20,246 28.3%
Both work
full time 81,753 $21,445 33.9%
' All married
couples 251,534 $16,335 20.3%

Adult Houshold Heads below Poverty

Worlcforce status, 1980 Census

unknown (5.0%) —

in lobor force (65.0%)



Occupafion

Occupation

Distribution of Workers

By Occupation, 1980 Census
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Distribution of Workers Below Poverty
Males By Occupation, 1980 Census . '

Technic Servicev§1 0.1%)

Fm.For.Fsh (21.2%) Admin.Sup (3.0%)

—Prec.Crft (17.2%)

ExecMgr. (4.0%)
Sdles (6.1%)— <

Prof.Spec (6.1%)~ Fac.Optvs (10.1%)

Transport (20.2%)"

Distribution of Workers Below Poverty
Females By Occupation, 1980 Census

ExERM g TR
Sales (8.9% <

Prof.Spec (7.9%)




Geographic and Cultural Factors

Distribution: .

*

The highest rates of poverty are found in the most urban and
the most rural parts of Maine.

Yet the greatest increase in poverty in the last decade was

in

"suburban" communities - i.e., those that were within 1-

tier from the major urban places.

* %

c k%

The new suburban poor are somewhat unique:

- Younger working families

- More likely to have children

-  Have better and. newer housing on average which means
they are hard hit by rising property wvalues and
taxes. ) ‘

- Many have had steady income but in occupations that
will be hard hit by the current slowdown, esp, in
manufacturing, construction, and related industries.

The problems in the suburbs are alfeady appérent. over

‘the past year Food Stamp caseload data shows the greatest

increase in new recipients to be in York and Oxford
Counties, with other more urban areas following closely.

Housing costs are the key problem for the poor today
throughout the state. The problem is most acute in this
part of the State.

Rural: The poorest area of the State is Waldo County, followed
closely by Washington and Somerset Counties.

k%

k%

* %

*k

In spite of a state economic growth rate that exceeded
the national rate during the past few years, the income
of these three counties remains at about 75% of the per
capita income of the nation. :

The income of rural households is less likely to be
steady. Twice as many are self-employed, usually
operating micro-level family run businesses that provide
minimal income. Seasonal work is a far greater factor.

Rural poor are more likely to be home owners. A sizeable
number are struggling.to hold onto traditional family
lands. They are often ineligible for assistance because
of their values.

Affected by rising property taxes and escalating property



* %

*k

values are a widespread problem, especially acute 1in
coastal areas and areas where the economy is domlnated
by tourism.

In rural areas there is a greater need for retrofit and
repalr. Far greater share live in old and unsafe mobile
homes. ’ '

A higher proportion of the rural poor are elderly.

Some of the highest concentrations of the poor are in Maine’s
largest cities.

**

*k

* %

Urban areas have the highest concentration of single
parent households below poverty.

There are a higher proportion of single person households

The urban poor are more likely to be renters. As such
they have been hard hit by rising rents, loss of public
programs that provide rent subsidy and finance new
construction. '

Homelessness, on the increase throughout the. state, is
most intense in urban areas where few poor are property
owners. Data from the Census showed more than 50,000
households in Maine who.were: paylng ‘in excess of- 50/ of
their income for rent, or who were living in serverly
substandard or overcrowded conditions. In light of
dwindling federal investment in housing throughout the
decade has increased severalfold.
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Per Capita Income, 1977
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Maine Foodstamp Program, Jan 1989-90
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‘Summary/Conclusions/Outlook for the 19907s

Through the 1980’s

*

The poor in Maine are increasingly the lower income working
population.

Widening gap between prices and wages in the 1980’s means that
having a job does not guarantee against being poor.

Unprecedented rises in land values and the corresponding
increase in the cost of housing ‘in Maine during the latter
part of the 1980’s has doubly hurt thé lower ‘income  whose
wages are declining in value relative to the poverty rate.

Short term forecast:

*

The economy is cyclical. Predictions are that the next few
years Maine’s economy will be in a cyclical downturn.

As the Maine economy continues to cool down: during the next.:
year or two, the poor and the near poor will be hardest hit.

The continued decline in manufacturing, especially in smaller.

rural centers, is reducing the supply of full time Jjobs in -
these areas. '

Hardest hit will be the small and marginal businesses without
the capital to sustain a period of slow sales and lower income
families and individuals dependent on a second or third job
to keep them above the poverty line. Single individuals and
single parent families face a severe disadvantage

Longer term:

*

Older workers will face the greatest difficulties as the
economy shifts gears. The 1980 Census showed that the older
a worker, the longer the duration of unemployment when laid
off. Age discrimination still exists.

Widening gap between lower wage/skill Jjobs and higher
wage/higher skilled jobs.

*% There is also a temporary gap between changing technology
and avallablllty of skllls in the work force to take
advantage of it.

The economy 1S‘cont1nuing to shift toward service-dominated
businesses. Part time service jobs threefold in their share



- of the employment between 1980 and 1987.

~ ﬁ* Increas1ng domlnance of the service’ sector is leadlng to
increased concentration of the job opportunities in urban
areas.

Employment in food processing, paper and lumber, textiles and
footwear and other traditional rural 3jobs that typically
provide steady work to rural people is expected to continue
to decline.

Education will still be a limiting factor but its natufe has
changed:

*%k The big difference to néking it economically
will be not the lack of a high.school diploma
but the lack of skllled training

k% Education is an issue for the entlre workforce, not just
those leaving. school.

Poverty is becoming more tied to the regional economy. It is
becoming more of a regional factor than a rural or urban
factor, and more tied to the health of certain industries.



LIHEAP CLIENT ANALYSIS

A. Clients Currently Served:

1. Up to 125% poverty

2. Clients up to 150% of poverty who are:
- handicapped
- have children under age 2

- elderly

B. Statistics

- 47% - elderly

- 35% - with children under 2 \

- 18% handicapped

- We serve 45% of the 126,000 eligible households statewide##

- The average HEAP benefit during PY_1988/89 was $297 -

- The average annual fuel bill range is $610-$731 based on 753
gallons at .81¢ per gallon.*

- HEAP pays an average 49% of the annual average bill.

- An average -annual electric bill is $662 for HEAP clients.

- HEAP pays an average 40% of the annual average bill.

- 61%.of population uée fuel oil |

- 17% of population use electricity for primary heat.

##% Based on 1980 census data
* 753 gallons based on 1988 study by the National Alliance to save energy

includes a 20% deviation.



Attachment D: LIHEAP Overview, Division of
Community Services, 3/90






LIHEAP

Goal

The goal of the Home Energy Assistance Program is to provide fuel
assistance to the low-income households of the State of Maine and to

respond to energy-related crises effecting those households.

This program is operated in compliance with:
- Title XXVI of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981.
- Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981.

- Community Services Act of 1983.

Eligibility

- Clients within 125% of poverty.
- Clients within 150% of poverty - who are elderly,

handicapped or have children under the age of two.

The LIHEAP program operétes through a Statewide network of eleven

community action agencies and five municipalities,






BENEFIT SUMMARY

- There are two benefits available in the Energy Assistance Program:

Regular HEAP Benefit - Range $§21 - $462
Average $245

- Eligibility determined by income, house-
hold size, degree days for region,
type of housing and energy used.

Energy Crisis Intervention Benefit

This benefit is fixed at $400
Until Januvary 4, 1990 - $200 was available for energy assistance
- $200 was available for weatherization
activities. '

'y

The Division increased the energy portion by $140 for a total of

$340 and rediuced the $200 weatherization portion to $60.

CLIENTS CAN RECEIVE BOTH BENEFITS




CLIENTS SERVED DURING 1988/89

Breakdown Within Poverty Levels:

75% = 17% elderly (2,922)

8§3% other (14,313)

1005

]
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elderly (11,302)

59% other (7,213)

1258 = 58% elderly (7,104)

42% other (5,171)

150% = 80% elderly (3,432)

~No
o
oV

other (875) vnder 2



Grant Award

Carryover from '85
Total Funds Available

"86

Total Expended

Balance

Grant Award

Carryover from '86
Total Funds Available

‘87

Total Expended

Balance

Grant Award

Carryover from '87
Total Funds Available

‘88

Total Expended

Balance

Grant Award

'89

Carryover '88
Stripper Well

Total Funds Available

Total'Expehded (est.)
Balance (estim.)

Grant Award

'90

Carryover '89

Total Funds Available

HEAP FUNDING SUMMARY

$26,567,195
581,417
$77,148,612

$25,364,377
$1,784,235

$24,516,431
1,784,235

$76,300,866

$24,013, 445
$2,287,221

$20,576,297
2,287,221
$22,863,518

$21,702,45¢6
$1,161,062

$18,562,024
1,161,062
1,788,000

$21,511,086

21,211,086
300,000

$18,693,047
300-, 000
318,993,047

Program

Admin;

- DCS
CAPs

Program

Admin:
DCS
CAPs

Program

Admin:
DCS
CAPs

Program

Admin:
DCS
CAPs

Program

Admin:
DCS
CAPs

$22,649,517

678,715
2,036,145

$21,518,134

784,689
1,710,622

$19,558,813

580,257
1,563,386

$18,189,918

595,585
1,541,590

$14,934,330

414,842
1,244,528



ECIP
Total Certified

Emergency Fuel
Urility Disconnects
Energency Shelter
Weatherization
Other

ECIP FUNDING SUMMARY

1985-86

$202,473

365,922
79,723
29,657
10,124

—GE7,E39

1986-87

>

1986-87

4162, 627
506,294

151,965

£2,018

£ 23,1258

$79726,979

1987-88

?

1987-88

$624, 811

703, 694
296,101
144,768
21,096

$1,790,470 .

1988-89
9,710

1988-89

$733,802
831,290
97,096
128,369
26,040

$T,516,597



87

88

89

Average

Benefit

$316.00

$311.00

$295.00

$297.00

Clients

Served

60,171
57,000
53,000

51,482

SUMMARY OF HEAP ADMIN. STATISTICS

Apps.

Taken

67,249

62,888

58,238

56,497

Apps. ($ per app) ($ per app) ($ per app)

Certified CAP Admin. DCS Admin. Combined Admin. Price
60,171 29.47 10.90 40.37 - $ .8¢
56,710 30.35 11.23 41.58 $ .87
52,612 28.47 10.53 39.00 $ .80
52,000 25.29 9.35 34.64 $ .81

-
/’05/?



NEW ENGLAND LIHEAP
1988-1989
State Season Minimumv Average
Connecticut Winter Unlimited
Maine Winter - $26 $310
Massachusetts Winter $500 $540
New Hampshire Winter N/A $447
Rhode Island - Winter - $65 $370-$380
Vermont N/A
NEW ENGLAND LIHEAP
1989-90
State ‘Season  Minimum  Average
Connecticut Winter N/A $600 (100% poverty)
$300 (supplemental)
Maine Winter-4/30 $21 $245
Massachusetts Winter $500 $540
New Hampshire Winter N/A $350-450
Rhode Island  Winter $65 $370-380
Vermont Winter

$600 100% poverty
$300 supplemental

Maximum
N/A
$572
$743
$500

$400

Maximum

"unlimited
benefit"

$462

$675

$450

$400

Base benefit is $40-$170 per month

|~
o

$200
$150
$138

$100

ECIP

———

$150
Per cris:

$340

N/A
$150
$100

No Maximt



Analysis of Administrative Funds
_ for the HEAP Grant Award and Projected
Administrative Reduction fer the Weatherization Program 4/1/90

HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Administrative reductions for the HEAP program over the past four yeears

89/90 - Level 85/86 $ Decrease $ Decrease
CAP Admin. $1,322,400 $2,036,145 ($713,745) (35%)
DCS Admin. 533,600 678,715  ($145,115) (21%)
TOTAL:  $1,856,000 $2,714,860 ($858,860) o _(32%)

WEATHERIZATION

Administrative reductions projected for the Weatherization Program
4/1/90-3/31/91:

89/90 90/91 $ Decrease % Decrease
CAP Admin. $339,309 ' $130,oob ($209,000) 625
DCS Admin. §339,309 $130,000 ($209,000) 62%
TOTAL: $678,618 $260,000 ($418,000) 62%

2184D



Grant Award 18.5 million
1.1 million rollover

1.8 million Stripper Well

21.4 million

Average HEAP benefit $310 (383 gallons at 81¢)
Range $26 - §572

ECIP (emergency) $200 (246 gallons at 81¢)

Total average benefit $510 ($310 plus $200) - (630 gallons at 81

Total maximum benefit $772 ($572 plus $200) = (953 gallons at 81«
1980

Grant Award 18.7 million - .7% increase ($130,000)

300,000 Toll-over

Total 19 million - 2 1/2 million less this year
Average HEAP benefit $245 (170 gallons at $1.44)
' Range $21 - $462 |
ECIP (emergency) $340 (236 gallons at $1.44)

Total average benefit $585 (406 gallons'at $1.44)

Total maximum benefit $802 (557 gallons at $1.44)



._lU...

,THe additional PVE funds would enzble 5,300
more clieﬁts to be served with a HEAP benefit and an additional
6,000 clients to be served with the supplemental emergency
benefit. With the additional funds available, we made the
decision to increase the emergency rather than the regular

benefit for the following reasons:

1. Every half a million dollars will only increase the average
benefit by approximately ten dollars. A $1.5 million
increase would mean an average increase of $30 per benefit,

or 20 gallons of fuel at $1.50 per gallon.

2. Increasing the emergency bénefit by $140 provides an
-additional 93 gallons of fuel, and it also serves those

clients in the greatest need.

3. There would be very significant administrative cost. to
change the regular benéfit level at this time, as
supplemental checks would have to be processed for all
households which had already received their benefit.
Additional administrative funding would likely have to be

requested to fulfill this purpose.

Through the task force on home heating oil prices, we will

continue to monitor the current situation closely to ensure the
$1.7 millién additional funds will enable us to make it throuéﬁ
the season. If we find we are running short, additional options

will be explored and recommendations made to the Governor.






Attachment E: General Assistance Overview,
13\'}%1616 Municipal Association,






GA FACT SHEET

. FY 1988-1989

Total GA spent statewide ~ $10,954,435
State share ' - $ 6,746,066 (61%)
Municipal share - $ 4,208,369 (39%)

In FY 1988-89, $7,740,000 of the approx. $11 million of GA, or
70%, was distributed by 20 Maine municipalities, in order:

Portland - $ 4,234,922
Bangor - 512,566
Biddeford- 451,919
Lewiston - 371,200
Caribou - 271,980
Penob. Ind. Nation - 221,379
Sanford - 216,114
Millinockett - 185,538
Presque Isle - 159,130
Passam. Pleas. Plnt. - 132,761
Madawaska - 132,495
Passam. Ind. Twnshp- 121,801
Winthrop - 111,535
Waterville - 111,535
Q0B ~ ' 108,210
Rumford -~ 103,878
Kennebunk - 98,133
Augusta - 98,079
Gardiner - 95,802
Windham - 94,469

Fairfield - 74,608

Some Hotdog projections

, In the first 7 months of FY 1989-90 (through January), the

total GA expenditure is running 30% + over the first 7 months
expenditure of FY 1988-89, ($6,114,000 vs., 4,689,400). Note: some
of this apparent increase may be due to more timely reporting
requirements. However, if that ratio is projected over FY
1989~90, the annual GA expenditure would be roughly $14,240,000.
Since FY 1989-90 brings in a new reimbursement scheme (a minimum
of 50% reimbursement for all towns, higher reimbursement for the
big spending towns) the state share is expected to climb to
approximately 75% of the total.

State FY 1989-90 (projected) - §10,680,000
Municipal FY 1989-90 (projected) - $3,560,000

Total projected 1989-90 - $14,240,000






The General Assistance Program and Energy Assistance

I. Overview

A. The roots of municipal welfare in 17th Century English
Poor law. Immediate aid to people in need.

B. The restructuring of -Maine's Pauper Laws in 1973 - the
gradual emergence from an emergency program of last resort to a
non-emergency and emergency "safety net" program.

1) GA remains a welfare program administered by the
municipalities; a non-categorical, non-grant-in-aid, welfare
program requiring re-application at least every 30-days, for
those unable - not unwilling - to help themselves.

C. The Law Court cases of 1982, and the 1983 legislation.
l. First time applicants, subsequent applicants
2. Prospective needs analysis
3. Program requirments
a) workfare/worksearch/quit work
b) use of potential resources - leveraged referrals
II. The Mechanics of assistance delivery

A. The application and the budgeting analysis.

1) Maximum levels acc. to ordinance (see attached MMA .
model, gray).

2) Meeting the unmet need by direct payment (voucher
system) w/in 24 hours.

B. The emergency analysis.
1) A'disregard of strict income eligibility to alleviate
a life-threatening situation or a threat to health or safety
beyond the applicant's control.

ITI. The GA Program - observations

A. The most flexible assistance program. in Maine, one of the
most flexible nationally.

1) Adminstrator's authority to consider any expense as a
"basic necessity". : ' :



2) The municipal obligation to alleviate all
life-threatening situations.

a) Lines in the sand: The "back-bill" provision and
utility disconnects.

b) Lines in the sand: The narrow definition of
"emergency" under certain circumstances.

c) Lines in the sand: disqualifications.
B. 497 GA adminstrators - 497 welfare philosophies
1) Uneven adminstration - gradual improvement
2) Obstacles/Resistance to Municipal Welfare
a) The elderly

b) Stigmatization: bureaucratized welfare = welfare of
choice.

c) The program reguirements

"IV. Coordination of GA with HEAP/ECIP, AFDC/EAP.

A. HEAP and AFDC = "Potential resources" applicant must
attempt to secure.

1) HEAP/ECIP funding in 1989-90 - unpredictable and
spotty. :
a) Differing CAP agency policy re: accepting

applications in absence of funding.

2) The three programs: available assistance

a) GA ='$1300'nonfemergency fuel annually to 0 income
household. $660 non-emergency utility annually to 3 person
household. ' :

b) HEAP = $Q&; non-emergency heating assistance
‘eligible houshold.

c) AFDC = Undifferentiated, non-targeted grant of
approximately 50% of fed. poverty level to ellglble household
(see attached fiscal comparison, yellow).



B. ECIP and EAP = Emergency resources, also to be secured by
the applicant and with which GA routinely attempts to coordinate.

1) Limits on assistance/Speed of delivery

a) GA = no §$ limit; no longer than 24 hours
b) ECIP = $340 limit; immediate, when funding
available

c) EAP = $300 limit, utility disconnect only; up to 10
days or longer.

V. Some Municipal Concerns

A, Currently 6 municipalities are sub-grantees of HEAP

~ funds. DCS rules (attached, green) effectively prohibit new
municipal sub-grantees, otherwise protected by 5 MRSA §3518-A.
Associated issues of turf, client preference.

1) Brewer - (1980 pop. = 9,017)
Eddington - (1980 pop. = 1,769)
Harpswell - (1980 pop. = 3,796)
Mexico - (1980 pop. = 3,698)
Orono. - (1980 pop. = 10,578)
Wayne - (1980 pop. = 680)

B. Sufficient funding of CAP agencies during utility
"crunch" season (Oct.l - Nov. 15; April 15 - May 30),

C. The Winter Disconnect Rule and enourmous back bills (see
attached MWDA letter to PUC, pink).

D. The use of direct HEAP (i.e., non-income) grants to
tenants.

E. The municipality take-over of the electric bill, and
subsequent HEAP ineligibility.



) Income from other sources. Payments from pensions and trust funds
will be considered income. Payments from boarders or lodgers will be con-
sidered income,

f) Earnings of a son or daughter. Income received by sons and daughters

below the age of 18 who are full-time students and who are not workmg full-

tlme ‘will-not_be considered income.:

members pool or share their income and expenses as a family or intermingle
their funds so as to provide support to one another (Boisvert v. Lewiston, An-
dro. Sup. Ct. CV# 80-436).

Income from unrelated household members such as roommates, who oc-
cupy the same dwelling unit and who contribute their fair share for living ex-
penses such as rent, fuel, and utilities will not be considered income that is
available to.the applicant unless actually recéived by the applicant. However,
only the applicant’s pro-rata share of expenses will be considered when deter-
mining his/her expenses (Cyr v. Lewiston, Whltev Lewiston, Andro Sup Ct
- CV# 81-47, 81-210). - :}.Erzizr g L

‘sz"Sectton 6.8 Basic necesslttes

" The - municipality” will grant assrstance to ehglble applicants “for; basnc
necessrtres according to the maximum levels for specific types of assrstance
set forth below. The administrator, in consuiltation with the applicant, may app-
ly the amount of the applicant's deficit (need) toward assistance with any one
or combination of necessities not to exceed the total deficit. These maximum
levels will be striclly adhered to although if the administrator determines that
there are exceptional circumstances and an emergency is shown to exist, these
absolute levels will be waived in order to meet immediate needs (Glidden v.
Town of Fairfield, Som. Sup. Ct. CV# 79-17). In all cases either the actual ex-

" penses the applu.ant incurs for basrc necessrtres orthe maximum amount atlow-.

ed in each category, whlchever is less, will be used in determmmg need
The applicant’s need for common living expenses for food, rent; fuel, etc.
‘will be. presumed to be reduced by an amount equal to the other household
members' proportionate fair share of the common living expenses. This
presumption may be rebutted by evidence that the other household members
had no income with which to pay their share of common expenses. No appli-

. cant will be allowed to claim a need for any expense whrch tn fact, has been

+.or will be paid by another person.” - c
. a) Food. -The administrator will provrde food asststance to ehgtbte persons';
.;.up to the allowed maximum amounts below."In determtnlng need for ‘food the"

admuntstrator wm not constder the value of the food stamps an appltca

f_as income (22 M R.S.A.§ 4301 7(A) Dupler V. City of Port/and U.S; Dist. Ct 7
. CV#74:134 SD) ‘The’ munlcapahty thl authorrze vouchers to be used solely for“'

“‘approved food products." EA
The maxrmum amounts atlowed for food are

No. in Household o Weekly Monthly '

1 Lo e __'S 25 -l
60 260

o N s W

19,

S wg) Income.from Rousehold members 'lncome from household members _E
L will be’ consrdered avallable to the apphcant whether or; not the household
" member is legally obligatéd for-the support of ihe applicant, if the household"

.
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Additional personsin the household will be budgeted at $17.50 per person
pér week or $75 a month. The administrator will exceed the above maximums
when necessary for households having members with special dletary needs.
The Ldministrator. may require a doctor's statement.

) Housing. The administratar will provide assistance with rent or mort-

gage payments that are reasonable and within the allowed maximum levels .
o below Itis the appllcant S responsnblllty to find suitable housmg, although the-:
o admlntstrator may help the applrcant flnd housnng when approprlate The ad- -

“ ministrator will inform the applicant of the allowed housing maximums to assist
him/her in his/her search for housing. Single individuals will be required to live
in rooming or boarding houses when such housing is available. Applicants re-
questing assistance for housing that contains more bedrooms than are
necessary for the number of household members will be provided assistance
according to the maximum level for the number of rooms actually needed. The
municipality will not pay security deposits or back bills exceptin an emergency
as pravided in Section 4.9, T

Escrowing rental payments. If the code enforcement officer, or any other

municipal official responsible for enforcing any municipal health, safety, hous-

" ing, trash or sanitation regulation, certifies to the overseer that a landlord has
been cited for at least six code violations within any 4-week period and that

- atleast two of those citations were separate violations of the same regulations,

the munlclpallty. on notice from the general assistance administrator, may place
in escrow general assistance payments made as rent payments to that landlord
according to the notice, hearing, and escrow establlshment provisions of 22
M.R.S.A. § 4325.

Mortgage payments, In the case of a request for assistance with a mort-
gage payment, the general assistance administrator will make an individual fac-
tual determination of whether the applicant has an.immediate need for such
aid. In making this determination, the administrator will consider the extent and

liquidity. of the applicant’'s proprietary tnterest in the housmg Factors to con- ‘

sider in. making this determination |nclude C

(1) - the marketablllty of the shelter s equny.- o

(2)-- the amount of equity, .

(3) the availability of the equity lnterest in the shelter to prowde the appli-

: cant an opportunity to secure a short-term loan in order to meet im-
mediate needs, :

(4) the extend to whlch llqwdatlon may ald the appllcant s fmancral

' rehabilitation,

(5) a comparison between the’ amount of mortgage obllgatlons and of an-'

~ticipated rental charges the, appllcant would be responsrble for If he/sh
S ~._:f't_were to be dislocated to rental housxng, ;
o ..(Gl ..the imminence:of- the appllcants dtslocatlov

rom owned - housmg

N . ;f‘because of hls/her lnablllty to meet. the mortgage payments
(7) the likiihood that the provnsuon of housmg asststance will prevent such”

dislocation, and -
(8) the applicant's age, health, and soctal srtuatlon

These factors shall be considered when determining whether the equity in the

shelter is-an available asset which may be substituted for the assistance_the :
municipality would otherwise be requiréd to provide. The’ administrator may elect
not to make any mortgage payment uniess the applicant has been served a

notice of foreclosure aithough mortgage payments will be budgeted as an

expense.

If a mortgage payment is necessary, the admlnlstrator will _pay the actual .

~ amount due, up to the amount allowed accordlng to the maximum levels, llsted ¥

. 'below,: whichever is less. After‘an’ mltnal ‘application; assistance with 'such:
. payments will be given only‘after thevappllcant has made all reasonable efforts

20
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to borrow against the equity of his/her home. If there is not sullicient equity
in the home to use to secure a loan, and if the monthly morigage payments
are'not realistically in line with the rental rates for similar housing in the area
that could meet the applicant’s needs, the administrator will inform!' the appli-
cant that he/she is responsible for finding alternative housing within hts/her ability
lo_pay.and w

' assistance with mortgage payments (22 M.R.S.A. § 4320). No lien may be en-
forced against a recipient except upon his/her death or the transfer of the pro-
perty. Further, no lien may be enforced against a person who is currently receiv-
ing any form of public assistance or who would again become eltglble for general
assistance if the lien were enforced.

If the municipality determines that it is appropriate to place a lien on a per-
son's property to recover its costs of providirig general assistance for a mort-
gage payment it must file a notice of the lien with the county register of deeds
where the property is located within 30 days of making the mortgage payment.

C That filing shall secure the mumc:pallty s or the state s.interest in an amount -
equal to the’sum of that mortgage payment and alI subsequent mortgage .
- payments made on behalf of the same ellglble person. . Not less than 10 days -

prior to filing the lien notice in the registry, the municipal officers must send
a different notice to the owner of the real estate, the general assistance reci-
pient, and any record holder of the mortgage by certified mail, return receipt
requested that a lien notice is going to be filed. This notice must clearly inform
the recipient of the limitations upon enforcement plus the name, titie, address
and telephone number of the person who granted the assistance. The municipal
officers must also give written notice to the recipient each time the amount
secured by the lien is increased because of an additional mortgage payment

or the imposition of interest. This notice must include the same information that

appeared on the original notice of proposed ltllng sent to the’ recipient.

The municipality will charge mterest on the amount of money secured by the
lien. The municipal officers will establish the interest rate not to exceed the max-
imum rate of interest allowed by the State Treasurer The lnterest wrll accrue
from the date the lien is filed.

- Property taxes. In the event an applicant requests assistance with his/her
property taxes, the administrator will inform the appllcant that there are two

_ procedures on the local level to request that relief: the poverty abatement pro- --
cess (36 MRSA §§.175-A et seq.) and General Assistance: If the applicant | :
~ chooses to seek property tax assistance. through General Assxstance orif the=.| ..

appllcant is denled a poverty tax abatement the admlntstrator may conside
usmg general nce to meet thts need'only |f

Jla)’ “the prope y tax ln questlon ls “for’ the appllcan

b): there is a tax llen on'the property whtch lS due to mature wnthtn 60 days ok

* of the date of appllcatlon and -

c) the applicant, with sufficient notlce applles for property tax rehef through,

the Maine Resident Property Tax Program and the Homestead Tax Exemption
Program, when available.

The maxnmum amounts allowed for housmg are

Unheated Heated
No. of Bedrooms weekly monthly weekly monthly

L

;'(See‘.AAppendtx for figures to insert here);
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" ¢c) Utilities, Expenses for lights, cooking, and hot water will be budgeted
separately if they are not included in the rent. Applicants are responsible for
making arrangements with the utility company regarding servtce lncludtng enter-
ing into a special payment arrangement if necessary.

Asststance will.be granted to ellgrble apphcants for thetr most recent btll The .

“of ut|l|ty serwce “will® not ‘be- constdered an emergency in atl cases. The ad-: |

ministrator will make an individual, factual analysis to determine if the termina-
tion of utility service constitutes an emergency. The administrator will consider
the household composition, the time of year, the health of the household
members, and other appropriate factors in reaching a decision. Applicants re-
questing assistance with a bill that is more than 2 months old will not be con-
sidered in an emergency situation if the applicants had sufficientincome, money,
assets or other resources to pay the bill whefrit was received. The applicants

‘have the burden of providing evidence of their income for the applicable period -
- (22 M.R.S.A. § 4308.2).. The administrator will notify applicants in writing that - {-_
. they must give the administrator prompt notice if their utility service is to be - |-
Pl 'termrnated or if their fuet .supply is low: It is the apphcant S responSIbtllty toat- . |-=-:
. tempt to make arrangements with the uttllty company to maintain their service | < i ¢

and to notrfy the administrator if assnstance is needed with a utility bill prror to
service being terminated. .

The maximum amounts allowed for Uttlttles for lights, cooking, and hot water
are:

No. in Household - Weekly Monthly
1-2 . _-s-_'1o.5o . $ 45

34, .o ..1280 ... 55
.56 TeELL 1510_,;»., L., .85

. d) A Fu:et Expenses for home heatmg wrlt be budgeted accordlng to the ac-
tual need for fuel during the heatrng season (September through May) provid--
ed such expenses are reasonable, and at other times during the year when -

the administrator determmes the request for iuel assxstance is reasonable and
" appropriate. :

_Assistance will be granted to ehgrble apphcf_nts for thetr most recent brll The -
munlcrpaluty is not responsible for back bills except in an emergency as provid-~
ed in Section 4.9.. Apphcants are responsrble for monitoring their fuel supply
- and requesting ass|stance prior.t to depletlng their fuel supply. Running out
- fuel wrtl not necessarlly be constdered .an emergency. untess the appltcants have:
it jUSt cause for failing to’ glve the admlnlstrator ttmety notlce of their need tor fue B
- When consrdenng requests for- fuet eltotble apphcants wrtl be granted'e; :
asststance wnth the actual amount necessary up.to the followrng maxrmums

f

September- '

October February 225
November . .. . March o L1257 L
". December -7 CApril T T T ges T T
' May : 50 .

When fuel such as wood, coal and/or natural gas are used. to heat they will,
: be budgeted at actual rates, if they are reasonabte No:._ehgtble applicant shall ,:
7 be consrdered to need me

- 'than 7 tons ot Coal per
"~i.year or 126,000 CUblC feet of. natural gas per year:

e) Personal Care and Househotd Supphes Expenses for ordrnary per-."

" _sonal and household supphes wiil be budgeted and allowed according to the

29
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applicant's actual need for these items, up to the maximums below. Personal
and household supplies include: hand soap, toothpaste, shampoo, shaving
cream, deodorant, dish detergent laundry supplies and costs, household clean-
ing supplies, razors, paper prcducts such as toilet paper tissues, paper towels,
. garbage/trash bags, and light bulbs

v

Weekly Amount i Monthly Amount

-in Household

'$°6.9 J& $ 30.00

D843V RS 135,00

, 9.30 40.00
7-8 10.47 - 45.00

Additional persons in the household will be budgeted at $1.25 per week or
$5 a month. o

When an applicant can verify expenditures for the following items, a special
supplement will be budgeted as necessary fof -households with children under
6 years of age for items such as cloth or disposable diapers, laundry, powder
~-oil, shampoo, and ointment up to the followrng amounts :

" No. of Ch_ildren o _.",We'ekty_
U T $10.50 -
2 1510
3 20.90 .
4 25.60

fy Other Basic Necessities. Expenses falling under this section will be
granted when they are deemed essential to an applicant's or recipient’s health
and safety by the general assistance administrator'and, in .some cases, upon
verfication by a physician. Assistance will be granted only when these
necessities cannot be obtained from other sources )
. :1)- Clothing. The municipality. may assist a household w1th the purchase
. of adequate ctothrng In most circumstances, clothing s will be a postponabte itemn.,
Exceptions to this would be if fire or- unusually cold weather’ makes extra clothing

an immediate necessity, if special clothes are needed for the app!rcant s employ-.

ment, or if household members need underwear. Before assistance will be
granted for clothing, the general assistance administrator must be satisfied that

the applicant has utthzed all avattable resources to secure “the necessary.

) clothlng
'+ '2)  Medical. The ‘municipality wrll pay for essenttal medrcal expenses, other
" than hospital bilis (see below), provnded that the mumcnpahty is notified and ap-

umcrpaltty will grant assistance for medtcal servtce on

j~'£'~recetve necessary medical care wrthout the mun|c1pahty “,,assrstance ‘The ap-

- plicant is requtred to utilize any resource,’ tncludtng any federal or. state pro--

" gram, that will: dtmtnrsh histher needto seek general ‘assistance for medical
expenses. The munrcrpalrty will grant assistance for non-emergency medical
services only if a physician verifies that the services are essential. The ad-

ministrator may require a second medical optnton from a physrcran designated-

" by the municipality at the muntcrpaltty s ex pense to’ vertfy the necess:ty of the
services.

Ordinary medical supplies will be budgeted at the actual amount not to ex-
ceed $10 a month. Allowable supplies include aspirin, bandages, and non-

prescriptive medicines. In addition, the basuc monthly rate for teleph0ne ser- .
. ) heatth and- safety.._'
: of the household. In order for telephone’ servtce to be consrdered an attowab!e';‘
physrcran certlfy-: -

vicé will be budgeted when a telephone rs essenttal j

'expense the appltcant must provide a wrrtten statement f

23 .

{_proves the expenses and services prior to thetr belng made:or dettvered The .
en assnstance can-

;;jjnot be obtained from any other source “and ihe appttcan would not be able tof"
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NOTES:

ing that the telephone is essential. l

3) Hospital bills. In the event of an emergency admission to the hospital,

the haspital must notify the administrator within 5 business days of the admis-
sion. Notification must be by telephone, confirmed by certified mail, or by cer- N\
tified mail only. If a hospital fails to give timely notice to the admlnlstrator the '
/_ municipality will have no obligation to pay the bill.. :
\ " Any person who cannot pay his/her hospttal er must appty'to the hospttat
- for constderatlon under the hosprtal s charity care program as provuded in Title
22 M.R.S. A. § 396 F(1) ‘Anyone’ who is ‘ot eligible for the hospltat s charlty
care program may apply for general assistance. Applicants must apply for
assistance within 30 days of being discharged from the hospital and provide
a notice from the hospital certifying. that they are not eligible for the hosprtal S
charity care program. :

Before the municipality will consider whether an applicant is ehgtble for
assistance with a hospital bill, the applicant must enter into a reasonable pay-
ment arrangement with the hospital. The paymeént arrangement will be based
upon the Medicaid rate. In determining an applicant's eligibility the municipali-
ty will budget the monthly payment to the hospital the applicant has agreed *

~"to pay. The applicant's need for assrstance with a hospital bill will be consrdered h
" each time he/she apptres by mctudrng the amount of the brtl In the appltcant s
¢ monthly budget. .

"~ 4) Dental. The munrcrpahty WI” pay for dentat services mcludmg regular
check ups when necessary. {f full mouth extractions are necessary the
municipality will pay for dentures if the applicant has no other resources to pay
for the dentures. The applicant will be referred to a dental clinic in the area
whenever possible. The administrator will expect the applicant to bear a’
reasonable part of the cost for dental services, mctudlng extractrons and den-
tures, taking into account the applicant's ability to pay. )

5) Eye Care. In order to be eligible to receive general a55|stance for
eyeglasses, an applicant must have his/her medical need certmed by a person : o '
. licensed to practice optometry. The general asststance admrnrstrator will pro-
_ vide-assistance for eyeglasses to eligible- persons onty if such assnstance rs o

unavailable from other sources in the community. ™ G
-6) Work-related expenses. In determining need, reasonabte work-related -

-expenses will be-budgeted. These expenses include transportation at a rate
ot no more than $.22 per mile, child care costs, work clothes and supplies. The

. apphcant is required to prowde vermcatton of the costs and that the expenses

:-_were nnecessary. _ - : & ~ o

.~ 7y Burial: The munlclpatlty recognlzes its responsrbmty to pay for the burral{ A

' _'of indigent persons under certain circumstances, provided that the tunerat dlrec-
.tor gives trmety notice to, the: mumcrpallty and the’ fun ,
. that there are no family | members or other person’s who are"una le. to‘pay the
< burial ‘costs (22 M.R:S.A%§ 4313)
: ; in order for the munxctpahty to be hable for a burrat expense the funeral director
- must notify the administrator prior to the burial or. by the end of the néxt busrness
day fot!owmg the funeral dtrector s receipt of the body, whlchever is earlier (22
"M.R.S.A. § 4313.2)., Itis the funeral director’s responsibility to determine if the
family or any other persons are going to pay all or part of the burial expenses. .
If family members or others are unable to pay the .expenses, and the. tuneral
““director wants the muntcrpaltty to pay all or part of the expenses, he/she should
refer them to the municipality.

In cases where there are liable family members (father, mother, grandfather,
grandmother, children, and grandchildren} the family must apply for assistance _|.
so.that the administrator can determine, what resources ‘are avarlab!e to pay‘ :
the costs of: the burial. The munlcrpaltty wrll not accept full responsrbrltty tor
_the burial expenses unless all’ responsrble tamtly members can
-to the oeneral assustance admlnlstrator s satlstactron therr mabrltty [ pay in full

S —— R
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" br make'a deferred payment arrangement with the funeral home. (If there are

-no liable family members or others, the funeral director shauld apply on behalf

“lof the deceased.) The administrator may take up to 10 days'to give a written
ideCtslon If responsible family members refuse to allow the municipality to in-

vestrgate thelr resources the municipality will not grant assistance. If relatives,

other persons or other sources cannot cover the burial expenses of an indigent
rson; up to S1, 000, the muntcrpallty will pay the dlfference ‘with an additional

the actual wholesale price. .

Allowable burial expenses are limited to removal of the body from a local
residence or institution, a secured death certificate or obituary, embalming, a
minimum casket and a reasonable cost for overhead. Other costs will not be
paid by the municipality.

Any other benefits or resources which are avatlabte such as the Social Securi-

.ty Death Benefits or contributions from other persons, will be deducted from
.the amount whrch the muntcrpallty wnII pay.

j."'Sectlon 6.9 Notlce of dectston L _ U I L
' Wrttten dectsuon The admtnlstrator will grve a wrltten decrston to each ap-" ’

- plicant after making a determination of eligibility each time a person applies.

‘.‘?‘ :'lngs .as contatned in Sectton 7.4 of this Arucle

‘.section-‘7n1 nght to a fair heartng

.;f;;‘quest a fair hearing (22 M.R.S.A. § 4322). The right to review a decision by ..
‘the general assistance administrator is a basic’ right of the applicant to a full
evidentiary hearing and is not limited solely to a review of the decision (Carson

Sectton 7 2 Method of obtalnnng a fatr hearm“

Cvé# 78:388). .

The decision will be given to the applicant within 24 hours of receiving an ap-
plication (22 M.R.S.A. § 4305.3; See Article IV, Section 4.6). :

In order to ensure that applicants understand their rights, it is the respon-
sibility of the general assistance administrator to explain the applicants’ right
to a fair hearing and the review process in the written notice of decision.

Contents. After an application has been completed, applicants will be given
written notice of any decision concerning- therr ehglbxllty for asslstance The

- notice will state that applicants: E
"~ a) havetherighttoa fatr hearmg and the method by whnch they may obtam‘

a fair hearing; :
b) may be represented by legal counsel at thetr own - expense or other

. spokesperson, or they may present their own case;

¢) have the right to contact the Department of Human Services if they believe
.the municipality has violated the law. The decision wall state the method for

notlfymg the department.

The written notice shall include the procedures for the conduct of falr hear-

: ;ARTICLE Vll
- The Fatr Heanng

Within 5 -working days of receiving a wrrtten notice of demal reductlon or |

termination of assistance, or within 10 working days after any other act or failure
to act, the applicant or his/her authorized representative has the right to re-

v. Oakland, 442 A.2d 170 (Me. 1982); Thibodeau v. Lewiston, Andro. Sup Ct.
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payment for the Joti in the least expensive section of the cemetery and the open-'..._
“ing and closmg of the grave site. If the munrcrpat ordinance or cemetery bylaws
require vaults or cement liners, the general assistance administrator will pay

S 'Upon recetvung notlftcatlon ‘of the* decrslon “of the general assistance’ad-:,
»* ministrator, all claimants will be informed of the method of obtaining a fair hear: ;-

NV Lo,
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A Coﬁparison of Fiscal Information - 1990
. I. Federal Poverty Levels (monthly)
Household Size
1 2 3 4 s s 7

$523 701 880 1058 1236 1415 1593

II. State Minimum Wage (monthly)
Number of Wage Earners
1 2 3 .4

$§662 1324 1986 2648

III. AFDC Basic Payments (monthly)
Household Size
1 2 3 4 5 3 7

$214 337 453 569 685 801 " 917

IV. General Assistance Maximum Levels of Assistance * (monthly)
| Household Size
1 2 3 4 5 3 7
$571 699 853 924 1040 1152 1249
(* These GA figures do not include allowances for diapers,

medical supplies, transportation, clothing, or child care, which
would be included on an as-needed basis.)
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"N;Notlfy them*of the HEAP'prog am, "
‘including’ spec1f1c information on
.e11g1b111ty requ1rements, appllcation

) Request each group s cooperatlon in
ensuring that the.clients whom they
serve are prov1ded with assistance 1n

.proposed,budgets‘and
foutreach plans submltted by sub- granteeS'

4. - Ensure that the opportunlty for a fair: hearlng .
’ }n accordance- W1th Sectlon 1 8 w111 be prov1ded B

'llRepreséntatlves to monltorfcompllance ‘G F-
“sub- grantees withs appllcable laws,-: rule

b

: g Lhzdamunlcapal :
_Commun1ty Action™ Agency‘a “defined "in"“the "M:
Communlty Services Act, 5 M.R.S.A., Chapter
, which satlsfles the program and flscal




MAINE-WELFARE DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION
Local Government Center L

Commupnity Drive, Augusta, ME 04330 : E
1-800-452-8786 AR

~January 16, 1990

Kenneth Gordon - . - .. .o
Cheryl Harrington

Ellzaoeth Paine - srpoziiz L I

The Malne PUbllC Ut111t1es Comm1531on s U ST S I
242 State Street LSRG meomiod oo 3; goa el D v
State House Station %18 . ' '

- ‘Augustay, Maine: 04333 -vg consinliaos T Dousnel sds e lwoal o

:

DeariCommise{onere,'

I am wr1t1ng th1s letter in, my capac1ty .as Pre51dent of the.
Maine Welfare Directors Association. The MWDA is presently made
up of approxlmately 120 public, assistance. providers throughout
Maine, all of whom are respon51ble primarily for their
mun1c1pa11ty S; admlnlstratlon .0f: the General- A551stance program.

-.,.x< :

...-,, , . -—,\N , "-. r -':':_:'F -~ : ‘h i - —.nr':': » \’ .;:_‘: A

wlth thlS letterp-our organlzatlon is. requestlng'that the
Comm1551on con51der :removiing Chapter- 81, -§17:--: the:Winter :
Disconnection Rule (Rule) -from the body. of PUC-: regulatlon. We
have lived w1th thls Rule for. elght full winters-now, and it is
our. JLdgement that the Rule,is a)..unnecessary- from the: point of-
v1ew .of protectlon,-and b). generally benefits- no-one.:’In: fact, Al
our exoerlence 1nd1cates that the. appllcatlon ofsthe. rule:is: JE
generally,more injurious: than~1t is: beneficial to: the populatlon
it is. 1ntended5tofpr9tectJﬁn P17 : oy : Poowrne

- 1 e u S - REaTel .‘;_~Mm‘£¢ ¥k . - I Ty TS TS S S
' "pThe‘promulgatlon of~thelRule~has created; a: by product,_ fe
phenomenon”called the. utlllty«crunch season!-. Thls .season occurs:

during-the 4-6" week perlod prior to November 15. It is durlng _we
this time.that the utilities are especially aggressive in the1r
attempts ‘to. collect arrearages. Traditionally, .the-financial
demands of the crunch season are.met:(to:-the extent those demands
cannot be met by the low-income population threatened with. .
dlsconnectlon) by theﬂcoordlnated public,.assistance: efforts ofi . 1g
the General As51stance Program, the- ECIP - -component:- of--the HEAP
program, and the Family Crisis component of the AFDC program.
Unfortunately for the municipalities and the clients they are
obligated.to.serve,. the.fall.of:1889: was; marked by-the-absence of .
HEAP/ECIP funds,qand the overburdenlng ofwthe -Family:s iCrisissaz niiw
program wh1ch had the effect,~1n some cases,_of delaylng the :

Dedicaled.to the. Purpose of establishing and promoling good,
~ elficient and standardized Welfare Administration.



MAINE WELFARE DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION
Local Government Center
Community Drive, Augusta, ME 04330
1-800-452-8786

(2)

CrlSlS application review process to the degree it could not
respond to emergencies. Because of the problems associated with
the administration of the other public a551stance programs,
General Assistance administrators were in‘an ideal pos1tlon to
gauge the overall impact of the Rule in 1989. B

To begln with, the General Assistance Program is structured
in such a way that municipalities are obligated to alleviate life
threatening "emergencies", such as utility disconnections in cold
weather. In most circumstances, that assistance must be granted
without regard to the degree the applicant contributed to
bringing about the "emergency" (see 22 MRSA §§4301(4), _
4308(2)(B ) -4309(3); 4310).<It is, therefore, our ‘contention that
the Rule is.an unnecessary p1ece of protectlve regulatlon.

It is: also our. contentlon that ‘one of ‘the primary problems
w1th the Rule is that it acts as an incentive not to pay utility .
billsw.:As® a: group,,we reviewed 'and acted upon: seemlngly countlessf
disconnection: notices- this fall for: ‘very significant ‘arrearages '
(i.e., from $400 to well over '$1000). Notw1thstand1ng our
obligation to act on these "emergen01es" it is nonetheless
disconcerting-to pay a $1200 arrearage: on behalf of:an appllcant
who has contributed. nothing:toward-his:or her- utility usage.”We
say this’without necessarily condemning our clients who™ pay::
nothing. toward+their electric+bills. Few: reasonable- people in® ﬂ
poverty. circumstances would pay a bill they'didn't-neéd to. On
the other hand, it strikes us that 1t is s1mply not good public
pollcy to,rby-regulatlon, encourage ‘the  non= payment of a* blll‘by
removing allwthe natural sanctlons non—payments tradltlonally

..... L e

«engender;—x,.

Py RS S

- .- . . <o I e

A second problem w1th the Rule is" that ‘even households that
comply with the Special Payment Arrangements tend to incur
summertime bills which are beyond their means. A fundamental
premise of-.the Rule:is flawed;- that~ premlse be1ng that a;-
low-incoine - household's anhual enérgy bill can”be-met’ by s1mp1y
reorganizing the schedule by which that bill is paid. It should
be recognized that many Maine households are simply unable to pay
for their total. energy costs, and the most effectlve way to deal
with that:shortfall- is:through~ ong01ng 1ncome support mechanlsms,
rather than; cr1s1s management R - M

Dedicated to the Purpose of establishing and pramat/ng good,
elficient and standardized Welfare Administration.
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The General Assistance Program operates more effectively as
an income support program..General Assistance is, typically,
available for current needs, as determined by prospective income
and need assessment. General Assistance administrators can
provide more assistance in. terms of referrals, information,
support, budget counseling, and overall case management 1f we can
_see our clients more or less regularly, instead of a few times a
year and always at times of crisis. I have heard some suggestions
that the General Assistance administrators favored the Rule
because there would never be a utility "emergency" during the
winter months. Let me assure you that nothing could be further
from the truth. I would hope the PUC would recognize that Maine's
welfare directors, as a group, are dedicated to the responsible
provision of public ‘assistance. In this case, it is our position
that the permitted and even regulated accrual of enormous back
bills is doing no one a favor, and is instead contributing to our
_clients' sense--of financial hopelessness and lack of control. We
can work to re-instill that sense of control; but we can do that:
effectively only when our clients come to us early on in their
financial difficulties. :

To conclude, the Maine Welfare Directors Association is

interested in seeing ‘the Winter Disconnect Rule lifted because: it

is not necessary from the point of. view of consumer protectlon
- and because it acts to encourage poor f1nanc1al management in the

low income households we serve. We recognize that many low income N
households in Maine cannot afford their annual energy needs, and .-~ .
~we further recognize. our respon51b111ty to- prov1de direct support’
on behalf of ‘those households_so that they’ will not be deprived -
of the basic- nece551t1es. of all ‘the public assistance programs;.
we are’ apparently in ‘the best p051t10n to ‘encourage respons1ble R
financial management in the household, but our efforts are being "
thwarted by the Rule in its present form.

We appreciate your attention to this request.
Sincerely,

Earl Edgerly I e T
‘Welfare’ Dlrector - Clty of Auburn :. i
President -

Maine Welfare Dlrecuors Association

Dedicated to the Purpose of establishing and promoling good,
efficient and standardized Welfare Administration.
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HEATING COST vs BENEFIT RECEIVED

(For Those Who Heat With Oil)
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DISTRIBUTION of LIHEAP OIL CLIENTS
| (Within each Poverty Level)
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DISTRIBUTION of BENEFITS: Oil Heat

Varying Benefit Levels)
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LIHEAP*OIL CLIENTS:

Distribution of:

HEATING COSTS
LIHEAP GRANTS
CLIENTS

POVERTY LEVEL

BELOW 85%

85% - 115%

ABOVE 115%

SHARE of INCOME
SPENT ON HEAT

15% or MORE

HEATING BILL
average $)

$871

$1,107

- $1,422

LIHEAP GRANT
(average $)

$381

$354

$312

GAP
(average $)

$490

$753

$1,110

% of OIL CLIENTS
(percent)

11.6%

12.1%

2.5%

MORE THAN 5%
but
LESS THAN 15%

HEATING BILL
(average $)

$546

$570

$791

LIHEAP GRANT
(average $)

$374

$352

$330

GAP
(average $)

$172

$218

3461

% of OIL CLIENTS
{percent)

14.6%

2419

17.69

5% or LESS

HEATING BILL
(average $)

$195

$348

$452

LIHEAP GRANT
(average §)

$368

$345

$306

GAP
(average $)

$3

-$146 ||

% of OIL CLIENTS
(percent)

($173)

'3.0‘7

7.5%

7.0%{. |




HEATING COST vs BENEFIT RECEIVED -

(For Those who Heat with Electric)
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85%-115%_Poverty
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DISTRIBUTION of ELECTRIC CLIENTS

(Within each Poverty Level)

BELOW 85%

30%7

25%

20%"
15%-

SIUSI[D J1M091H J
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X
S
e

0 1Ud0I9g

5%

- 0%

ABOVE 115%

85% - 115%

POVERTY LEVELS

% HEAT COST < 5%

HEAT COST 5%-15% £

77) HEAT COST > 15%




DISTRIBUTION of BENEFITS: Electric Heat

(Between Varving Benefit Levels)

70%
60%1"] |
50%"]
40% 11

30%t"]

Percent of Grant Money

N

Q

3
\

10%~+"

‘OCZ/ 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 !\\ >
' $520 = $494 | $468 = $442 | $416  $390  $364 = $338  $130 = $104

BENEFIT LEVELS




LIREAPELECTRIC CLIENTS.

Distribution of: HEATING COSTS PO VERTY LEVEL
: LIHEAP GRANTS '
CLIENTS BELOW 85% 85% - 115% ABOVE 115%
SHARE of INCOME '
SPENT ON HEAT
15% or MORE HEATING BILL
' average $) $940 $1,174 -
LIHEAP GRANT }
(average $) $164. $249
GAP
| (average $) $776 $925 -
% LLECTRICCLIENT :
(percent) 26.7% 5.59% 0.0%
MORE THAN 5% |HEATING BILL
but (average $) $513 $561 $950
LESS THAN 15% JLLIHEAP GRANT .
(average $) $150 $213 $222
GAP
average $) 3364 $348 $728
% ELECTRIC CLIENT :
(percent) 22.1% 1529 6.9%
5% or LESS THEATING BILL
(average $) $199 $212 $285
LIHEAP GRANT
(average $) 3184 $140 |~ $172
GAP
(average §) . $15 $72 $113
% ELECTRIC CLIENT o
(percent) 6.0% 12.99 4.6%




Attachment G: Workpapers for Funding Gap
Estimate






Attachment G

WORKPAPERS FOR FUNDING GAP ESTIMATE

These estimates are based on home heating oil purchasing
power. The estimates do not change significantly if electricity
is included as the heating source for approximately 20% of energy
assistance recipients.

$12 million overall averade gap

This figure is an average of four estimates:

Purchasing power of

LIHEAP Block Grant,

Program Funds: $11 million gap from 1985/86
$19 million gap from 1986/87

Purchasing power of
HEAP benefits: $ 6 million gap from 1985/86
$12 million gap from 1986/87

$11 million
$19 million
$ 6 million

+ $12 million
$48 million

$48 million -+ 4 = $12 million
(all figures rounded to the nearest million)

Explanation of Four Estimates

Two different baseline years from the mid-1980’s were used:
1985/86 and 1986/87. Although LIHEAP funding decreased from
1985/86 to the next year, this decrease was more than offset by a
large drop in oil prices in 1986/87. Using both years allows a
more representative picture of oil prices in the mid-1980'’s.

Two different measures of LIHEAP funding are used in these
estimates. The first two estimates are based on the difference in
total program funds available from the LIHEAP grant in the
mid-1980’s and 1990/91. Program funds were determined by
subtracting administrative costs from the total LIHEAP grant
(omitting carryover funds from the prior year). Program funds
include money used for ECIP, weatherization and CHIP as well as






HEAP. The second two estimates look at the funds available for
HEAP benefits alone by comparing the average HEAP benefit for the
two years in the mid-1980’s with the 1990/91 projected average
HEAP benefit. These estimates assume 53,000 HEAP recipients (the
number of clients served in 1989/90). These funding estimates.
would be even larger if they were based on the 60,171 households
served in 1985/86.

Calculations

1. $11 million gap from 1985/86, LIHEAP Block Grant Program
"Funds

. $22,649,517 program funds
-+ $.98 1985/86 nominal oil price

23,111,752 gallons of o0il purchased by 1985/86
LIHEAP grant

Current funds needed to purchase equivalent amount of oil:

23,111,752 gallons
X $1.20 1990/91 estimated average oil price .

$27,734,102 Current cost for equivalent oil
- $16,823,700 Actual Program Funds available in 1990/91

$10,910,402 Funding Gap
2. $19 million gap from 1986/87, LIHEAP Block Grant Program
Funds

$21,518,134 program funds
-+ $.73 1986/87 nominal oil price

29,476,895 gallons of oil purchased by 1986/87 LIHEAP grant
Current funds needed to purchase equivalent amount of oil:

29,476,895 gallons
b $1.20 1990/91 estimated average oil price

$35,372,274 current cost for equivalent oil
- $16,823,700 Actual program funds available in 1990/91

$18,548,574 Funding Gap

3. $6 million gap from 1985/86, HEAP benefit purchasing power

$316 1985/86 average HEAP benefit
— $.98 1985/86 nominal oil price

322 gallons of o0il purchased by 1986/86 average HEAP
benefit



Current benefit needed to purchase equivalent amount of oil:

322 gallons of oil
Xx $1.20 1990/91 estimated average HEAP benefit

$386 current cost for equivalent oil
- $280 1990/91 estimated average HEAP benefit

"$106 Benefit Gap

$106 gap per HEAP benefit
X 53,000 HEAP recipients

$5,618,000 Funding Gap

4. $12 million gap from 1986/87, HEAP benefit purchasing power

$311 1986/87 average HEAP benefit
+~ $.73 1986/87 nominal oil price
426 gallons of oil purchased by 1986/87 average HEAP
benefits

Current benefit needed to purchase equivalent oil:

426 gallons
x $1.20 1990/91 estimated o0il price

$ 511 current cost of equivalent oil

$ 511 gap per HEAP benefit ,
- $ 280 1990/91 estimated average HEAP benefit

$ 231 Benefit gap

$ 231 Benefit gap
X 53,000 HEAP recipients

$12,243,000 Funding Gap

0il prices are based on State Planning Office data.
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Cheryl Haminglon
Elizabeth Painc

Conunissioners

Kennecth Gordon
Chairman

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

October 31, 1990

"Re: CENTRAL MAINE POWER COMPANY, Proposed Increase in Rates
and Rate Design, Docket No. 89-68

TO ALL PARTIES:

Enclosed please find an attested copy of Commission's
Oorder on Motion for Partial Exemption from Chapter 810 and
Approval of Pilot Innovative Credit and Collection Program in the
above-captioned matter.

Sincerely,

Admlnlstr tive Director
CAJ/llp
Enclosure
cc: Interested Persons

242 State Suecet State House Station 18, Augusta. Maine 04333.0018 - (207) 289-3831






STATE OF MAINE :
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ‘ Docket No. 89-68

October 31, 1980

CENTRAL MAINE POWER COMPANY ORDER ON MOTION FOR
Re: Proposed.Increase in Rates PARTIAL EXEMPTION FROM
and Rate Design CHAPTER 810 AND APPROVAL

OF PILOT INNOVATIVE
CREDIT AND COLLECTION
PROGRAM

I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

In our December 29, 1989 Order approving the revenue
requirement stipulation in this docket we stated that
"[l]ow-income customers continue to have serious needs that
require continued attention. Exploration and analysis of a
Percentage of Income Program ought to be undertaken and results
compared with current collectién practices.” |

Prior to August 7, 1990, issues relating to the creation of
special electricity rates for low-incomé customers have been
discussed in this proceeding in the testimony of Ann ﬁachman and
John Stutz for the Public Advocate, Barbara Alexander for the
commission Staff ("Staff") and Richard Crabtree for Central Maine’
Power Company ("CMP"). On August 7, 1990, Staff filed a letter
("August 7 letter") with the Commission that was addressed to all
parties in this docket. Staff's lefter described a pilot program
that CMP anticipated filing pursuant to Chapter 810,
section 1l4(c) of the Commission's Rules. One of the components
of the anticipated filing is an experimental Percentage of Income
Payment Program ("PIPP"). The.August 7 letter noted that Staff,

the Public Advocate and CMP would‘be requesting that the PIPP
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issues be removed from Docket No. 89-68 to allow those parties to
communicate informally with the Commission regarding CMP's
anticipated pilot program filing. The August 7 letter also
indicated that a second component of the anticipated filing would
be a request for an e#emption from the entire Winter
Disconnection Rule (Section 17, Chapter 810) for all residential
customers.

On August 9, 1990, Staff made an ex parte request for a
meeting of interested parties and the Commission to diséuss the
pilot program and the removal of the PIPP issues from Docket
No. 89—68. The Commission contacted the parties in Docket
No. 89-68.by telephone on the afternoon of August 9 to see if any
party objected to an informal meeting'on the subject set for the
afternoon of August 10. Because no party objected, an informal
meeting was held on August 10 to discuss the August 7 letter.
Representatives from Staff, the Public Advocate{ACMP and the
Industrial Energy Consumers Group ("IECG") attended the meeting.

On August 13, 1990, Staff, CMP ana the Public Advocate filed
a Joint Motion to remove low-income electricity pricing issues
from Docket No. 89-68 on the condition that CMP file a pilot
program proposal under section 14 (c) ofVChapter 810 in the near
future. On August 14, 1990, fhe IECG filed a Response to the
August 13 Joint.Motion of the Staff, Public Advocate aﬁd CMP.

‘On August 13, 1990, the Commission notified the parties in

Docket No. 89-68 by telephone that the August 13 Joint Motion
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would be considered by the Commission at a special deliberative
session on August 15, 1990. Representatives from the IECG,
Public Advocate, Staff and CMP were present’ at deliberations on
August 15. The Commission determined at the outset of its
deliberations on August 15 that more information regarding the
Joint Motion was needed. Deliberations were therefore closed and
a hearing was convened to supplement the record on the Joint
Motion. Representatives from the IECG, Staff, CMP and the Public
Advocate participafed in the hearing. Iﬁmédiately following the
hearing, the Comﬁission resumed its deliberations of the

August 13 Joint Motion in this docket.

On August 29, 1990, the Commission issued an Order.— Special
Electricity Rates for Low-Income Customers. The August 29 Order
denied the Joint Motion to remove the PIPP issue from this
docket. In the August 29 Order, we stated that we saw no
compelling reason to review the'PIPP issue in tandem with a
request for exemption from the Winter Disconnection Rule, but
added that if the partieé’wished.to pursue the two issues
together they were free to do so in Docket No. 89-68 where a
record on the PIPP issue had already been developed. The
August 29 Order also advised the pafties to give careful
consicderation to narrowing the scope of the proposal described in
Staff's August 7 letter.

On September 12, 1990, CMP filed a Motion for Partial

Exemption' from Chapter 810 and Approval of Pilot Innovative
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Credit and Collection Program.1 On September 13, 1990, the
Examiner issued a notice that a hearing on CMP's Motion would be
held on September 17, 1990. The following witnesses testified at
the September 17 hearing: Richard érabfree and Edna Smith, CMP;
Barbara Alexander, Staff; Christopher St. John, Pine Tree Legal;
Geoff Herman, Maine Municipal Association; Lynda Haegele,
Community Concepts, Inc.; Mary Francis Bartlett, Welfare
Director,'Cify of Augusta} and Beverly Heath, Welfare Director,
City of Lewiston. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Examiner
indicated that parties wishing to file written comments on CMP's
Motion could do so on or before September 20, 1990. Written
comments were filed by the Public Advocate, Maine Citizens for

Utility Rate Reform ("MCURR") and the IECG.2

II. ANALYSIS
CMP's September 12 proposal has two components, a limited
exemption from the Winter Disconnection Rule and a pilot

Affordable Payment Arrangement ("APA") program.

'on September 12, 1990, CMP filed an informational brochure
entitled "Central Maine Power Company, Affordable Payment
Arrangement Program." This brochure was discussed at the
September 17 hearing and entered into the record as CMP
Exhibit 194 in this docket.

“The Commission also received written comments from
Representative Herbert Adams, Portland; Representative James
Hardy, Lewiston; Mrs. Robert M. Aiken, Wells; and Mrs. Readel,
Richmond, who are not parties to this proceeding '
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agencies which can provide éssistance on an expedited basis
compared to the current practice. In these circumstances the
Company should better be able to avoid, and its customers should
better be able to avoid, hopelessly high bills which no one, the
individual or the welfare agency, is able to pay.

Finally, we direct Central Maine Power Company to
keep a detailed record of each disconnection undertaken under
this modification of the Rule. The Company is to maintain a log
of actions taken and the steps by which the situation develops.
These are to be made available to CAD staff and other interested
parties with appropriate safeguards to protect the privacy of the
affected customers. The Company shall also provide a detailed
anélysis summarizing the experience under these modifications.

" This report is due by August 31, 1991.

s

2. Pilot APA Program

The majority finds that the proposéd APA Program
mﬁst be rejected for the following basic reasons: |

First, and most fundamentally, the propoéal before
us represents a fundamental copflict with the principles of
public utility ratemaking toward which this Commission has
continually been moving. 'That priﬁciple is to base the rates
charged for electricity in Maine as closely as possible on the
costs of providing that electricity to all customers. We believe
that adherence to these principles will,,in the long run, lead to

a maximization of the welfare of all consumers and ensure that
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all users in Maine receive the proper signals to guide their use
of electricity. It is evident that below cost rates for some
customers will necessarily lead to above cost rates for others.

To quote Bonbright, Principles of Public Utility Rates on this:

Ratepayers should not be charged rates based
upon what the traffic will bear, independent of cost
considerations and revenue requirements; nor, on the
other hand, should they be charged rates based on
willingness or ability to pay unless revenues are
inadequate. It is inefficient and inappropriate to
require a utility to serve as a welfare institution
when other state and federal institutions can perform
the function at lower costs and without as many
undesirable side effects. (page 175)

Because these cost based ratemaking principles are
such a fundamental part of the principles on which we set rates,
we will not depart lightly from them. As already noted, cost
based rates provide a proper signal to customers on when to use
and when not to use electricity.

The APA proposal would simply abandon those
principles. for eligible low income customers. As structured in
the proposed experiment, the price facing a low-income consumer
eligible for the program would not just vary from cost based
principles, it would in effect be equal to zero. The reason this
occurs is that once the customer's bill meets the percentage of
income requirement, the entire additional bill, whatever the
size, is paid by other ratepayers. Electricity becomes, in

effect, a free good. The point of this discussion is not that

low-income consumers should never increase their consumption.
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Rather, it is thaf they should make their decision for more or
less consumption based on the real consequences of their actions.
For example, it may well be that by increasing the income of
low-income consumers, higher consumption would result. As long
as this decision for more consumption is based on the reél price,
there is absolutely nothing wrong with this.

Proponents of the APA have discounted the
pqssibility that low-income consumers participating in the
program would in fact increase theirbconsumption over and above
previous levels. Such an assertion flies in the face of what we
know about consumer behavior in every market that has ever been
examined,iincluding this one.

Nevertheless, it is possible that the assertion
that there would be no price effect of such a program could be
true. The parties have proposed that this question be examined
directly. In order to déterminé whether or not this is so, would
;equire a carefully structured study. This means, in particular,
that other factors 1ike1y to effect consumption need to be taken
into account. By requiring the.installation of conservation
expenditures, which directly reduce. demand at the same time as
the price signal is eliminated, it will be: impossible to learn
whether or not a zero price leads to wasteful use of electricity.
It might, for example, even be.poséible to get a decrease in
consumption at the 'same time the programbis instituted, but one

could not properly concludé'from:this that there waé'no response
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to price. 1In short, the experiment proposed in this partiéular
plan and is not capable of answering the question which the
experiment proposes to ask.

We also note that a number of the studies that
purport to show the effects on consﬁmption of a PIP program
appear tofbe short-run in nature, therefore the elasticities
measured will tend to be low. The longer the time, however, that
customers have to adjust, the higher the elasticity is likely to
be, and hence the larger thg effect on consumption. Therefore,
reference to these studies cénnot be conclusive in any sense on
what the effects would be in Maine.

Finally, we emphasize that the call for the Public
Utilities Commission to institute an APA proposal is a request
for the Commission to involve itself in redistributing income and
wealth. Since the exémptions to Chapter 810 are not expected to
diminish the current consumer protection inherent in the chapter,
there is no benefitrloss for the APA progrém'to offset. In fact,
none of the parties claimed that there was‘any nexus bétwéen the
Chapter 810 exemptions and the APA Program. Where no nexus‘
exists, proposals.which call for redistributions of income and
involve what is in effect taxation, are in general best left to
legislative processes. We believe this is particularly true at
this timg since the Governor's Blue Ribbon Commission on low
income issues is looking at these'problems'on a comprehensive

basis. Public Utilities Commission~imposition of a plan covering



- 20 - Docket No. 89-68

only a few low income energy customers may well frustrate or
conflict with the Blue Ribbon Commission's recommendations. 1In
this connection, we note that this plan covers only electric heat
customers. This group, while their problems may be severe, is
only a small proportion of the low income population in Maine
that finds it difficult to afford the energy to provide adequate
heat that it needs. For all these reasons we believe this
program is neither well conceived, nor well designed, either to
meet Maine low-income consumers' problems or to develop
information which could allow for a more fully developed approach
to the solution of such a problem.

In her dissent, Commissioner Harrington writes
that the majority gave false hope and direction in our Order of
December 29, 1989, in Docket No. 89-68 where we said at 18:

We also believe that the Company can

significantly improve the marketing of its

energy management programs in coordination

with its credit and collection activities.

Low income customers continue to have serious

needs that require attention. Exploration

and analysis of a Percentage of Income

Program ought to be undertaken and results

compared with current collection practices.
The Stipulation we were approving contained a provision that
required CMP to submit rate designs targeted to low-income high
usage customers. The issue of the wisdom of lifeline rates was
specifically left open. Stipulation at 17 and 18. We did not

endorée a PIPP at that time.,k We were willing to consider a PIPP
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if it was expected to compare favorably on a cost basis witﬁ
current collection practices. If a PIPP was designed that was
expected to reduce collection costs, we would have seriously
entertained it. However, we were not presented with such a
program. In fact, Mr. Crabtree testified he did not expect
savings. He was willing to undertake the pilot to provide that
he was right. A trial is too high stakes an undertaking solely
to prove or disprove Mr. Crabtree's views. Before embarking sn
such a trial, a firmer connection between costs and benefits is
needed.

D. Conclusion

For the reasons summarized in this Order, the

Commission unanimously approves the requested exemption for CMP
from subsections 17(N), (D), (G) and (I) of the Winter
Disconnection Rule as described above. 1In addition, a majority
of the Commissioners rejects CMP's proposed APA program.

Accordingly, it is

'ORDERED

1. Central Maine Power Company's request for partial
exemption from Chapter 810, section, 17, as described in the body
of this Order is granted. :

2. . Central Maine Power Company shall keep a detailed
record of each disconnection undertaken pursuant to the exemption
granted in this Order and shall file a summary of this record on
or before August .31, 1991
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3. Central Maine Power Company's request for approval of a
pilot Affordable Payment Arrangement Program as described in the
body of this Order is denied.

Dated at Augusta, Maine this 31st day of October, 1990.
BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
Charles A. Jacobs

Charles A. Jacobs-
Administrative Director

/‘\ ”.7 / ~ '(/ P
f,!f?/fﬁ 1//f .ﬁ
A true copy/ -7 (.S L £

£ 12 o T
Attest: I T gk

e

Charles X. Jacobs L
Administrative Director

COMMISSIONERS VOTING FOR: Gordon
Paine

COMMISSIONER DISSENTING: Harrington

Dissent of Commissioner Harrington
In our most recent order approving a stipulation of the

parties resolving CMP's revenue requirement, Central Maine Power

Company Re: Proposed Increase in Rates, Docket No. 89-68, Order

Approving Stipulation, December 29, 1989, we singled out a number
of issues of special concern to the Commission for discussion

under the subtitle, VI. Areas That Deserve Further Management

Attention. One of those issues concerned the Company's low
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income customers. We said:

Low income customers continue to have serious
needs that require continued attention. Exploration
and analysis of a Percentage of Income Program ought to
be undertaken and. results compared with current

collection practices
at.18.

Pursuant to that statement of concern and explicit direction
by the Commission as to what ought to be doné, the parties in
this case have presented to us a percent of income payment
program [PIPP] designed to run for one year on an experimental
basis to see how effective it mighf be in keeping low income
electric heat custémers on the system and at what cost. .

Now the majority rejects the idea of a percent of income
payment program for the reason that the Commission should not
involve itself in transfer of wealth issues. Surely if the
Commission believed that as a matter of regulatory priﬁciple it
would not create a percent of income program or even allow an
experiment to see what it might accomplish, it should never have
asked the Company to give special management éttention to the
idea in the first place. The Commission gave false hope‘té the
low income community and false direction to the Company and td
the parties.

The waivers to certain portions of the Commission's winter
rule (Section 17 of Chapter 810) and the request for épproval of

the Company's Affordable Payment Arrangement Program, a PIPP



- 24 - Docket No. 89-68

plan, were not linked by any intent that the dollar savings of
the former would offset costs of the latter, but they were
certainly linked in the sense that both were designed by the’
parties to provide low income customers access to a larger pool
of financial resources to be used in meeting their electric
bills. The Chapter 810 waivers were designed to give low income
customers a better chance at securing General Assistance funds,
the PIPP program was designed to give a representative sample of
low income electric-heat customers access to ratepayer generated
funds. They aré'complementary solutions to a single, difficult
problem, namely, the hardship low income customers have in trying
to pay their electric bills and the costs all ratepayers
experience when they don't.

Certainly, it was not unreasonable for the parties to view’
the two programs as linked. Removing the requirement that the
Consumer Assistance Division review and approve winter
disconnections for low income customers does~pose éome additional
risk‘to the affected low income customers. fhe Comﬁission
believes that the risk is small (and for that reason I joined the
majority in approving the requested Chapter 810 waivers), but
low-income representatives could reasonably have believed they
were giving up something of value in exchange for a trial PIPP
program which might lead to more choices for low income customers

in the future.
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We are in an era of rising electricity costs.® There is
clearly a portion of the residential customer community who
cannot afford the electricity theyv need, even when taking into
account all available assistance programs. This circumstance
causes the Company to experience uncollectible costs Which are

7 Thé uncollectibles carried in

passed on to all ratepayers.
rates is a sﬁbsidy that flows from all ratepayers to a few, but
not on a fair or rational basis. Those low income customers who
forego other necessities to pay their electric bills do not get
the subsidy, while others in exactly the same position who decide
to forego paying for some of their electricify in order to pay
for other necessities do receive the subsidy. That is ﬁot a
rational subsidy.

The proposed experimental program required high use low

income customers to pay a fixed portion of their income for

electricity.

%y Rates for typical 500 kwh/month residential customers
have increased 10% in the last year. An additional 3.6% increase
has been conditionally approved an awaits implementation. The '
Company has requested another increase of 13% which is currently
pending before the Commission. If the Company's current request
were granted in full, the cummulative increase from January 1990
to March 1991 would be 26%.

.7 The company's level of uncollectible residential accounts
charged to income has ranged from 2 to 3 million dollars annually
in the years 1987 to 1989. See, CMP Response to MPUC Data
Request No: 6, Docket No. 90-076. ' :
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50% poverty . 100% poverty - 150% poverty

Electric Electric Electric

bill 8% bill 10% bill 12%
Income of income Income of income Income of income
$6350 $ 508 $12,700 $1,270 $19,050 $2,286

These percentages represent a much larger portion of the eligible
customer's income than the 4% average paid by most other Central

8 In that respect, the PIPP

Maine Power residential customers.
would place high financial demands on the participating
customers. The trial program was limited to customers who heat
using electricity, that is, those who have no choice as to a
basic level of need. At a minimum, they need enough electricity
to stay warm during the winter. My fellow Commissioners are
concerned that these customers might use more electricity than
fhey need because there‘is no price penalty for using more, and
that thisvexperiment as proposed would not reveal whether that
had happened or not. I disagree. >The use of the customers in
the program could be'compared to a control group of similar
customers who live in localities which are not included iﬁ the

trial program to determine whether differences in levels of use

bccurred.A Both the,trial group and the control groupvwould need

8 See, - CMP response to Publlc AdVOcate Oral Data Request
#16, Docket No. 90- 076
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to have the same installed conservation programs to ensure a fair -
comparison, but that does not strike me as posing any great
difficulty. Further, because the majority was concerned about
what might occur without a price penalty for greater use, the
program could have been restructﬁred to allow for a price signal

? fThe company's witness

to accompany greater levels of use.
Ms. Force provided examples in this case of how such a price
signal could be designed. Her suggestions certaihly could have.
been incorporated into this experiment.

Many times in the past I have joined the Commission in
stating that social needs are better addressed through
legislative action and the expenditure of general funds derived
from‘taxpayérs rather than from ratepayers. However, the
Commission must stand ready, in the facerof.legislative inéction,
to consider rational subsidies for low income ratepayers, those

living at or below the poverty line, particularly when there is

some potential gain to be captured for all ratepayers.'® The

It may well be that some low income electric heat
customers for health and safety reasons ought to be using more
electricity than they currently consume. We cannot assume that
current usage .levels are optimum. Further, the testimony of
Public Advocate witness Bachman is that usage has not increased
for PIPP customers in other jurisdictions and in fact usage on
average decreased for the PIPP customers of Phlladelphla Electrlc
Power Company in Pennsylvania.

W The commission's legal .authority and policy
considerations on this point are set out in New England Telephone
Company Re: Consideration of Local Measured Service and New

England Telephone Company Re: Proposed Increase in Rates, Joint
Docket Nos. 83-179 and 83-213, Order dated November 13, 1984, at
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overall reduction of uncollectible costs which occur as a result
of the nonpayment of electric bills by low income customers is
certainly worth exploring. Nor are uncollectibles the only cost‘
" we wish to offset, there is a human dignity cost as well. For
many low income customers the cycle of threatened disconnections,
special payment arrangements, broken arrangements and ultimately
disconnection can be both stressful and degrading. The
commission has an obligation fo those customers, who in large
part simply do not participate in our economy in a meaningful
way? but who do have a basic need for electric services. A
family living at 100% of poverty is impoverished; by definition,
their resources do not meet their needs. Even though, as a
matter of theory, it would be preferable for the legislature to
respond to this need, as a practiqal matter it is not likely to
act. The State budget is under extreme stress, and we are in
hard economic times. Meanwhilé,'we could .be learning éomething

11

worth knowing by running this trial program. Several state

commissions have established PIPP or other low income programs on

pp. 33-37, in which a low income telephone installation subsidy
was established.

" The conclusions from the trial program, if positive,
could be taken to the legislature with -a specific request for
authorization or action if-the Commission wanted to test that
forum before taking-a further step. The trial results would also
be of value in considering the recommendatlons of the Governor's
Blue Rlbbon Commlttee. .
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their own initiative.ﬁ We are not being asked to break neﬁ
ground here in Maine. |

In short, the Commission has missed an oppqrtunity to learn
much useful information regarding the potential costs, savings
and viability of a reasonable, carefully targeted PIPP program.
It has also denied itself the opportunity to redesign the program

to better test the price elasticity issue which causes it special

concern. I think it has made a mistake.

"This document has been designated for publication"

2 state Commissions which have acted include Ohio,
Arizona, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, California, Alabama,
Georgia, Vermont and Massachusetts. These states were mentioned
in the testimony of Public Advocate witness Anne Bachman and/or
included in the Company's Low Income Rate Study pursuant to the
Stipulation in Docket No. 89-68. The 1989 NARUC Annual Report
lists 16 states, but includes Maine which makes its account
somewhat suspect. Table 131-A, NARUC Annual Repgrt on Utlllty
and Carrier Regulation 12/31/89



NOTICE OF RIGHTS TO REVIEW OR APPEAL

5 M.R.S.A. § 9061 requires the Public Utilities Commission

to give each party to an adjudicatory proceeding written notice
of the party's rights to review or appeal of its decision made at
the conclusion of the adjudicatory proceeding. The methods of
review or appeal of PUC decisions at the conclusion of an
adjudicatory proceeding are as follows:

1. Reconsideration of the Commission's Order may be
requested under Section 1004 of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (65-407 C.M.R. 110) within 20 days of
the date of the Order by filing a petition with the
Commission stating the grounds upon which reconsideration is
sought.

2. Appeal of a final decision of the Commission may be
taken to the Law Court by filing, within 30 days of the date
of the Order, a Notice of Appeal with the Administrative
Director of the Commission, pursuant to 35-A M.R.S.A.

§ 1320(1)-(4) and the Maine Rules of Civil Procedure,

Rule 73, et seq.

3. Additional court review of constitutional issues or

“issues involving the justness of reasonableness of rates may

be had by the filing of an appeal with the Law Court,
pursuant to 35-A M.R.S.A. § 1320(5).

The attachment of this Notice to a document does not
indicate the Commission's view that the particular document
may be subject to review or appeal.: Similarly, the failure
of the Commission to attach a copy of this Notice to a
document does not indicate the Commission's view that the
document is not subject to review or appeal.
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$10M authorization of-appropriations for Programs Directed To
Special Populations.

Conference agreement.—The House recedes with an amendment
expanding the age range for eligible participants in Programs Di-
rected To Special Populations to include 14 through 25 year olds
and-expanding the range of services to include mentoring, career
education, and other services. The conferees encourage the recipi-
ents of funds under the Programs Directed To Special Populations
to coordinate (when feasible) their efforts with other similar pro-
* grams such as the Youth Opportunities Unlimited (YOU) program .
operated by under the Department of Labor.

Tue Low-INcoME HoME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
FORWARD FUNDING

House bill.—The House bill does not have a comparable provi-
sion.

Senate amendment.—The Senate amendment provides for the
forward funding of LIHEAP by changing the current program year
from October 1 to July 1 beginning in fiscal 1992. Under the provi-
sion, LIHEAP funding would be made available from July to June,
rather than the normal October to September cycle.

Conference agreement.—The Agreement adopts a modified ver-
sion of the Senate provision for forward funding to provide for
flexibility in its implementation. In order to ensure adequate time
to procure the additional budget authority necessary for the provi-
sion to be implemented, the Agreement makes the forward funding
applicable beginning in fiscal 1993, The conferees encourage the
Appropriations Committee to implement the provision at the earli-
est possible opportunity.

REAUTHORIZATION

House bill.—The House bill does not have a comparable provi-
sion.

Senate amendment. ——The Senate amendment authorizes the fol-
lowing appropriations for LIHEAP:

1991... $2,150,000
1992... 2,230,000
1993... such sums
1994... such sums

Conference agreement——The HOdse recedes In reauthorizing
LIHEAP the conferees wish to clarify that in those instances where
the Secretary has deemed it necessary to withhold funds from a
grantee, no additional hearing will be required should one fiscal
year end and another begin before the process outlined under Sec.
2608 of the law has been completed.

Also, the conferees would like to clarify that the Single Audit
Act applies to LIHEAP. The current discrepancy between the
LIHEAP statute and the Single Audit Act has caused much confu-
sion among LIHEAP grantees. The conferees hope that clarifying
that the Single Audit Act applies will alleviate this confusion and
reduce audit-related concerns. .
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STATE ALLOTMENTS

House bill. —The House bill does not have a comparable provi-
sioa. :

Senate amendment.—The Senate amendment allows states to
continue to transfer up to 10 percent of LIHEAP funds to other
social service programs for fiscal years 1991, 1992, and 1993 and
eliminates the authority after FY 1993.

Conference agreement.—The House. recedes. Understanding the
problems the elimination of the transfer out authority will pose for
many states, the conferees are providing those states which trans-
fer a portion of their LIHEAP funds into other block grant pro-
grams three years to find additional sources of funding for those
programs. The conferees direct the Secretary to make every effort
to inform states that the authority to transfer funds ends after
1993 and that states are 'to transfer no greater percent of funds
than in FY 1990. The Secretary is to monitor the efforts of those
states to prepare for the complete elimination of the transfer-out
provision and to periodically inform the Congress of state efforts to
identify or provide resources to replace transferred funds.

APPLICATION

_House bill. —The House bill does not have a comparable provi-
sion. .

Senate amendment.—The Senate amendment adds “timely and
meaningful”’ to the requirement that states provide for public par-
ticipation in the development of state plans. Beginning in FY 1392,
those states that are operating LIHEAP primarily through their
public welfare departments must also utilize organizations such as
community action agencies, area agencies on aging and communi-
ty-based nonprofits to perform outreach and intake functions for
crisis assistance and heating and cooling assistance. States that do
not use community-based organizations for outreach and intake as
of September 30, 1991, must give preference in the awarding of
grants to those agencies operating the low income Weatherization
program or the Crisis Assistance Programs.

Conference agreement.—The House recedes. The conferees believe
that intake or application processing are best provided by experi-
enced service providers with approved federal and state grant man-
agement systems. If states are already offering alternate intake
sites in some areas, this section does not require them to modify
their system of program management in those areas.

The conferees recognize the potential for significantly increased
administrative expenses for some states to comply with the new al-
ternative site requirements, and intends to monitor. possible effects
on the program and recipients.

It is the intent of the conferees that the Secretary utilize funds
provided under Sec. 2609A (Technical Assistance and Training) to
provide assistance to those states which, at the time of enactment
of this legislation, only provide outreach and intake services for
LIHEAP through tbeir Departments of Public Welfare. The confer-
ees do not expect this assistance to extend past fiscal year 1992,
when the new provisions regarding outreach and intake take effect.
The conferees understand several of these states are already using
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the entire 10 percent of their LIHEAP funds to administer this pro- -
gram and believe the Department should assist such states in
making the transition required under the law.

AUTHORITY TO USE.FUNDS FOR WEATHERIZATION

House bill.—The House bill does not have a comparable provi-
sion. .

Senate amendment.—The Senate amendment permits states to
apply for a waiver to use up to 25 percent of their allocation for
low-cost residential home repair or energy related home repair for
low income persons. States applying for the waiver must demon-
strate that (i) they will serve the same number of homes as in the
previous year and that the aggregate number of households served
will not be less than the previous year, or (ii) the state has good
cause for failing to satisfy the above requirements.

Conference agreement.—The House recedes with an amendment
that clarifies the intent that the public be allowed to submit com-
ments on any waiver request and that the state must demonstrate
good cause in cases where it fails to provide the same level of
LIHEAP benefits as in the previous year. The conferees intend that
the public comment procedure not require hearings and that the
process will be carried out in a timely and expeditious manner.

AUTHORITY TO CARRY FUNDS OVER

. House bill.—The House .bill does not have a comparable provi-
sion. : :

Senate amendment.—The Senate amendment reduces from 15
percent to 10 percent the amount of funds a state may carry over
from one year to the next.

Conference agreement.—The House recedes.

INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR LEVERAGING NON-FEDERAL RESOURCES

_House bill.—The House bill does not have a comparable provi-
sion.
. Senate amendment.—The Senate amendment authorizes $25 mil-
lion for FY 1992 and $50 million for FY 1993 and FY 1994 for dis-
tribution by the Secretary to states based upon their success in le-
veraging additional non-federal resources for LIHEAP. Funds will
be awarded by formula taking into.account the level of a state’s le-
veraging effort as a percentage of the leveraging efforts of all
states. ’ '

House bill.—The House bill does not have a comparable provi-
sion. .

Conference agreement.—The House recedes with an amendment
which expands the definition of leveraged resources. The conferees
intend that the Secretary develop a formula which apportions the
supplementary funds under subsection (a) based upon the propor-
tion of a state’s leveraged funds, as quantified under subsection (d),
to the total amount of leveraged funds of all states. Thus, states
that leverage a greater percentage of their regular allocation rela-
tive to other states will receive a proportionally greater increase in
their regular allocation.
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“CA) identify and describe the population to be served, the
problems to be addressed, the overall approach and methods of
outreach and recruitment to be used, and the services to be pro-
vided;

‘“UB) describe how the approach to be used differs from other
approaches used for the population to be served by the project;

“CC) describe the objectives of the project and contain a plan
for measuring progress toward meeting those objectives; and

“UD) contain assurances that the grantee will report on the
progress and results of the demonstration at each times and in
such manner as the Secretary shall require.

“(3) Notwithstanding subsection (b), such grants shall not exceed
80 percent of the cost of such programs.

“t4) Such grants shall be made annually on such terms and con-
ditions as the Secretary shall specify to eligible entities that serve
the populations described in paragraph (1) and that are located
within those areas where such populations are concentrated.”.

SEC. 602, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.,
Section 408(h) of the Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1986
(42 U.S.C. 9910b(g), as so redesignated by section 601, is amended—

(1) by inserting '(1)" after “(h)",

(2) by striking “$5,000,000” and all that follows through
“1890", and inserting “$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1991, and
such sums as may be necessary for each of the fiscal years 1992,
1998, and 1994", : , .

(g) by inserting ‘(other than subsection (c)” before the period,
and - ‘

(4) by adding at the end the following:

“(3) There are authorized to be appropriated $10,000,000 for fiscal
year 1991 and such sums as may be necessary in each of the fiscal
years 1992 through 1994, to carry out subsection (c).”.

TITLE VII—AMENDMENTS TO THE LOW-INCOME HOME
ENERGY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1981

SEC. 701. FORWARD FUNDING OF LIHEAP.

Section 2602 of the-Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Act of
1981 (42 U.S.C. §621) is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“c)1) In fiscal year 1998 and each fiscal year thereafter, amounts
appropriated under this section for any fiscal year for programs and
activities under this Act shall be made available for obligation only
on the basis of a program year. The program year shall begin on
July 1 of the fiscal year for which the appropriation is made.

“9) Armmounts appropriated for fiscal year 1998 shall be available
both to fund activities for the period between October 1, 1992, and
July 1, 1993, and for the program year beginning July 1, 1993.

"“89) There are authorized to be appropriated such additional sums
as may be necessary for the transition to carry out this subsection.”.

SEC. 702. REAUTHORIZATION.

Section 2602(b) of the Low-Income_.Ho'me Energy Aésistance Act of
1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621(b) is amended— -



(1) by striking “$2,050,000,000" and all that follows through
“1989, and”, and ' .
(9) by inserting after “1990" the following: *, $2,150,000,000

for fiscal year 1991, $2,280,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, and

such sums as may be necessary for each of the fiscal years 1993

and 1994. The authorizations of appropriations contained in
. this subsection are subject to the program year provisions of

subsection fc).”.

SEC. 703. STATE ALLOTMENTS. ‘
-~ Section 2604(F of the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Act of

1981 (42 U.S.C. 8623(F) is amended— ‘

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) as subpara-
graphs (A), (B), and (C), respectively,

(%) by inserting “(1)" after ‘(9"

() in the matter preceding subparagraph (A), as so redesig-
nated by paragraph (1), by striking “up to 10 percent” and in-
serting "in accordance with paragraph (%) a percentage”,

(4) in the matter following subparagraph (C), as so redesignat-
ed by paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking “‘any’’ the first place it appears and insert-
ing ‘a”, and .
(B) by striking “paragraphs (1), (2), and (8)” and inserting

“subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C)”, and

(5) by adding at the end the following:

“(8)(A) Not to exceed 10 percent of the funds payable to a State
under this section for each of the fiscal years 1991 through 1993
may be transferred under paragraph (1).

“(B) Beginning in fiscal year 1994, no funds payable to a State
under this section shall be transferred under paragraph (1).”.

SEC. 704. APPLICATION.
(a) CERTIFICATIONS.—Section 2605(b) of the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(b) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (12) by inserting ‘‘timely and meaningful”
after “provide for”,

(3) in paragraph (13) by striking “and’’ at the end, ‘

(3) in paragraph (14) by striking the period and inserting ‘;
and’, and '

(4) by adding at the end. the following:

“(15) beginning in fiscal year 1992, provide, in addition to
such services as may be offered by State Departments of Public
Welfare at the local level, outreach and intake functions for
crisis situations and heating and cooling assistance that is ad-
ministered by additional State and local governmental entities
or community-based organizations (such as community action
agencies, area agencies on aging, and not-for-profit neighbor-
hood-based organizations), and in States where such organiza-
tions do not administer functions as of September 80, 1991, pref-
erence in awarding grants or contracts for intake services shall
be provided to those agencies that administer the low-income
weatherization or energy crisis intervention programs.”.

(b) StaTE PrANn.—Section 2605(cX2) of the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(cX2) is amended by
inserting ‘“‘timely and meaningful” after “will facilitate”.
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SEC. 705. AUTHORITY TO USE FUNDS FOR WEATHERIZATION.

Section 2605(k) of the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Act of
1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(k)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as subparagraphs
(A) and (B),

(2) by striking “Not” and inserting ‘(1) Except as provided in
paragraph (2), not”, and ‘

(8) by adding at the end the following:

“C9XA) If a State receives a waiver granted under subparagraph
(B) for a fiscal year, the State may use not more than the greater of
25 percent of—

“0G) the funds allotted to a State under this title for such
fiscal year; or

“6G1) the funds avazlable to such State under this title for
such fiscal year;

for residential weatherzzatzon or other energy-related home repair
for low-income households.

“(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A) the Secretary may gTant a
‘waiver to a State for a fiscal year if the State submits a written re-.
quest to the Secretary after March 81 of such fiscal year and if the
Secretary determines, after reviewing such request and any public
comments, that—

“(z)(I) the number of households in the State that will receive
benefits, other than weatherization and energy-related home-
repair, under this title in such fiscal year will not be fewer
than the number of households in the State that received bene-
fits, other than weatherization and energy-related home repair,
under this title in the preceding fiscal year;

“01) the aggregate amounts of benefits that will be recezved
under this title by all households in the State in such fiscal
year will not be less than the aggregate amount of such benef ts
that were received under this title by all households in the
State in the preceding fiscal year; and

“(ID) such weatherization activities have been demonstrated
to produce measurable savings in energy expenditures by low-
income households; or

“Gi) in accordance with rules issued by the Secretary, the
State demonstrates good cause for failing to satisfy the require-
ments specified in clause (i).”.

SEC. 706. AUTHORITY TO CARRY FUNDS OVER.

Section 2607(bX2XB) of the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8626(b)(2)(B)) is amended by strzkmg "15 per-
cent” and inserting “10 percent’.

SEC. 707. LEVERAGING INCENTIVE PROGRAM.

(a) EsrasLISHMENT.—The Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621-8629) is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 2607 the following: ‘

“INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR LEVERAGING NON -FEDERAL RESOURCES

“SEc. 2607A. (a) Beginning in fiscal year 1992, the Secretary may -
allocate amounts appropriated under section 2602(d) to provide sup-
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plementary funds to States that have acquired non-Federal lever-
aged resources for the program established under this title.

“(b) For purposes of this section, the term ‘leveraged resources’
means the benefits made available to the low-income home energy
assistance program of the State, or to federally qualified low-income
households, that— :

“1) represent a net addition to the total energy resources
available to State and federally qualified households in excess
of the amount of surh resources that could be acquired by such
households through the purchase of energy at commonly avail-

. able horsehold rates; and

“(9(a, result from the acquisition or development by the
State program of quantifiable benefits that are obtained from
Znergy vendors through negotiation, regulation or competitive

id; or :

“UB) are appropriated or mandated by the State for distribu-
tion—

“ti) through thc State program, or '

“6ii) under the plan referred to in section 2605(c)XI)A) to
federally qualified low-income households and such bene-
fits are determined by the Secretary to be integrated with
the State program.

“lc)1) Distribution of amounts made available under this section
shall be based on a formula developed by the Secretary that is de-
signed to take into account the success in leveraging existing appro-
priations in the preceding fiscal year as measured under subsection
(d). Such formula shall take into account the size of the allocation
of the State under this title and the ratio of leveraged resources to
such allocation.

“t9) A State may expend funds allocated under this title as are
necessary, not to exceed .0008 percent of such allocation or 335,000
each fiscal year, whichever is greater, to identify, develop, and dem-
onstrate leveraging programs. Funds allocated under this section
;h%ii only be used for increasing or maintaining benefits to house-

olds.

“(d) Each State shall quantify the dollar value of leveraged re-
sources Teceived or acquired by such State under this section by
using the best available data to calculate such leveraged resources
less the sum of any costs incurred by the State to leverage such re-
sources and any cost imposed on the federally eligible low-income
households in such State. .

“le) Not later than July 81, of each year, each State shall prepare
and submit, to the Secretary, a report that quantifies the leveraged
resources of such State in order to qualify for assistance under this
section for the following fiscal year: :

“f) The Secretary shall determine the share of each State of the
amounts made available under this section based on the formula
described in subsection (c) and the State reports. The Secretary shall
promulgate regulations for the calculation of the leveraged resources
of the State and for the submission of supporting documentation.

"The Secretary may request any documentation that the Secretary de-
termines necessary for the verification of the application of the
State for assistance under this section.”. s '
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(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Section 2602 of the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621),
as amended by section 701, is amended— . :

(1) by inserting '(other than section 9607A)” after ‘“title’, and
(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(d) There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out section
26074, $25,000,000 in fiscal year 1992, and $50,000,000 in each of
the fiscal years 1998 and 1994.".

SEC. 708. WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS.

Section 2608(a)?) of the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Act
of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8626(a)(?) is amended by striking ‘“‘in an expedi-
tious and speedy manner to’ and inserting ‘in writing in no more
than 60 days to matters raised in”, :

TITLE VIII—AMENDMENTS TO THE COMPREHENSIVE
' CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTERS ACT

SEC. 801, AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 670T(a) of the Comprehensive Child Development Act (42
U.S.C. 9887) is amended by striking “appropriated’” and all that fol-
lows through ‘“1998", and inserting “appropriated, $50,000,000 for
each of the fiscal years 1991, 1999, 1998, and 1994".

TITLE IX—COORDINATED SERVICES FOR CHILDREN,
: YOUTH, AND FAMILIES

SEC. 901. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the “Claude Pepper Young Americans
Act of 1990". ‘

SEC. 902. FINDINGS. : )
Congress finds that— . -

(1) children and youth are inherently the most valuable re-
source of the United States;

(%) the welfare, protection, healthy development, and positive
g)le of children and youth in society are essential to the United

tates; . .

(3) children and youth deserve love, respect, and guidance, as
well as good health, shelter, food, education, productive employ-
ment opportunities, and preparation for responsible participa-
tion in community life; ' .

(4) children and youth have increasing opportunities to par-
ticipate in the decisions that affect their lives; ,

(5) the family is the primary caregiver and source of social
learning and must be supported and strengthened; '

(6) when a family is unable to ensure the satisfaction of basic
needs of children and youth it is the.responsibility of society to
assist such family;, and :

(7) it is the joint and several responsibility of the Federal
Government, each State, and the political subdivisions of each
State to assist children and youth to secure, to the maximum
extent practicable, equal opportunity to full and free acess to—

(A) the best possible physical and mental health; '
(B) adequate and safe physical shelter;
(C) a high levél of educational opportunity;
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LOW INCOME ROME ENERGY ASSISTANCE

For mcking payments under title XXVI of the Ommi-
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bus Budge! Reconciliation Aot of 1981, $1,450,000,000, of

which $74,616,000 ehéll become cvailadle for making poy-
ments on Seplember 30, 1991. . '

E2QY BMERQENCY CONTINGENCY FUND

For the purpcse o es?éblishing an “Energy Emergensy Conlingen- .
¢y Fund, "pin the United Sintes Treasury lo be avqilable for granis i
o the fifiy Statez, the District of Columbis, ard Indian tribey and
iribal o?avzlzariam recelving direct funding in fizcal year 1951 .

e

» under he Lotie] Mg‘me Homs EM% Assislance Act of 1931,
55 J §¢.:60 $5607000,000 which ¢hall be avar or soligation ajter JORUary

15, 1991: Provided, That the national avercge relall price of Aoins
heaiing oil {n any of the monthy December 1990, January 1951, or
February 1981, as reported for Petroleum Maorketing Mcenthly by A2
Enargy Informatien Adminisiration: or the best owailable data from

the Depcrinent of Energy on the last day of the month following
such month, exceeds by 20 per centum or mere the average of the
nationsl average retarl price for home heating oil for the carre-
;pov@f"‘n?&nt a4 reported by the Department of Erergy for 1952,

9371988, ard "1989: Provid=d further, That these funds ehall be
allotted to the fifly Stcles and the District of Columbia ia sropor.. .
tion Lo the congumption by low-incoms households in sueh furisdies . ; -«
ton (determin:d on the basia of the best dats available at the time <1
of allotinent) of home heating oil: Provided further, That for elloi: (22700
ment ptuzm only, home heating 0il includes liquified p2troieum i
£cs and kerosené: Provided further, That [ndian inkes 2nd trical :
organizativng ghall recelve the same per centum of the allotrient of
the Stale or States in which they arg located az they reczivé from
that State'’s (or those States) aliotment for flscal year 1891 under
section 2604 of the Low-Income Home Energy Acsistance Azz.

J ... ‘:;I"?K!





