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Introduction

Current proposals at the federal level involve dramatically reducing the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP).  This program, also sometimes known simply as the federal fuel assistance program, provides cash supplements to
assist low-income households pay their winter heating bills.\1\   The purpose of this report is to examine the impact which the loss of
federal fuel assistance would have on the burden which natural gas winter heating bills would impose on low-income households. 
The report considers data from Fiscal Year 1991, the most recent year for which complete data is available.

                                           
\1\ Some cooling assistance is provided, as well.  However, in 1991, this cooling assistance reached only $27.4 million in ten states as

compared to $1.1 billion in heating assistance in all 50 states plus the District of Columbia.  U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program: 1991 Annual Report to Congress, at 12 (Oct. 1992).
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THE LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (LIHEAP)

In Fiscal Year 1991,\2\ roughly 5.8 million low-income households received heating assistance through LIHEAP's heating
assistance program.  The 5.8 million households represented about 23 percent of the 25.9 million households estimated to have
incomes under the maximum eligibility standard established by the LIHEAP statute.\3\

LIHEAP provided an average cash benefit of roughly $190 for heating assistance in 1991.  These benefits represented about 56
percent of the winter heating bill nationwide.  According to the LIHEAP statute, benefits are to be provided such that "the highest
level of assistance will be furnished to those households which have the lowest incomes and the highest energy costs in relation to
income, taking into account family size* * *."\4\

LIHEAP disproportionately served the very poorest populations in FY 1991.  Hence, for example, while households living at or
below 50 percent of the federal Poverty Level represented 15 percent of the eligible population, those households represented 20
percent of the recipient population.  Similarly, while households living at from 50 - 75 percent of Poverty represented only 10
percent of the eligible population, that population represented 20 percent of all recipients.  Households living at from 75 to 100
percent of Poverty represented roughly 15 percent of the eligible population, but almost 30 percent of the recipient population.

                                           
\2\ The LIHEAP Fiscal Year includes the months October through September.

\3\ The eligible population is determined by two standards.  Categorical eligibility is provided for households with one or more individuals
receiving AFDC, SSI, food stamps or certain means-tested veterans' and survivors' payments.  In addition, income eligibility is
established for households with incomes not exceeding 150 percent of the federal Poverty Level or 60 percent of state median income. 
States are prohibited from setting income eligibility standards lower than 110 percent of the federal Poverty Level.  42 U.S.C.
§2605(b)(2) (1992).

\4\ 42 U.S.C. §2605(b)(5) (1992).
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PAYMENT-TROUBLED CUSTOMERS

One primary purpose of the federal fuel assistance program is to help low-income households preserve their winter heating service.
 According to HHS, in 1990, more than 5.3 million households in the United States, irrespective of income, experienced one or
more service terminations due to nonpayment.\5\  Nationwide, residential arrearages, again irrespective of income, reached $1.65
billion in 1990.  According to HHS:

Customers* * *appear to fall behind more on natural gas bills than on electric bills, despite the fact that total annual
payments for gas and electricity are close for most households.  Perhaps the seasonal nature of the natural gas bill
results in difficulties.\6\

Arrearages increased dramatically from 1984 through 1990.  Of the 84 utilities providing acceptable-quality data to HHS on
questions of residential customers, billings, and arrearages for both 1984 and 1990, there was an 83 percent increase in dollars of
arrears.  The rate at which customers incurred arrearages increased 58 percent.

Nonetheless, as discussed in detail in Appendix A, the rate and magnitude of utility service terminations, by themselves, do not
represent an adequate measure of the "needs" of low-income households.  The rate and number of utility service terminations,
"utility shutoffs," depend on too many factors other than the need of the low-income household to be relied upon as a measure of
need.

                                           
\5\ FY 1991 Annual Report to Congress, at 164.

\6\ Id., at 156 - 157.
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THE DANGERS OF LOSING WINTER HEATING SERVICE\7\

Little or no comprehensive data exists regarding the health and safety aspects of being poor and without heat during the winter. 
What is known is disturbing.  Data shows, for example, that from 13 - 25 percent of the households losing heat, generated heat by
using either a portable electric or a portable propane heater.\8\  Households which experienced loss of home heat between
November and April were more likely to use a portable electric heater.  Home heating equipment, however, is the leading cause of
all residential fires.  While space heaters account for only a small number of them, residential fires caused by electric space heaters
are five times more likely to result in a fatality than the average house fire, and ten times more likely to result in a fatality than all
fires.  Death rates due to fires caused by portable heaters are greatest in children and the elderly.\9\

One study, also, finds that the dangerous tradeoffs between health and energy affect not only the vulnerable elderly, but young
children as well.  This study of 7,367 children, done by Boston City Hospital, found that "the number of malnourished, low-weight
children jumped dramatically following the coldest winter months."\10\

Loss of a household's primary heat source presents serious risks both in terms of the cold as well as the dangerous side effects such
as carbon monoxide poisoning resulting from using unsafe heating sources.  According to the National Center for Heath Statistics,
approximately 60,000 lives are lost annually by problems associated with cold weather including fires, carbon monoxide poisoning,
pneumonia, influenza and other infectious diseases and, of course, hypothermia."\11\  Hypothermia is a more serious danger than
people are commonly aware, particularly for the elderly.  Over 2.5 million older Americans are at risk of developing hypothermia

                                           
\7\ The following discussion is largely taken from, Sheehan, An Assessment of Low-Income Energy Needs in Washington State, at 218 -

219 (Nov. 1993) (prepared for the Washington State Department of Community Development).

\8\ See e.g., Colton, Energy and Poverty in North Carolina, at 59 - 63 (1991); Sheehan, supra note Error! Bookmark not defined..

\9\ Select Committee on Aging, U.S. House of Representatives, Deadly Cold:  Health Hazards Due to Cold Weather, at 2 (1984).

\10\ Diego Ribadeneira, "BCH Study Illustrates Poor's Painful Choice," The Boston Globe, at 1 (Sept. 8, 1992).

\11\ Deadly Cold, at 9.
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during the winter season each year according to the National Institute on Aging.\12\

From a housing perspective, the connection between the loss of home energy and homelessness or housing abandonment has been
established in other locations.  For example, utility terminations are "clearly a precipitating factor in housing abandonment," recent
research in Philadelphia has found.  According to a joint study by the Philadelphia Energy Coordinating Agency and Temple
University's Institute for Public Policy Studies (ECA/IPPS), over five years, an average of 22 percent of the homes of residential
natural gas customers in that city became abandoned within one year following termination.  (The average percentage was found to
be slightly higher for electric terminations: 32 percent.)\13\  The ECA/IPPS study concluded that "the evidence linking utility
terminations to abandonment is strong, [and] consistent over a five year period and across two utilities, gas and electric."

Finally, the loss of home heating has been causally related to homelessness.  The Philadelphia research found that "the relationship
between termination and homelessness is also clearly discernible."  Surveys of homeless persons and emergency shelter providers
across Pennsylvania, ECA/IPPS said, "have found the loss of utility service to be a minor, but consistent contributor to
homelessness.  Among the dominant housing related reasons for homelessness, utility terminations were cited as the cause 7.9% of
the time."  High energy prices "also undoubtedly contribute to the other, more frequently cited housing related reasons for
homelessness," ECA/IPPS said, "such as `lack of housing in income range,' and `eviction for nonpayment.'" 

This Philadelphia research is confirmed by research by the Northern Kentucky Coalition for the Homeless, which found in a recent
study that the disconnection of utility service was one of the reasons consistently cited as a cause of homelessness.\14\

THE ANALYSIS PRESENTED IN THIS REPORT

                                           
\12\ Id., at 2.

\13\ Energy Coordinating Committee and Institute for Public Policy Studies of Temple University, An Examination of the Relationship
Between Utility Terminations, Housing Abandonment and Homelessness (June 1991).

\14\ Northern Kentucky Coalition for the Homeless (with technical assistance by Applied Information Resources), Homelessness and Low-
Cost Housing in Northern Kentucky: An Analysis and a Strategic Action Plan (July 1990).
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The analysis presented below sets forth data on low-income natural gas winter heating bills and burdens in the absence of the
federal LIHEAP program.  An energy "burden" is the energy bill represented as a percentage of the household's income, assuming
that the household pays the entire bill.  Hence, for example, if a household has an income of $10 and an energy bill of $1, the
energy burden is 10 percent.

Setting aside the irrationality of creating a program that distributes funds on a "crisis only" basis --an evaluation by Roger Colton of
the National Consumer Law Center, Inc. (NCLC) explaining this irrationality is attached as Appendix B-- the information below
finds that the elimination of federal fuel assistance will push natural gas winter heating burdens for low-income households to
unacceptable levels.  Devastating consequences will result to the low-income households themselves, to the utilities that serve
those households, and to the communities in which those households live.

The analysis below is divided into two parts.  Part One presents state-by-state data on the natural gas winter heating bills and
burdens of various low-income constituencies assuming that the federal fuel assistance program is eliminated.  Given this
elimination, low-income households would be required to fend for themselves in paying their winter natural gas heating bills.  Part
Two presents utility-by-utility data on the natural gas winter heating bills and burdens of various low-income constituencies.

For purposes of this Report, Washington D.C. is considered a "state."
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THE DATA USED IN THIS REPORT

Four primary sets of data are used in this report.  These data sets include: (1) information on the incomes and income distributions
of LIHEAP recipients; (2) information on natural gas winter heating bills; (3) the number and proportion of households with annual
incomes at or below $15,000 in selected communities; and (4) information on incomes associated with non-LIHEAP populations
(including AFDC, SSI, unemployment, Social Security, and minimum wage employees). 

o Data on LIHEAP recipients was obtained from the 1991 Annual Report to Congress submitted by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services. 

o Data on natural gas winter heating bills was obtained from the annual survey of natural gas winter bills of investor-
owned utilities prepared and published by the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
(NARUC).

o Data on AFDC, SSI and unemployment levels was obtained from The Green Book, published annually by the U.S.
House Ways and Means Committee, a publication setting forth a detailed statistical analysis of public benefits
programs under the jurisdiction of that Committee.

o Data on Social Security and minimum wage employees was obtained from the Social Security Administration and
the U.S. Department of Labor respectively.

o Data on the number and proportion of households living with annual incomes at or below $15,000 in specific
communities was obtained from U.S. Census data on general population social and economic characteristics.  Data
on the number of households in specific communities receiving "public assistance" and the average income for
those households was obtained from this same source.

Throughout the Report, data is presented in two ways.  Detailed Tables are set forth at the end of the Chapters discussing state-by-
state data and utility-by-utility data.  Within each of those Chapters, however, brief summary compilations setting forth aggregated
data from the Tables are set forth in "Summary Displays."
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LIMITATIONS ON THIS REPORT

Three important limitations exist in this report.  First, the energy burdens are much more important to examine than the energy
bills.  NARUC reports "typical winter heating bills" for three winter months only: December, January and February.  Most states,
as well as the federal government, instead define the "winter months" to include the months of November through March or April.
 Hence, while the dollar amount of the natural gas winter heating bill is an important input into the analysis presented below, due to
the limitation to three months of data, the important results are the percentage of income burdens which result rather than the
dollar levels of the bills.

The second important limitation is that the data is limited to natural gas bills only.  Unlike for investor-owned natural gas
companies, NARUC's annual survey of winter electric bills does not report "typical winter heating bills" for electric space-heating
customers.  The exclusion of electric space heating customers from this report evidences only the unavailability of data and not any
judgment as to the relative importance or severity of the problems facing natural gas space heating customers as opposed to
electric space heating customers.

Finally, this report does not consider total energy bills.  Electric bills, even in households which heat with natural gas, are not taken
into consideration.

THE SPECIAL SITUATION OF NEBRASKA, NEW MEXICO AND TENNESSEE

No utility serving the states of New Mexico or Tennessee responded to the NARUC survey of natural gas winter heating bills for
the winter of 1990 - 1991.  Since this billing data underlies the entire analysis presented below, it was not possible to include those
two states in the presentation below.  Moreover, since Nebraska has no investor-owned utilities, that state provided no winter
heating data to NARUC and is thus not included in this report.  The Chapter on Data and Methodologies explains why investor-
owned utiity data was necessary for the analysis presented below.
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Summary of Findings

STATE-BY-STATE DATA

Incomes

1. LIHEAP disproportionately served the very poorest populations in FY 1991.  Hence, for example, while households living
at or below 50 percent of the federal Poverty Level represented 15 percent of the eligible population, those households
represented 20 percent of the recipient population.  Similarly, while households living at from 50 - 75 percent of Poverty
represented only 10 percent of the eligible population, that population represented 20 percent of all recipients. 

2. Fiscal Year 1991 data shows that the average annual income of a LIHEAP household is below $6,000 in 17 of the 48
states reporting data.  Even in the remaining areas, the average annual income of a LIHEAP recipient falls in the $6000 to
$8000 range in 23 states.  Nationwide, 46.1 percent of all LIHEAP recipients had incomes of less than $6000; 18.7 percent
of all LIHEAP recipients had annual incomes of $2,000 to $4000; an additional 6.3 percent of all LIHEAP recipients had
incomes of less than $2000.
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Energy Burdens as a Percent of Income

3. The low incomes of LIHEAP recipients mean that households would pay very high percentages of income for their natural
gas winter heating bills if LIHEAP is eliminated.  In eight states, LIHEAP households, on average, would pay more than
20 percent of their income for natural gas winter heating bills.  Similarly, 23 states would find current LIHEAP recipients
with natural gas winter heating burdens exceeding 15 percent of their income should the program be eliminated.

4. Note that the highest energy burdens do not necessarily coincide with the highest energy bills.  For example,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Rhode Island all have higher average bills than one or more of the five states with the
highest energy burdens.  High energy burdens are a result of the interplay between energy bills and incomes, not simply a
function of high bills. 

5. To look only at average energy burdens in the absence of LIHEAP is to miss one of the most significant parts of the story
about losing LIHEAP as a fuel assistance program.  Clearly, households at the lowest ranges of income, by definition,
would be the hardest hit by the loss of LIHEAP.  Consider that the lowest energy burden in any state for the lowest income
range (less than $2,000) --excluding Hawaii, Florida and California-- finds households spending nearly 50 percent (48.2%)
of their income for their natural gas winter heating bill (Texas).  Texas has almost 75,000 households --more than 16
percent of its total LIHEAP population-- who fall into this income range.

6. More than 1.0 million households with incomes less than $6,000 would have winter home heating burdens exceeding 30
percent of their income in the absence of federal fuel assistance.  Roughly 1.3 million households would have winter home
heating burdens of more than 25 percent of income.  Roughly 1.9 million households would have burdens exceeding 20
percent of income.  More than 2.7 million households would have winter home heating burdens exceeding 10 percent of
income, the ceiling of "affordability."
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Payment Problems

7. One primary purpose of the federal fuel assistance program is to help low-income households preserve their winter heating
service.  According to HHS, in 1990, more than 5.3 million households in the United States, irrespective of income,
experienced one or more service terminations due to nonpayment.  Nationwide, residential arrearages, again irrespective of
income, reached $1.65 billion in 1990. 

Specific Low-Income Populations

8. In 1991, 4.3 million families received Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).  Setting aside Hawaii, Florida and
California, only Alaska experiences a winter natural gas heating burden of less than 10 percent for its AFDC recipients. 
Alaska provided a three month AFDC benefit of $2,673 in 1991.  In only six states would AFDC winter heating burdens
fall below 15 percent but above 10 percent.  In contrast, in seven states, winter natural gas heating burdens would exceed
30 percent of income.  In two, the burdens would exceed 40 percent of income.

9. By September 1990, 1.451 million individuals received Supplemental Security Income (SSI) for aged individuals.  Setting
aside Hawaii, Florida and California, only two states experience a winter natural gas heating burden of less than 10 percent
for their SSI recipients.  In only nine states would SSI winter heating burdens fall below 15 percent, but above 10 percent. 
In contrast, in two states, winter natural gas heating burdens would exceed 30 percent of income.  In 16 states, the burdens
would exceed 20 percent of income but fall below 30 percent.

10. Unemployment recipients are substantially better off than AFDC or SSI recipients.  In nine states, winter natural gas
heating burdens would fall below 10 percent of income.  In 26 states, winter heating burdens would fall in the range of 10
to 15 percent of income.  In only three states, would burdens fall above 20 percent.  In no state, would winter heating
energy burdens fall above 30 percent of income.

11. As of December 1990, there were roughly 24.8 million retired workers receiving Social Security benefits.  Natural gas
winter heating burdens for retirees exceeded 20 percent of income in five states.  In only eight states were such burdens
less than 10 percent of income.  In contrast, in 24 states, natural gas winter heating burdens fell in the range of 10 to 15
percent of income. 
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12. As of December 1990, there were roughly 4.998 million households receiving Social Security benefits for nondisabled
widows and widowers.  Natural gas winter heating burdens for widows and widowers exceeded 20 percent of income in
five states.  In only eight states, were such burdens less than 10 percent of income.  However, the "mid-range" for widows
and widowers is somewhat higher than for retirees.  In 18 states, natural gas winter heating burdens exceeded 15 percent
of income while in only 17 did burdens fall in the 10 to 15 percent of income range. 

13. Minimum wage employees working fulltime have a less difficult time with natural gas winter heating bills than do their
public assistance counterparts.  In only three states do such bills exceed 20 percent of income and in only eight states do
bills fall between 15 and 20 percent of income.  Indeed, natural gas winter heating bills fell below 10 percent of income for
fulltime minimum wage employees in 17 of the 48 reporting states.  However, the assumption of fulltime employment is a
key limiting factor in this analysis, however.  Rarely do minimum wage employees have the luxury of working a full 40
hour work week.  It is important to note that take home pay is a function or more than merely the hourly wage. 

UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA

Natural Gas Winter Heating Bills

14. Winter heating bills facing natural gas consumers can be considerable notwithstanding the moderation in natural gas prices
in recent years.  The most expensive decile of natural gas companies, and the communities they serve, see three month
winter gas heating bills ranging from $400 to more than $660. 

Specific Low-Income Populations

15. Winter natural gas heating burdens can be meaningfully compared to U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) standards holding that total shelter costs representing more than 30 percent of income are excessive.
 Total shelter costs, HUD states, represent contract rent plus all utilities excluding telephone service.  Home heating costs
equal or exceeding 10 percent of income are thus defined in this report to be "excessive."

16. The low-income households in roughly seven-of-ten natural gas utilities pay too much for their natural gas winter heating
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bills.  Of the 199 utilities in the study population, households with incomes at or below $15,000 paid more than 10 percent
of their income in 135 of those companies (68%).  Indeed, in 56 communities, households paid more than 15 percent of
their income for their natural gas winter heating bill and in 26 communities, these households paid more than 20 percent of
their income.

17. LIHEAP households would, on average, pay too much for their natural gas winter heating bills in the absence of LIHEAP
in more than eight-of-ten utilities.  Of the 199 natural gas utilities studied, 168 (84%) had LIHEAP recipients who would
pay more than 10 percent of their income for their natural gas winter heating bill without the fuel assistance program.

18. Finally, public assistance households would almost universally bear unacceptable natural gas winter heating burdens in the
absence of LIHEAP.  Only seven of the 199 utilities studied have public assistance recipients who would pay less than 10
percent of their incomes for their natural gas winter heating bills.  Those seven utilities are concentrated in Hawaii and
Southern California.  In contrast, 111 of the 199 utilities have public assistance recipients who would pay more than 25
percent of their incomes toward their winter heating bills.  Nearly eight-of-ten natural gas utilities (156 of 199 or 78%)
would have public assistance recipients paying more than 20 percent of their income for their winter heating bills.
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State-by-State Data

This Chapter provides state-by-state data on the energy burdens faced by low-income households should LIHEAP be eliminated as
a federally-funded fuel assistance program.  For purposes of the discussion below, conversion of LIHEAP into a "crisis only"
program is considered to be elimination of the program as a fuel assistance program.

The Chapter below presents data from two different perspectives.  On the one hand, the data examines the energy burdens of
households currently receiving LIHEAP assistance should that assistance be eliminated.  On the other hand, the data below
examines energy burdens on selected non-LIHEAP low-income populations should LIHEAP be eliminated.  The selected
populations include AFDC recipients, SSI recipients, Social Security recipients, unemployment recipients, and minimum wage
employees.

Because the investor-owned natural gas utilities serving the states of New Mexico and Tennessee have not reported natural gas
winter heating bills, these states are not included in this analysis.\15\  Moreover, since Nebraska has no investor-owned utilities, that
state is not included in this analysis.\16\  The analysis below includes Washington D.C., which for purposes of ease of reference will
                                           
\15\ The reason why natural gas winter heating bills are essential to the analysis in this report is explained in the Data and Methodologies

section.

\16\ The reason why the bills from investor-owned utilities are essential to the analysis in this report is explained in the Data and
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be referred to as a "state" within this report.  There are thus 48 reporting jurisdictions used in this report (50 states plus D.C. minus
New Mexico, Tennessee and Nebraska).

THE INCOMES OF CURRENT LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

A state-by-state compilation of data reveals that the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) serves amongst
the poorest households in the country.  The real question of preserving LIHEAP is not to help primarily those households which
are living at 150 percent of Poverty, but rather to help those households which are desperately without financial resources. 

Fiscal Year 1991 data shows that the average annual income of a LIHEAP household is below $6,000 in 17 of the 48 states
reporting data.  Even in the remaining area, the average annual income of a LIHEAP recipient falls in the $6000 to $8000 range in
23 states.  Nationwide, 46.1 percent of all LIHEAP recipients had incomes of less than $6000; 18.7 percent of all LIHEAP
recipients had annual incomes of $2,000 to $4000; an additional 6.3 percent of all LIHEAP recipients had incomes of less than
$2000.

These incomes can be beneficially compared to the federal Poverty Level for different sized households.  The federal Poverty Level
for 1991 is set forth in Appendix C.

LIHEAP RECIPIENT WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN BY AVERAGE INCOME

This Chapter presents data on the energy burdens facing LIHEAP households should the federal LIHEAP program be
eliminated.\17\  These low incomes mean that households would pay very high percentages of income for their natural gas winter
heating bills if LIHEAP is eliminated.  In eight states, LIHEAP households, on average, would pay more than 20 percent of their
income for natural gas winter heating bills.  Similarly, 23 states would find current LIHEAP recipients with natural gas winter
heating burdens exceeding 15 percent of their income should the program be eliminated.

(..continued)
Methodologies section.

\17\ "Elimination" of the LIHEAP program is intended to cover a conversion of LIHEAP from a cash supplement program to a "crisis-only"
program.
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The top five states would find average natural gas winter heating burdens as follows should LIHEAP be eliminated:

Connecticut 28.2%
Illinois 25.7%
New York 23.4%
Vermont 23.2%
Maryland 22.7%

In contrast, the only three states with natural gas winter heating burdens of below eight percent would be Hawaii, Florida and
California.

Note that the highest energy burdens do not necessarily coincide with the highest energy bills.  For example, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire and Rhode Island all have higher average bills than one or more of the five states with the highest energy burdens.  High
energy burdens are a result of the interplay between energy bills and incomes, not simply a function of high bills.
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The number of states having different winter heating burdens for their LIHEAP populations is presented below:

SUMMARY DISPLAY A:
AVERAGE WINTER HEATING BURDEN

FOR ALL LIHEAP RECIPIENTS IF LIHEAP IS ELIMINATED

Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of States

Less than 8 percent 3

8 - 10 percent 6

10 - 12 percent 4

12 - 15 percent 12

15 - 20 percent 15

20 percent and above 8

The unreasonableness of these burdens placed upon households as a percentage of income can be gauged by the standards used by
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  According to HUD regulations, a household's total shelter
costs should not exceed 30 percent of income.\18\  HUD has defined shelter costs to include both contract rental payments and
charges for home utilities, including heating, electricity and water/sewer service.\19\  Home heating costs equal or exceeding 10
percent of income are thus defined in this report to be "excessive."

The high burdens represented by natural gas winter heating bills are particularly disturbing in light of the fact that these burdens do
                                           
\18\ 24 C.F.R. §813.107 (1992).

\19\ 24 C.F.R. §813.102 (1992) ("utility allowance" includes the "cost of utilities (other than telephone).")
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not represent total energy consumption.  When electric non-heating consumption is added to the equation, these low-income
households will face even more severe ability-to-pay problems associated with home heating in the absence of the fuel assistance
dollars provided by LIHEAP.

LIHEAP RECIPIENT WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN BY INCOME RANGE

To look only at average energy burdens in the absence of LIHEAP is to miss one of the most significant parts of the story about
losing LIHEAP as a fuel assistance program.  Clearly, households at the lowest ranges of income, by definition, would be the
hardest hit by the loss of LIHEAP.  The burden faced by the poorest households, those with incomes of $0 to $2,000, is almost
unimaginable.  The six states with the highest burdens within this income range ($0-$2000) are as follows:

New York 197.3%
Connecticut 178.8%
Massachusetts 174.0%
Maryland 154.2%
Washington D.C. 140.1%
Illinois 137.5%

Note that in each of these instances, these households would be required to pay more than 100 percent of their winter income just
for their natural gas winter heating bills.

This problem of the lowest income range is substantial.  There are significant numbers of LIHEAP households served in these
income ranges.  These six states alone, without New York (which does not disaggregate the numbers of LIHEAP recipients with
incomes of less than $6,000), have a total of 26,000 households which fall into the income range of $0 to $2,000.  Table 2 below
(page 39) shows the number of households, by state, who fall into the various income ranges.

Indeed, more than six percent of Connecticut's LIHEAP population, roughly eight percent of Illinois' LIHEAP population, more
than five percent of Maryland's LIHEAP population, and roughly four percent of Washington D.C.'s LIHEAP population fall into
this income range.  Table 3 below (page 42) shows the percentage of households, by state, who fall into the various income ranges.
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Consider that the lowest energy burden for this income range ($0 - $2000) --excluding Hawaii, Florida and California-- finds
households spending nearly 50 percent (48.2%) of their income for their natural gas winter heating bill (Texas).  Texas has almost
75,000 households --more than 16 percent of its total LIHEAP population-- who fall into this income range.

It would be instructive, as well, to look at the energy burdens paid by households in the income range that typically includes the
average income for LIHEAP recipients among the various states ($4,000 to $5,999) rather than simply at the worst case
represented by the lowest income range.  The highest energy burden paid within this income range ($4,000 - $6,000) is in New
York (39.5%).  New York reports that its LIHEAP population includes 276,000 households with incomes at or below $6,000. 
This means that more than one-quarter million LIHEAP households would be required to pay 40 percent of their income or more -
-again, New York lumps all households with from $0 to $6,000 of income into one category-- should LIHEAP be eliminated. 

The lowest energy burden reported for this income range ($4000 - $6000), excluding Hawaii, Florida and California, is 9.6
percent, again in Texas.  A distribution of the energy burdens for the income range of $4,000 to $6,000 amongst the various states
is presented below.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY B:
NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDEN FOR LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

WITH INCOMES OF $4000 - $6000 IF LIHEAP IS ELIMINATED

Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of States No. of Households

Less than 10 percent 3 229,425

10 - 15 percent 9 410,563

15 - 20 percent 13 290,368

20 - 25 percent 14 510,587

25 - 30 percent 5 141,071

30 percent and above 4 353,925\20\

As can be seen, more than one million households (1,005,951) who now receive LIHEAP and who have incomes of between
$4,000 and $6,000 will be required to pay more than 20 percent of their income for their natural gas winter heating bills should
LIHEAP be eliminated.  Roughly 1.3 million households (1,295,951) in this income range would be required to pay more than 15
percent of their income.

                                           
\20\ However, remember that New York is included in this cell and New York reports its entire population at an income range of $0 to $6,000

in this range.  New York thus contributes 276,009 to this cell count.
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The Tables below present more aggregated data.  In no state, for example, would households with incomes of less than $2000
have winter home energy burdens of less than 30 percent of income in the absence of LIHEAP.  There are a substantial number of
households involved --almost 350,000.  While the proportion of households with winter energy burdens exceeding 30 percent
decreases as income increases, because of the larger number of households within the higher income ranges, the total number of
households with exceedingly high burdens remains relatively constant.

Accordingly, as the Tables below show, more than 1.0 million households with incomes less than $6,000 would have winter home
heating burdens exceeding 30 percent of their income in the absence of federal fuel assistance.  Roughly 1.3 million households
would have winter home heating burdens of more than 25 percent of income.  Roughly 1.9 million households would have burdens
exceeding 20 percent of income.  More than 2.7 million households would have winter home heating burdens exceeding 10 percent
of income, the ceiling of "affordability."
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SUMMARY DISPLAY C: NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS FOR LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE IF LIHEAP IS ELIMINATED

HEATING
BURDEN

Less than $2000 $2000 - $4000 $4000 - $6000

NO. OF STATES NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS NO. OF STATES NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS NO. OF STATES NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS

Less than 10 percent 0 0 0 0 3 229,425

10 - 15 percent 0 0 2 27,050 9 410,563

15 - 20 percent 0 0 4 119,806 13 290,368

20 - 25 percent 0 0 6 82,094 14 510,587

25 - 30 percent 0 0 11 119,484 5 141,071

30 percent and above 48 344,051 25 325,645 4 353,925
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SUMMARY DISPLAY D: NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDEN
FOR LIHEAP RECIPIENTS WITH INCOMES LESS THAN $6000

IF LIHEAP IS ELIMINATED

Heating Burden as Percent of Income Total No. of Households

Less than 10 percent 229,425

10 - 15 percent 437,615

15 - 20 percent 410,174

20 - 25 percent 592,681

25 - 30 percent 260,555

30 percent and above 1,023,621

If a reader wishes to look not at absolute numbers of households, but at the percentage of LIHEAP recipients in any given state
who are in a particular income range, and compare that to the natural gas winter heating burden paid for that income range and
state, these proportions are set forth in Table 4 below (page 46).
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LIHEAP RECIPIENT WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN BY AVERAGE INCOME AND CENSUS REGION/DIVISION

An aggregated look at winter natural gas heating bills is instructive as to the impact of losing LIHEAP as well.  This examination is
undertaken as to Census Regions and Census Divisions.  There are four Census Regions in the country (Northeast, South,
Midwest and West).  Each Region is divided into two Divisions, except for the South which is divided into three Divisions.  Table
12 (page 69) categorizes each state by Census Region and by Census Division. 

Table 13 (page 72) presents the winter natural gas heating bills and burdens by Census Region and by Census Division.  As can be
seen, due largely to higher natural gas winter heating bills, the Northeast has the highest winter heating burdens in the country. 
However, while the South has somewhat lower bills, because of correspondingly lower incomes, the winter natural gas heating bills
for the South are not substantially lower than for the Midwest (14.8% vs. 16.6%).  The overall burdens in the West are much
lower than for the rest of the country, but this is largely due to the inclusion of the moderate climates of Hawaii and California in
the Pacific Division of the West Region.  In fact, the Mountain Division burdens are equal to or greater than at least three of the
other eight Divisions.

WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN FOR VARIOUS NON-LIHEAP LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS

This section looks not at households which are currently receiving LIHEAP assistance, but rather at various non-LIHEAP low-
income populations.  The section discusses the burdens which these households would bear for their natural gas winter heating bills
in the absence of LIHEAP.  The non-LIHEAP populations for which data is presented include:

o Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) recipients
o Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients
o Unemployment recipients
o Social Security recipients
o Minimum wage employees
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AFDC Recipients

In 1991, 4.3 million families received Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).  AFDC benefits provide limited financial
assistance at best.  A family receiving AFDC lives at from 14 percent to 82 percent of the federal Poverty Level, depending on the
state.  Nationwide, on average, an AFDC family lives at 42 percent of the federal Poverty Level.

Table 5 below (page 50) sets forth the natural gas winter heating burdens paid by AFDC households in the absence of LIHEAP. 
AFDC benefits for a one parent, three person household are set forth on a state-by-state basis.  These benefits are compared to
actual average state natural gas heating bills for the months of December, January and February to determine the winter heating
burdens as a percent of income.

Setting aside Hawaii, Florida and California, only Alaska experiences a winter natural gas heating burden of less than 10 percent
for its AFDC recipients.  Alaska provided a three month AFDC benefit of $2,673 in 1991.  In only six states would AFDC winter
heating burdens fall below 15 percent but above 10 percent.  In contrast, in seven states, winter natural gas heating burdens would
exceed 30 percent of income.  In two, the burdens would exceed 40 percent of income.
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A distribution of natural gas winter heating burdens for AFDC recipients is set forth below:

SUMMARY DISPLAY E:
WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDENS FOR 1-PARENT, 3-PERSON AFDC HOUSEHOLD

Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of States

0 - 10 percent 4

10 - 15 percent 2

15 - 20 percent 12

20 - 30 percent 23

30 - 40 percent 5

40 percent and above 2

SSI Recipients

By September 1990, 1.451 million individuals received Supplemental Security Income (SSI) for aged individuals.  About 1-in-5 of
these individuals are aged 65 to 69 (19.4%), aged 70 to 74 (20.9%), and aged 74 to 79 (20.4%), respectively.  About 2-in-5 SSI
recipients (39.3%) for aged individuals are aged 80 or older.  Nationwide, on average, an SSI recipient (aged individual) lives at 74
percent of the federal Poverty Level.  Nearly three quarters of these recipients (74.9%) are women.

Table 6 below (page 53) sets forth the natural gas winter heating burdens paid by SSI recipients in the absence of LIHEAP.  SSI
benefits for aged individuals are set forth on a state-by-state basis.  These benefits are compared to actual average state natural gas
heating bills for the months of December, January and February to determine the winter heating burdens as a percent of income.

Setting aside Hawaii, Florida and California, only two states experience a winter natural gas heating burden of less than 10 percent
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for their SSI recipients.  In only nine states would SSI winter heating burdens fall below 15 percent, but above 10 percent.  In
contrast, in two states, winter natural gas heating burdens would exceed 30 percent of income.  In 16 states, the burdens would
exceed 20 percent of income but fall below 30 percent.

A distribution of natural gas winter heating burdens for SSI recipients is set forth below:

SUMMARY DISPLAY F:
WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDENS

FOR SSI HOUSEHOLD (AGED INDIVIDUAL LIVING INDEPENDENTLY)

Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of States\21\

0 - 10 percent 5

10 - 15 percent 9

15 - 20 percent 15

20 - 30 percent 16

30 - 40 percent 2

40 percent and above 0

                                           
\21\ No data for Illinois is reported for 1991.



PAGE 28 STATE-BY-STATE DATA

Unemployment Recipients

Unemployment compensation is to provide a temporary and partial wage replacement to involuntarily unemployed workers who
were recently unemployed.\22\  By 1991, while the unemployment compensation system covered 88 percent of all workers in the
country, on average, only 37 percent of unemployed persons were receiving unemployment compensation benefits.  The largest
group of unemployed persons receiving unemployment compensation are persons who lose their jobs.  State-determined weekly
benefit amounts generally replace from 50 to 70 percent of the individual's average weekly pretax wage up to some state-
determined maximum.  

Table 7 (page 56) below sets forth the natural gas winter heating burdens paid by unemployment recipients in the absence of
LIHEAP.  Average unemployment benefits are set forth on a state-by-state basis.  These benefits are compared to actual average
state natural gas heating bills for the months of December, January and February to determine the winter heating burdens as a
percent of income.

Unemployment recipients are substantially better off than AFDC or SSI recipients.  In nine states, winter natural gas heating
burdens would fall below 10 percent of income.  In 26 states, winter heating burdens would fall in the range of 10 to 15 percent of
income.  In only three states, would burdens fall above 20 percent.  In no state, would winter heating energy burdens fall above 30
percent of income.

Of course, the downside to these increased monthly benefits is the limited duration of unemployment benefits.  Under the
permanent federal program, benefits are provided for only 39 weeks.  Extended unemployment benefits can be provided under the
permanent state-federal program for an additional 13 weeks in states where unemployment rates are relatively high.\23\

A distribution of natural gas winter heating burdens for unemployment recipients is set forth below.  As can be seen, even with
unemployment benefits greater than either AFDC or SSI benefits, in 13 states the natural gas winter heating burden will exceed 15
percent.  Again, remember that HUD has found that total shelter costs --counting heating, electricity and rent-- in excess of 30
                                           
\22\ A second primary purpose of the system is to stabilize the economy during recessions.

\23\ This information is for 1991. 
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percent of income is "too much."

SUMMARY DISPLAY G:
WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDENS

FOR HOUSEHOLD RECEIVING UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

Winter Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of States

0 - 5 percent 2

5 - 10 percent 7

10 - 15 percent 26

15 - 20 percent 10

20 - 30 percent 3

30 percent and above 0
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Social Security Recipients

Two different Social Security populations were examined for this report.  On the one hand, there are the Social Security benefits
provided to retired workers.  As of December 1990, there were roughly 24.8 million retired workers receiving Social Security
benefits.  More than 10 percent of these retirees received less than $300 per month.  An additional 14 percent received from $300
to $400 per month in benefits.  In total, 37 percent of all Social Security recipients who are retired workers received less than $500
per month ($6000 per year) in benefits.

On the other hand, Social Security benefits are provided to nondisabled widows and widowers.  As of December 1990, there were
roughly 4.998 million households receiving such benefits.  Roughly 10 percent received less than $300 per month; an additional 11
percent received from $300 to $400 per month in benefits.  In total, 38 percent of all Social Security recipients who are
nondisabled widows and widowers received less than $500 per month ($6000 per year) in benefits.

This report looks not at the recipients at this lower end of the scale, however.  Instead, the evaluation presented below takes as its
unit of analysis the average benefits received by these two different populations on a state-by-state basis and considers the natural
gas winter heating burden paid by these households.

Natural gas winter heating burdens for retirees exceeded 20 percent of income in five states.  In only eight states were such
burdens less than 10 percent of income.  In contrast, in 24 states, natural gas winter heating burdens fell in the range of 10 to 15
percent of income.  The distribution of burdens for retirees is presented below.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY H:
WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDENS

FOR SOCIAL SECURITY HOUSEHOLDS--RETIREES

Winter Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of States

0 - 10 percent 8

10 - 15 percent 24

15 - 20 percent 11

20 - 30 percent 5

30+ percent 0

In comparison, natural gas winter heating burdens for widows and widowers exceeded 20 percent of income in five states as well. 
In only eight states, also, were such burdens less than 10 percent of income.  However, the "mid-range" for widows and widowers
is somewhat higher than for retirees.  In 18 states, natural gas winter heating burdens exceeded 15 percent of income while in only
17 states did burdens fall in the 10 to 15 percent of income range.  The distribution of burdens for retirees is presented below.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY I:
WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDENS

FOR SOCIAL SECURITY HOUSEHOLDS--WIDOWS AND WIDOWERS

Winter Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of States

0 - 10 percent 8

10 - 15 percent 17

15 - 20 percent 18

20 - 30 percent 5

30+ percent 0

As is evident, the winter heating burden carried by widows and widowers receiving Social Security benefits is higher at both the
top and bottom rungs.  These benefits are less adequate to pay winter home heating bills.

Minimum Wage Employees

Minimum wage employees working fulltime have a less difficult time with natural gas winter heating bills than do their public
assistance counterparts.  In only three states do such bills exceed 20 percent of income and in only eight states do bills fall between
15 and 20 percent of income.  Indeed, natural gas winter heating bills fell below 10 percent of income for fulltime minimum wage
employees in 17 of the 48 reporting states.  Natural gas winter heating burdens as a percentage of income for minimum wage
employees is set forth in Table 10 (page 65).

The assumption of fulltime employment is a key limiting factor in this analysis, however.  Rarely do minimum wage employees
have the luxury of working a full 40 hour work week.



STATE-BY-STATE DATA PAGE 33

In addition to looking at minimum wage employees, it is possible to obtain some insights into the "working poor" as well.  While it
is always dangerous to generalize about who constitutes the working poor, Table 11 (page 68) sets forth both the actual hourly
and actual weekly wages for selected "typical" low-wage employment opportunities.  It is important to note that take home pay is a
function or more than merely the hourly wage.  In no instance of these jobs examined were employees provided 40 hour work
weeks.  Indeed, if the weekly wage was pro rated over a 40 hour work week rather than the hours which formed the basis for
these weekly data, the effective hourly wage assuming a 40 hour work week would be substantially less than those hourly wages
reported.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Based on the above data, several conclusions can be reached about the delivery of low-income energy benefits generally, and the
structure of a low-income fuel assistance program in particular.  These conclusions should inform not only the current debate about
how the federal LIHEAP program should be structured, but should inform state regulators and other policymakers about the need
for utility rate programs as well.  Amongst the conclusions that can be reached are:

o The moderation of natural gas prices in recent years has not mitigated the energy crisis facing low-income households. 
Low-income households are still called upon to devote unreasonable portions of their income to pay winter heating bills. 

o Particularly when viewed in light of HUD's doctrine that households should pay no more than 30 percent of their income
for total shelter costs --including rent, home heating, electricity, and water/sewer-- winter natural gas heating obligations,
alone, of 10 percent and more are unreasonable.

o The winter heating crisis facing low-income households is not a regional problem.  Winter heating burdens are a function of
energy bills and income.  Places where winter bills are lower are often characterized by lower incomes as well.  Winter
heating burdens as a percent of income thus remain relatively constant.  Unreasonable burdens are evident in virtually every
state, and in every region and Census division in the country.

o The winter heating crisis facing low-income households is not a problem involving budget management.  Winter heating
burdens reaching 15%, 20%, 25% of income and more reveal an absolute mismatch between income and resources that
cannot be redressed through budget counselling, budget management, or case management.
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o The winter heating crisis facing low-income households is not a problem involving an occasional "shutoff" crisis for
individual households.  Instead, the winter heating crisis represents a systematic inability of low-income households to pay
their winter heating bills out of available household resources.

o The winter heating crisis facing low-income households is not simply a social problem to be addressed through public
dollars.  Given the magnitude of inability to pay winter natural gas heating bills in the absence of LIHEAP, the utility
industry can be expected to experience significant increases in unpaid bills, credit and collection expenses, bad debt, and
working capital expenses.  In addition to the "social" aspects of inability-to-pay, therefore, there is a business problem
associated with the inability of low-income households to pay winter heating bills which should be addressed independent
of public dollars.

o The winter heating crisis facing low-income households is not a problem that can be addressed by increasing
weatherization funds alone.  The winter heating burdens faced by low-income households are not simply a function of high
energy bills, but instead are a function of the interplay between energy bills and income.  While weatherization
unquestionably plays an important role in helping to address unreasonable low-income winter heating burdens, even if
given "unlimited" funding, weatherization alone would be inadequate to redress the mismatch between household heating
expenses and household resources available to pay those expenses.

o Even if provided with unlimited funds, weatherization would be insufficient to provide adequate relief from unreasonable
winter heating burdens in the short-term.  Thus, for example, even assuming that every low-income household could be
weatherized over a ten year period, there is an immediate and substantial need for cash fuel assistance to help pay winter
heating bills during that interim.

o The above conclusions are all made more imperative through recognition of the fact that they are limited to natural gas
winter heating bills.  If electric bills, in addition to water/sewer bills, are added to the equation, the winter utility crisis
facing low-income households is even greater.
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TABLE 1: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
LIHEAP RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER
NATURAL GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

Alabama $1,424\24\ $222.03 15.6%

Alaska $2,414 $211.52 8.8%

Arizona $1,380 $188.28 13.6%

Arkansas $1,396 $172.75 12.4%

California $2,202 $138.95 6.3%

Colorado $1,583 $191.94 12.1%

Connecticut $1,583 $447.10 28.2%

Delaware $1,645 $199.80 12.1%

Florida $1,403 $82.72 5.9%

Georgia $1,403 $190.49 13.7%

Hawaii $2,440 $86.34 3.5%

Idaho $1,710 $204.24 11.9%

Illinois $1,336 $343.86 25.7%
                                           
\24\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.
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AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
LIHEAP RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER
NATURAL GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

Indiana $1,623 $272.96 16.8%

Iowa $1,278 $242.13 19.0%

Kansas $1,355 $257.91 19.0%

Kentucky $1,303 $125.30 9.6%

Louisiana $1,421 $135.98 9.6%

Maine $1,808 $272.13 15.1%

Maryland $1,696 $385.43 22.7%

Massachusetts $1,087 $434.89 20.8%

Michigan $1,477 $280.33 19.0%

Minnesota $1,832 $254.90 13.9%

Mississippi $1,442 $161.03 11.2%

Missouri $1,537 $210.94 13.7%

Montana $1,644 $183.60 11.2%

Nevada $1,786 $153.74 8.6%

New Hampshire $2,308 $319.44 13.8%

New Jersey $1,590 $317.44 20.0%

New York $2,108 $493.27 23.4%
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AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
LIHEAP RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER
NATURAL GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

North Carolina $1,376 $204.78 14.9%

North Dakota $1,740 $307.04 17.6%

Ohio $1,737 $299.11 17.2%

Oklahoma $1,340 $181.25 13.5%

Oregon $1,657 $187.56 11.3%

Pennsylvania $1,768 $279.89 15.8%

Rhode Island $2,104 $326.39 15.5%

South Carolina $1,362 $210.96 15.5%

South Dakota $1,723 $245.85 14.3%

Texas $1,360 $120.52 8.9%

Utah $1,685 $263.90 15.7%

Vermont $1,347 $311.72 23.2%

Virginia $1,503 $250.97 16.7%

Washington $1,738 $171.99 9.9%

Washington D.C. $1,621 $350.17 21.6%

West Virginia $1,723 $278.45 16.2%

Wisconsin $2,105 $298.50 14.2%



PAGE 38 STATE-BY-STATE DATA

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
LIHEAP RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER
NATURAL GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

Wyoming $1,609 $251.72 15.6%
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TABLE 2: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME:
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER
NATURAL GAS BILL

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

Alabama $222.03\25\ 88.8% 29.6% 17.8% 12.7% 9.9% 8.1% 6.6% 5.9%

Alaska $211.52 84.6% 28.2% 16.9% 12.1% 9.4% 7.7% 6.3% 5.6%

Arizona $188.28 75.3% 25.1% 15.1% 10.8% 8.4% 6.8% 5.6% 5.0%

Arkansas $172.75 69.1% 23.0% 13.8% 9.9% 7.7% 6.3% 5.1% 4.6%

California $138.95 55.6% 18.5% 11.1% 7.9% 6.2% 5.1% 4.1% 3.7%

Colorado $191.94 76.8% 25.6% 15.4% 11.0% 8.5% 7.0% 5.7% 5.1%

Connecticut $447.10 178.8% 59.6% 35.8% 25.5% 19.9% 16.3% 13.2% 11.9%

Delaware $199.80 79.9% 26.6% 16.0% 11.4% 8.9% 7.3% 5.9% 5.3%

Florida $82.72 33.1% 11.0% 6.6% 4.7% 3.7% 3.0% 2.5% 2.2%

Georgia $190.49 76.2% 25.4% 15.2% 10.9% 8.5% 6.9% 5.6% 5.1%

Hawaii $86.34 34.5% 11.5% 6.9% 4.9% 3.8% 3.1% 2.6% 2.3%

Idaho $204.24 81.7% 27.2% 16.3% 11.7% 9.1% 7.4% 6.1% 5.4%

Illinois $343.86 137.5% 45.8% 27.5% 19.6% 15.3% 12.5% 10.2% 9.2%

Indiana $272.96 109.2% 36.4% 21.8% 15.6% 12.1% 9.9% 8.1% 7.3%

Iowa $242.13 96.9% 32.3% 19.4% 13.8% 10.8% 8.8% 7.2% 6.5%

Kansas $257.91 103.2% 34.4% 20.6% 14.7% 11.5% 9.4% 7.6% 6.9%

Kentucky $125.30 50.1% 16.7% 10.0% 7.2% 5.6% 4.6% 3.7% 3.3%

                                           
\25\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.
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TABLE 2: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME:
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER
NATURAL GAS BILL

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

Louisiana $135.98 54.4% 18.1% 10.9% 7.8% 6.0% 4.9% 4.0% 3.6%

Maine $272.13 108.9% 36.3% 21.8% 15.6% 12.1% 9.9% 8.1% 7.3%

Maryland $385.43 154.2% 51.4% 30.8% 22.0% 17.1% 14.0% 11.4% 10.3%

Massachusetts $434.89 174.0% 58.0% 34.8% 24.9% 19.3% 15.8% 12.9% 11.6%

Michigan $280.33 112.1% 37.4% 22.4% 16.0% 12.5% 10.2% 8.3% 7.5%

Minnesota $254.90 102.0% 34.0% 20.4% 14.6% 11.3% 9.3% 7.6% 6.8%

Mississippi $161.03 64.4% 21.5% 12.9% 9.2% 7.2% 5.9% 4.8% 4.3%

Missouri $210.94 84.4% 28.1% 16.9% 12.1% 9.4% 7.7% 6.3% 5.6%

Montana $183.60 73.4% 24.5% 14.7% 10.5% 8.2% 6.7% 5.4% 4.9%

Nevada $153.74 61.5% 20.5% 12.3% 8.8% 6.8% 5.6% 4.6% 4.1%

New Hampshire $319.44 127.8% 42.6% 25.6% 18.3% 14.2% 11.6% 9.5% 8.5%

New Jersey $317.44 127.0% 42.3% 25.4% 18.1% 14.1% 11.5% 9.4% 8.5%

New York $493.27 197.3% 65.8% 39.5% 28.2% 21.9% 17.9% 14.6% 13.2%

North Carolina $204.78 81.9% 27.3% 16.4% 11.7% 9.1% 7.4% 6.1% 5.5%

North Dakota $307.04 122.8% 40.9% 24.6% 17.5% 13.6% 11.2% 9.1% 8.2%

Ohio $299.11 119.6% 39.9% 23.9% 17.1% 13.3% 10.9% 8.9% 8.0%

Oklahoma $181.25 72.5% 24.2% 14.5% 10.4% 8.1% 6.6% 5.4% 4.8%

Oregon $187.56 75.0% 25.0% 15.0% 10.7% 8.3% 6.8% 5.6% 5.0%

Pennsylvania $279.89 112.0% 37.3% 22.4% 16.0% 12.4% 10.2% 8.3% 7.5%

Rhode Island $326.39 130.6% 43.5% 26.1% 18.7% 14.5% 11.9% 9.7% 8.7%
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TABLE 2: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME:
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER
NATURAL GAS BILL

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

South Carolina $210.96 84.4% 28.1% 16.9% 12.1% 9.4% 7.7% 6.3% 5.6%

South Dakota $245.85 98.3% 32.8% 19.7% 14.0% 10.9% 8.9% 7.3% 6.6%

Texas $120.52 48.2% 16.1% 9.6% 6.9% 5.4% 4.4% 3.6% 3.2%

Utah $263.90 105.6% 35.2% 21.1% 15.1% 11.7% 9.6% 7/8% 7.0%

Vermont $311.72 124.7% 41.6% 24.9% 17.8% 13.9% 11.3% 9.2% 8.3%

Virginia $250.97 100.4% 33.5% 20.1% 14.3% 11.2% 9.1% 7.4% 6.7%

Washington $171.99 68.8% 22.9% 13.8% 9.8% 7.6% 6.3% 5.1% 4.6%

Washington D.C. $350.17 140.1% 46.7% 28.0% 20.0% 15.6% 12.7% 10.4% 9.3%

West Virginia $278.45 111.4% 37.1% 22.3% 15.9% 12.4% 10.1% 8.3% 7.4%

Wisconsin $298.50 119.4% 39.8% 23.9% 17.1% 13.3% 10.9% 8.8% 8.0%

Wyoming $251.72 100.7% 33.6% 20.1% 14.4% 11.2% 9.2% 7.5% 6.7%
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TABLE 3: STATE-BY-STATE NUMBER OF
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

TOTAL STATE LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6,-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

Alabama 78,605\26\ 13,363 8,961 26,726 12,734 7,939 3,773 2,437 2,594

Alaska 9,593 1,007 441 652 710 1,717 1,938 1,074 2053

Arizona 37,019 7,293 6,960 8,848 5,553 3,517 2,036 1,740 1,037

Arkansas 66,326 6,832 10,082 26,796 11,541 5,704 2,918 1,791 730

California 427,397 2,137 5,556 17,951 206,433 86,762 35,901 40,603 32,482

Colorado 62,767 5,775 7,783 22,910 9,541 5,963 5,712 3,264 1,757

Connecticut\27\ 93,485 5,890 11,592 25,615 20,567 13,462 6,918 5,796 3,739

Delaware 12,168 183 1,801 4,514 2,567 1,460 730 608 304

Florida 161,709 8,571 27,005 74,063 27,814 13,907 6,145 3,396 970

Georgia\28\ 57,266 3,608 7,101 15,691 12,599 8,246 4,238 3,550 2,291

Hawaii 5,671 11 45 885 1,310 1,123 471 658 1,163

Idaho 31,965 3,165 3,804 7,991 7,000 3,612 2,397 2,142 1,822

Illinois\29\ 162,309 12,822 26,132 74,987 27,593 10,225 10,550 --- ---

                                           
\26\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.

\27\ Since Connecticut does not report recipients by income range, the national average figures have been imputed to this state.

\28\ Since Georgia does not report recipients by income range, the national average figures have been imputed to this state.

\29\ Illinois does not disaggregate recipients by incomes greater than $10,000.
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TABLE 3: STATE-BY-STATE NUMBER OF
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

TOTAL STATE LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6,-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

Indiana 124,292 6,960 18,271 39,028 2,970 12,802 7,706 5,966 4,102

Iowa 89,493 3,580 33,112 28,638 12,529 6,265 2,685 1,790 895

Kansas 50,294 1,056 4,426 16,346 11,165 6,739 4,124 3,420 3,068

Kentucky 97,048 10,772 21,448 34,840 16,304 8,055 3,300 1,844 582

Louisiana 48,766 4,633 10,046 16,142 8,485 6,333 2,341 1,609 878

Maine 59,862 2,993 2,873 20,173 14,008 8,500 4,490 3,951 2,873

Maryland 84,475 4,477 11,489 28,046 15,374 9,630 5,913 4,984 4,477

Massachusetts 136,266 2,317 2,453 24,255 46,330 26,572 13,899 12,264 8,312

Michigan 311,090 7,777 87,416 83,372 69,684 34,842 14,932 10,577 2,800

Minnesota 110,416 5,410 9,937 27,494 28,046 16,452 9,717 7,840 5,300

Mississippi 45,382 4,079 3,071 22,274 9,350 3,712 2,154 917 321

Missouri 124,360 8,083 19,276 43,899 24,375 14,674 7,213 4,874 1,990

Montana 21,287 1,724 2,746 6,642 4,428 2,171 1,511 894 1,171

Nevada 14,731 324 1,782 4,463 3,418 1,989 1,164 810 781

New Hampshire 28,237 1,722 1,017 4,320 5,337 3,756 3,417 3,275 5,422

New Jersey 147,086 13,091 18,386 50,745 28,093 15,150 8,090 7,796 5,736

New York\30\ 811,790 --- --- 276,009 107,156 198,077 100,662 90,109 40,590

                                           
\30\ New York does not disaggregate recipients by income ranges less than $6,000 - $8,000.
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TABLE 3: STATE-BY-STATE NUMBER OF
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

TOTAL STATE LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6,-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

North Carolina 172,271 13,265 37,900 66,152 26,530 14,298 7,235 4,824 2,067

North Dakota 16,751 1,273 1,926 4,808 3,216 2,094 1,407 1,156 871

Ohio 330,666 15,211 37,035 103,829 71,424 46,955 23,147 17,856 15,541

Oklahoma 86,447 10,460 12,535 38,988 9,941 8,472 3,285 1,988 778

Oregon 60,100 4,928 5,890 19,112 13,823 6,671 4,207 3,306 2,164

Pennsylvania 374,467 7,864 50,553 110,842 85,004 50,553 29,583 23,966 15,728

Rhode Island 24,737 198 1,113 5,343 7,198 3,809 2,375 2,276 2,424

South Carolina\31\ 85,016 4,251 12,922 39,873 15,898 12,157 --- --- ---

South Dakota\32\ 19,570 1,233 2,427 5,362 4,305 2,818 1,448 1,213 783

Texas 459,754 74,480 82,756 154,477 59,308 37,240 22,068 18,850 10,574

Utah 38,563 2,738 5,900 10,682 7,635 4,203 3,124 2,507 1,774

Vermont 20,017 2,422 3,603 7,126 3,803 1,661 821 440 160

Virginia 112,104 11,098 17,264 38,900 19,058 11,883 6,278 4,933 2,690

Washington 774,654 34,859 55,000 242,467 219,227 102,254 55,000 41,831 23,240

Washington D.C. 12,842 488 1,053 5,676 2,710 1,297 629 501 462

                                           
\31\ South Carolina does not disaggregate recipients by income ranges greater than $8,000.

\32\ Since South Dakota does not report recipients by income range, the national average figures have been imputed to this state.
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TABLE 3: STATE-BY-STATE NUMBER OF
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

TOTAL STATE LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6,-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

West Virginia\33\ 70,798 4,460 8,779 19,399 15,576 10,195 5,239 4,389 2,832

Wisconsin 129,356 3,234 5,433 25,742 34,409 22,249 13,582 12,289 12,289

Wyoming 11,118 1,935 1,179 2,846 1,668 1,256 856 712 656

                                           
\33\ Since West Virginia does not report recipients by income range, the national average figures have been imputed to this state.
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TABLE 4: STATE-BY-STATE PERCENTAGE OF
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

TOTAL STATE LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6,-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

Alabama 78,605\34\ 17.0% 11.4% 34.0% 16.2% 10.1% 4.8% 3.1% 3.3%

Alaska 9,593 10.5% 4.6% 6.8% 7.4% 17.9% 20.2% 11.2% 21.4%

Arizona 37,019 19.7% 18.8% 23.9% 15.0% 9.5% 5.5% 4.7% 2.8%

Arkansas 66,326 10.3% 15.2% 40.4% 17.4% 8.6% 4.4% 2.7% 1.1%

California 427,397 0.5% 1.3% 4.2% 48.3% 20.3% 8.4% 9.5% 7.6%

Colorado 62,767 9.2% 12.4% 36.5% 15.2% 9.5% 9.1% 5.2% 2.8%

Connecticut\35\ 93,485 6.3% 12.4% 27.4% 22.0% 14.3% 7.4% 6.2% 4.0%

Delaware 12,168 1.5% 14.8% 37.1% 21.1% 12.0% 6.0% 5.0% 2.5%

Florida 161,709 5.3% 16.7% 45.8% 17.2% 8.6% 3.8% 2.1% 0.6%

Georgia\36\ 57,266 6.3% 12.4% 27.4% 22.0% 14.3% 7.4% 6.2% 4.0%

Hawaii 5,671 0.2% 0.8% 15.6% 23.1% 19.8% 8.3% 11.6% 20.5%

Idaho 31,965 9.9% 11.9% 25.0% 21.9% 11.3% 7.5% 6.7% 5.7%

Illinois\37\ 162,309 7.9% 16.1% 46.2% 17.0% 6.3 --- --- ---

                                           
\34\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.

\35\ Since Connecticut does not report recipients by income range, the national average figures have been imputed to this state.

\36\ Since Georgia does not report recipients by income range, the national average figures have been imputed to this state.

\37\ Illinois does not disaggregate recipients by incomes greater than $10,000.
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TABLE 4: STATE-BY-STATE PERCENTAGE OF
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

TOTAL STATE LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6,-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

Indiana 124,292 5.6% 14.7% 31.4% 23.9% 10.3 6.2% 4.8% 3.3%

Iowa 89,493 4.0% 37.0% 32.0% 14.0% 7.0 3.0% 2.0% 1.0%

Kansas 50,294 2.1% 8.8% 32.5% 22.2% 13.4 8.2% 6.8% 6.1%

Kentucky 97,048 11.1% 22.1% 35.9% 16.8% 8.3 3.4% 1.9% 0.6%

Louisiana 48,766 9.5% 20.6% 33.1% 17.4% 9.5 4.8% 3.3% 1.8%

Maine 59,862 5.0% 4.8% 33.7% 23.4% 14.2 7.5% 6.6% 4.8%

Maryland 84,475 5.3% 13.6% 33.2% 18.2% 11.4 7.0% 5.9% 5.3%

Massachusetts 136,266 1.7% 1.8% 17.8% 34.0% 19.5 10.2% 9.0% 6.1%

Michigan 311,090 2.5% 28.1% 26.8% 22.4% 11.2 4.8% 3.4% 0.9%

Minnesota 110,416 4.9% 9.0% 24.9% 25.4% 14.9 8.8% 7.1% 4.8%

Mississippi 45,382 8.9% 6.7% 48.6% 20.4% 8.1 4.7% 2.0% 0.7%

Missouri 124,360 6.5% 15.5% 35.3% 19.6% 11.8 5.8% 4.0% 1.6%

Montana 21,287 8.1% 12.9% 31.2% 20.8% 10.2 7.1% 4.2% 5.5%

Nevada 14,731 2..2% 12.1% 30.3% 23.2% 13.5 7.9% 5.5% 5.3%

New Hampshire 28,237 6.1% 3.6% 15.3% 18.9% 13.3 12.1% 11.6% 19.2%

New Jersey 147,086 8.9% 12.5% 34.5% 19.1% 10.3 5.5% 5.3% 3.9%

New York\38\ 811,790 --- --- 34.0% 13.2% 24.4 12.4% 11.1% 5.0%

                                           
\38\ New York does not disaggregate recipients by income ranges less than $6,000 - $8,000.
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TABLE 4: STATE-BY-STATE PERCENTAGE OF
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

TOTAL STATE LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6,-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

North Carolina 172,271 7.7% 22.0% 38.4% 15.4% 8.3 4.2% 2.8% 1.2%

North Dakota 16,751 7.6% 11.5% 28.7% 19.2% 12.5 8.4% 6.9% 5.2%

Ohio 330,666 4.6% 11.2% 31.4% 21.6% 14.2 7.0% 5.4% 4.7%

Oklahoma 86,447 12.1% 14.5% 45.1% 11.5% 9.8 3.8% 2.3% 0.9%

Oregon 60,100 8.2% 9.8% 31.8% 23.0% 11.1 7.0% 5.5% 3.6%

Pennsylvania 374,467 2.1% 13.5% 29.6% 22.7% 13.5 7.9% 6.4% 4.2%

Rhode Island 24,737 0.8% 4.5% 21.6% 29.1% 15.4 9.6% 9.2% 9.8%

South Carolina\39\ 85,016 5.0% 15.2% 46.9% 18.7% 14.3 --- --- ---

South Dakota\40\ 19,570 6.3% 12.4% 27.4% 22.0% 14.3 7.4% 6.2% 4.0%

Texas 459,754 16.2% 18.0% 33.6% 12.9% 8.1 4.8% 4.1% 2.3%

Utah 38,563 7.1% 15.3% 27.7% 19.8% 10.9 8.1% 6.5% 4.6%

Vermont 20,017 12.1% 18.0% 35.6% 19.0% 8.3 4.1% 2.2% 0.8%

Virginia 112,104 9.9% 15.4% 34.7% 17.0% 10.6 5.6% 4.4% 2.4%

Washington 774,654 4.5% 7.1% 31.3% 28.3% 13.2 7.1% 5.4% 3.0%

Washington D.C. 12,842 3.8% 8.2% 44.2% 21.1% 10.1 4.9% 3.9% 3.6%

                                           
\39\ South Carolina does not disaggregate recipients by income ranges greater than $8,000.

\40\ Since South Dakota does not report recipients by income range, the national average figures have been imputed to this state.
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TABLE 4: STATE-BY-STATE PERCENTAGE OF
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

TOTAL STATE LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

INCOME
$0-1,999

INCOME
$2-3,999

INCOME
$4-5,999

INCOME
$6,-7,999

INCOME
$8-9,999

INCOME
$10-11,999

INCOME
$12-14,999

INCOME
$15,000+

West Virginia\41\ 70,798 6.3% 12.4% 27.4% 22.0% 14.3 7.4% 6.2% 4.0%

Wisconsin 129,356 2.5% 4.2% 19.9% 26.6% 17.2 10.5% 9.5% 9.5%

Wyoming 11,118 17.4% 10.6% 25.6% 15.0% 11.3 7.7% 6.4% 5.9%

                                           
\41\ Since West Virginia does not report recipients by income range, the national average figures have been imputed to this state.
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TABLE 5: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: AFDC RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
AFDC RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Alabama\42\ $  372\43\ $222.03 59.7%

Alaska $2,673 $211.52 7.9%

Arizona $  879 $188.28 21.4%

Arkansas $  612 $172.75 28.2%

California $2,082 $138.95 6.7%

Colorado $1,068 $191.94 18.0%

Connecticut $2,040 $447.10 21.9%

Delaware $1,014 $199.80 19.7%

Florida $  882 $82.72 9.4%

Georgia $  840 $190.49 22.7%

Hawaii $1,896 $86.34 4.6%

Idaho $  951 $204.24 21.5%

Illinois $1,101 $343.86 31.2%

Indiana $  864 $272.96 31.6%

Iowa $1,278 $242.13 19.0%

                                           
\42\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.

\43\ January 1991 benefit for a household with one parent and three persons.
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TABLE 5: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: AFDC RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
AFDC RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Kansas $1,227 $257.91 21.0%

Kentucky $  684 $125.30 18.3%

Louisiana $  570 $135.98 23.9%

Maine $1,359 $272.13 20.0%

Maryland $1,218 $385.43 31.6%

Massachusetts $1,617 $434.89 26.9%

Michigan $1,575 $280.33 17.8%

Minnesota $1,596 $254.90 16.0%

Mississippi $  360 $161.03 44.7%

Missouri $  876 $210.94 24.1%

Montana $1,110 $183.60 16.5%

Nevada $  990 $153.74 15.5%

New Hampshire $1,548 $319.44 20.6%

New Jersey $1,272 $317.44 25.0%

New York $1,731 $493.27 28.5%

North Carolina $  816 $204.78 25.1%

North Dakota $1,203 $307.04 25.5%

Ohio $1,002 $299.11 29.9%

Oklahoma $1,023 $181.25 17.7%

Oregon $1,332 $187.56 14.1%
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TABLE 5: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: AFDC RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
AFDC RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Pennsylvania $1,263 $279.89 22.2%

Rhode Island $1,662 $326.39 19.6%

South Carolina $  630 $210.96 33.5%

South Dakota $1,155 $245.85 21.3%

Texas $  555 $120.52 21.7%

Utah $1,206 $263.90 21.9%

Vermont $2,037 $311.72 15.3%

Virginia $1,062 $250.97 23.6%

Washington $1,593 $171.99 10.8%

Washington D.C. $1,284 $350.17 27.3%

West Virginia $  747 $278.45 37.3%

Wisconsin $1,551 $298.50 19.3%

Wyoming $1,080 $251.72 23.3%
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TABLE 6: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: SSI RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
SSI RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Alabama\44\ $1,221\45\ $222.03 18.2%

Alaska $2,268 $211.52 9.3%

Arizona $1,221 $188.28 15.4%

Arkansas $1,221 $172.75 14.2%

California $1,890 $138.95 7.4%

Colorado $1,395 $191.94 13.8%

Connecticut $2,298 $447.10 19.5%

Delaware $1,221 $199.80 16.4%

Florida $1,221 $82.72 6.8%

Georgia $1,221 $190.49 15.6%

Hawaii $1,236 $86.34 7.0%

Idaho $1,431 $204.24 14.3%

Illinois n/a $343.86 n/a

Indiana $1,221 $272.96 22.4%

Iowa $1,221 $242.13 19.8%

Kansas $1,221 $257.91 21.1%

                                           
\44\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.

\45\ January 1991 benefit for aged individual living independently.
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TABLE 6: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: SSI RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
SSI RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Kentucky $1,221 $125.30 10.3%

Louisiana $1,221 $135.98 11.1%

Maine $1,221 $272.13 22.3%

Maryland $1,221 $385.43 31.6%

Massachusetts $1,608 $434.89 27.1%

Michigan $1,314 $280.33 21.3%

Minnesota $1,464 $254.90 17.4%

Mississippi $1,221 $161.03 13.2%

Missouri $1,221 $210.94 17.3%

Montana $1,221 $183.60 15.0%

Nevada $1,329 $153.74 11.6%

New Hampshire $1,302 $319.44 24.5%

New Jersey $1,314 $317.44 24.2%

New York $1,479 $493.27 33.4%

North Carolina $1,221 $204.78 16.8%

North Dakota $1,221 $307.04 25.2%

Ohio $1,221 $299.11 24.5%

Oklahoma $1,413 $181.25 12.8%

Oregon $1,227 $187.56 15.3%

Pennsylvania $1,317 $279.89 21.3%
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TABLE 6: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: SSI RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
SSI RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Rhode Island $1,413 $326.39 23.1%

South Carolina $1,221 $210.96 17.3%

South Dakota $1,266 $245.85 19.4%

Texas $1,221 $120.52 9.9%

Utah $1,239 $263.90 21.3%

Vermont $1,416 $311.72 22.0%

Virginia $1,221 $250.97 20.6%

Washington $1,305 $171.99 13.2%

Washington D.C. $1,266 $350.17 27.7%

West Virginia $1,221 $278.45 22.8%

Wisconsin $1,530 $298.50 19.5%

Wyoming $1,281 $251.72 19.7%
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TABLE 7: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Alabama\46\ $1,392\47\ $222.03 16.0%

Alaska $1,956 $211.52 10.8%

Arizona $1,620 $188.28 11.6%

Arkansas $1,596 $172.75 10.8%

California $1,572 $138.95 8.8%

Colorado $2,016 $191.94 9.5%

Connecticut $2,412 $447.10 18.5%

Delaware $2,100 $199.80 9.5%

Florida $1,752 $82.72 4.7%

Georgia $1,716 $190.49 11.1%

Hawaii $2,196 $86.34 3.9%

Idaho $1,740 $204.24 11.7%

Illinois $2,040 $343.86 16.9%

Indiana $1,308 $272.96 20.9%

Iowa $1,932 $242.13 12.5%

Kansas $2,052 $257.91 12.6%

                                           
\46\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.

\47\ 1990 average benefits.
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TABLE 7: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Kentucky $1,632 $125.30 7.7%

Louisiana $1,224 $135.98 11.1%

Maine $1,908 $272.13 14.3%

Maryland $2,040 $385.43 18.9%

Massachusetts $2,604 $434.89 16.7%

Michigan $2,436 $280.33 11.5%

Minnesota $2,280 $254.90 11.2%

Mississippi $1,332 $161.03 12.1%

Missouri $1,620 $210.94 13.0%

Montana $1,644 $183.60 11.2%

Nevada $1,956 $153.74 7.9%

New Hampshire $1,536 $319.44 20.8%

New Jersey $2,484 $317.44 12.8%

New York $2,172 $493.27 22.7%

North Carolina $1,824 $204.78 11.2%

North Dakota $1,632 $307.04 18.8%

Ohio $1,860 $299.11 16.1%

Oklahoma $1,800 $181.25 10.1%

Oregon $1,944 $187.56 9.7%

Pennsylvania $2,268 $279.89 12.3%
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TABLE 7: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENTS

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Rhode Island $2,328 $326.39 14.0%

South Carolina $1,560 $210.96 13.5%

South Dakota $1,440 $245.85 17.1%

Texas $1,944 $120.52 6.2%

Utah $1,956 $263.90 13.5%

Vermont $1,788 $311.72 17.4%

Virginia $1,752 $250.97 14.3%

Washington $1,524 $171.99 11.3%

Washington D.C. $2,556 $350.17 13.7%

West Virginia $1,752 $278.45 15.9%

Wisconsin $2,052 $298.50 14.6%

Wyoming $1,908 $251.72 13.2%
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TABLE 8: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS

ELDERLY NON-DISABLED RETIRED WORKERS
WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Alabama\48\ $1664.70 $222.03 13.3%

Alaska $1807.20 $211.52 11.7%

Arizona $1830.00 $188.28 10.3%

Arkansas $1618.20 $172.75 10.7%

California $1846.20 $138.95 7.5%

Colorado $1764.30 $191.94 10.9%

Connecticut $1984.20 $447.10 22.5%

Delaware $1879.80 $199.80 10.6%

Florida $1805.70 $82.72 4.6%

Georgia $1679.40 $190.49 11.3%

Hawaii $1780.20 $86.34 4.9%

Idaho $1758.00 $204.24 11.6%

Illinois $1922.10 $343.86 17.9%

Indiana $1883.10 $272.96 14.5%

Iowa $1815.30 $242.13 13.3%

Kansas $1849.80 $257.91 13.9%

                                           
\48\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.
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TABLE 8: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS

ELDERLY NON-DISABLED RETIRED WORKERS
WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Kentucky $1658.70 $125.30 7.6%

Louisiana $1678.80 $135.98 8.1%

Maine $1664.10 $272.13 16.4%

Maryland $1803.90 $385.43 21.4%

Massachusetts $1815.60 $434.89 24.0%

Michigan $1928.70 $280.33 14.5%

Minnesota $1761.30 $254.90 14.5%

Mississippi $1561.50 $161.03 10.3%

Missouri $1767.90 $210.94 11.9%

Montana $1763.10 $183.60 10.4%

Nevada $1812.90 $153.74 8.5%

New Hampshire $1814.40 $319.44 17.6%

New Jersey $1977.60 $317.44 16.1%

New York $1933.80 $493.27 25.5%

North Carolina $1682.70 $204.78 12.2%

North Dakota $1701.60 $307.04 18.0%

Ohio $1852.50 $299.11 16.1%

Oklahoma $1724.40 $181.25 10.5%

Oregon $1841.40 $187.56 10.2%
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TABLE 8: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS

ELDERLY NON-DISABLED RETIRED WORKERS
WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Pennsylvania $1863.30 $279.89 15.0%

Rhode Island $1803.30 $326.39 18.1%

South Carolina $1682.70 $210.96 12.5%

South Dakota $1671.90 $245.85 14.7%

Texas $1750.20 $120.52 6.9%

Utah $1834.20 $263.90 14.4%

Vermont $1768.20 $311.72 17.6%

Virginia $1701.90 $250.97 14.7%

Washington $1872.90 $171.99 9.2%

Washington D.C. $1543.50 $350.17 22.7%

West Virginia $1785.60 $278.45 15.6%

Wisconsin $1855.20 $298.50 16.1%

Wyoming $1811.40 $251.72 13.9%
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TABLE 9: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS

ELDERLY WIDOWS AND WIDOWERS
WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Alabama\49\ $1463.10 $222.03 15.2%

Alaska $1610.70 $211.52 13.1%

Arizona $1744.20 $188.28 10.8%

Arkansas $1431.00 $172.75 12.1%

California $1743.30 $138.95 8.0%

Colorado $1675.50 $191.94 11.5%

Connecticut $1863.60 $447.10 24.0%

Delaware $1754.40 $199.80 11.4%

Florida $1723.20 $82.72 4.8%

Georgia $1477.20 $190.49 12.9%

Hawaii $1591.50 $86.34 5.4%

Idaho $1672.50 $204.24 12.2%

Illinois $1803.90 $343.86 19.1%

Indiana $1767.60 $272.96 15.4%

Iowa $1701.00 $242.13 14.2%

Kansas $1736.10 $257.91 14.9%

                                           
\49\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.
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TABLE 9: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS

ELDERLY WIDOWS AND WIDOWERS
WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Kentucky $1487.70 $125.30 8.4%

Louisiana $1527.90 $135.98 8.9%

Maine $1577.70 $272.13 17.2%

Maryland $1703.10 $385.43 22.6%

Massachusetts $1758.30 $434.89 24.7%

Michigan $1799.70 $280.33 15.6%

Minnesota $1668.00 $254.90 15.3%

Mississippi $1347.00 $161.03 12.0%

Missouri $1645.50 $210.94 12.8%

Montana $1676.70 $183.60 11.0%

Nevada $1737.00 $153.74 8.9%

New Hampshire $1733.10 $319.44 18.4%

New Jersey $1834.80 $317.44 17.3%

New York $1794.00 $493.27 27.5%

North Carolina $1461.60 $204.78 14.0%

North Dakota $1572.60 $307.04 19.5%

Ohio $1754.40 $299.11 17.0%

Oklahoma $1587.00 $181.25 11.4%

Oregon $1743.00 $187.56 10.8%
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TABLE 9: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS

ELDERLY WIDOWS AND WIDOWERS
WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENT

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Pennsylvania $1760.70 $279.89 15.9%

Rhode Island $1732.80 $326.39 18.8%

South Carolina $1446.60 $210.96 14.6%

South Dakota $1572.30 $245.85 15.6%

Texas $1614.60 $120.52 7.5%

Utah $1743.90 $263.90 15.1%

Vermont $1682.10 $311.72 18.5%

Virginia $1547.40 $250.97 16.2%

Washington $1772.70 $171.99 9.7%

Washington D.C. $1422.30 $350.17 24.6%

West Virginia $1581.30 $278.45 17.6%

Wisconsin $1752.60 $298.50 17.0%

Wyoming $1704.60 $251.72 14.8%
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TABLE 10: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEE

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Alabama\50\ $2,040 $222.03 10.9%

Alaska $2,040 $211.52 10.4%

Arizona $2,040 $188.28 9.2%

Arkansas $2,040 $172.75 8.5%

California $2,040 $138.95 6.8%

Colorado $2,040 $191.94 9.4%

Connecticut $2,040 $447.10 21.9%

Delaware $2,040 $199.80 9.8%

Florida $2,040 $82.72 4.1%

Georgia $2,040 $190.49 9.3%

Hawaii $2,040 $86.34 4.2%

Idaho $2,040 $204.24 10.0%

Illinois $2,040 $343.86 16.9%

Indiana $2,040 $272.96 13.4%

Iowa $2,040 $242.13 11.9%

Kansas $2,040 $257.91 12.6%

Kentucky $2,040 $125.30 6.1%

                                           
\50\ "Winter" is defined as the three months: December, January and February.
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TABLE 10: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEE

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

Louisiana $2,040 $135.98 6.7%

Maine $2,040 $272.13 13.3%

Maryland $2,040 $385.43 18.9%

Massachusetts $2,040 $434.89 21.3%

Michigan $2,040 $280.33 13.7%

Minnesota $2,040 $254.90 12.5%

Mississippi $2,040 $161.03 7.9%

Missouri $2,040 $210.94 10.3%

Montana $2,040 $183.60 9.0%

Nevada $2,040 $153.74 7.5%

New Hampshire $2,040 $319.44 15.7%

New Jersey $2,040 $317.44 15.6%

New York $2,040 $493.27 24.2%

North Carolina $2,040 $204.78 10.0%

North Dakota $2,040 $307.04 15.1%

Ohio $2,040 $299.11 14.7%

Oklahoma $2,040 $181.25 8.9%

Oregon $2,040 $187.56 9.2%

Pennsylvania $2,040 $279.89 13.7%

Rhode Island $2,040 $326.39 16.0%
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TABLE 10: STATE-BY-STATE WINTER GAS BILL
AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME: MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEE

WINTER 1990 - 1991

AVERAGE WINTER INCOME:
MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEE

AVERAGE WINTER NATURAL
GAS BILL

GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

South Carolina $2,040 $210.96 10.3%

South Dakota $2,040 $245.85 12.1%

Texas $2,040 $120.52 5.9%

Utah $2,040 $263.90 12.9%

Vermont $2,040 $311.72 15.3%

Virginia $2,040 $250.97 12.3%

Washington $2,040 $171.99 8.4%

Washington D.C. $2,040 $350.17 17.2%

West Virginia $2,040 $278.45 13.6%

Wisconsin $2,040 $298.50 14.6%

Wyoming $2,040 $251.72 12.3%
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TABLE 11: WEEKLY AND HOURLY WAGES FOR
SELECTED TYPICAL LOW-WAGE EMPLOYMENT

WINTER 1990 - 1991\51\

SIC
CODE

INDUSTRY DECEMBER WAGE JANUARY WAGE FEBRUARY WAGE

HOURLY WEEKLY HOURLY WEEKLY HOURLY WEEKLY

53 Retail: General merchandise $6.80 $210.80 $6.90 $182.74 $6.98 $184.92

531 Retail: Department stores $6.95 $214.76 $7.01 $184.36 $7.02 $186.73

533 Retail: Variety stores $5.56 $178.48 $5.62 $156.24 $5.67 $156.49

54 Retail: Food stores $7.30 $214.62 $7.29 $211.23 $7.30 $210.37

562 Retail: women's apparel and accesories $6.05 $150.04 $5.83 $139.95 $5.92 $140.90

58 Eating and drinking establishments $5.09 $127.25 $5.09 $121.14 $5.08 $123.95

701 Hotels and motels $7.23 $216.90 $7.18 $206.51 $7.13 $211.06

721 Laundry, cleaning and garment services $6.91 $234.25 $6.90 $228.39 $6.92 $229.74

734 Services to buildings $7.19 $209.23 $7.16 $199.05 $7.14 $201.35

835 Child day care services $6.18 $184.16 $6.21 $180.71 $6.21 $183.20

                                           
\51\ Weeekly wages are not simply the hourly wage projected to a 40 hour work week.  Weekly wages instead take into account the actual

work week hours for each type of employment as reported by the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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TABLE 12: STATES CATEGORIZED BY CENSUS REGION AND CENSUS DIVISION

CENSUS REGION CENSUS DIVISION

Alabama South East South Central

Alaska West Pacific

Arizona West Mountain

Arkansas South West South Central

California West Pacific

Colorado West Mountain

Connecticut Northeast New England

Delaware South South Atlantic

Florida South South Atlantic

Georgia South South Atlantic

Hawaii West Pacific

Idaho West Mountain

Illinois Midwest East North Central

Indiana Midwest East North Central

Iowa Midwest West North Central

Kansas Midwest West North Central

Kentucky South East South Central

Louisiana South West South Central

Maine Northeast New England

Maryland South South Atlantic

Massachusetts Northeast New England
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TABLE 12: STATES CATEGORIZED BY CENSUS REGION AND CENSUS DIVISION

CENSUS REGION CENSUS DIVISION

Michigan Midwest East North Central

Minnesota Midwest West North Central

Mississippi South East South Central

Missouri Midwest West North Central

Montana West Mountain

Nevada West Mountain

New Hampshire Northeast New England

New Jersey Northeast Mid-Atlantic

New Mexico West Mountain

New York Northeast Mid-Atlantic

North Carolina South South Atlantic

North Dakota Midwest West North Central

Ohio Midwest East North Central

Oklahoma South West South Central

Oregon West Pacific

Pennsylvania Northeast Mid-Atlantic

Rhode Island Northeast New England

South Carolina South South Atlantic

South Dakota Midwest West North Central

Texas South West South Central

Utah West Mountain
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TABLE 12: STATES CATEGORIZED BY CENSUS REGION AND CENSUS DIVISION

CENSUS REGION CENSUS DIVISION

Vermont Northeast New England

Virginia South South Atlantic

Washington West Pacific

Washington D.C. South South Atlantic

West Virginia South South Atlantic

Wisconsin Midwest East North Central

Wyoming West Mountain
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TABLE 13: LIHEAP INCOME, WINTER GAS BILL, AND WINTER BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME
BY CENSUS REGION AND CENSUS DIVISION

Winter 1990 - 1991

Census Region/Division
Average Winter Income,

LIHEAP Recipient
Average Winter Gas Bill Average Bill as Percent of Income

Northeast $1,941 $418 21.5%

New England $1,888 $392 20.8%

Middle Atlantic $1,955 $427 21.8%

South $1,491 $221 14.8%

South Atlantic $1,477 $244 16.5%

East South Central $1,,375 $193 14.0%

West South Central $1,366 $166 12.2%

Midwest $1,627 $270 16.6%

East North Central $1,630 $301 18.5%

West North Central $1,619 $229 14.1%

West $1,855 $141 7.6%

Mountain $1,606 $236 14.7%

Pacific $1,898 $139 7.3%
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Utility-by-Utility Data

The Chapter below presents utility-by-utility data from two different perspectives.  On the one hand, the Chapter combines state-
specific income data with actual winter heating bills for each individual investor-owned natural gas utility within the states.  The
results are presented in three Tables.  Table 14 (page 83) sets forth the typical space heating bills as reported by each utility to the
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC) for the three winter months of 1990 - 1991 (December,
January, February).  The Table also sums the bills for those three months so as to present a three month aggregate bill.  Table 15
(page 93) converts the actual bills from each utility into a winter natural gas heating burden as a percent of income.  This burden is
calculated through a process which divides the individual company bills by statewide income data for households now receiving
LIHEAP.\52\  Table 16 (page 104) presents individual natural gas company winter heating bills as a percent of income
disaggregated by income range.  This Table recognizes that use of an average income masks the extremes and that the adverse
impacts of reducing or eliminating the LIHEAP program will fall most heavily on those households with the lowest incomes.\53\

The second perspective presented in this Chapter involves a set of data combining utility-specific billing data with income data
reported specifically for the largest community served by each utility.  In its annual survey, NARUC reports the largest community
                                           
\52\ This Table calculates the heating burden in the absence of LIHEAP benefits.

\53\ As discussed in the State-by-State Data Chapter above, LIHEAP tends to serve those households with the lowest incomes.
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served by each investor-owned natural gas company in the country.  Data on incomes within each of those communities, as well as
data on mean incomes for household receiving public assistance within each of those communities, is available through the 1990
Census.\54\  Accordingly, for example, Table 17 (page 115) uses actual billing data from Alabama Gas Corporation as reported by
NARUC and actual income data for the City of Birmingham as reported in the Census.\55\  Based on this data:

o Table 17 presents winter natural gas heating burdens on a utility-by-utility basis for the weighted average income of
households living with incomes at or below $15,000 in each specific community.

o Table 18 (page 127) presents a ranking of energy burdens, from most to least expensive, by community.  To
provide a notion of the magnitude of the problem with low-income households in each community.

o Table 19 (page 138) sets forth the actual number of households living in designated income ranges as well as the
total number of households within each community.\56\ 

o Finally, Table 20 (page 150) presents the actual number of households receiving public assistance in each of the
largest communities served by the respective natural gas utilities and the average winter income received by those
recipients.  This Table combines these income data with actual winter heating bills to determine on a utility-by-
utility basis the natural gas winter heating burden carried by the public assistance recipients for each utility and
community.

WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS

                                           
\54\ Specific source Tables for communities with populations of 2500-9999, for communities with populations of 10,000 and above, and for

counties can be found in the Data and Methodologies Chapter below.

\55\ Note that the Census data is for the specific city and not for the metropolitan area, which would include suburbs.

\56\ Dividing the number of households in each income range by the total number of households in that community will, of course, provide
the percentage of households living in each income range.
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Winter heating bills facing natural gas consumers can be considerable notwithstanding the moderation in natural gas prices in recent
years.  The most expensive decile of natural gas companies, and the communities they serve, see three month winter gas heating
bills ranging from $400 to more than $660.  The most expensive decile in winter heating bills is presented in Summary Display J
below.

The second decile of companies and communities in expense see a narrower range from top to bottom.  The most expensive
company and community in the second decile (Grafton, West Virginia) has a winter heating bill of $398.56 while the least
expensive in the second tier (Bismarck, North Dakota) has a three month winter bill of $324.74. 

It should be noted that the size of the three month winter gas heating bill is not simply a function of the utility's rates.  Instead, the
size of an average winter bill represents a convergence of innumerable factors including the utility's rates, the weather (as marked
by heating degree days), the size and quality of housing stock, the age of households, the income distribution of customers, and so
forth.\57\

                                           
\57\ A ranking of utility gas bills by company is set forth in the annual NARUC survey and is thus not set forth here.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY J:
MOST EXPENSIVE DECILE OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BILLS BY COMMUNITY

1990 - 1991

Company State Largest Community Served 3-Month Winter Heating Bill

Central Hudson Gas & Electric New York Poughkeepsie $662.82

Rochester Gas & Electric New York Rochester $546.79

Brooklyn Union Gas New York Brooklyn $542.82

Orange & Rockland Utilities New York Clarkstown $539.26

New York State Elec. & Gas Corp. New York Ithaca $526.55

National Fuel Gas New York Buffalo $521.36

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. New York Syracuse $520.47

Berkshire Gas Co. Massachusetts Pittsfield $519.13

Wisconsin Power & Light Wisconsin Janesville $497.00

Essex County Gas Co. Massachusetts Haverhill $470.00

Yankee Gas Services Co. Connecticut Waterbury $469.24

Boston Gas Co. Massachusetts Boston $461.56

Southern Conn. Gas Co. Connecticut Bridgeport $460.29

Commonwealth Gas Co. Massachusetts Worcester $437.37

Colonial Gas Co.--Lowell Massachusetts Lowell $437.36

North Shore Gas Co. Illinois Waukegan $413.79

Connecticut Natural Gas Co. Connecticut Hartford $405.85

Peoples Gas, Light & Coke Co. Illinois Chicago $403.98

Consolidated Edison Co. New York New York City $401.71
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Bay State Gas Co. Massachusetts Springfield $400.70

WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDENS AS A PERCENT OF INCOME

Heating Burdens by Weighted Income of Households Less Than $15,000

When winter heating burdens are calculated for households with annual incomes at or below $15,000 rather than for the average
income of existing LIHEAP recipients, the burdens seem much smaller.  Given the data presented in the State-by-State Data
Chapter above, this is not surprising.  LIHEAP is shown to serve the most needy households in the country.  While LIHEAP
eligibility guidelines may "permit" benefits to be provided to households with higher incomes (within the low-income community),
in fact, the program helps the poorest of the poor pay their winter heating bills. 

A ranking of natural gas winter heating burdens as a percentage of income by community is set forth in Table 18 below (page 127).
 This ranking, which presents burdens from most expensive to least expensive, includes only households with annual incomes of at
or below $15,000 within each community.  Because energy bills do not reflect solely upon the rates of the utility serving each
community, the ranking is presented by community rather than by utility.

The low-income households in roughly seven-of-ten natural gas utilities pay too much for their natural gas winter heating bills.  Of
the 199 utilities in the study population, households with incomes at or below $15,000 paid more than 10 percent of their income
in 135 of those companies (68%).  Indeed, in 56 communities, households paid more than 15 percent of their income for their
natural gas winter heating bill and in 26 communities, these households paid more than 20 percent of their income.\58\

                                           
\58\ As discussed above, HUD standards state that household expenses of more than 30 percent of income on total shelter costs --these are

defined to include contract rent plus all utilities, including water/sewer but excepting telephone service-- are excessive.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY K:
DISTRIBUTION OF WINTER HEATING BURDENS,

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES OF LESS THAN $15,000

Winter Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of Utilities

0 - 5 percent 6

5 - 10 percent 58

10 - 15 percent 79

15 - 20 percent 30

20 - 25 percent 18

25 percent and above 8

Heating Burdens by Average Income of Existing LIHEAP Recipients

Natural gas winter heating burdens for existing LIHEAP recipients would reach unaffordable levels should the LIHEAP program
be eliminated.  The most burdensome decile of natural gas companies, and the communities they serve, see three month winter gas
heating burdens ranging from 24 percent to more than 31 percent.  The most burdensome natural gas winter heating bills in the
country are found in the Northeast, with New York, Massachusetts and Connecticut utilities having a disproportionate presence. 

As noted in the Chapter on State-by-State Data above, high energy bills do not necessarily translate into high energy burdens as a
percentage of income.  Energy burdens are a function of both income and bills.  Thus, relatively lower bills when matched with
relatively lower incomes may yield quite high energy burdens as a percentage of income.

This conclusion is borne out by an examination of the natural gas winter heating burdens carried by low-income households around
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the country.  The most burdensome decile of natural gas companies, and the communities they serve, are not necessarily the same
companies and communities with the highest energy bills.  Illinois utilities, for example, have some of the most burdensome natural
gas winter heating bills in the country, even though they are not amongst the highest in dollar value.  Decatur, Quincy, Harrisburg
and Peoria, as well as Chicago and Waukegan, all have energy burdens in excess of 26 percent of income.

The fact that LIHEAP serves low-income households that are relatively worse off than the low-income population as a whole is
evident from the distribution of natural gas winter heating burdens for the LIHEAP population.  Substantially fewer utilities have
LIHEAP populations paying 10 percent or less of their incomes toward their winter heating bills (31 vs. 64 for total population
with incomes less than $15,000), while substantially more utilities have LIHEAP populations paying 20 percent or more (41 vs. 26
for total population with incomes less than $15,000).

LIHEAP households would, on average, pay too much for their natural gas winter heating bills in the absence of LIHEAP in more
than eight-of-ten utilities.  Of the 199 natural gas utilities studied, 168 (84%) had LIHEAP recipients who would pay more than 10
percent of their income for their natural gas winter heating bill without the fuel assistance program.  The distribution of utilities
with LIHEAP populations paying differing winter heating burdens is set forth below.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY L:
DISTRIBUTION OF WINTER HEATING BURDENS,

LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

Winter Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of Utilities

0 - 5 percent 4

5 - 10 percent 27

10 - 15 percent 69

15 - 20 percent 58

20 - 25 percent 27

25 percent and above 14

Heating Burdens by Mean Income of Public Assistance Recipients

Finally, public assistance households would almost universally bear unacceptable natural gas winter heating burdens in the absence
of LIHEAP.  Only seven of the 199 utilities studied have public assistance recipients who would pay less than 10 percent of their
incomes for their natural gas winter heating bills.  Those seven utilities are concentrated in Hawaii and Southern California.  In
contrast, 111 of the 199 utilities have public assistance recipients who would pay more than 25 percent of their incomes toward
their winter heating bills.  Nearly eight-of-ten natural gas utilities (156 of 199 or 78%) would have public assistance recipients
paying more than 20 percent of their income for their winter heating bills.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY M:
DISTRIBUTION OF WINTER HEATING BURDENS,

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

Winter Heating Burden as Percent of Income No. of Utilities

0 - 5 percent 0

5 - 10 percent 7

10 - 15 percent 10

15 - 20 percent 26

20 - 25 percent 45

25 percent and above 111

As always, it is perhaps a misnomer to assert that these low-income households would "pay" these huge burdens.  The more
accurate terminology would be that winter heating bills would equal the respective burdens.  It is unlikely, at best, that the bills
would be paid in a full and timely fashion.

COMPARISON OF HEATING BURDENS BETWEEN DIFFERENT LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS

A utility-by-utility comparison of natural gas winter heating burdens: (1) for current LIHEAP recipients; (2) for all households with
incomes at or below $15,000 within each community; and (3) for all public assistance households, is set forth in Table 21 (page
162).

Through Table 21, the reader can gain some insights into the relative incomes of different low-income populations.  The group of
households with annual incomes at or below $15,000 can be used as the "base" population.  This group involves exact counts of
low-income households within this population for each community as reported by the 1990 Census. 
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Winter energy burdens for LIHEAP and public assistance recipients can then be compared against this base population.  Since the
natural gas winter heating bill is a constant for each population within each respective community (i.e., households with incomes of
less than $15,000, LIHEAP recipients, and public assistance recipients are all assumed to have the same natural gas winter heating
bill), to the extent that the energy burden differs as between the populations, there is a difference in the underlying incomes.  If the
burdens of the LIHEAP or public assistance population is the same as that of the base population, in other words, one can
conclude that for that community, the relative distribution of households for that program is roughly the same as the total
distribution in the community. 

In contrast, if the burden for LIHEAP or public assistance is higher, one can conclude that those programs serve a
disproportionately higher number of lower income households in the community relative to the actual distribution of all households
with incomes at or below $15,000.  If the burden is lower, one can conclude that those programs serve a disproportionately smaller
number of lower income households in the community relative to the actual distribution of all households with incomes at or below
$15,000. 

As Table 21 shows, both LIHEAP and public assistance tend to serve a disproportionately larger number of lower income
households and, as a result, the natural gas winter heating burden facing these two populations tend to be somewhat higher than
the natural gas winter heating burdens facing the total population of households with incomes of less than $15,000.
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

Alabama Alabama Gas Corp. Birmingham 391,367 $64.28 $82.11 $83.74 $230.13

Mobile Gas Service Corp. Mobile 84,427 $51.30 $66.35 $66.83 $184.48

Alaska Enstar Natural Gas Co. Anchorage 70,014 $85.97 $89.51 $96.59 $272.07

Arizona North Arizona Gas Dvsn Flagstaff 55,000 $44.81 $44.81 $44.81 $134.43

Southwest Gas Corp. (Southern Az. Divn) Tucson 170,000 $60.85 $60.85 $60.85 $182.55

Southwest Gas Corp. (Central Az. Divn) Phoenix 295,000 $67.21 $67.21 $67.21 $201.63

Arkansas Arkansas-Louisiana Gas Co. Little Rock 359,956 $49.28 $63.11 $61.87 $174.26

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Fort Smith 36,015 $38.75 $52.19 $44.02 $134.96

Arkansas Western Gas Co. Fayetteville 76,202 $59.05 $67.87 $51.04 $177.96

Associated Natural Gas Co. Blytheville 17,988 $55.48 $73.18 $67.52 $196.18

California Pacific Gas and Elec. San Jose 3,001,660 $37.94 $55.58 $46.28 $139.80

San Diego Gas & Elec. San Diego 635,822 $27.53 $38.66 $29.86 $96.05

Southern California Gas Co. Los Angeles 4,400,000 $47.41 $45.68 $45.68 $138.77

Colorado Citizens Utilities Co. La Junta 9,676 $74.78 $67.63 $52.04 $194.45

Greeley Gas Co. Greeley 25,900 $64.68 $74.56 $68.10 $207.34

K N Energy Yuma 5,240 $164.00 $83.66 $80.04 $327.70

Peoples Natural Gas Fountain 18,499 $60.77 $69.94 $69.40 $200.11

Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver 716,498 $59.40 $66.30 $57.53 $183.23

Rocky Mountain Natural Gas Montrose 24,640 $242.14 $90.53 $60.50 $393.17

Connecticut Connecticut Natural Gas Corp. Hartford 129,772 $104.14 $149.35 $152.36 $405.85
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

Southern Conn. Gas Co. Bridgeport 139,846 $111.01 $165.81 $183.47 $460.29

Yankee Gas Services Co. Waterbury 158,564 $126.76 $176.13 $166.35 $469.24

Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington 81,218 $65.14 $65.14 $69.52 $199.80

Washington D.C. Washington Gas Light Washington D.C. 109,111 $90.28 $128.71 $131.18 $350.17

Florida City Gas Co. Miami 82,742 $20.18 $25.39 $23.62 $69.19

Florida Public Utilities West Palm Beach 30,259 $27.41 $32.27 $31.80 $91.48

Peoples Gas System, Inc. Tampa 163,915 $25.75 $27.90 $27.90 $81.55

West Florida Natural Gas Co. Panama City 23,380 $31.75 $47.85 $47.85 $127.45

Georgia Atlanta Gas Light Atlanta 1,099,046 $61.59 $85.69 $45.66 $192.94

United Cities Gas Co. Columbus 63,478 $46.69 $65.77 $35.59 $148.05

Hawaii GASCO Honolulu 29,371 $28.25 $28.63 $29.46 $86.34

Idaho Intermountain Gas Co. Boise 98,500 $68.41 $68.41 $68.41 $205.23

Washington Water Power Co. Coeur d Alene 18,400 $66.31 $66.31 $66.31 $198.93

Illinois Central Illinois Light Co. Peoria 170,237 $111.95 $139.16 $115.19 $366.30

Central Illinois Public Service Co. Quincy 137,980 $104.58 $126.39 $117.42 $348.39

Illinois Power Co. Decatur 344,838 $111.52 $120.02 $116.01 $347.55

Iowa-Illinois Gas and Electric Rock Island 56,295 $104.44 $120.60 $111.03 $336.07

North Shore Gas Co. Waukegan 105,908 $134.14 $143.74 $135.91 $413.79

Northern Illinois Gas Co. Rockford 1,453,440 $99.51 $107.23 $105.10 $311.84

Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co. Chicago 575,793 $133.14 $139.87 $130.97 $403.98
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

Union Electric Co. Alton 15,393 $87.17 $98.46 $81.82 $267.45

United Cities Gas Co. Harrisburg 18,253 $118.06 $128.84 $118.98 $365.88

Indiana Citizens Gas and Coke Utility Indianapolis 210,931 $94.40 $110.47 $89.95 $294.82

Hoosier Gas division Vincennes 7,029 $52.19 $69.14 $69.06 $190.39

Indiana Gas Co. Muncie 384,083 $106.82 $114.41 $100.32 $321.55

Kokomo Gas and Fuel Co. Kokomo 27,954 $74.76 $88.30 $96.12 $259.18

Northern Indiana Fuel and Light Co. Auburn 23,986 $59.34 $69.83 $68.76 $197.93

Northern Indiana Public Service Co. Gary 547,327 $53.86 $101.21 $97.71 $252.78

Ohio Valley Gas Inc. Sullivan 4,373 $58.74 $73.67 $78.04 $210.45

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. Winchester 4,932 $72.28 $95.17 $93.52 $260.97

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (Tx. Service Area) Connersville 10,831 $54.35 $70.64 $74.03 $199.02

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (ANR) Portland 3,741 $62.78 $81.39 $87.60 $231.77

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville 66,343 $39.20 $55.43 $55.13 $149.76

Iowa Interstate Power Mason City 17,487 $84.62 $103.66 $90.92 $279.20

Iowa Electric Light & Power Ames 27,998 $82.99 $101.36 $87.62 $271.97

Iowa Southern Utilities Burlington 24,253 $68.33 $88.70 $82.45 $239.48

Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Cedar Rapids 140,269 $62.39 $75.28 $62.02 $199.69

Midwest Gas Co. Des Moines 218,019 $80.87 $100.15 $86.85 $267.87

Peoples Natural Gas Council Bluffs 107,046 $71.31 $86.88 $73.89 $232.08

Kansas Arkla Wichita 19,013 $54.96 $71.28 $87.60 $213.84
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

Kansas Power & Light Salina 111,524 $54.53 $83.47 $92.99 $230.99

Kansas Power Light/Gas Section Wichita 382,649 $67.11 $95.09 $111.75 $273.95

Kansas Public Service Lawrence 19,440 $80.90 $81.71 $76.34 $238.95

Peoples Natural Gas Garden City 16,000 $54.17 $64.35 $55.50 $174.02

United Cities Gas Olathe 58,708 $64.36 $86.84 $96.68 $247.88

Kentucky Columbia Gas of Kentucky Lexington 120,879 $50.18 $50.18 $50.18 $150.54

Delta Natural Gas Co. Winchester 29,876 $53.54 $53.54 $53.54 $160.62

Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville 225,134 $33.58 $33.58 $33.58 $100.74

Union Light, Heat & Power Covington 59,696 $45.27 $45.27 $45.27 $135.81

Western Kentucky Gas Owensboro 133,424 $43.76 $43.76 $43.76 $131.28

Louisiana ARKLA Shreveport 122,978 $42.62 $68.89 $71.92 $183.43

ENTEX Lake Charles 117,912 $41.17 $45.13 $43.64 $129.94

Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge 79,096 $35.43 $43.67 $40.99 $120.09

Louisiana Gas Service Metairie 224,627 $45.07 $52.08 $35.63 $132.78

New Orleans Public Service New Orleans 144,255 $29.68 $37.06 $37.90 $104.64

South Coast Gas Co. Lockport 16,091 $27.47 $36.06 $33.05 $96.58

Trans Louisiana Lafayette 60,613 $47.52 $62.29 $59.27 $169.08

Maine Northern Utilities Portland 12,914 $61.44 $110.91 $99.78 $272.13

Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore 481,291 $124.70 $147.20 $135.20 $407.10

Columbia Gas of Maryland Washington &
Allegheny Counties

29,832 $124.80 $151.80 $135.60 $412.20
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

Washington Gas Light Co. Montgomery County
& D.C.

254,440 $108.60 $121.00 $111.70 $341.30

Massachusetts Bay State Gas Co. Springfield 211,568 $117.38 $139.13 $144.19 $400.70

Berkshire Gas Co. Pittsfield 27,046 $131.91 $190.41 $196.81 $519.13

Boston Gas co. Boston 463,522 $122.37 $164.32 $174.87 $461.56

Colonial Gas Co.--Cape Cod Barnstable 48,554 $84.50 $121.88 $136.68 $343.06

Colonial Gas Co.--Lowell Lowell 58,512 $109.45 $156.74 $171.17 $437.36

Commonwealth Gas Co. Worcester 207,827 $120.25 $151.31 $165.81 $437.37

Essex County Gas Co. Haverhill 34,145 $126.59 $169.33 $174.08 $470.00

Fall River Gas Co. Fall River 41,114 $93.81 $121.03 $124.06 $338.90

Fitchburg Gas & Elec. Light Co. Fitchburg 14,400 $94.76 $136.64 $143.99 $375.39

Michigan Battle Creek Gas Co. Battle Creek 31,242 $81.57 $94.71 $79.03 $255.31

Citizens Gas Fuel Co. Adrian 10,480 $94.32 $105.96 $91.33 $291.61

Consumers Power Co. Flint 1,281,490 $78.61 $92.75 $90.72 $262.08

Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. Detroit 1,008,379 $101.56 $112.70 $100.47 $314.73

Michigan Gas Co. Holland 76,512 $70.06 $85.04 $89.89 $244.99

Michigan Gas Utilities Co. Monroe 113,151 $77.47 $89.69 $69.66 $236.82

Southeastern Michigan Gas co. Port Huron 75,276 $77.87 $86.01 $76.51 $240.39

Minnesota Midwest Gas Anoka 69,140 $76.02 $81.49 $69.92 $227.43

Minnegasco Minneapolis 486,381 $90.56 $89.08 $62.29 $241.93

Northern States Power Co. St. Paul 272,454 $85.15 $114.86 $92.13 $292.14
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

Peoples Natural Gas Rochester 105,802 $77.53 $79.02 $80.02 $236.57

Mississippi Entex Gulfport-Biloxi 108,322 $40.89 $51.67 $46.47 $139.03

Mississippi Valley Gas Co. Jackson 211,927 $46.89 $65.25 $55.20 $167.34

Associated Natural Gas Co. Kirksville 38,707 $50.86 $73.51 $63.65 $188.02

Missouri Kansas Power & Light Co. Kansas City 399,630 $65.03 $72.35 $64.25 $201.63

LaClede Gas Co. St. Louis 548,157 $72.71 $77.48 $59.87 $210.06

Missouri Public Service Sedalia 36,133 $75.36 $85.92 $82.00 $243.28

Union Electric Co. Jefferson City 85,007 $70.63 $86.21 $80.08 $236.92

United Cities Gas Co. Hannibal 12,397 $86.56 $101.37 $89.97 $277.90

Montana Great Falls Gas Co. Great Falls 20,800 $54.55 $55.67 $46.58 $156.80

Montana Power Co. Missoula 96,000 $62.41 $69.83 $58.32 $190.56

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Billings 45,000 $61.22 $65.14 $54.77 $181.13

Nevada Sierra Pacific Power Co. Reno-Sparks 72,059 $50.60 $58.74 $47.71 $157.05

Southwest Gas Corp. Las Vegas 151,619 $49.76 $57.09 $45.32 $152.17

New Hampshire Energy North Natural Gas Manchester 55,549 $79.08 $117.34 $122.86 $319.28

Northern Utilities Portsmouth 13,255 $104.09 $110.81 $105.22 $320.12

New Jersey Elizabethtown Gas Co. Elizabeth 212,047 $81.88 $109.38 $119.27 $310.53

New Jersey Natural Gas Co. Dover 291,798 $87.92 $104.18 $91.68 $283.78

Public Service Electric & Gas Newark 1,324,247 $95.70 $126.10 $116.03 $337.83

South Jersey Gas Co. Atlantic City 208,294 $76.11 $86.37 $79.49 $241.97
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

New York Brooklyn Union Gas Co. Brooklyn 1,070,000 $179.33 $182.68 $180.81 $542.82

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Co. Poughkeepsie 50,213 $219.21 $221.95 $221.66 $662.82

Consolidated Edison Co. New York City 931,628 $127.32 $135.35 $139.04 $401.71

Corning Natural Gas Corp. Corning 11,916 $118.98 $119.06 $132.09 $370.13

Long Island Lighting Co. Hempstead 218,000 $135.80 $134.15 $123.30 $393.25

National Fuel Gas Buffalo 470,000 $186.13 $173.39 $161.84 $521.36

New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Ithaca 124,000 $172.95 $176.98 $176.62 $526.55

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Syracuse 443,000 $180.34 $174.44 $165.69 $520.47

Orange & Rockland Utilities Clarkstown 105,071 $176.69 $180.13 $182.44 $539.26

Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester 240,000 $184.31 $177.12 $185.36 $546.79

North Carolina North Carolina Natural Gas Corp. Fayetteville 61,448 $55.62 $55.62 $53.88 $165.12

Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Charlotte 195,163 $69.99 $64.36 $64.30 $198.65

Public Service Co. of North Carolina Raleigh-Durham 208,482 $80.53 $70.84 $70.84 $222.21

North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck 52,000 $91.69 $121.49 $111.56 $324.74

Northern States Power Co. Fargo 20,000 $77.28 $100.55 $83.18 $261.01

Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati 289,927 $75.37 $110.88 $110.88 $297.13

Columbia Gas of Ohio Columbus 1,086,927 $81.53 $85.14 $84.81 $251.48

Dayton Power & Light Dayton 255,546 $70.80 $88.25 $78.82 $237.87

East Ohio Gas Co. Cleveland 959,503 $119.20 $120.37 $130.69 $370.26

Ohio Gas Co. Bryan 30,790 $87.04 $107.44 $105.99 $300.47
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

River Gas Co. Marietta 17,363 $102.18 $126.11 $141.17 $369.46

West Ohio Gas Co. Lima 51,676 $81.73 $89.53 $98.25 $269.51

Oklahoma Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co. Lawton 102,350 $47.69 $60.83 $55.44 $163.96

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Sallisaw 13,762 $47.15 $61.07 $61.79 $170.01

Kansas Power & Light Co. Bartlesville 32,386 $66.57 $70.58 $63.16 $200.31

Oklahoma Natural Gas Co. Oklahoma City 587,945 $58.56 $66.68 $58.23 $183.47

Oregon Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bend 19,523 $64.23 $72.74 $56.86 $193.83

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Portland 290,880 $62.10 $75.48 $55.97 $193.55

WP Natural Gas Medford 41,847 $45.54 $53.62 $43.83 $142.99

Pennsylvania Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania Allegheny Cnty 321,952 $85.69 $108.75 $110.40 $304.84

Equitable Gas Co. Pittsburgh 230,000 $45.80 $45.80 $45.80 $137.40

National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp. Erie 192,412 $82.75 $102.01 $105.12 $289.88

North Penn Gas Co. Wellsboro 30,192 $71.67 $88.13 $88.24 $248.04

Pennsylvania Gas & Water Scranton 121,103 $92.09 $115.83 $107.90 $315.82

Peoples Natural Gas Co. Allegheny County 312,986 $97.12 $117.14 $98.80 $313.06

Philadelphia Electric Co. Philadelphia suburbs 322,917 $84.54 $114.12 $131.87 $330.53

TW Phillips Gas & Oil Co. Butler 50,651 $68.60 $79.24 $94.37 $242.21

UGI Utilities Allentown 205,769 $74.08 $92.47 $87.11 $253.66

Rhode Island Providence Gas Co. Providence 138,094 $91.93 $122.83 $126.96 $341.72

Valley Gas Co. Pawtucket 49,240 $74.95 $103.84 $104.62 $283.41
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

South Carolina Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Greenville 65,494 $62.53 $81.97 $76.07 $220.57

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. Columbia 195,394 $56.78 $76.15 $74.81 $207.74

South Dakota Minnegasco Sioux Falls 38,610 $75.83 $75.83 $75.83 $227.49

Montana-Dakota Utilities Rapid City 28,776 $85.97 $87.76 $87.76 $261.49

Northwestern Public Service Co. Aberdeen 26,391 $68.87 $93.39 $93.39 $255.65

Texas Arkla Texarkana 10,354 $46.05 $57.81 $58.66 $162.52

Energas Co. Amarillo 55,750 $53.21 $69.06 $65.25 $187.52

Entex Houston 467,767 $19.28 $24.46 $19.42 $63.16

Lone Star Gas Co. Dallas 213,995 $69.02 $81.64 $75.50 $226.16

Rio Grande Valley Gas Co. Brownsville 12,595 $28.07 $37.58 $35.28 $100.93

Southern Union Gas Co. El Paso 128,495 $37.09 $48.77 $36.98 $122.84

Utah Mountain Fuel Supply Salt Lake City 459,478 $83.71 $95.64 $84.55 $263.90

Vermont Vermont Gas Systems Burlington 20,500 $65.56 $105.02 $141.14 $311.72

Virginia Commonwealth Gas Services Portsmouth 119,818 $72.07 $94.04 $95.96 $262.07

Roanoke Gas Co. Roanoke 37,922 $45.78 $75.77 $66.39 $187.94

United Cities Gas Co. Bristol 11,663 $70.08 $90.95 $91.49 $252.52

Virginia Natural Gas Norfolk 153,383 $65.00 $88.38 $76.69 $230.07

Washington Gas Fairfax County 219,494 $76.92 $89.01 $104.40 $270.33

Washington Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bellingham 76,242 $43.01 $49.24 $40.53 $132.78

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Vancouver 10,499 $36.08 $36.08 $36.08 $108.24
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TABLE 14: TYPICAL WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL BY GAS COMPANY AND BY STATE
Winter 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

NUMBER RES.
CUSTOMERS

DECEMBER
BILL

JANUARY
BILL

FEBRUARY
BILL

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

Washington Natural Gas Co. Seattle 361,072 $61.10 $70.41 $59.34 $190.85

Washington Water Power Co. Spokane 67,805 $39.50 $46.40 $39.64 $125.54

West Virginia Equitable Gas Co. Grafton 9,978 $103.95 $141.93 $152.68 $398.56

Hope Gas Parkersburg 102,414 $89.19 $103.08 $104.81 $297.08

Mountaineer Gas Co. Charleston 182,664 $74.94 $96.46 $96.46 $267.86

West Virginia Power Gas Oak Hill 20,787 $87.82 $74.02 $60.21 $222.05

Wisconsin Madison Gas & Electric Co. Madison 79,942 $100.04 $97.96 $92.71 $290.71

Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire 44,500 $57.10 $85.04 $79.04 $221.18

Wisconsin Fuel & Light Co. Wausau 39,337 $99.61 $102.33 $80.41 $282.35

Wisconsin Gas Co. Milwaukee 37,400 $111.70 $115.88 $86.65 $314.23

Wisconsin Natural Gas Co. Racine 249,182 $81.82 $101.63 $87.94 $271.39

Wisconsin Power & Light (A) Janesville 89,011 $159.00 $174.00 $164.00 $497.00

Wisconsin Power & Light (B) Platteville 20,119 $90.58 $103.14 $87.75 $281.47

Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay 158,301 $75.65 $88.14 $95.11 $258.90

Wisconsin Southern Gas Co. Burlington 42,005 $102.17 $107.70 $84.15 $294.02

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Co. Cheyenne 22,737 $53.84 $53.84 $53.84 $161.52

KN Energy Casper 41,661 $91.03 $91.03 $91.03 $273.09

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Sheridan 10,621 $91.77 $91.77 $91.77 $275.31

Mountain Fuel Supply Rock Springs 19,334 $99.59 $99.59 $99.59 $298.77
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

Alabama Alabama Gas Corp. Birmingham $230.13 $5,697 $1,424 16.2%

Mobile Gas Service Corp. Mobile $184.48 $5,697 $1,424 13.0%

Alaska Enstar Natural Gas Co. Anchorage $272.07 $9,656 $2,414 11.3%

Arizona North Arizona Gas Dvsn Flagstaff $134.43 $5,521 $1,380 9.7%

Southwest Gas Corp. (Southern Az. Dvsn) Tucson $182.55 $5,521 $1,380 13.2%

Southwest Gas Corp. (Central Az. Dvsn) Phoenix $201.63 $5,521 $1,380 14.6%

Arkansas Arkansas-Louisiana Gas Co. Little Rock $174.26 $5,585 $1,396 12.5%

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Fort Smith $134.96 $5,585 $1,396 9.7%

Arkansas Western Gas Co. Fayetteville $177.96 $5,585 $1,396 12.7%

Associated Natural Gas Co. Blytheville $196.18 $5,585 $1,396 14.1%

California Pacific Gas and Elec. San Jose $139.80 $8,809 $2,202 6.3%

San Diego Gas & Elec. San Diego $96.05 $8,809 $2,202 4.4%

Southern California Gas Co. Los Angeles $138.77 $8,809 $2,202 6.3%

Colorado Citizens Utilities Co. La Junta $194.45 $6,331 $1,583 12.3%

Greeley Gas Co. Greeley $207.34 $6,331 $1,583 13.1%

K N Energy Yuma $327.70 $6,331 $1,583 20.7%

Peoples Natural Gas Fountain $200.11 $6,331 $1,583 12.6%

Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $183.23 $6,331 $1,583 11.6%

Rocky Mountain Natural Gas Montrose $393.17 $6,331 $1,583 24.8%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

Connecticut Connecticut Natural Gas Corp. Hartford $405.85 $6,331 $1,583 25.6%

Southern Conn. Gas Co. Bridgeport $460.29 $6,331 $1,583 29.1%

Yankee Gas Services Co. Waterbury $469.24 $6,331 $1,583 29.6%

Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $199.80 $6,581 $1,645 12.1%

D.C. Washington Gas Light D.C. $350.17 $6,486 $1,621 21.6%

Florida City Gas Co. Miami $69.19 $5,614 $1,403 4.9%

Florida Public Utilities West Palm Beach $91.48 $5,614 $1,403 6.5%

Peoples Gas System, Inc. Tampa $81.55 $5,614 $1,403 5.8%

West Florida Natural Gas Co. Panama City $127.45 $5,614 $1,403 9.1%

Georgia Atlanta Gas Light Atlanta $192.94 $5,614 $1,403 13.7%

United Cities Gas Co. Columbus $148.05 $5,614 $1,403 10.5%

Hawaii GASCO Honolulu $86.34 $9,759 $2,440 3.5%

Idaho Intermountain Gas Co. Boise $205.23 $6,841 $1,710 12.0%

Washington Water Power Co. Coeur d Alene $198.93 $6,841 $1,710 11.6%

Illinois Central Illinois Light Co. Peoria $366.30 $5,344 $1,336 27.4%

Central Illinois Public Service Co. Quincy $348.39 $5,344 $1,336 26.1%

Illinois Power Co. Decatur $347.55 $5,344 $1,336 26.0%

Iowa-Illinois Gas and Electric Rock Island $336.07 $5,344 $1,336 25.2%

North Shore Gas Co. Waukegan $413.79 $5,344 $1,336 31.0%

Northern Illinois Gas Co. Rockford $311.84 $5,344 $1,336 23.3%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co. Chicago $403.98 $5,344 $1,336 30.2%

Union Electric Co. Alton $267.45 $5,344 $1,336 20.0%

United Cities Gas Co. Harrisburg $365.88 $5,344 $1,336 27.4%

Indiana Citizens Gas and Coke Utility Indianapolis $294.82 $6,492 $1,623 18.2%

Hoosier Gas division Vincennes $190.39 $6,492 $1,623 11.7%

Indiana Gas Co. Muncie $321.55 $6,492 $1,623 19.8%

Kokomo Gas and Fuel Co. Kokomo $259.18 $6,492 $1,623 16.0%

Northern Indiana Fuel and Light Co. Auburn $197.93 $6,492 $1,623 12.2%

Northern Indiana Public Service Co. Gary $252.78 $6,492 $1,623 15.6%

Ohio Valley Gas Inc. Sullivan $210.45 $6,492 $1,623 13.0%

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. Winchester $260.97 $6,492 $1,623 16.1%

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (Tx. Service Area) Connersville $199.02 $6,492 $1,623 12.3%

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (ANR) Portland $231.77 $6,492 $1,623 14.3%

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $149.76 $6,492 $1,623 9.2%

Iowa Interstate Power Mason City $279.20 $5,110 $1,278 21.9%

Iowa Electric Light & Power Ames $271.97 $5,110 $1,278 21.3%

Iowa Southern Utilities Burlington $239.48 $5,110 $1,278 18.7%

Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Cedar Rapids $199.69 $5,110 $1,278 15.6%

Midwest Gas Co. Des Moines $267.87 $5,110 $1,278 21.0%

Peoples Natural Gas Council Bluffs $232.08 $5,110 $1,278 18.2%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

Kansas Arkla Wichita $213.84 $5,421 $1,355 15.8%

Kansas Power & Light Salina $230.99 $5,421 $1,355 17.0%

Kansas Power Light/Gas Section Wichita $273.95 $5,421 $1,355 20.2%

Kansas Public Service Lawrence $238.95 $5,421 $1,355 17.6%

Peoples Natural Gas Garden City $174.02 $5,421 $1,355 12.8%

United Cities Gas Olathe $247.88 $5,421 $1,355 18.3%

Kentucky Columbia Gas of Kentucky Lexington $150.54 $5,213 $1,303 11.6%

Delta Natural Gas Co. Winchester $160.62 $5,213 $1,303 12.3%

Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $100.74 $5,213 $1,303 7.7%

Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $135.81 $5,213 $1,303 10.4%

Western Kentucky Gas Owensboro $131.28 $5,213 $1,303 10.1%

Louisiana ARKLA Shreveport $183.43 $5,685 $1,421 12.9%

ENTEX Lake Charles $129.94 $5,685 $1,421 9.1%

Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $120.09 $5,685 $1,421 8.5%

Louisiana Gas Service Metairie $132.78 $5,685 $1,421 9.3%

New Orleans Public Service New Orleans $104.64 $5,685 $1,421 7.4%

South Coast Gas Co. Lockport $96.58 $5,685 $1,421 6.8%

Trans Louisiana Lafayette $169.08 $5,685 $1,421 11.9%

Maine Northern Utilities Portland $272.13 $7,231 $1,808 15.1%

Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $407.10 $6,783 $1,696 24.0%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

Columbia Gas of Maryland Washington &
Allegheny Counties

$412.20 $6,783 $1,696 24.3%

Washington Gas Light Co. Montgomery County
& D.C.

$341.30 $6,783 $1,696 20.1%

Massachusetts Bay State Gas Co. Springfield $400.70 $8,348 $2,087 19.2%

Berkshire Gas Co. Pittsfield $519.13 $8,348 $2,087 24.9%

Boston Gas co. Boston $461.56 $8,348 $2,087 22.1%

Colonial Gas Co.--Cape Cod Barnstable $343.06 $8,348 $2,087 16.4%

Colonial Gas Co.--Lowell Lowell $437.36 $8,348 $2,087 21.0%

Commonwealth Gas Co. Worcester $437.37 $8,348 $2,087 21.0%

Essex County Gas Co. Haverhill $470.00 $8,348 $2,087 22.5%

Fall River Gas Co. Fall River $338.90 $8,348 $2,087 16.2%

Fitchburg Gas & Elec. Light Co. Fitchburg $375.39 $8,348 $2,087 18.0%

Michigan Battle Creek Gas Co. Battle Creek $255.31 $5,906 $1,477 17.3%

Citizens Gas Fuel Co. Adrian $291.61 $5,906 $1,477 19.8%

Consumers Power Co. Flint $262.08 $5,906 $1,477 17.8%

Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. Detroit $314.73 $5,906 $1,477 21.3%

Michigan Gas Co. Holland $244.99 $5,906 $1,477 16.6%

Michigan Gas Utilities Co. Monroe $236.82 $5,906 $1,477 16.0%

Southeastern Michigan Gas co. Port Huron $240.39 $5,906 $1,477 16.3%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

Minnesota Midwest Gas Anoka $227.43 $7,330 $1,832 12.4%

Minnegasco Minneapolis $241.93 $7,330 $1,832 13.2%

Northern States Power Co. St. Paul $292.14 $7,330 $1,832 15.9%

Peoples Natural Gas Rochester $236.57 $7,330 $1,832 12.9%

Mississippi Entex Gulfport-Biloxi $139.03 $5,769 $1,442 9.6%

Mississippi Valley Gas Co. Jackson $167.34 $5,769 $1,442 11.6%

Associated Natural Gas Co. Kirksville $188.02 $5,769 $1,442 13.0%

Missouri Kansas Power & Light Co. Kansas City $201.63 $6,147 $1,537 13.1%

LaClede Gas Co. St. Louis $210.06 $6,147 $1,537 13.7%

Missouri Public Service Sedalia $243.28 $6,147 $1,537 15.8%

Union Electric Co. Jefferson City $236.92 $6,147 $1,537 15.4%

United Cities Gas Co. Hannibal $277.90 $6,147 $1,537 18.1%

Montana Great Falls Gas Co. Great Falls $156.80 $6,575 $1,644 9.5%

Montana Power Co. Missoula $190.56 $6,575 $1,644 11.6%

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Billings $181.13 $6,575 $1,644 11.0%

Nevada Sierra Pacific Power Co. Reno-Sparks $157.05 $7,146 $1,786 8.8%

Southwest Gas Corp. Las Vegas $152.17 $7,146 $1,786 8.5%

New Hampshire Energy North Natural Gas Manchester $319.28 $9,231 $2,308 13.8%

Northern Utilities Portsmouth $320.12 $9,231 $2,308 13.9%

New Jersey Elizabethtown Gas Co. Elizabeth $310.53 $6,359 $1,590 19.5%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

New Jersey Natural Gas Co. Dover $283.78 $6,359 $1,590 17.9%

Public Service Electric & Gas Newark $337.83 $6,359 $1,590 21.3%

South Jersey Gas Co. Atlantic City $241.97 $6,359 $1,590 15.2%

New York Brooklyn Union Gas Co. Brooklyn $542.82 $8,433 $2,108 25.7%

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Co. Poughkeepsie $662.82 $8,433 $2,108 31.4%

Consolidated Edison Co. New York City $401.71 $8,433 $2,108 19.1%

Corning Natural Gas Corp. Corning $370.13 $8,433 $2,108 17.6%

Long Island Lighting Co. Hempstead $393.25 $8,433 $2,108 18.7%

National Fuel Gas Buffalo $521.36 $8,433 $2,108 24.7%

New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Ithaca $526.55 $8,433 $2,108 25.0%

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Syracuse $520.47 $8,433 $2,108 24.7%

Orange & Rockland Utilities Clarkstown $539.26 $8,433 $2,108 25.6%

Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $546.79 $8,433 $2,108 25.9%

North Carolina North Carolina Natural Gas Corp. Fayetteville $165.12 $5,502 $1,376 12.0%

Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Charlotte $198.65 $5,502 $1,376 14.4%

Public Service Co. of North Carolina Raleigh-Durham $222.21 $5,502 $1,376 16.2%

North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $324.74 $6,961 $1,740 18.7%

Northern States Power Co. Fargo $261.01 $6,961 $1,740 15.0%

Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $297.13 $6,946 $1,737 17.1%

Columbia Gas of Ohio Columbus $251.48 $6,946 $1,737 14.5%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

Dayton Power & Light Dayton $237.87 $6,946 $1,737 13.7%

East Ohio Gas Co. Cleveland $370.26 $6,946 $1,737 21.3%

Ohio Gas Co. Bryan $300.47 $6,946 $1,737 17.3%

River Gas Co. Marietta $369.46 $6,946 $1,737 21.3%

West Ohio Gas Co. Lima $269.51 $6,946 $1,737 15.5%

Oklahoma Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co. Lawton $163.96 $5,362 $1,340 12.2%

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Sallisaw $170.01 $5,362 $1,340 12.7%

Kansas Power & Light Co. Bartlesville $200.31 $5,362 $1,340 14.9%

Oklahoma Natural Gas Co. Oklahoma City $183.47 $5,362 $1,340 13.7%

Oregon Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bend $193.83 $6,628 $1,657 11.7%

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Portland $193.55 $6,628 $1,657 11.7%

WP Natural Gas Medford $142.99 $6,628 $1,657 8.6%

Pennsylvania Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania Allegheny Cnty $304.84 $7,073 $1,768 17.2%

Equitable Gas Co. Pittsburgh $137.40 $7,073 $1,768 7.8%

National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp. Erie $289.88 $7,073 $1,768 16.4%

North Penn Gas Co. Wellsboro $248.04 $7,073 $1,768 14.0%

Pennsylvania Gas & Water Scranton $315.82 $7,073 $1,768 17.9%

Peoples Natural Gas Co. Allegheny County $313.06 $7,073 $1,768 17.7%

Philadelphia Electric Co. Philadelphia suburbs $330.53 $7,073 $1,768 18.7%

TW Phillips Gas & Oil Co. Butler $242.21 $7,073 $1,768 13.7%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

UGI Utilities Allentown $253.66 $7,073 $1,768 14.3%

Rhode Island Providence Gas Co. Providence $341.72 $8,414 $2,104 16.2%

Valley Gas Co. Pawtucket $283.41 $8,414 $2,104 13.5%

South Carolina Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Greenville $220.57 $5,447 $1,362 16.2%

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. Columbia $207.74 $5,447 $1,362 15.3%

South Dakota Minnegasco Sioux Falls $227.49 $12,314 $3,079 7.4%

Montana-Dakota Utilities Rapid City $261.49 $12,314 $3,079 8.5%

Northwestern Public Service Co. Aberdeen $255.65 $12,314 $3,079 8.3%

Texas Arkla Texarkana $162.52 $5,441 $1,360 11.9%

Energas Co. Amarillo $187.52 $5,441 $1,360 13.8%

Entex Houston $63.16 $5,441 $1,360 4.6%

Lone Star Gas Co. Dallas $226.16 $5,441 $1,360 16.6%

Rio Grande Valley Gas Co. Brownsville $100.93 $5,441 $1,360 7.4%

Southern Union Gas Co. El Paso $122.84 $5,441 $1,360 9.0%

Utah Mountain Fuel Supply Salt Lake City $263.90 $6,741 $1,685 15.7%

Vermont Vermont Gas Systems Burlington $311.72 $5,386 $1,347 23.2%

Virginia Commonwealth Gas Services Portsmouth $262.07 $6,010 $1,503 17.4%

Roanoke Gas Co. Roanoke $187.94 $6,010 $1,503 12.5%

United Cities Gas Co. Bristol $252.52 $6,010 $1,503 16.8%

Virginia Natural Gas Norfolk $230.07 $6,010 $1,503 15.3%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

Washington Gas Fairfax County $270.33 $6,010 $1,503 18.0%

Washington Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bellingham $132.78 $6,952 $1,738 7.6%

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Vancouver $108.24 $6,952 $1,738 6.2%

Washington Natural Gas Co. Seattle $190.85 $6,952 $1,738 11.0%

Washington Water Power Co. Spokane $125.54 $6,952 $1,738 7.2%

West Virginia Equitable Gas Co. Grafton $398.56 $6,952 $1,738 22.9%

Hope Gas Parkersburg $297.08 $6,952 $1,738 17.1%

Mountaineer Gas Co. Charleston $267.86 $6,952 $1,738 15.4%

West Virginia Power Gas Oak Hill $222.05 $6,952 $1,738 12.8%

Wisconsin Madison Gas & Electric Co. Madison $290.71 $8,419 $2,105 13.8%

Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $221.18 $8,419 $2,105 10.5%

Wisconsin Fuel & Light Co. Wausau $282.35 $8,419 $2,105 13.4%

Wisconsin Gas Co. Milwaukee $314.23 $8,419 $2,105 14.9%

Wisconsin Natural Gas Co. Racine $271.39 $8,419 $2,105 12.9%

Wisconsin Power & Light (A) Janesville $497.00 $8,419 $2,105 23.6%

Wisconsin Power & Light (B) Platteville $281.47 $8,419 $2,105 13.4%

Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $258.90 $8,419 $2,105 12.3%

Wisconsin Southern Gas Co. Burlington $294.02 $8,419 $2,105 14.0%

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Co. Cheyenne $161.52 $6,435 $1,609 10.0%

KN Energy Casper $273.09 $6,435 $1,609 17.0%
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TABLE 15: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL AS PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL BILL

AVG INCOME:
LIHEAP

AVERAGE WINTER
INCOME: LIHEAP

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Sheridan $275.31 $6,435 $1,609 17.1%

Mountain Fuel Supply Rock Springs $298.77 $6,435 $1,609 18.6%
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TABLE 16: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY AND INCOME RANGE
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, 1990 - 1991

STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

Alabama Alabama Gas Corp. 92.1% 30.7% 18.4% 13.2% 10.2% 8.4% 6.8% 6.1%

Mobile Gas Service Corp. 73.8% 24.6% 14.8% 10.5% 8.2% 6.7% 5.5% 4.9%

Alaska Enstar Natural Gas Co. 108.8% 36.3% 21.8% 15.5% 12.1% 9.9% 8.1% 7.3%

Arizona North Arizona Gas Dvsn 53.8% 17.9% 10.8% 7.7% 6.0% 4.9% 4.0% 3.6%

Southwest Gas, Southern Az. Dvsn 73.0% 24.3% 14.6% 10.4% 8.1% 6.6% 5.4% 4.9%

Southwest Gas, Central Az. Dvsn 80.7% 26.9% 16.1% 11.5% 9.0% 7.3% 6.0% 5.4%

Arkansas Arkansas-Louisiana Gas Co. 69.7% 23.2% 13.9% 10.0% 7.7% 6.3% 5.2% 4.6%

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. 54.0% 18.0% 10.8% 7.7% 6.0% 4.9% 4.0% 3.6%

Arkansas Western Gas Co. 71.2% 23.7% 14.2% 10.2% 7.9% 6.5% 5.3% 4.7%

Associated Natural Gas Co. 78.5% 26.2% 15.7% 11.2% 8.7% 7.1% 5.8% 5.2%

California Pacific Gas and Elec. 55.9% 18.6% 11.2% 8.0% 6.2% 5.1% 4.1% 3.7%

San Diego Gas & Elec. 38.4% 12.8% 7.7% 5.5% 4.3% 3.5% 2.8% 2.6%

Southern California Gas Co. 55.5% 18.5% 11.1% 7.9% 6.2% 5.0% 4.1% 3.7%

Colorado Citizens Utilities Co. 77.8% 25.9% 15.6% 11.1% 8.6% 7.1% 5.8% 5.2%

Greeley Gas Co. 82.9% 27.6% 16.6% 11.8% 9.2% 7.5% 6.1% 5.5%

K N Energy 131.1% 43.7% 26.2% 18.7% 14.6% 11.9% 9.7% 8.7%

Peoples Natural Gas 80.0% 26.7% 16.0% 11.4% 8.9% 7.3% 5.9% 5.3%

Public Service Co. of Colorado 73.3% 24.4% 14.7% 10.5% 8.1% 6.7% 5.4% 4.9%

Rocky Mountain Natural Gas 157.3% 52.4% 31.5% 22.5% 17.5% 14.3% 11.6% 10.5%
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TABLE 16: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY AND INCOME RANGE
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, 1990 - 1991

STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

Connecticut Connecticut Natural Gas Corp. 162.3% 54.1% 32.5% 23.2% 18.0% 14.8% 12.0% 10.8%

Southern Conn. Gas Co. 184.1% 61.4% 36.8% 26.3% 20.5% 16.7% 13.6% 12.3%

Yankee Gas Services Co. 187.7% 62.6% 37.5% 26.8% 20.9% 17.1% 13.9% 12.5%

Delaware Delmarva Power & Light 79.9% 26.6% 16.0% 11.4% 8.9% 7.3% 5.9% 5.3%

D.C. Washington Gas Light 140.1% 46.7% 28.0% 20.0% 15.6% 12.7% 10.4% 9.3%

Florida City Gas Co. 27.7% 9.2% 5.5% 4.0% 3.1% 2.5% 2.1% 1.8%

Florida Public Utilities 36.6% 12.2% 7.3% 5.2% 4.1% 3.3% 2.7% 2.4%

Peoples Gas System, Inc. 32.6% 10.9% 6.5% 4.7% 3.6% 3.0% 2.4% 2.2%

West Florida Natural Gas Co. 51.0% 17.0% 10.2% 7.3% 5.7% 4.6% 3.8% 3.4%

Georgia Atlanta Gas Light 77.2% 25.7% 15.4% 11.0% 8.6% 7.0% 5.7% 5.1%

United Cities Gas Co. 59.2% 19.7% 11.8% 8.5% 6.6% 5.4% 4.4% 3.9%

Hawaii GASCO 34.5% 11.5% 6.9% 4.9% 3.8% 3.1% 2.6% 2.3%

Idaho Intermountain Gas Co. 82.1% 27.4% 16.4% 11.7% 9.1% 7.5% 6.1% 5.5%

Washington Water Power Co. 79.6% 26.5% 15.9% 11.4% 8.8% 7.2% 5.9% 5.3%

Illinois Central Illinois Light Co. 146.5% 48.8% 29.3% 20.9% 16.3% 13.3% 10.9% 9.8%

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 139.4% 46.5% 27.9% 19.9% 15.5% 12.7% 10.3% 9.3%

Illinois Power Co. 139.0% 46.3% 27.8% 19.9% 15.4% 12.6% 10.3% 9.3%

Iowa-Illinois Gas and Electric 134.4% 44.8% 26.9% 19.2% 14.9% 12.2% 10.0% 9.0%

North Shore Gas Co. 165.5% 55.2% 33.1% 23.6% 18.4% 15.0% 12.3% 11.0%
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TABLE 16: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY AND INCOME RANGE
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, 1990 - 1991

STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

Northern Illinois Gas Co. 124.7% 41.6% 24.9% 17.8% 13.9% 11.3% 9.2% 8.3%

Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co. 161.6% 53.9% 32.3% 23.1% 18.0% 14.7% 12.0% 10.8%

Union Electric Co. 107.0% 35.7% 21.4% 15.3% 11.9% 9.7% 7.9% 7.1%

United Cities Gas Co. 146.4% 48.8% 29.3% 20.9% 16.3% 13.3% 10.8% 9.8%

Indiana Citizens Gas and Coke Utility 117.9% 39.3% 23.6% 16.8% 13.1% 10.7% 8.7% 7.9%

Hoosier Gas division 76.2% 25.4% 15.2% 10.9% 8.5% 6.9% 5.6% 5.1%

Indiana Gas Co. 128.6% 42.9% 25.7% 18.4% 14.3% 11.7% 9.5% 8.6%

Kokomo Gas and Fuel Co. 103.7% 34.6% 20.7% 14.8% 11.5% 9.4% 7.7% 6.9%

Northern Indiana Fuel and Light Co. 79.2% 26.4% 15.8% 11.3% 8.8% 7.2% 5.9% 5.3%

Northern Indiana Public Service Co. 101.1% 33.7% 20.2% 14.4% 11.2% 9.2% 7.5% 6.7%

Ohio Valley Gas Inc. 84.2% 28.1% 16.8% 12.0% 9.4% 7.7% 6.2% 5.6%

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. 104.4% 34.8% 20.9% 14.9% 11.6% 9.5% 7.7% 7.0%

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (Tx. Service Area) 79.6% 26.5% 15.9% 11.4% 8.8% 7.2% 5.9% 5.3%

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (ANR) 92.7% 30.9% 18.5% 13.2% 10.3% 8.4% 6.9% 6.2%

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric 59.9% 20.0% 12.0% 8.6% 6.7% 5.4% 4.4% 4.0%

Iowa Interstate Power 111.7% 37.2% 22.3% 16.0% 12.4% 10.2% 8.3% 7.4%

Iowa Electric Light & Power 108.8% 36.3% 21.8% 15.5% 12.1% 9.9% 8.1% 7.3%

Iowa Southern Utilities 95.8% 31.9% 19.2% 13.7% 10.6% 8.7% 7.1% 6.4%

Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric 79.9% 26.6% 16.0% 11.4% 8.9% 7.3% 5.9% 5.3%
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TABLE 16: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY AND INCOME RANGE
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, 1990 - 1991

STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

Midwest Gas Co. 107.1% 35.7% 21.4% 15.3% 11.9% 9.7% 7.9% 7.1%

Peoples Natural Gas 92.8% 30.9% 18.6% 13.3% 10.3% 8.4% 6.9% 6.2%

Kansas Arkla 85.5% 28.5% 17.1% 12.2% 9.5% 7.8% 6.3% 5.7%

Kansas Power & Light 92.4% 30.8% 18.5% 13.2% 10.3% 8.4% 6.8% 6.2%

Kansas Power Light/Gas Section 109.6% 36.5% 21.9% 15.7% 12.2% 10.0% 8.1% 7.3%

Kansas Public Service 95.6% 31.9% 19.1% 13.7% 10.6% 8.7% 7.1% 6.4%

Peoples Natural Gas 69.6% 23.2% 13.9% 9.9% 7.7% 6.3% 5.2% 4.6%

United Cities Gas 99.2% 33.1% 19.8% 14.2% 11.0% 9.0% 7.3% 6.6%

Kentucky Columbia Gas of Kentucky 60.2% 20.1% 12.0% 8.6% 6.7% 5.5% 4.5% 4.0%

Delta Natural Gas Co. 64.2% 21.4% 12.8% 9.2% 7.1% 5.8% 4.8% 4.3%

Louisville Gas & Electric 40.3% 13.4% 8.1% 5.8% 4.5% 3.7% 3.0% 2.7%

Union Light, Heat & Power 54.3% 18.1% 10.9% 7.8% 6.0% 4.9% 4.0% 3.6%

Western Kentucky Gas 52.5% 17.5% 10.5% 7.5% 5.8% 4.8% 3.9% 3.5%

Louisiana ARKLA 73.4% 24.5% 14.7% 10.5% 8.2% 6.7% 5.4% 4.9%

ENTEX 52.0% 17.3% 10.4% 7.4% 5.8% 4.7% 3.9% 3.5%

Gulf States Utilities 48.0% 16.0% 9.6% 6.9% 5.3% 4.4% 3.6% 3.2%

Louisiana Gas Service 53.1% 17.7% 10.6% 7.6% 5.9% 4.8% 3.9% 3.5%

New Orleans Public Service 41.9% 14.0% 8.4% 6.0% 4.7% 3.8% 3.1% 2.8%

South Coast Gas Co. 38.6% 12.9% 7.7% 5.5% 4.3% 3.5% 2.9% 2.6%
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TABLE 16: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY AND INCOME RANGE
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, 1990 - 1991

STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

Trans Louisiana 67.6% 22.5% 13.5% 9.7% 7.5% 6.1% 5.0% 4.5%

Maine Northern Utilities 108.9% 36.3% 21.8% 15.6% 12.1% 9.9% 8.1% 7.3%

Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric 162.8% 54.3% 32.6% 23.3% 18.1% 14.8% 12.1% 10.9%

Columbia Gas of Maryland 164.9% 55.0% 33.0% 23.6% 18.3% 15.0% 12.2% 11.0%

Washington Gas Light Co. 136.5% 45.5% 27.3% 19.5% 15.2% 12.4% 10.1% 9.1%

Massachusetts Bay State Gas Co. 160.3% 53.4% 32.1% 22.9% 17.8% 14.6% 11.9% 10.7%

Berkshire Gas Co. 207.7% 69.2% 41.5% 29.7% 23.1% 18.9% 15.4% 13.8%

Boston Gas co. 184.6% 61.5% 36.9% 26.4% 20.5% 16.8% 13.7% 12.3%

Colonial Gas Co.--Cape Cod 137.2% 45.7% 27.4% 19.6% 15.2% 12.5% 10.2% 9.1%

Colonial Gas Co.--Lowell 174.9% 58.3% 35.0% 25.0% 19.4% 15.9% 13.0% 11.7%

Commonwealth Gas Co. 174.9% 58.3% 35.0% 25.0% 19.4% 15.9% 13.0% 11.7%

Essex County Gas Co. 188.0% 62.7% 37.6% 26.9% 20.9% 17.1% 13.9% 12.5%

Fall River Gas Co. 135.6% 45.2% 27.1% 19.4% 15.1% 12.3% 10.0% 9.0%

Fitchburg Gas & Elec. Light Co. 150.2% 50.1% 30.0% 21.5% 16.7% 13.7% 11.1% 10.0%

Michigan Battle Creek Gas Co. 102.1% 34.0% 20.4% 14.6% 11.3% 9.3% 7.6% 6.8%

Citizens Gas Fuel Co. 116.6% 38.9% 23.3% 16.7% 13.0% 10.6% 8.6% 7.8%

Consumers Power Co. 104.8% 34.9% 21.0% 15.0% 11.6% 9.5% 7.8% 7.0%

Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. 125.9% 42.0% 25.2% 18.0% 14.0% 11.4% 9.3% 8.4%

Michigan Gas Co. 98.0% 32.7% 19.6% 14.0% 10.9% 8.9% 7.3% 6.5%
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TABLE 16: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY AND INCOME RANGE
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STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

Michigan Gas Utilities Co. 94.7% 31.6% 18.9% 13.5% 10.5% 8.6% 7.0% 6.3%

Southeastern Michigan Gas co. 96.2% 32.1% 19.2% 13.7% 10.7% 8.7% 7.1% 6.4%

Minnesota Midwest Gas 91.0% 30.3% 18.2% 13.0% 10.1% 8.3% 6.7% 6.1%

Minnegasco 96.8% 32.3% 19.4% 13.8% 10.8% 8.8% 7.2% 6.5%

Northern States Power Co. 116.9% 39.0% 23.4% 16.7% 13.0% 10.6% 8.7% 7.8%

Peoples Natural Gas 94.6% 31.5% 18.9% 13.5% 10.5% 8.6% 7.0% 6.3%

Mississippi Entex 55.6% 18.5% 11.1% 7.9% 6.2% 5.1% 4.1% 3.7%

Mississippi Valley Gas Co. 66.9% 22.3% 13.4% 9.6% 7.4% 6.1% 5.0% 4.5%

Associated Natural Gas Co. 75.2% 25.1% 15.0% 10.7% 8.4% 6.8% 5.6% 5.0%

Missouri Kansas Power & Light Co. 80.7% 26.9% 16.1% 11.5% 9.0% 7.3% 6.0% 5.4%

LaClede Gas Co. 84.0% 28.0% 16.8% 12.0% 9.3% 7.6% 6.2% 5.6%

Missouri Public Service 97.3% 32.4% 19.5% 13.9% 10.8% 8.8% 7.2% 6.5%

Union Electric Co. 94.8% 31.6% 19.0% 13.5% 10.5% 8.6% 7.0% 6.3%

United Cities Gas Co. 111.2% 37.1% 22.2% 15.9% 12.4% 10.1% 8.2% 7.4%

Montana Great Falls Gas Co. 62.7% 20.9% 12.5% 9.0% 7.0% 5.7% 4.6% 4.2%

Montana Power Co. 76.2% 25.4% 15.2% 10.9% 8.5% 6.9% 5.6% 5.1%

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. 72.5% 24.2% 14.5% 10.4% 8.1% 6.6% 5.4% 4.8%

Nevada Sierra Pacific Power Co. 62.8% 20.9% 12.6% 9.0% 7.0% 5.7% 4.7% 4.2%

Southwest Gas Corp. 60.9% 20.3% 12.2% 8.7% 6.8% 5.5% 4.5% 4.1%
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STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

New Hampshire Energy North Natural Gas 127.7% 42.6% 25.5% 18.2% 14.2% 11.6% 9.5% 8.5%

Northern Utilities 128.0% 42.7% 25.6% 18.3% 14.2% 11.6% 9.5% 8.5%

New Jersey Elizabethtown Gas Co. 124.2% 41.4% 24.8% 17.7% 13.8% 11.3% 9.2% 8.3%

New Jersey Natural Gas Co. 113.5% 37.8% 22.7% 16.2% 12.6% 10.3% 8.4% 7.6%

Public Service Electric & Gas 135.1% 45.0% 27.0% 19.3% 15.0% 12.3% 10.0% 9.0%

South Jersey Gas Co. 96.8% 32.3% 19.4% 13.8% 10.8% 8.8% 7.2% 6.5%

New York Brooklyn Union Gas Co. 217.1% 72.4% 43.4% 31.0% 24.1% 19.7% 16.1% 14.5%

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Co. 265.1% 88.4% 53.0% 37.9% 29.5% 24.1% 19.6% 17.7%

Consolidated Edison Co. 160.7% 53.6% 32.1% 23.0% 17.9% 14.6% 11.9% 10.7%

Corning Natural Gas Corp. 148.1% 49.4% 29.6% 21.2% 16.5% 13.5% 11.0% 9.9%

Long Island Lighting Co. 157.3% 52.4% 31.5% 22.5% 17.5% 14.3% 11.7% 10.5%

National Fuel Gas 208.5% 69.5% 41.7% 29.8% 23.2% 19.0% 15.4% 13.9%

New York State Electric & Gas Corp. 210.6% 70.2% 42.1% 30.1% 23.4% 19.1% 15.6% 14.0%

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. 208.2% 69.4% 41.6% 29.7% 23.1% 18.9% 15.4% 13.9%

Orange & Rockland Utilities 215.7% 71.9% 43.1% 30.8% 24.0% 19.6% 16.0% 14.4%

Rochester Gas & Electric 218.7% 72.9% 43.7% 31.2% 24.3% 19.9% 16.2% 14.6%

North Carolina North Carolina Natural Gas Corp. 66.0% 22.0% 13.2% 9.4% 7.3% 6.0% 4.9% 4.4%

Piedmont Natural Gas Co. 79.5% 26.5% 15.9% 11.4% 8.8% 7.2% 5.9% 5.3%

Public Service Co. of North Carolina 88.9% 29.6% 17.8% 12.7% 9.9% 8.1% 6.6% 5.9%
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North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities 129.9% 43.3% 26.0% 18.6% 14.4% 11.8% 9.6% 8.7%

Northern States Power Co. 104.4% 34.8% 20.9% 14.9% 11.6% 9.5% 7.7% 7.0%

Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric 118.9% 39.6% 23.8% 17.0% 13.2% 10.8% 8.8% 7.9%

Columbia Gas of Ohio 100.6% 33.5% 20.1% 14.4% 11.2% 9.1% 7.5% 6.7%

Dayton Power & Light 95.1% 31.7% 19.0% 13.6% 10.6% 8.6% 7.0% 6.3%

East Ohio Gas Co. 148.1% 49.4% 29.6% 21.2% 16.5% 13.5% 11.0% 9.9%

Ohio Gas Co. 120.2% 40.1% 24.0% 17.2% 13.4% 10.9% 8.9% 8.0%

River Gas Co. 147.8% 49.3% 29.6% 21.1% 16.4% 13.4% 10.9% 9.9%

West Ohio Gas Co. 107.8% 35.9% 21.6% 15.4% 12.0% 9.8% 8.0% 7.2%

Oklahoma Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co. 65.6% 21.9% 13.1% 9.4% 7.3% 6.0% 4.9% 4.4%

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. 68.0% 22.7% 13.6% 9.7% 7.6% 6.2% 5.0% 4.5%

Kansas Power & Light Co. 80.1% 26.7% 16.0% 11.4% 8.9% 7.3% 5.9% 5.3%

Oklahoma Natural Gas Co. 73.4% 24.5% 14.7% 10.5% 8.2% 6.7% 5.4% 4.9%

Oregon Cascade Natural Gas Corp. 77.5% 25.8% 15.5% 11.1% 8.6% 7.0% 5.7% 5.2%

Northwest Natural Gas Co. 77.4% 25.8% 15.5% 11.1% 8.6% 7.0% 5.7% 5.2%

WP Natural Gas 57.2% 19.1% 11.4% 8.2% 6.4% 5.2% 4.2% 3.8%

Pennsylvania Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania 121.9% 40.6% 24.4% 17.4% 13.5% 11.1% 9.0% 8.1%

Equitable Gas Co. 55.0% 18.3% 11.0% 7.9% 6.1% 5.0% 4.1% 3.7%

National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp. 116.0% 38.7% 23.2% 16.6% 12.9% 10.5% 8.6% 7.7%
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TABLE 16: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY AND INCOME RANGE
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, 1990 - 1991

STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

North Penn Gas Co. 99.2% 33.1% 19.8% 14.2% 11.0% 9.0% 7.3% 6.6%

Pennsylvania Gas & Water 126.3% 42.1% 25.3% 18.0% 14.0% 11.5% 9.4% 8.4%

Peoples Natural Gas Co. 125.2% 41.7% 25.0% 17.9% 13.9% 11.4% 9.3% 8.3%

Philadelphia Electric Co. 132.2% 44.1% 26.4% 18.9% 14.7% 12.0% 9.8% 8.8%

TW Phillips Gas & Oil Co. 96.9% 32.3% 19.4% 13.8% 10.8% 8.8% 7.2% 6.5%

UGI Utilities 101.5% 33.8% 20.3% 14.5% 11.3% 9.2% 7.5% 6.8%

Rhode Island Providence Gas Co. 136.7% 45.6% 27.3% 19.5% 15.2% 12.4% 10.1% 9.1%

Valley Gas Co. 113.4% 37.8% 22.7% 16.2% 12.6% 10.3% 8.4% 7.6%

South Carolina Piedmont Natural Gas Co. 88.2% 29.4% 17.6% 12.6% 9.8% 8.0% 6.5% 5.9%

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. 83.1% 27.7% 16.6% 11.9% 9.2% 7.6% 6.2% 5.5%

South Dakota Minnegasco 91.0% 30.3% 18.2% 13.0% 10.1% 8.3% 6.7% 6.1%

Montana-Dakota Utilities 104.6% 34.9% 20.9% 14.9% 11.6% 9.5% 7.7% 7.0%

Northwestern Public Service Co. 102.3% 34.1% 20.5% 14.6% 11.4% 9.3% 7.6% 6.8%

Texas Arkla 65.0% 21.7% 13.0% 9.3% 7.2% 5.9% 4.8% 4.3%

Energas Co. 75.0% 25.0% 15.0% 10.7% 8.3% 6.8% 5.6% 5.0%

Entex 25.3% 8.4% 5.1% 3.6% 2.8% 2.3% 1.9% 1.7%

Lone Star Gas Co. 90.5% 30.2% 18.1% 12.9% 10.1% 8.2% 6.7% 6.0%

Rio Grande Valley Gas Co. 40.4% 13.5% 8.1% 5.8% 4.5% 3.7% 3.0% 2.7%

Southern Union Gas Co. 49.1% 16.4% 9.8% 7.0% 5.5% 4.5% 3.6% 3.3%
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TABLE 16: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY AND INCOME RANGE
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, 1990 - 1991

STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

Utah Mountain Fuel Supply 105.6% 35.2% 21.1% 15.1% 11.7% 9.6% 7.8% 7.0%

Vermont Vermont Gas Systems 124.7% 41.6% 24.9% 17.8% 13.9% 11.3% 9.2% 8.3%

Virginia Commonwealth Gas Services 104.8% 34.9% 21.0% 15.0% 11.6% 9.5% 7.8% 7.0%

Roanoke Gas Co. 75.2% 25.1% 15.0% 10.7% 8.4% 6.8% 5.6% 5.0%

United Cities Gas Co. 101.0% 33.7% 20.2% 14.4% 11.2% 9.2% 7.5% 6.7%

Virginia Natural Gas 92.0% 30.7% 18.4% 13.1% 10.2% 8.4% 6.8% 6.1%

Washington Gas 108.1% 36.0% 21.6% 15.4% 12.0% 9.8% 8.0% 7.2%

Washington Cascade Natural Gas Corp. 53.1% 17.7% 10.6% 7.6% 5.9% 4.8% 3.9% 3.5%

Northwest Natural Gas Co. 43.3% 14.4% 8.7% 6.2% 4.8% 3.9% 3.2% 2.9%

Washington Natural Gas Co. 76.3% 25.4% 15.3% 10.9% 8.5% 6.9% 5.7% 5.1%

Washington Water Power Co. 50.2% 16.7% 10.0% 7.2% 5.6% 4.6% 3.7% 3.3%

West Virginia Equitable Gas Co. 159.4% 53.1% 31.9% 22.8% 17.7% 14.5% 11.8% 10.6%

Hope Gas 118.8% 39.6% 23.8% 17.0% 13.2% 10.8% 8.8% 7.9%

Mountaineer Gas Co. 107.1% 35.7% 21.4% 15.3% 11.9% 9.7% 7.9% 7.1%

West Virginia Power Gas 88.8% 29.6% 17.8% 12.7% 9.9% 8.1% 6.6% 5.9%

Wisconsin Madison Gas & Electric Co. 116.3% 38.8% 23.3% 16.6% 12.9% 10.6% 8.6% 7.8%

Northern States Power Co. 88.5% 29.5% 17.7% 12.6% 9.8% 8.0% 6.6% 5.9%

Wisconsin Fuel & Light Co. 112.9% 37.6% 22.6% 16.1% 12.5% 10.3% 8.4% 7.5%

Wisconsin Gas Co. 125.7% 41.9% 25.1% 18.0% 14.0% 11.4% 9.3% 8.4%
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TABLE 16: WINTER NATURAL GAS BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME BY GAS COMPANY AND INCOME RANGE
LIHEAP RECIPIENTS, 1990 - 1991

STATE UTILITY COMPANY
WINTER BILL AS INCOME PERCENT BY LIHEAP INCOME RANGE

$0-2000 $2000-3999 $4000-5999 $6000-7999 $8000-9999 $10,0000-11,999 $12,000-14,999 $15,000+

Wisconsin Natural Gas Co. 108.6% 36.2% 21.7% 15.5% 12.1% 9.9% 8.0% 7.2%

Wisconsin Power & Light (A) 198.8% 66.3% 39.8% 28.4% 22.1% 18.1% 14.7% 13.3%

Wisconsin Power & Light (B) 112.6% 37.5% 22.5% 16.1% 12.5% 10.2% 8.3% 7.5%

Wisconsin Public Service Corp. 103.6% 34.5% 20.7% 14.8% 11.5% 9.4% 7.7% 6.9%

Wisconsin Southern Gas Co. 117.6% 39.2% 23.5% 16.8% 13.1% 10.7% 8.7% 7.8%

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Co. 64.6% 21.5% 12.9% 9.2% 7.2% 5.9% 4.8% 4.3%

KN Energy 109.2% 36.4% 21.8% 15.6% 12.1% 9.9% 8.1% 7.3%

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. 110.1% 36.7% 22.0% 15.7% 12.2% 10.0% 8.2% 7.3%

Mountain Fuel Supply 119.5% 39.8% 23.9% 17.1% 13.3% 10.9% 8.9% 8.0%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Alabama Alabama Gas Corp. Birmingham $230.13 $1,830 12.6%

Mobile Gas Service Corp. Mobile $184.48 $1,805 10.2%

Alaska Enstar Natural Gas Co. Anchorage $272.07 $2,167 12.6%

Arizona North Arizona Gas Dvsn Flagstaff $134.43 $2,028 6.6%

Southwest Gas Corp. (Southern Az. Divn) Tucson $182.55 $1,996 9.2%

Southwest Gas Corp. (Central Az. Divn) Phoenix $201.63 $2,059 9.8%

Arkansas Arkansas-Louisiana Gas Co. Little Rock $174.26 $2,015 8.7%

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Fort Smith $134.96 $2,026 6.7%

Arkansas Western Gas Co. Fayetteville $177.96 $1,915 9.3%

Associated Natural Gas Co. Blytheville $196.18 $1,839 10.7%

California Pacific Gas and Elec. San Jose $139.80 $2,110 6.6%

San Diego Gas & Elec. San Diego $96.05 $2,117 4.5%

Southern California Gas Co. Los Angeles $138.77 $1,906 7.3%

Colorado Citizens Utilities Co. La Junta $194.45 $1,984 9.8%

Greeley Gas Co. Greeley $207.34 $2,021 10.3%

K N Energy Yuma $327.70 $2,134 15.4%

Peoples Natural Gas Fountain $200.11 $2,119 9.4%

Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $183.23 $2,010 9.1%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Rocky Mountain Natural Gas Montrose $393.17 $2,136 18.4%

Connecticut Connecticut Natural Gas Corp. Hartford $405.85 $1,799 22.6%

Southern Conn. Gas Co. Bridgeport $460.29 $1,968 23.4%

Yankee Gas Services Co. Waterbury $469.24 $2,003 23.4%

Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $199.80 $1,913 10.4%

Washington D.C. Washington Gas Light Washington D.C. $350.17 $1,793 19.5%

Florida City Gas Co. Miami $69.19 $1,770 3.9%

Florida Public Utilities West Palm Beach $91.48 $1,923 4.8%

Peoples Gas System, Inc. Tampa $81.55 $1,946 4.2%

West Florida Natural Gas Co. Panama City $127.45 $1,874 6.8%

Georgia Atlanta Gas Light Atlanta $192.94 $1,708 11.3%

United Cities Gas Co. Columbus $148.05 $1,959 7.6%

Hawaii GASCO Honolulu $86.34 $1,977 4.4%

Idaho Intermountain Gas Co. Boise $205.23 $2,117 9.7%

Washington Water Power Co. Coeur d Alene $198.93 $2,121 9.4%

Illinois Central Illinois Light Co. Peoria $366.30 $1,849 19.8%

Central Illinois Public Service Co. Quincy $348.39 $2,016 17.3%

Illinois Power Co. Decatur $347.55 $1,995 17.4%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Iowa-Illinois Gas and Electric Rock Island $336.07 $1,956 17.2%

North Shore Gas Co. Waukegan $413.79 $2,075 19.9%

Northern Illinois Gas Co. Rockford $311.84 $1,986 15.7%

Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co. Chicago $403.98 $1,800 22.4%

Union Electric Co. Alton $267.45 $1,979 13.5%

United Cities Gas Co. Harrisburg $365.88 $1,823 20.1%

Indiana Citizens Gas and Coke Utility Indianapolis $294.82 $2,044 14.4%

Hoosier Gas division Vincennes $190.39 $1,900 10.0%

Indiana Gas Co. Muncie $321.55 $1,940 16.6%

Kokomo Gas and Fuel Co. Kokomo $259.18 $1,909 13.6%

Northern Indiana Fuel and Light Co. Auburn $197.93 $2,405 8.2%

Northern Indiana Public Service Co. Gary $252.78 $1,701 14.9%

Ohio Valley Gas Inc. Sullivan $210.45 $2,105 10.0%

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. Winchester $260.97 $1,904 13.7%

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (Tx. Service Area) Connersville $199.02 $2,059 9.7%

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (ANR) Portland $231.77 $2,111 11.0%

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $149.76 $1,991 7.5%

Iowa Interstate Power Mason City $279.20 $2,108 13.2%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Iowa Electric Light & Power Ames $271.97 $1,978 13.8%

Iowa Southern Utilities Burlington $239.48 $2,111 11.3%

Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Cedar Rapids $199.69 $2,072 9.6%

Midwest Gas Co. Des Moines $267.87 $2,078 12.9%

Peoples Natural Gas Council Bluffs $232.08 $2,069 11.2%

Kansas Arkla Wichita $213.84 $2,035 10.5%

Kansas Power & Light Salina $230.99 $2,098 11.0%

Kansas Power Light/Gas Section Wichita $273.95 $2,035 13.5%

Kansas Public Service Lawrence $238.95 $1,901 12.6%

Peoples Natural Gas Garden City $174.02 $2,005 8.7%

United Cities Gas Olathe $247.88 $2,159 11.5%

Kentucky Columbia Gas of Kentucky Lexington $150.54 $1,958 7.7%

Delta Natural Gas Co. Winchester $160.62 $1,919 8.4%

Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $100.74 $1,837 5.5%

Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $135.81 $1,866 7.3%

Western Kentucky Gas Owensboro $131.28 $1,891 6.9%

Louisiana ARKLA Shreveport $183.43 $1,826 10.1%

ENTEX Lake Charles $129.94 $1,801 7.2%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $120.09 $1,764 6.8%

Louisiana Gas Service Metairie $132.78 $2,060 6.5%

New Orleans Public Service New Orleans $104.64 $1,699 6.2%

South Coast Gas Co. Lockport $96.58 $1,879 5.1%

Trans Louisiana Lafayette $169.08 $1,835 9.2%

Maine Northern Utilities Portland $272.13 $2,054 13.3%

Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $407.10 $1,791 22.7%

Columbia Gas of Maryland Washington &
Allegheny Counties

$412.20 $2,017 20.4%

Washington Gas Light Co. Montgomery County
& D.C.

$341.30 $2,066 16.5%

Massachusetts Bay State Gas Co. Springfield $400.70 $1,987 20.2%

Berkshire Gas Co. Pittsfield $519.13 $2,129 24.4%

Boston Gas co. Boston $461.56 $1,847 25.0%

Colonial Gas Co.--Cape Cod Barnstable $343.06 $2,199 15.6%

Colonial Gas Co.--Lowell Lowell $437.36 $1,929 22.7%

Commonwealth Gas Co. Worcester $437.37 $2,004 21.8%

Essex County Gas Co. Haverhill $470.00 $2,099 22.4%

Fall River Gas Co. Fall River $338.90 $1,900 17.8%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Fitchburg Gas & Elec. Light Co. Fitchburg $375.39 $2,039 18.4%

Michigan Battle Creek Gas Co. Battle Creek $255.31 $2,013 12.7%

Citizens Gas Fuel Co. Adrian $291.61 $1,990 14.7%

Consumers Power Co. Flint $262.08 $1,813 14.5%

Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. Detroit $314.73 $1,726 18.2%

Michigan Gas Co. Holland $244.99 $2,084 11.8%

Michigan Gas Utilities Co. Monroe $236.82 $2,030 11.7%

Southeastern Michigan Gas co. Port Huron $240.39 $1,883 12.8%

Minnesota Midwest Gas Anoka $227.43 $2,162 10.5%

Minnegasco Minneapolis $241.93 $2,058 11.8%

Northern States Power Co. St. Paul $292.14 $2,075 14.1%

Peoples Natural Gas Rochester $236.57 $2,129 11.1%

Mississippi Entex Gulfport-Biloxi $139.03 $1,941 7.2%

Mississippi Valley Gas Co. Jackson $167.34 $1,873 8.9%

Associated Natural Gas Co. Kirksville $188.02 $1,830 10.3%

Missouri Kansas Power & Light Co. Kansas City $201.63 $1,923 10.5%

LaClede Gas Co. St. Louis $210.06 $1,868 11.3%

Missouri Public Service Sedalia $243.28 $2,053 11.9%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Union Electric Co. Jefferson City $236.92 $2,142 11.1%

United Cities Gas Co. Hannibal $277.90 $1,989 14.0%

Montana Great Falls Gas Co. Great Falls $156.80 $2,003 7.8%

Montana Power Co. Missoula $190.56 $1,975 9.7%

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Billings $181.13 $2,047 8.9%

Nevada Sierra Pacific Power Co. Reno-Sparks $157.05 $2,145 7.3%

Southwest Gas Corp. Las Vegas $152.17 $2,086 7.3%

New Hampshire Energy North Natural Gas Manchester $319.28 $2,040 15.7%

Northern Utilities Portsmouth $320.12 $2,139 15.0%

New Jersey Elizabethtown Gas Co. Elizabeth $310.53 $1,942 16.0%

New Jersey Natural Gas Co. Dover $283.78 $2,110 13.5%

Public Service Electric & Gas Newark $337.83 $1,757 19.2%

South Jersey Gas Co. Atlantic City $241.97 $1,851 13.1%

New York Brooklyn Union Gas Co. Brooklyn $542.82 $1,787 30.4%

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Co. Poughkeepsie $662.82 $2,097 31.6%

Consolidated Edison Co. New York City $401.71 $1,812 22.2%

Corning Natural Gas Corp. Corning $370.13 $2,114 17.5%

Long Island Lighting Co. Hempstead $393.25 $1,946 20.2%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

National Fuel Gas Buffalo $521.36 $1,883 27.7%

New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Ithaca $526.55 $2,062 25.5%

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Syracuse $520.47 $1,948 26.7%

Orange & Rockland Utilities Clarkstown $539.26 $1,997 27.0%

Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $546.79 $1,914 28.6%

North Carolina North Carolina Natural Gas Corp. Fayetteville $165.12 $1,951 8.5%

Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Charlotte $198.65 $2,001 9.9%

Public Service Co. of North Carolina Raleigh-Durham $222.21 $1,974 11.3%

North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $324.74 $2,060 15.8%

Northern States Power Co. Fargo $261.01 $2,089 12.5%

Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $297.13 $1,782 16.7%

Columbia Gas of Ohio Columbus $251.48 $1,953 12.9%

Dayton Power & Light Dayton $237.87 $1,844 12.9%

East Ohio Gas Co. Cleveland $370.26 $1,726 21.5%

Ohio Gas Co. Bryan $300.47 $2,222 13.5%

River Gas Co. Marietta $369.46 $2,003 18.5%

West Ohio Gas Co. Lima $269.51 $1,893 14.2%

Oklahoma Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co. Lawton $163.96 $2,012 8.2%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Sallisaw $170.01 $1,793 9.5%

Kansas Power & Light Co. Bartlesville $200.31 $2,040 9.8%

Oklahoma Natural Gas Co. Oklahoma City $183.47 $2,035 9.0%

Oregon Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bend $193.83 $2,187 8.9%

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Portland $193.55 $2,050 9.4%

WP Natural Gas Medford $142.99 $2,062 6.9%

Pennsylvania Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania Allegheny Cnty $304.84 $2,029 15.0%

Equitable Gas Co. Pittsburgh $137.40 $1,896 7.3%

National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp. Erie $289.88 $1,999 14.5%

North Penn Gas Co. Wellsboro $248.04 $1,918 12.9%

Pennsylvania Gas & Water Scranton $315.82 $2,064 15.3%

Peoples Natural Gas Co. Allegheny County $313.06 $2,029 15.4%

Philadelphia Electric Co. Philadelphia suburbs $305.53 $1,872 16.3%

TW Phillips Gas & Oil Co. Butler $242.21 $1,919 12.6%

UGI Utilities Allentown $253.66 $2,086 12.2%

Rhode Island Providence Gas Co. Providence $341.72 $1,953 17.5%

Valley Gas Co. Pawtucket $283.41 $2,146 13.2%

South Carolina Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Greenville $220.57 $1,875 11.8%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. Columbia $207.74 $1,918 10.8%

South Dakota Minnegasco Sioux Falls $227.49 $2,109 10.8%

Montana-Dakota Utilities Rapid City $261.49 $2,042 12.8%

Northwestern Public Service Co. Aberdeen $255.65 $2,065 12.4%

Texas Arkla Texarkana $162.52 $1,834 8.9%

Energas Co. Amarillo $187.52 $2,009 9.3%

Entex Houston $63.16 $1,921 3.3%

Lone Star Gas Co. Dallas $226.16 $1,973 11.5%

Rio Grande Valley Gas Co. Brownsville $100.93 $1,855 5.4%

Southern Union Gas Co. El Paso $122.84 $1,985 6.2%

Utah Mountain Fuel Supply Salt Lake City $263.90 $2,080 12.7%

Vermont Vermont Gas Systems Burlington $311.72 $2,152 14.5%

Virginia Commonwealth Gas Services Portsmouth $262.07 $1,934 13.6%

Roanoke Gas Co. Roanoke $187.94 $2,013 9.3%

United Cities Gas Co. Bristol $252.52 $1,844 13.7%

Virginia Natural Gas Norfolk $230.07 $1,935 11.9%

Washington Gas Fairfax County $270.33 $2,027 13.3%

Washington Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bellingham $132.78 $2,063 6.4%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Vancouver $108.24 $2,088 5.2%

Washington Natural Gas Co. Seattle $190.85 $2,051 9.3%

Washington Water Power Co. Spokane $125.54 $2,014 6.2%

West Virginia Equitable Gas Co. Grafton $3985.56 $1,804 20.9%

Hope Gas Parkersburg $297.08 $1,933 15.4%

Mountaineer Gas Co. Charleston $267.86 $1,886 14.2%

West Virginia Power Gas Oak Hill $222.05 $2,084 10.7%

Wisconsin Madison Gas & Electric Co. Madison $290.71 $2,044 14.2%

Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $221.18 $2,132 10.4%

Wisconsin Fuel & Light Co. Wausau $282.35 $2,200 12.8%

Wisconsin Gas Co. Milwaukee $314.23 $2,063 15.2%

Wisconsin Natural Gas Co. Racine $271.39 $1,338 20.3%

Wisconsin Power & Light (A) Janesville $497.00 $2,152 23.1%

Wisconsin Power & Light (B) Platteville $281.47 $1,975 14.3%

Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $258.90 $2,172 11.9%

Wisconsin Southern Gas Co. Burlington $294.02 $2,185 13.5%

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Co. Cheyenne $161.52 $2,067 7.8%

KN Energy Casper $273.09 $2,073 13.2%
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TABLE 17: AVERAGE INCOME AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILLS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000
IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,

WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY

LARGEST
COMMUNITY

SERVED

WINTER
NATURAL GAS
HEATNG BILLS

WEIGHTED WINTER
INCOME (HHs WITH

INCOME <$15,000)

BILL AS
PERCENT OF

INCOME

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Sheridan $275.31 $2,052 13.4%

Mountain Fuel Supply Rock Springs $298.77 $2,011 14.9%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

198 Texas Houston 3.3%

197 Florida Miami 3.9%

196 Florida Tampa 4.2%

195 Hawaii Honolulu 4.4%

194 California San Diego 4.5%

193 Florida West Palm Beach 4.8%

192 Louisiana Lockport 5.1%

191 Washington Vancouver 5.2%

190 Texas Brownsville 5.4%

189 Kentucky Louisville 5.5%

188 Louisiana New Orleans 6.2%

187 Texas El Paso 6.2%

186 Washington Spokane 6.2%

185 Washington Bellingham 6.4%

184 Louisiana Metairie 6.4%

183 California San Jose 6.6%

182 Arizona Flagstaff 6.6%

181 Arkansas Fort Smith 6.7%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

180 Florida Panama City 6.8%

179 Louisiana Baton Rouge 6.8%

178 Oregon Medford 6.9%

177 Kentucky Owensboro 6.9%

176 Mississippi Gulfport-Biloxi 7.2%

175 Louisiana Lake Charles 7.2%

174 Pennsylvania Pittsburgh 7.2%

173 Kentucky Covington 7.3%

172 California Los Angeles 7.3%

171 Nevada Las Vegas 7.3%

170 Nevada Reno-Sparks 7.3%

169 Indiana Evansville 7.5%

168 Georgia Columbus 7.6%

167 Kentucky Lexington 7.7%

166 Wyoming Cheyenne 7.8%

165 Montana Great Falls 7.8%

164 Oklahoma Lawton 8.1%

163 Indiana Auburn 8.2%

162 Kentucky Winchester 8.4%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

161 North Carolina Fayetteville 8.5%

160 Arkansas Little Rock 8.6%

159 Kansas Garden City 8.7%

158 Montana Billings 8.8%

157 Oregon Bend 8.9%

156 Texas Texarkana 8.9%

155 Mississippi Jackson 8.9%

154 Oklahoma Oklahoma City 9.0%

153 Colorado Denver 9.1%

152 Arizona Tucson 9.1%

151 Louisiana Lafayette 9.2%

150 Arkansas Fayetteville 9.3%

149 Washington Seattle 9.3%

148 Texas Amarillo 9.3%

147 Virginia Roankoe 9.3%

146 Idaho Coeur d Alene 9.4%

145 Oregon Portland 9.4%

144 Colorado Fountain 9.4%

143 Oklahoma Sallisaw 9.5%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

142 Iowa Cedar Rapids 9.6%

141 Montana Missoula 9.6%

140 Indiana Connersville 9.7%

139 Idaho Boise 9.7%

138 Arizona Phoenix 9.8%

137 Colorado La Junta 9.8%

136 Oklahoma Bartlesville 9.8%

135 North Carolina Charlotte 9.9%

134 Indiana Sullivan 10.0%

133 Indiana Vincennes 10.0%

132 Louisiana Shreveport 10.0%

131 Alabama Mobile 10.2%

130 Colorado Greeley 10.3%

129 Missouri Kirksville 10.3%

128 Wisconsin Eau Claire 10.4%

127 Delaware Wilmington 10.4%

126 Missouri Kansas City 10.5%

125 Kansas Wichita 10.5%

124 Minnesota Anoka 10.5%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

123 West Virginia Oak Hill 10.7%

122 Arkansas Blytheville 10.7%

121 South Dakota Sioux Falls 10.8%

120 South Carolina Columbia 10.8%

119 Indiana Portland 11.0%

118 Kansas Salina 11.0%

117 Missouri Jefferson City 11.1%

116 Minnesota Rochester 11.1%

115 Iowa Concil Bluffs 11.2%

114 Missouri St. Louis 11.2%

113 North Carolina Raleigh-Durham 11.3%

112 Georgia Atlanta 11.3%

111 Iowa Burlington 11.3%

110 Texas Dallas 11.5%

109 Kansas Olathe 11.5%

108 Michigan Monroe 11.7%

107 Minnesota Minneapolis 11.8%

106 Michigan Holland 11.8%

105 South Carolina Greenville 11.8%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

104 Missouri Sedalia 11.8%

103 Virginia Norfolk 11.9%

102 Wisconsin Green Bay 11.9%

101 Pennsylvania Allentown 12.2%

100 South Dakota Aberdeen 12.4%

99 North Dakota Fargo 12.5%

98 Alaska Anchorage 12.6%

97 Kansas Lawrence 12.6%

96 Alabama Birmingham 12.6%

95 Pennsylvania Butler 12.6%

94 Michigan Battle Creek 12.7%

93 Utah Salt Lake City 12.7%

92 Michigan Port Huron 12.8%

91 South Dakota Rapid City 12.8%

90 Wisconsin Wausau 12.8%

89 Ohio Columbus 12.9%

88 Iowa Des Moines 12.9%

87 Ohio Dayton 12.9%

86 Pennsylvania Wellsboro 12.9%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

85 New Jersey Atlantic City 13.1%

84 Wyoming Casper 13.2%

83 Rhode Island Pawtucket 13.2%

82 Iowa Mason City 13.2%

81 Maine Portland 13.2%

80 Indiana Winchester 13.3%

79 Virginia Fairfax County 13.3%

78 Wyoming Sheridan 13.4%

77 New Jersey Dover 13.5%

76 Wisconsin Burlington 13.5%

75 Kansas Wichita 13.5%

74 Illinois Alton 13.5%

73 Ohio Bryan 13.5%

72 Virginia Portsmouth 13.6%

71 Indiana Kokomo 13.6%

70 Virginia Bristol 13.7%

69 Iowa Ames 13.7%

68 Missouri Hannibal 14.0%

67 Minnesota St. Paul 14.1%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

66 West Virginia Charleston 14.2%

65 Wisconsin Madison 14.2%

64 Ohio Lima 14.2%

63 Wisconsin Platteville 14.3%

62 Indiana Indianapolis 14.4%

61 Michigan Flint 14.5%

60 Vermont Burlington 14.5%

59 Pennsylvania Erie 14.5%

58 Michigan Adrian 14.7%

57 Wyoming Rock Springs 14.9%

56 Indiana Gary 14.9%

55 New Hampshire Portsmouth 15.0%

54 Pennsylvania Allegheny Cnty 15.0%

53 Wisconsin Milwaukee 15.2%

52 Pennsylvania Scranton 15.3%

51 Colorado Yuma 15.4%

50 West Virginia Parkersburg 15.4%

49 Pennsylvania Allegheny County 15.4%

48 Massachusetts Barnstable 15.6%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

47 New Hampshire Manchester 15.7%

46 Illinois Rockford 15.7%

45 North Dakota Bismarck 15.8%

44 New Jersey Elizabeth 16.0%

43 Indiana Muncie 16.6%

42 Ohio Cincinnati 16.7%

41 Mayland Montgomery County & D.C. 17.0%

40 Illinois Rock Island 17.2%

39 Illinois Quincy 17.3%

38 Illinois Decatur 17.4%

37 Rhode Island Providence 17.5%

36 New York Corning 17.5%

35 Pennsylvania Philadelphia suburbs 17.7%

34 Massachusetts Falll River 17.8%

33 Michigan Detroit 18.2%

32 Colorado Monrrose 18.4%

31 Massachusetts Fitchburg 18.4%

30 Ohio Marietta 18.4%

29 New Jersey Newark 19.2%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

28 District of Columbia District of Columbia 19.5%

27 Illinois Peioria 19.8%

26 Illinois Waukegan 19.9%

25 Maryland Washington & Allegheny Counties 20.0%

24 Illinois Harrisburg 20.1%

23 Massachusetts Springfield 20.2%

22 New York Hempstead 20.2%

21 Wisconsin Racine 20.3%

20 Ohio Cleveland 21.5%

19 Massachusetts Worcester 21.8%

18 West Virginia Grafton 22.1%

17 New York New York City 22.2%

16 Massachusetts Haverhill 22.4%

15 Illinois Chicago 22.4%

14 Connecticut Hartford 22.6%

13 Massachusetts Lowell 22.7%

12 Wisconsin Janesville 23.1%

11 Connecticut Bridgeport 23.4%

10 Connecticut Waterbury 23.4%
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TABLE 18. WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BURDEN,
LOWEST TO HIGHEST, BY COMMUNITY

HOUSEHOLDS WITH ANNUAL INCOMES AT OR BELOW $15,000
1990 - 1991

RANKING STATE LARGEST COMMUNITY WINTER GAS HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF
INCOME

9 Massachusetts Pittsfield 24.4%

8 Massachusetts Boston 25.0%

7 New York Ithaca 25.5%

6 New York Syracuse 26.7%

5 New York Clarkstown 27.0%

4 New York Buffalo 27.7%

3 New York Rochester 28.6%

2 New York Brooklyn 30.4%

1 New York Poughkeepsie 31.6%
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

Alabama Alabama Gas Corp. Birmingham 104,991 14,267 15,342 12,751

Mobile Gas Service Corp. Mobile 75,712 9,516 8,852 8,039

Alaska Enstar Natural Gas Co. Anchorage 83,043 2,197 3,389 4,569

Arizona North Arizona Gas Dvsn Flagstaff 14,394 954 1,393 1,416

Southwest Gas Corp. (Southern Az. Divn) Tucson 162,978 15,177 20,080 20,605

Southwest Gas Corp. (Central Az. Divn) Phoenix 370,119 21,138 29,735 33,575

Arkansas Arkansas-Louisiana Gas Co. Little Rock 72,437 5,132 7,019 7,319

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Fort Smith 28,721 2,366 3,341 3,473

Arkansas Western Gas Co. Fayetteville 17,009 1,941 2,124 2,139

Associated Natural Gas Co. Blytheville 8,090 1,160 1,035 1,065

California Pacific Gas and Elec. San Jose 251,050 6,214 11,917 11,858

San Diego Gas & Elec. San Diego 406,316 16,275 31,217 31,611

Southern California Gas Co. Los Angeles 1,219,770 72,640 117,247 106,459

Colorado Citizens Utilities Co. La Junta 2,900 260 562 363

Greeley Gas Co. Greeley 22,756 1,769 2,907 2,619

K N Energy Yuma 1,152 113 145 210

Peoples Natural Gas Fountain 3,243 250 284 440
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver 211,137 15,998 23,856 22,783

Rocky Mountain Natural Gas Montrose 3,719 267 505 541

Connecticut Connecticut Natural Gas Corp. Hartford 51,587 6,157 7,455 5,030

Southern Conn. Gas Co. Bridgeport 52,531 3,452 6,169 4,504

Yankee Gas Services Co. Waterbury 42,979 2,397 4,604 3,465

Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington 28,585 2,490 3,360 2,749

Washington D.C. Washington Gas Light Washington D.C. 249,034 21,687 19,437 17,838

Florida City Gas Co. Miami 130,250 22,209 19,589 17,263

Florida Public Utilities West Palm Beach 28,774 2,304 3,052 2,607

Peoples Gas System, Inc. Tampa 115,042 11,125 13,427 13,279

West Florida Natural Gas Co. Panama City 14,033 1,557 1,935 1,554

Georgia Atlanta Gas Light Atlanta 155,894 23,042 18,090 15,462

United Cities Gas Co. Columbus 65,715 6,073 7,073 7,451

Hawaii GASCO Honolulu 134,768 6,555 7,345 8,369

Idaho Intermountain Gas Co. Boise 50,898 2,341 4,157 4,465

Washington Water Power Co. Coeur d Alene 10,295 704 1,286 1,365

Illinois Central Illinois Light Co. Peoria 44,883 4,390 5,178 4,103

Central Illinois Public Service Co. Quincy 16,056 1,400 2,258 2,042
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

Illinois Power Co. Decatur 34,066 2,635 3,995 3,621

Iowa-Illinois Gas and Electric Rock Island 16,099 1,410 2,036 1,745

North Shore Gas Co. Waukegan 24,597 1,208 1,657 1,983

Northern Illinois Gas Co. Rockford 54,839 3,897 5,322 5,173

Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co. Chicago 1,020,911 108,634 104,202 90,406

Union Electric Co. Alton 12,963 1,165 1,750 1,537

United Cities Gas Co. Harrisburg 3,893 569 642 498

Indiana Citizens Gas and Coke Utility Indianapolis 296,599 17,317 25,583 26,758

Hoosier Gas division Vincennes 7,519 956 1,162 1,019

Indiana Gas Co. Muncie 27,167 2,792 4,802 3,362

Kokomo Gas and Fuel Co. Kokomo 18,659 1,586 2,273 1,740

Northern Indiana Fuel and Light Co. Auburn 3,750 71 239 351

Northern Indiana Public Service Co. Gary 40,752 6,701 5,670 4,368

Ohio Valley Gas Inc. Sullivan 2,020 122 398 267

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. Winchester 2,131 173 290 222

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (Tx. Service Area) Connersville 6,314 500 780 808

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (ANR) Portland 2,701 191 387 370

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville 53,058 4,394 6,881 5,990
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

Iowa Interstate Power Mason City 11,980 652 1,561 1,310

Iowa Electric Light & Power Ames 15,686 1,403 1,884 1,824

Iowa Southern Utilities Burlington 11,044 617 1,457 1,244

Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Cedar Rapids 43,490 2,108 3,735 3,594

Midwest Gas Co. Des Moines 78,587 4,685 8,012 8,051

Peoples Natural Gas Council Bluffs 21,108 1,216 2,442 2,114

Kansas Arkla Wichita 123,682 7,747 10,962 11,621

Kansas Power & Light Salina 17,304 1,022 1,913 1,882

Kansas Power Light/Gas Section Wichita 123,682 7,747 10,962 11,621

Kansas Public Service Lawrence 24,531 2,582 3,407 2,767

Peoples Natural Gas Garden City 8,128 449 586 621

United Cities Gas Olathe 21,432 497 836 1,036

Kentucky Columbia Gas of Kentucky Lexington 89,542 6,854 8,186 8,409

Delta Natural Gas Co. Winchester 6,232 697 814 777

Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville 112,815 14,656 16,054 13,332

Union Light Heat & Power Covington 17,308 1,938 2,591 1,892

Western Kentucky Gas Owensboro 21,701 2,451 2,793 2,550

Louisiana ARKLA Shreveport 75,363 9,255 9,886 8,183
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

ENTEX Lake Charles 26,790 3,603 3,667 2,997

Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge 83,106 12,045 9,530 9,293

Louisiana Gas Service Metairie 61,898 3,410 4,879 5,446

New Orleans Public Service New Orleans 187,662 33,709 25,149 22,292

South Coast Gas Co. Lockport 853 74 131 75

Trans Louisiana Lafayette 36,328 4,350 4,293 3,950

Maine Northern Utilities Portland 28,230 1,730 3,464 2,886

Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore 275,977 32,375 31,988 26,260

Columbia Gas of Maryland Washington & Allegheny Counties 73,851 4,954 8,381 7,297

Washington Gas Light Co. Montgomery County & D.C. 510,274 8,703 11,415 13,891

Massachusetts Bay State Gas Co. Springfield 57,570 3,953 8,846 5,607

Berkshire Gas Co. Pittsfield 20,101 788 2,394 1,799

Boston Gas co. Boston 227,958 18,254 28,451 16,829

Colonial Gas Co.--Cape Cod Barnstable 16,593 490 13,383 1,317

Colonial Gas Co.--Lowell Lowell 36,930 2,436 4,998 2,885

Commonwealth Gas Co. Worcester 63,588 3,651 8,708 5,497

Essex County Gas Co. Haverhill 19,628 662 2,005 1,389

Fall River Gas Co. Fall River 37,331 2,343 73,885 3,938
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

Fitchburg Gas & Elec. Light Co. Fitchburg 15,268 717 2,507 1,312

Michigan Battle Creek Gas Co. Battle Creek 21,359 1,630 2,765 2,375

Citizens Gas Fuel Co. Adrian 7,519 535 1,099 754

Consumers Power Co. Flint 53,882 7,086 9,112 5,988

Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. Detroit 373,857 60,104 60,692 40,846

Michigan Gas Co. Holland 10,573 412 1,042 786

Michigan Gas Utilities Co. Monroe 8,508 476 1,169 776

Southeastern Michigan Gas co. Port Huron 13,170 1,346 2,021 1,377

Minnesota Midwest Gas Anoka 6,386 209 575 505

Minnegasco Minneapolis 160,531 10,108 20,399 17,063

Northern States Power Co. St. Paul 110,608 5,871 13,753 10,717

Peoples Natural Gas Rochester 27,973 1,086 1,971 2,145

Mississippi Entex Gulfport-Biloxi 32,086 3,514 4,174 4,134

Mississippi Valley Gas Co. Jackson 71,492 7,565 8,741 7,527

Associated Natural Gas Co. Kirksville 6,291 998 1,308 883

Missouri Kansas Power & Light Co. Kansas City 177,157 14,936 16,864 16,784

LaClede Gas Co. St. Louis 164,404 20,613 25,173 20,238

Missouri Public Service Sedalia 8,478 686 1,393 1,146
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

Union Electric Co. Jefferson City 14,275 689 1,398 1,443

United Cities Gas Co. Hannibal 7,015 690 1,072 937

Montana Great Falls Gas Co. Great Falls 22,647 1,888 2,652 2,620

Montana Power Co. Missoula 17,765 1,780 2,495 2,308

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Billings 33,284 2,196 3,900 3,521

Nevada Sierra Pacific Power Co. Reno-Sparks 57,318 2,728 4,828 5,557

Southwest Gas Corp. Las Vegas 99,944 5,133 7,960 8,839

New Hampshire Energy North Natural Gas Manchester 40,398 1,885 3,783 3,031

Northern Utilities Portsmouth 10,311 399 702 800

New Jersey Elizabethtown Gas Co. Elizabeth 39,072 2,850 3,980 3,401

New Jersey Natural Gas Co. Dover 5,148 103 408 245

Public Service Electric & Gas Newark 90,878 11,756 13,882 8,538

South Jersey Gas Co. Atlantic City 15,891 1,749 2,846 1,628

New York Brooklyn Union Gas Co. Brooklyn 827,679 88,975 107,230 70,317

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Co. Poughkeepsie 11,834 642 1,493 1,241

Consolidated Edison Co. New York City 2,816,274 251,969 317,334 212,526

Corning Natural Gas Corp. Corning 5,266 267 755 572

Long Island Lighting Co. Hempstead 14,697 837 1,235 1,012
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

National Fuel Gas Buffalo 135,595 16,439 24,505 16,799

New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Ithaca 5,857 385 411 593

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Syracuse 65,046 6,139 10,515 7,551

Orange & Rockland Utilities Clarkstown 25,203 543 649 731

Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester 93,521 8,828 14,022 9,847

North Carolina North Carolina Natural Gas Corp. Fayetteville 29,627 2,624 2,965 3,155

Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Charlotte 159,946 8,733 10,611 11,887

Public Service Co. of North Carolina Raleigh-Durham 141,862 9,364 10,630 11,883

North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck 19,403 1,047 1,720 1,709

Northern States Power Co. Fargo 30,340 1,866 3,516 3,365

Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati 154,243 20,837 20,930 16,497

Columbia Gas of Ohio Columbus 257,376 20,529 23,378 24,790

Dayton Power & Light Dayton 72,513 9,213 10,671 8,510

East Ohio Gas Co. Cleveland 199,617 33,323 31,029 22,925

Ohio Gas Co. Bryan 3,383 190 265 438

River Gas Co. Marietta 5,919 615 791 845

West Ohio Gas Co. Lima 16,175 1,811 2,233 1,896

Oklahoma Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co. Lawton 29,703 2,247 2,861 3,155
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Sallisaw 2,901 458 531 369

Kansas Power & Light Co. Bartlesville 13,997 752 1,299 1,179

Oklahoma Natural Gas Co. Oklahoma City 178,885 12,289 18,893 18,862

Oregon Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bend 8,536 398 885 958

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Portland 187,262 12,384 20,315 19,703

WP Natural Gas Medford 18,899 1,198 2,246 2,015

Pennsylvania Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania Allegheny Cnty 540,774 33,142 60,071 50,296

Equitable Gas Co. Pittsburgh 153,607 16,714 24,399 17,683

National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp. Erie 42,113 3,488 6,197 4,940

North Penn Gas Co. Wellsboro 1,448 106 211 121

Pennsylvania Gas & Water Scranton 32,648 2,404 5,644 4,263

Peoples Natural Gas Co. Allegheny County 540,774 33,142 60,071 50,926

Philadelphia Electric Co. Philadelphia suburbs 600,740 59,832 76,512 59,331

TW Phillips Gas & Oil Co. Butler 6,821 769 1,318 872

UGI Utilities Allentown 45,562 2,265 4,783 4,159

Rhode Island Providence Gas Co. Providence 58,530 4,729 10,002 6,017

Valley Gas Co. Pawtucket 29,596 1,363 3,712 3,145

South Carolina Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Greenville 24,124 2,456 2,881 2,459
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. Columbia 33,781 3,425 3,916 3,810

South Dakota Minnegasco Sioux Falls 39,923 2,147 3,328 3,904

Montana-Dakota Utilities Rapid City 21,206 1,350 2,121 2,093

Northwestern Public Service Co. Aberdeen 9,985 807 1,228 1,317

Texas Arkla Texarkana 12,457 1,590 1,465 1,442

Energas Co. Amarillo 61,422 4,707 6,847 6,667

Entex Houston 617,195 54,648 56,119 61,039

Lone Star Gas Co. Dallas 408,131 29,415 33,246 37,228

Rio Grande Valley Gas Co. Brownsville 26,519 4,267 4,350 4,065

Southern Union Gas Co. El Paso 160,595 14,649 17,344 19,170

Utah Mountain Fuel Supply Salt Lake City 66,653 4,904 8,602 8,519

Vermont Vermont Gas Systems Burlington 14,758 703 1,879 1,639

Virginia Commonwealth Gas Services Portsmouth 38,831 3,579 3,652 4,112

Roanoke Gas Co. Roanoke 41,064 3,525 4,948 5,018

United Cities Gas Co. Bristol 7,617 1,034 1,203 955

Virginia Natural Gas Norfolk 89,443 8,291 8,692 9,562

Washington Gas Fairfax County 292,243 3,989 4,860 5,771

Washington Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bellingham 21,277 1,422 2,336 2,339
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Vancouver 20,135 1,417 2,760 2,566

Washington Natural Gas Co. Seattle 236,908 13,182 21,965 21,092

Washington Water Power Co. Spokane 75,252 6,060 10,838 8,940

West Virginia Equitable Gas Co. Grafton 2,225 411 376 347

Hope Gas Parkersburg 14,579 1,667 2,123 1,932

Mountaineer Gas Co. Charleston 25,302 2,646 3,284 2,724

West Virginia Power Gas Oak Hill 2,835 262 448 457

Wisconsin Madison Gas & Electric Co. Madison 76,673 4,458 7,063 6,964

Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire 21,258 1,069 2,850 2,357

Wisconsin Fuel & Light Co. Wausau 14,735 537 1,929 1,592

Wisconsin Gas Co. Milwaukee 240,962 15,173 336,004 26,936

Wisconsin Natural Gas Co. Racine 31,785 111,481 4,024 3,374

Wisconsin Power & Light (A) Janesville 20,325 663 1,759 1,537

Wisconsin Power & Light (B) Platteville 3,053 223 385 295

Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay 38,516 1,616 4,773 4,112

Wisconsin Southern Gas Co. Burlington 3,338 102 257 254

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Co. Cheyenne 20,245 1,151 1,801 1,897

KN Energy Casper 18,397 1,128 1,819 1,893
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TABLE 19: NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME RANGE,
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOME LESS THAN $15,000

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE NATURAL GAS COMPANY LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS IN INCOME RANGE

FOR LARGEST COMMUNITY

TOTAL $0 - $4999 $5000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Sheridan 5,872 415 733 672

Mountain Fuel Supply Rock Springs 7,058 362 558 518
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Alabama Alabama Gas Corp. Birmingham $230.13 $727 31.7% 11,324

Mobile Gas Service Corp. Mobile $184.48 $705 26.2% 6,351

Alaska Enstar Natural Gas Co. Anchorage $272.07 $1,327 20.5% 5,297

Arizona North Arizona Gas Dvsn Flagstaff $134.43 $674 20.0% 540

Southwest Gas Corp. (Southern Az. Dvsn) Tucson $182.55 $893 20.4% 10,724

Southwest Gas Corp. (Central Az. Dvsn) Phoenix $201.63 $891 22.6% 21,425

Arkansas Arkansas-Louisiana Gas Co. Little Rock $174.26 $815 21.4% 4,108

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Fort Smith $134.96 $706 19.1% 1,559

Arkansas Western Gas Co. Fayetteville $177.96 $764 23.3% 708

Associated Natural Gas Co. Blytheville $196.18 $751 26.1% 1,187

California Pacific Gas and Elec. San Jose $139.80 $1,655 8.5% 22,454

San Diego Gas & Elec. San Diego $96.05 $1,545 6.2% 35,810

Southern California Gas Co. Los Angeles $138.77 $1,474 9.4% 130,286

Colorado Citizens Utilities Co. La Junta $194.45 $752 25.9% 369

Greeley Gas Co. Greeley $207.34 $906 22.9% 1,722

K N Energy Yuma $327.70 $781 42.0% 60

Peoples Natural Gas Fountain $200.11 $777 25.8% 317

Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $183.23 $904 20.3% 16,074



UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA PAGE 151

TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Rocky Mountain Natural Gas Montrose $393.17 $881 44.6% 340

Connecticut Connecticut Natural Gas Corp. Hartford $405.85 $1,165 34.8% 11,258

Southern Conn. Gas Co. Bridgeport $460.29 $1,259 36.6% 6,956

Yankee Gas Services Co. Waterbury $469.24 $1,239 37.9% 4,278

Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $199.80 $1,021 19.6% 3,206

D.C. Washington Gas Light D.C. $350.17 $982 35.7% 22,253

Florida City Gas Co. Miami $69.19 $951 7.3% 23,460

Florida Public Utilities West Palm Beach $91.48 $903 10.1% 1,800

Peoples Gas System, Inc. Tampa $81.55 $853 9.6% 10,879

West Florida Natural Gas Co. Panama City $127.45 $743 17.2% 1,317

Georgia Atlanta Gas Light Atlanta $192.94 $777 24.8% 21,260

United Cities Gas Co. Columbus $148.05 $814 18.2% 6,491

Hawaii GASCO Honolulu $86.34 $1,235 7.0% 7,785

Idaho Intermountain Gas Co. Boise $205.23 $821 25.0% 2,016

Washington Water Power Co. Coeur d Alene $198.93 $888 22.4% 609

Illinois Central Illinois Light Co. Peoria $366.30 $985 37.2% 4,585

Central Illinois Public Service Co. Quincy $348.39 $999 34.9% 1,301

Illinois Power Co. Decatur $347.55 $889 39.1% 3,496
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Iowa-Illinois Gas and Electric Rock Island $336.07 $860 39.1% 1,696

North Shore Gas Co. Waukegan $413.79 $921 44.9% 1,338

Northern Illinois Gas Co. Rockford $311.84 $974 32.0% 4,719

Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co. Chicago $403.98 $988 40.9% 46,555

Union Electric Co. Alton $267.45 $932 28.7% 1,562

United Cities Gas Co. Harrisburg $365.88 $858 42.6% 506

Indiana Citizens Gas and Coke Utility Indianapolis $294.82 $890 33.1% 17,828

Hoosier Gas division Vincennes $190.39 $858 22.2% 619

Indiana Gas Co. Muncie $321.55 $811 39.7% 2,288

Kokomo Gas and Fuel Co. Kokomo $259.18 $776 33.4% 1,501

Northern Indiana Fuel and Light Co. Auburn $197.93 $1,212 16.3% 88

Northern Indiana Public Service Co. Gary $252.78 $892 28.3% 6,969

Ohio Valley Gas Inc. Sullivan $210.45 $1,103 19.1% 114

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. Winchester $260.97 $885 29.5% 168

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (Tx. Service Area) Connersville $199.02 $728 27.3% 584

Ohio Valley Gas Corp. (ANR) Portland $231.77 $769 30.1% 145

Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $149.76 $836 17.9% 3,893

Iowa Interstate Power Mason City $279.20 $911 30.7% 766
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Iowa Electric Light & Power Ames $271.97 $1,030 26.4% 475

Iowa Southern Utilities Burlington $239.48 $1,024 23.4% 715

Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Cedar Rapids $199.69 $1,036 19.3% 2,707

Midwest Gas Co. Des Moines $267.87 $950 28.2% 5,616

Peoples Natural Gas Council Bluffs $232.08 $924 25.1% 1,619

Kansas Arkla Wichita $213.84 $894 23.9% 7,777

Kansas Power & Light Salina $230.99 $900 25.7% 905

Kansas Power Light/Gas Section Wichita $273.95 $894 30.6% 7,777

Kansas Public Service Lawrence $238.95 $959 24.9% 835

Peoples Natural Gas Garden City $174.02 $897 19.4% 281

United Cities Gas Olathe $247.88 $931 26.6% 564

Kentucky Columbia Gas of Kentucky Lexington $150.54 $764 19.7% 5,020

Delta Natural Gas Co. Winchester $160.62 $696 23.1% 654

Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $100.74 $829 12.2% 12,945

Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $135.81 $760 17.9% 1,726

Western Kentucky Gas Owensboro $131.28 $758 17.3% 1,734

Louisiana ARKLA Shreveport $183.43 $731 25.1% 8,260

ENTEX Lake Charles $129.94 $831 15.6% 3,121
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $120.09 $768 15.6% 8,214

Louisiana Gas Service Metairie $132.78 $1,042 12.7% 2,253

New Orleans Public Service New Orleans $104.64 $748 14.0% 27,774

South Coast Gas Co. Lockport $96.58 $406 23.8% 93

Trans Louisiana Lafayette $169.08 $805 21.0% 2,901

Maine Northern Utilities Portland $272.13 $947 28.7% 2,695

Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $407.10 $917 44.4% 45,390

Columbia Gas of Maryland Washington &
Allegheny Counties

$412.20 $923 44.7% 5,576

Washington Gas Light Co. Montgomery County
& D.C.

$341.30 $1,178 29.0% 12,718

Massachusetts Bay State Gas Co. Springfield $400.70 $1,334 30.0% 9,511

Berkshire Gas Co. Pittsfield $519.13 $1,228 42.3% 2,119

Boston Gas co. Boston $461.56 $1,227 37.6% 27,213

Colonial Gas Co.--Cape Cod Barnstable $343.06 $1,179 29.1% 943

Colonial Gas Co.--Lowell Lowell $437.36 $1,235 35.4% 5,407

Commonwealth Gas Co. Worcester $437.37 $1,272 34.4% 8,127

Essex County Gas Co. Haverhill $470.00 $1,179 39.9% 1,647

Fall River Gas Co. Fall River $338.90 $1,032 32.8% 5,873
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Fitchburg Gas & Elec. Light Co. Fitchburg $375.39 $1,286 29.2% 1,895

Michigan Battle Creek Gas Co. Battle Creek $255.31 $1,070 23.9% 3,040

Citizens Gas Fuel Co. Adrian $291.61 $940 31.0% 1,053

Consumers Power Co. Flint $262.08 $1,138 23.0% 12,828

Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. Detroit $314.73 $1,088 28.9% 97,736

Michigan Gas Co. Holland $244.99 $1,220 20.1% 743

Michigan Gas Utilities Co. Monroe $236.82 $1,182 20.0% 1,148

Southeastern Michigan Gas co. Port Huron $240.39 $1,128 21.3% 2,243

Minnesota Midwest Gas Anoka $227.43 $976 23.3% 359

Minnegasco Minneapolis $241.93 $1,180 20.5% 16,933

Northern States Power Co. St. Paul $292.14 $1,265 23.1% 10,771

Peoples Natural Gas Rochester $236.57 $1,097 21.6% 1,343

Mississippi Entex Gulfport-Biloxi $139.03 $688 20.2% 3,033

Mississippi Valley Gas Co. Jackson $167.34 $684 24.5% 7,740

Associated Natural Gas Co. Kirksville $188.02 $779 24.1% 475

Missouri Kansas Power & Light Co. Kansas City $201.63 $824 24.5% 13,931

LaClede Gas Co. St. Louis $210.06 $856 24.5% 22,417

Missouri Public Service Sedalia $243.28 $722 33.7% 651
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Union Electric Co. Jefferson City $236.92 $669 35.4% 3,385

United Cities Gas Co. Hannibal $277.90 $755 36.8% 781

Montana Great Falls Gas Co. Great Falls $156.80 $912 17.2% 1,976

Montana Power Co. Missoula $190.56 $893 21.3% 1,244

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Billings $181.13 $1,032 17.6% 1,715

Nevada Sierra Pacific Power Co. Reno-Sparks $157.05 $931 16.9% 2,508

Southwest Gas Corp. Las Vegas $152.17 $976 15.6% 5,980

New Hampshire Energy North Natural Gas Manchester $319.28 $900 35.5% 2,366

Northern Utilities Portsmouth $320.12 $914 35.0% 483

New Jersey Elizabethtown Gas Co. Elizabeth $310.53 $1,128 27.5 4,474

New Jersey Natural Gas Co. Dover $283.78 $971 29.2% 226

Public Service Electric & Gas Newark $337.83 $1,053 32.1% 20,286

South Jersey Gas Co. Atlantic City $241.97 $947 25.6% 2,360

New York Brooklyn Union Gas Co. Brooklyn $542.82 $1,136 47.8% 131,669

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Co. Poughkeepsie $662.82 $1,181 56.1% 1,371

Consolidated Edison Co. New York City $401.71 $1,134 35.4% 369,513

Corning Natural Gas Corp. Corning $370.13 $934 39.6% 470

Long Island Lighting Co. Hempstead $393.25 $1,049 37.5% 1,306
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

National Fuel Gas Buffalo $521.36 $1,044 49.9% 25,430

New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Ithaca $526.55 $787 66.9% 105

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Syracuse $520.47 $1,097 47.4% 8,296

Orange & Rockland Utilities Clarkstown $539.26 $1,093 49.3% 800

Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $546.79 $1,127 48.5% 15,451

North Carolina North Carolina Natural Gas Corp. Fayetteville $165.12 $853 19.4% 3,096

Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Charlotte $198.65 $819 24.3% 8,244

Public Service Co. of North Carolina Raleigh-Durham $222.21 $1,596 13.9% 7,582

North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $324.74 $1,032 31.5% 921

Northern States Power Co. Fargo $261.01 $951 27.5% 1,276

Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $297.13 $890 33.4% 22,095

Columbia Gas of Ohio Columbus $251.48 $942 26.7% 24,249

Dayton Power & Light Dayton $237.87 $939 25.3% 11,237

East Ohio Gas Co. Cleveland $370.26 $911 40.6% 43,808

Ohio Gas Co. Bryan $300.47 $842 35.7% 545

River Gas Co. Marietta $369.46 $806 45.8% 661

West Ohio Gas Co. Lima $269.51 $874 30.8% 2,119

Oklahoma Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co. Lawton $163.96 $732 22.4% 2,042
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. Sallisaw $170.01 $888 19.2% 411

Kansas Power & Light Co. Bartlesville $200.31 $838 23.9% 601

Oklahoma Natural Gas Co. Oklahoma City $183.47 $834 22.0% 11,758

Oregon Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bend $193.83 $876 22.1% 435

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Portland $193.55 $969 20.0% 12,926

WP Natural Gas Medford $142.99 $952 15.0% 1,407

Pennsylvania Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania Allegheny Cnty $304.84 $986 30.9% 43,168

Equitable Gas Co. Pittsburgh $137.40 $1,002 13.7% 21,120

National Fuel Gas Distribution Corp. Erie $289.88 $1,018 28.5% 5,445

North Penn Gas Co. Wellsboro $248.04 $844 29.4% 148

Pennsylvania Gas & Water Scranton $315.82 $933 33.9% 3,195

Peoples Natural Gas Co. Allegheny County $313.06 $986 31.8% 43,168

Philadelphia Electric Co. Philadelphia suburbs $330.53 $1,059 31.2% 83,969

TW Phillips Gas & Oil Co. Butler $242.21 $884 27.4% 927

UGI Utilities Allentown $253.66 $989 25.7% 3,639

Rhode Island Providence Gas Co. Providence $341.72 $1,224 27.9% 9,557

Valley Gas Co. Pawtucket $283.41 $1,034 27.4% 2,583

South Carolina Piedmont Natural Gas Co. Greenville $220.57 $677 32.6% 2,025
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. Columbia $207.74 $735 28.3% 2,492

South Dakota Minnegasco Sioux Falls $227.49 $787 28.9% 1,895

Montana-Dakota Utilities Rapid City $261.49 $858 30.5% 1,439

Northwestern Public Service Co. Aberdeen $255.65 $608 42.1% 509

Texas Arkla Texarkana $162.52 $730 22.3% 1,318

Energas Co. Amarillo $187.52 $658 28.5% 3,479

Entex Houston $63.16 $751 8.4% 43,577

Lone Star Gas Co. Dallas $226.16 $722 31.3% 23,244

Rio Grande Valley Gas Co. Brownsville $100.93 $718 14.1% 5,756

Southern Union Gas Co. El Paso $122.84 $736 16.7% 15,645

Utah Mountain Fuel Supply Salt Lake City $263.90 $916 28.8% 4,456

Vermont Vermont Gas Systems Burlington $311.72 $1,113 28.0% 1,223

Virginia Commonwealth Gas Services Portsmouth $262.07 $790 33.2% 4,044

Roanoke Gas Co. Roanoke $187.94 $775 24.3% 3,622

United Cities Gas Co. Bristol $252.52 $786 32.1% 803

Virginia Natural Gas Norfolk $230.07 $805 28.6% 8,342

Washington Gas Fairfax County $270.33 $1,130 23.9% 6,008

Washington Cascade Natural Gas Corp. Bellingham $132.78 $1,039 12.8% 1,341
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Northwest Natural Gas Co. Vancouver $108.24 $1,045 10.4% 2,219

Washington Natural Gas Co. Seattle $190.85 $1,106 17.3% 15,051

Washington Water Power Co. Spokane $125.54 $1,146 11.0% 8,268

West Virginia Equitable Gas Co. Grafton $398.56 $708 56.3% 257

Hope Gas Parkersburg $297.08 $778 38.2% 1,373

Mountaineer Gas Co. Charleston $267.86 $846 31.7% 2,613

West Virginia Power Gas Oak Hill $222.05 $1,101 20.2% 307

Wisconsin Madison Gas & Electric Co. Madison $290.71 $1,060 27.4% 3,957

Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $221.18 $1,056 21.0% 1,922

Wisconsin Fuel & Light Co. Wausau $282.35 $1,139 24.8% 1,176

Wisconsin Gas Co. Milwaukee $314.23 $1,284 24.5% 36,911

Wisconsin Natural Gas Co. Racine $271.39 $1,121 24.2% 3,722

Wisconsin Power & Light (A) Janesville $497.00 $1,112 44.7% 1,484

Wisconsin Power & Light (B) Platteville $281.47 $1,042 27.0% 180

Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $258.90 $1,117 23.2% 3,258

Wisconsin Southern Gas Co. Burlington $294.02 $969 30.3% 139

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Co. Cheyenne $161.52 $1,032 15.7% 1,048

KN Energy Casper $273.09 $946 28.9% 1,081
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TABLE 20: NUMBER OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS, AVERAGE INCOME,
AND WINTER NATURAL GAS HEATING BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

IN LARGEST COMMUNITY SERVED BY GAS COMPANY,
WINTER 1990 - 1991

STATE COMPANY LARGEST
COMMUNITY

(DEC-FEB)
TYPICAL

BILL

AVG WINTER
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

INCOME

AVG WINTER
BILL AS PCT OF

AVG INCOME

NO. OF PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE HHs IN

LARGEST COMMUNITY

Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. Sheridan $275.31 $864 31.9% 375

Mountain Fuel Supply Rock Springs $298.77 $740 40.4% 405
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

South Dakota Aberdeen 12.4% 8.3% 42.0%

Michigan Adrian 14.7% 19.8% 31.0%

Pennsylvania Allegheny Cnty 15.0% 17.2% 30.9%

Pennsylvania Allegheny County 15.4% 17.7% 31.8%

Pennsylvania Allentown 12.2% 14.3% 25.6%

Illinois Alton 13.5% 20.0% 28.7%

Texas Amarillo 9.3% 13.8% 28.5%

Iowa Ames 13.7% 21.3% 26.4%

Alaska Anchorage 12.6% 11.3% 20.5%

Minnesota Anoka 10.5% 12.4% 23.3%

Georgia Atlanta 11.3% 13.7% 24.8%

New Jersey Atlantic City 13.1% 15.2% 25.6%

Indiana Auburn 8.2% 12.2% 16.3%

Maryland Baltimore 22.7% 24.0% 44.4%

Massachusetts Barnstable 15.6% 16.4% 29.1%

Oklahoma Bartlesville 9.8% 14.9% 23.9%

Louisiana Baton Rouge 6.8% 8.5% 15.6%

Michigan Battle Creek 12.7% 17.3% 23.9%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Washington Bellingham 6.4% 7.6% 12.8%

Oregon Bend 8.9% 11.7% 22.1%

Montana Billings 8.8% 11.0% 17.6%

Alabama Birmingham 12.6% 16.2% 31.7%

North Dakota Bismarck 15.8% 18.7% 31.5%

Arkansas Blytheville 10.7% 14.1% 26.1%

Idaho Boise 9.7% 12.0% 25.0%

Massachusetts Boston 25.0% 22.1% 37.6%

Connecticut Bridgeport 23.4% 29.1% 36.6%

Virginia Bristol 13.7% 16.8% 32.1%

New York Brooklyn 30.4% 25.7% 47.8%

Texas Brownsville 5.4% 7.4% 14.1%

Ohio Bryan 13.5% 17.3% 35.7%

New York Buffalo 27.7% 24.7% 50.0%

Iowa Burlington 11.3% 18.7% 23.4%

Wisconsin Burlington 13.5% 23.2% 28.0%

Vermont Burlington 14.5% 14.0% 30.3%

Pennsylvania Butler 12.6% 13.7% 27.4%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Wyoming Casper 13.2% 17.0% 28.9%

Iowa Cedar Rapids 9.6% 15.6% 19.3%

West Virginia Charleston 14.2% 15.4% 31.7%

North Carolina Charlotte 9.9% 14.4% 24.3%

Wyoming Cheyenne 7.8% 10.0% 15.7%

Illinois Chicago 22.4% 30.2% 40.9%

Ohio Cincinnati 16.7% 17.1% 33.4%

New York Clarkstown 27.0% 25.6% 49.3%

Ohio Cleveland 21.5% 21.3% 40.6%

Idaho Coeur d Alene 9.4% 11.6% 22.4%

South Carolina Columbia 10.8% 15.3% 28.3%

Ohio Columbus 12.9% 10.5% 18.2%

Georgia Columbus 7.6% 14.5% 26.7%

Iowa Concil Bluffs 11.2% 18.2% 25.1%

Indiana Connersville 9.7% 12.3% 27.3%

New York Corning 17.5% 17.6% 39.6%

Kentucky Covington 7.3% 10.4% 17.9%

Texas Dallas 11.5% 16.6% 31.3%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Ohio Dayton 12.9% 13.7% 25.3%

Illinois Decatur 17.4% 26.0% 39.1%

Colorado Denver 9.1% 11.6% 20.3%

Iowa Des Moines 12.9% 21.0% 28.2%

Michigan Detroit 18.2% 21.3% 28.9%

District of Columbia District of Columbia 19.5% 21.6% 35.7%

New Jersey Dover 13.5% 17.9% 29.2%

Wisconsin Eau Claire 10.4% 10.5% 21.0%

Texas El Paso 6.2% 9.0% 16.7%

New Jersey Elizabeth 16.0% 19.5% 27.5%

Pennsylvania Erie 14.5% 16.4% 28.5%

Indiana Evansville 7.5% 9.2% 17.9%

Virginia Fairfax County 13.3% 18.0% 23.9%

Massachusetts Falll River 17.8% 16.2% 32.8%

North Dakota Fargo 12.5% 15.0% 27.4%

Arkansas Fayetteville 9.3% 12.7% 19.4%

North Carolina Fayetteville 8.5% 12.0% 23.3%

Massachusetts Fitchburg 18.4% 18.0% 29.2%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Arizona Flagstaff 6.6% 9.7% 19.9%

Michigan Flint 14.5% 17.8% 23.0%

Arkansas Fort Smith 6.7% 9.7% 19.1%

Colorado Fountain 9.4% 12.6% 25.8%

Kansas Garden City 8.7% 12.8% 19.4%

Indiana Gary 14.9% 15.6% 28.3%

West Virginia Grafton 22.1% 23.1% 56.3%

Montana Great Falls 7.8% 9.5% 17.2%

Colorado Greeley 10.3% 13.1% 22.9%

Wisconsin Green Bay 11.9% 12.3% 23.2%

South Carolina Greenville 11.8% 16.2% 32.6%

Mississippi Gulfport-Biloxi 7.2% 9.6% 20.2%

Missouri Hannibal 14.0% 18.1% 36.8%

Illinois Harrisburg 20.1% 27.4% 42.6%

Connecticut Hartford 22.6% 25.6% 34.8%

Massachusetts Haverhill 22.4% 22.5% 39.9%

New York Hempstead 20.2% 18.7% 37.5%

Michigan Holland 11.8% 16.6% 20.1%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Hawaii Honolulu 4.4% 3.5% 7.0%

Texas Houston 3.3% 4.6% 8.4%

Indiana Indianapolis 14.4% 18.2% 33.1%

New York Ithaca 25.5% 25.0% 66.9%

Mississippi Jackson 8.9% 11.6% 24.5%

Wisconsin Janesville 23.1% 23.6% 44.7%

Missouri Jefferson City 11.1% 15.4% 35.4%

Missouri Kansas City 10.5% 13.1% 24.5%

Missouri Kirksville 10.3% 13.0% 24.2%

Indiana Kokomo 13.6% 16.0% 33.4%

Colorado La Junta 9.8% 12.3% 25.9%

Louisiana Lafayette 9.2% 11.9% 21.0%

Louisiana Lake Charles 7.2% 9.1% 15.6%

Nevada Las Vegas 7.3% 8.5% 15.6%

Kansas Lawrence 12.6% 17.6% 24.9%

Oklahoma Lawton 8.1% 12.2% 22.4%

Kentucky Lexington 7.7% 11.6% 19.7%

Ohio Lima 14.2% 15.5% 30.8%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Arkansas Little Rock 8.6% 12.5% 21.4%

Louisiana Lockport 5.1% 6.8% 23.8%

California Los Angeles 7.3% 6.3% 9.4%

Kentucky Louisville 5.5% 7.7% 12.2%

Massachusetts Lowell 22.7% 21.0% 35.4%

Wisconsin Madison 14.2% 13.8% 27.4%

New Hampshire Manchester 15.7% 13.8% 35.5%

Ohio Marietta 18.4% 21.3% 45.8%

Iowa Mason City 13.2% 21.9% 30.7%

Oregon Medford 6.9% 8.6% 15.0%

Louisiana Metairie 6.4% 9.3% 12.7%

Florida Miami 3.9% 4.9% 7.3%

Wisconsin Milwaukee 15.2% 14.9% 24.5%

Minnesota Minneapolis 11.8% 13.2% 20.5%

Montana Missoula 9.6% 11.6% 21.3%

Alabama Mobile 10.2% 13.0% 26.2%

Michigan Monroe 11.7% 16.0% 20.0%

Colorado Monrrose 18.4% 24.8% 44.6%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Maryland Montgomery County & D.C. 16.5% 20.1% 29.0%

Indiana Muncie 16.6% 19.8% 39.6%

Louisiana New Orleans 6.2% 7.4% 14.0%

New York New York City 22.2% 19.1% 35.4%

New Jersey Newark 19.2% 21.3% 32.1%

Virginia Norfolk 11.9% 15.3% 28.6%

West Virginia Oak Hill 10.7% 12.8% 20.2%

Oklahoma Oklahoma City 9.0% 13.7% 22.0%

Kansas Olathe 11.5% 18.3% 26.6%

Kentucky Owensboro 6.9% 10.1% 17.3%

Florida Panama City 6.8% 9.1% 17.2%

West Virginia Parkersburg 15.4% 17.1% 38.2%

Rhode Island Pawtucket 13.2% 13.5% 27.4%

Illinois Peioria 19.8% 27.4% 37.2%

Pennsylvania Philadelphia suburbs 17.7% 18.7% 31.2%

Arizona Phoenix 9.8% 14.6% 22.6%

Pennsylvania Pittsburgh 7.2% 7.8% 13.7%

Massachusetts Pittsfield 24.4% 24.9% 42.3%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Wisconsin Platteville 14.3% 13.4% 27.0%

Michigan Port Huron 12.8% 16.3% 21.3%

Indiana Portland 11.0% 14.3% 20.0%

Oregon Portland 9.4% 15.1% 28.7%

Maine Portland 13.2% 11.7% 30.1%

Virginia Portsmouth 13.6% 13.9% 33.2%

New Hampshire Portsmouth 15.0% 17.4% 35.0%

New York Poughkeepsie 31.6% 31.4% 56.1%

Rhode Island Providence 17.5% 16.2% 27.9%

Illinois Quincy 17.3% 26.1% 34.9%

Wisconsin Racine 20.3% 12.9% 24.2%

North Carolina Raleigh-Durham 11.3% 16.2% 13.9%

South Dakota Rapid City 12.8% 8.5% 30.5%

Nevada Reno-Sparks 7.3% 8.8% 16.9%

Virginia Roankoe 9.3% 12.5% 24.3%

New York Rochester 28.6% 12.9% 21.6%

Minnesota Rochester 11.1% 25.9% 48.5%

Illinois Rock Island 17.2% 25.2% 39.1%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Wyoming Rock Springs 14.9% 18.6% 40.4%

Illinois Rockford 15.7% 23.3% 32.0%

Kansas Salina 11.0% 17.0% 25.7%

Oklahoma Sallisaw 9.5% 12.7% 19.1%

Utah Salt Lake City 12.7% 15.7% 28.8%

California San Diego 4.5% 4.4% 6.2%

California San Jose 6.6% 6.3% 8.4%

Pennsylvania Scranton 15.3% 17.9% 33.9%

Washington Seattle 9.3% 11.0% 17.3%

Missouri Sedalia 11.8% 15.8% 33.7%

Wyoming Sheridan 13.4% 17.1% 31.9%

Louisiana Shreveport 10.0% 12.9% 25.1%

South Dakota Sioux Falls 10.8% 13.2% 28.9%

Washington Spokane 6.2% 7.2% 11.0%

Massachusetts Springfield 20.2% 19.2% 30.0%

Missouri St. Louis 11.2% 13.7% 24.6%

Minnesota St. Paul 14.1% 15.9% 23.1%

Indiana Sullivan 10.0% 13.0% 19.1%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

New York Syracuse 26.7% 24.7% 47.4%

Florida Tampa 4.2% 5.8% 9.6%

Texas Texarkana 8.9% 11.9% 22.3%

Arizona Tucson 9.1% 13.2% 20.4%

Washington Vancouver 5.2% 6.2% 10.4%

Indiana Vincennes 10.0% 11.7% 22.2%

Maryland Washington & Allegheny Counties 20.4% 24.3% 44.7%

Connecticut Waterbury 23.4% 29.6% 37.9%

Illinois Waukegan 19.9% 31.0% 44.9%

Wisconsin Wausau 12.8% 13.4% 24.8%

Pennsylvania Wellsboro 12.9% 14.0% 29.4%

Florida West Palm Beach 4.8% 6.5% 10.1%

Kansas Wichita 13.5% 15.8% 23.9%

Kansas Wichita 10.5% 20.2% 30.6%

Delaware Wilmington 10.4% 12.1% 19.6%

Kentucky Winchester 8.4% 16.1% 23.1%

Indiana Winchester 13.3% 12.3% 29.5%

Massachusetts Worcester 21.8% 21.0% 34.4%
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TABLE 21: COMPARISON OF NATURAL GAS WINTER HEATING BURDENS AS PERCENT OF INCOME
Households with Incomes <$15,000, LIHEAP, Public Assistance

1990 - 1991

STATE COMMUNITY
WINTER HEATING BURDEN AS PERCENT OF INCOME

HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES
AT OR BELOW $15,000

LIHEAP
RECIPIENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
RECIPIENTS

Colorado Yuma 15.4% 20.7% 42.0%
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Data and Methodologies

The analysis presented in the Chapters above involve several calculated numbers.  This Chapter presents the methodologies and
data sources for determining each of those calculations. 

1.1 AVERAGE STATEWIDE WINTER INCOME: LIHEAP RECIPIENT

Baseline data for calculating the average winter income for LIHEAP recipients was obtained from the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program, Report to Congress for Fiscal Year 1991 (October 1992).\59\  The FY 1991 Annual Report to Congress
presents the total number of all households assisted with heating assistance, classified by annual household income ranges, for FY
1991.\60\  The average annual income was derived by weighting the income represented by each income range.  This weighting
occurred by multiplying the mid-point of each income range\61\ by the percentage of total heating-assisted households in that range.
 The total weighted income was then summed to obtain the annual income for each state.  Given the definition of winter used in

                                           
\59\ As of February 1994, the LIHEAP Annual Report to Congress for FY 1992 had not yet been released by the U.S. Department of Health

and Human Services.

\60\ 1991 Annual Report to Congress, at 69 (Oct. 1992).

\61\ The range of $15,000 and over was set equal to $15,000.
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this report --the three months December, January and February-- the total annual income was then divided by four (4) to obtain a
three month seasonal income.

2.1 AVERAGE STATEWIDE WINTER NATURAL GAS BILL

Baseline data for calculating the statewide winter natural gas bill was obtained from a publication of the National Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC).  Data was obtained for winter 1990 - 1991, and was thus obtained from the annual
NARUC survey titled Residential Gas Bills: Winter 1990 - 1991 (October 1992).\62\  The Winter Survey presents for each of 199
investor-owned natural gas utilities the "typical bill" for residential space heating.  NARUC also reports the number of residential
gas space heating customers for each company as well as the largest community served under the residential space heating rate
schedule.  Neither Tennessee nor New Mexico reported gas space heating data and thus these two states are omitted from this
analysis.  Moreover, since Nebraska has no investor-owned utilities, this state is excluded from this report.

To obtain the average statewide winter natural gas bill, the typical bills for each company were summed for the three months
December, January and February.  The bills were multiplied by the number of residential customers served by the gas company for
each gas company in the state.  That summed figure was then divided by the total number of residential gas customers in each
respective state.

3.1 GAS BILL AS PERCENT OF INCOME

To obtain the percentage of income represented by the gas bills, the same methodology was used throughout the analysis. 

o LIHEAP recipients: The average statewide winter gas bill as calculated above was divided by the average
statewide LIHEAP income as calculated above.

o Other Public Benefits:  The gas bill as a percent of income for AFDC, SSI, unemployment, Social Security, and
minimum wage was calculated by dividing the income by the average statewide gas bill as calculated above. 

                                           
\62\ NARUC annually publishes three energy surveys: annual winter gas bills; annual winter electric bills; and annual summer electric bills.
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Data for public benefit levels was obtained as follows:

o Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC):  Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of
Representatives, Overview of Entitlement Programs, 1991 Green Book, Background Material and Data on
Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means (1991 Green Book), at 597 - 598 (May
1991).

o Supplemental Security Income (SSI):  Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives,
Overview of Entitlement Programs, 1991 Green Book, Background Material and Data on Programs Within the
Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means (1991 Green Book), at 743 - 744 (May 1991).

o Unemployment Benefits:  Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, Overview of
Entitlement Programs, 1991 Green Book, Background Material and Data on Programs Within the Jurisdiction of
the Committee on Ways and Means (1991 Green Book), at 492 - 493 (May 1991).

o Social Security:  Social Security Administration, Social Security Bulletin, Annual Statistical Supplement, 1991, at
Tables 5-J-6 and 5-J-9 (Feb. 1992).

o Minimum Wage: Data on typical hourly wages, work weeks, and weekly wages was obtained from the U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and Earnings (August 1992).

4.1 STATES CATEGORIZED BY CENSUS REGION AND CENSUS DIVISION

The categorization of states by Census Region and Census Division is set forth in the U.S. Department of Energy, Energy
Information Administration, Household Energy Consumption and Expenditures 1987: National Data, at Appendix F, page 265
(Oct. 1989).

5.1 HOUSEHOLDS BELOW $15,000 INCOME
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The number of households at designated income ranges for each of the largest communities served by the respective natural gas
companies was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau, available in hard copy and on CD Rom for each respective state, from the
U.S. Census Bureau or from a local U.S. Government Regional Depository Library.  Data for specific cities, population 10,000
and more, is available in the series on Social and Economic Characteristics, at Table 177.  Data for specific cities, population
2,500 to 9,999, is available at Table 202.  In those instaces where county data was used rather than community data, the data was
obtained from Table 148.  Data on the number of households receiving "public assistance" and the average income for those
households was obtained from these same Census sources.

6.1 WEIGHTED INCOMES FOR SPECIFIC COMMUNITIES

Taking the data for each community setting forth the number of households in designated income ranges, the Chapter on Utility-
by-Utility Data calculates a "weighted income" for each community.  For the population studied (households with incomes less
than $15,000), the Census disaggregates income into three incomes ranges: $0-$4999, $5000-$9,999, and $10,000-$14,999.  The
number of households in each income range was multiplied times the mid-point of the range.  The summed total of those
multiplications was then divided by the total number of households in the three ranges combined to obtain a weighted income.

7.1 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS AND MEAN INCOMES FOR SPECIFIC COMMUNITIES

The number of households receiving public assistance, and the mean income for those households for each specific community, is
reported in the U.S. Census.  As with income ranges by specific community, this data is available in hard copy and on CD Rom for
each respective state, from the U.S. Census Bureau or from a local U.S. Government Regional Depository Library.  Data for
specific cities, population 10,000 and more, is available in the series on Social and Economic Characteristics, at Table 177.  Data
for specific cities, population 2,500 to 9,999, is available at Table 202.  In those instances where county data was used rather than
community data, the data was obtained from Table 148. 



PAGE A-178 APPENDIX A: SERVICE TERMINATIONS AS MEASURE OF "NEED"

Appendix A: Service Terminations as a Measure of Low-Income
Energy "Need"\63\

                                           
\63\ This Appendix is taken from the Chapter by identical name published in: Roger Colton, Defining and Measuring Low-Income Energy

Needs in Selected U.S. Cities (Masters Thesis: Economics) (December 1993) (MacGregor School, Antioch University), reprinted by
permission.

The extent to which a utility disconnects service to payment-troubled households is not a good measure of the presence or absence
of "energy needs" amongst the utility's low-income households.  Measuring the disconnection of service does not document
customers' needs so much as it documents a utility's response to those needs.  This distinction is important.  The disconnection of
service tends to be highly selective, being driven as much by a company's credit and collection policies as by the inability-to-pay of
its low-income customers.  Because of this nature, the absence of service disconnections on a utility's system does not tend to
indicate the absence of payment problems by a company's low-income population as much as it indicates that the utility does not
respond to those problems by discontinuing service.
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A disconnection of service means that all avenues of maintaining a customer on the system, or otherwise obtaining payment from
that customer, have failed.  No dispute resolution is possible in the event that the customer disagrees with the level of, or
responsibility for, a bill.  Deferred payment agreements have either not been negotiated or have failed.  Given all of these failures,
the arrears are so high that the costs of service termination are more than offset by the potential for loss.\64\

Service Terminations as Operational Measure

The distinction between the conditions of a utility's customers, and the operational responses to those conditions, was first
introduced by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission's Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) in 1983.\65\  BCS identified three
different categories of data that can provide insight into "how collections systems work." These included:

(1) "Measures of behavior," which show "what companies are doing."  The issuance of disconnection notices as well
as the actual termination of service are examples of utility behavior;\66\

(2) "Performance measures," which show "how well a company is doing at collecting bills."\67\  The amount of dollars
in arrears, as well as the company's uncollectible ratio, are examples of performance measures; and

                                           
\64\ It generally does not make economic sense for a utility to spend more on the disconnection of service than the household owes in arrears.

 Thus, for example, if the cost of disconnection is $50, a household should owe $51 or more in order to justify such a collection activity. 
Colton, R. (1990a). Determining the Cost-Effectiveness of Utility Credit and Collection Practices. 14 - 15.  Boston: National Consumer
Law Center.  Some utilities may argue, however, that the purpose of a service disconnection is not to collect the outstanding arrears, but
rather to prevent the incursion of future arrears.  Moreover, some utilities may argue that the purpose of a service disconnection is to
serve as a deterrent to nonpayment by other customers.

\65\ Farrell, J. (1983). Utility Payment Problems: The Measurement and Evaluation of Responses to Customer Nonpayment. Harrisburg:
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Bureau of Consumer Services.

\66\ Id., at 5.

\67\ Id.
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(3) "Environmental measures," which show "something about the state of the world outside the control of company
collection actions."\68\  The cost of service, as well as the Poverty Level at which a company's low-income
customers live, are examples of environmental factors.

The New York Public Service Commission made similar distinctions regarding the use of uncollectible accounts as an indicator of
payment problems.\69\  Similar to Pennsylvania's observations regarding service terminations, the New York report noted that one
problem with the use of uncollectibles is that "the point at which an account is classified as uncollectible is somewhat arbitrary." 
The ratio, in other words, is highly dependent upon management decisions rather than upon the energy needs of a company's low-
income households.  One company may write-off a debt as uncollectible when it is 120 days old, while a different utility may not
write-off a debt as uncollectible for twelve months (365 days).

New York, too, makes the same distinction that Pennsylvania made between measures of credit and collection activity that involve
operational decisions and those that do not.  Operational variables include the negotiation of deferred payment arrangements
(DPAs), the termination of service, and the issuance of "final termination notices."\70\  Other operational factors found important in
New York include the number of renegotiated DPAs and the number of customers reconnected to the system after a termination of
service.\71\

                                           
\68\ Id.

\69\ Sawyer, D. & Teumim, P. (1990). Gas and Power Utility Uncollectibles and Collection Activity. Albany: Consumer Services Division,
New York Sate Public Service Commission.

\70\ Id., at 3 - 4.

\71\ Id., at 4 - 5.
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Factors Affecting Whether to Terminate Service

A utility must constantly assess the cost-effectiveness of its credit and collection practices, including the use of service terminations.
 The disconnection of service may be viewed as one mechanism, but by no means the exclusive mechanism, to collect a customer's
bill.  Moreover, given the menu of available collection options, it cannot be assumed that the disconnection of service a priori
results in the least-cost provision of service.  That determination must be made by the local utility.  This is why such actions are
defined as "operational" decisions.  They involve volitional actions on the manner in which credit and collection will be managed.

Operational decisions may reflect a variety of factors affecting a utility decision regarding whether a particular collection activity,
such as the termination of service, is appropriate.  Moreover, having different companies make different decisions as to the same
question may not involve different policy choices so much as they reflect different variables on a particular utility system.\72\  Some
of these variables are considered below with regard to the disconnection of service.

Expenses Associated with Service Terminations

Among the factors to consider in assessing the cost-effectiveness of the disconnect process are the expenses associated with
disconnections.\73\  Where no fee is imposed to cover the cost of collection, the cost of disconnecting and reconnecting a
household's service can be equal to or greater than the cost of the outstanding arrears with which to begin.  The process of using a
service termination as a collection device is assumed to include the following steps:  (a) a reminder notice; (b) a shutoff notice; (c)
an effort to make personal contact by telephone; (d) an effort to make personal contact by premise visit; (e) a service
disconnection; and (f) a service reconnection.  Each of these steps has a cost involved.

Vermont provides the data.  Table A-1 sets out the cost of the disconnection/reconnection process for several Vermont utilities. 
As can be seen, these utilities frequently incur a cost in the process of disconnecting and reconnecting delinquent households which
is greater than the outstanding arrears which underlies the disconnection with which to begin.  Many utilities would choose not to

                                           
\72\ Higher collection costs, for example, should result in lower rates of service terminations.  See, note Error! Bookmark not defined.,

supra.

\73\ See, note Error! Bookmark not defined., supra, and accompanying text.
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undertake a service termination under such circumstances.  A utility whose disconnect process costs $120, in other words, may
well engage in fewer service disconnections than a utility whose disconnect process costs $50.  A decision to use the disconnection
of service as a collection device is just that: a decision.  Whether or not to disconnect is driven as much by the economics and
finances of a particular utility as by the "needs" of that utility's consumers.

Diverted Revenue Associated with Service Terminations

Even where the cost of the disconnect/reconnect process is paid for through a fee imposed on the delinquent customer, a customer
who is not permanently removed from the system, but who instead merely has her service disconnected and then subsequently
reconnected, ends up frequently owing more than the arrears underlying the disconnection in the first instance.  At the time of
reconnection, in other words, in addition to the arrears which led to the disconnection, the customer is responsible also for paying
any disconnect and reconnect fee.  Because of these additional payment obligations, when the customer is poor, a utility might
recognize that everyone loses under such circumstances and decide to forego the disconnection in the first instance. 

Table A-2 sets out a hypothetical detailing the impacts of imposing a disconnect/reconnect fee on a low-income household.  One
distinguishing characteristic of a low-income household is the limited corpus available to pay month-to-month utility bills.  In Table
A-2, the low-income household has an arrears at the time of disconnection of $75; the cost of disconnecting and reconnecting the
account is $60 and is fully recovered through a disconnect/reconnect fee.  After the process of disconnecting and reconnecting the
household in this Table, therefore, the total bill owed by the customer is $135 ($75 arrears plus $60 disconnect/reconnect fee). 
The household is assumed to be capable of making only a partial payment.  In the Table, the customer makes a payment of $55,
leaving a total arrears after the disconnection and reconnection of $80. 

As can be seen, even when the disconnect/reconnect fee is "cost-based," charging such a fee does not necessarily serve the best
interests of all customers.  In Table A-2, the customer is $60 worse off.  She started by owing $75 and now owes $80, despite
having exhausted her ability to make a $55 payment to the utility.  The utility is $60 worse off.  It started with the customer $75 in
debt and willing and able to make a $55 payment; that would have left a $20 arrears. Instead it has a customer $80 in arrears (with
no further ability to make payments).  The remaining ratepayers are worse off.  Instead of devoting its limited resources to paying
the bill for consumption, the low-income household has devoted its $55 in resources to paying the disconnect/reconnect fee,
leaving the initial arrears plus the uncompensated cost of disconnection and reconnection to be passed on through rates.
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In sum, even in those instances where the customer makes full payment of the outstanding arrears after a service disconnection, the
utility cannot be found ipso facto to have benefitted from the disconnect/reconnect process.  So long as the late paying household
has a limited corpus, if some part of the household's ability-to-pay is diverted to paying disconnect/reconnect fees, there is that
much less left to pay current bills.   
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TABLE A-1
THE COST OF DISCONNECTING AND RECONNECTING SERVICE

IN VERMONT

COMPANY
TOTAL COST

TO DISCONNECT
PERCENT DISCONNECTS
COSTING > ARREARS\74\

VERMONT GAS $70 42.4%

CENTRAL VERMONT PUBLIC SERVICE $70 47.2%

GREEN MOUNTAIN POWER $103 58.5%

CITIZENS UTILITIES $66 44.3%

SOURCE: Colton, R. (1989b).  Before the Vermont Public Service Board, Board Investigation into the
Adoption and Implementation of Energy Programs for Low-Income Households, Docket 5308,
Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibits of Roger D. Colton, presented on behalf of the Department of
Public Service.

                                           
\74\ Percent of disconnections where outstanding arrears were less than the combined cost of the disconnection and reconnection process. 

Figures estimated using data provided by each utility.
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TABLE A-2
THE IMPACT OF DISCONNECT/RECONNECT FEES FOR LOW-INCOME PAYMENTS

CUSTOMER ARREARS AT TIME OF DISCONNECT $ 75

COST OF DISCONNECT AND RECONNECT $ 60\75\

CUSTOMER BILL IN TOTAL AFTER DISCONNECT $135

CUSTOMER PAYMENT $ 55

CUSTOMER ARREARS AFTER PAYMENT $ 80

                                           
\75\ Assume that entire cost of disconnection/reconnection is compensated through some type of fee.
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Lost Revenues Associated with Service Terminations

The revenue stream which is lost when customers are removed from the system may also be significant in a utility's decision
regarding whether or not to disconnect service as a collection device.  Whenever a customer's service is disconnected, two things
happen.  First, the company avoids the variable cost of delivering that unit of energy to the household.\76\  Second, the company
forgoes the revenue that would have been collected from the household but for the disconnection of service.  To the extent that the
revenue would have exceeded the variable cost of delivering the energy (whether it be gas or electricity), other ratepayers lose a
contribution toward the payment of the fixed charges of the company.  In this instance, the disconnection of service leaves
remaining, paying, customers worse off than had the disconnection not occurred. 

In general, there is an advantage to all ratepayers from keeping as many households on the system as possible.  So long as
households pay the variable costs of delivering the energy they consume, other ratepayers are no worse off.\77\  To the extent that
households pay anything beyond the variable cost of the energy they consume, they are making a contribution toward the fixed
costs of the system and all ratepayers are better off than they would have been had those households been disconnected.  It could
thus well be cost-effective to the utility, and to all remaining ratepayers, to provide payment-troubled customers with an incentive
to make some partial payments (even if full payment cannot be made) by deciding not to disconnect so long as the customers
continue to pay more than the variable cost of providing service.

Table A-3 lays out the possible scenario.  This Table assumes the simplest system possible, a system with two natural gas
ratepayers identical in all respects except that Ratepayer 1 is about to be disconnected and Ratepayer 2 is not.  Average annual
consumption is 120 MCF.  The variable price is $0.42 per CCF ($504 for 1200 CCF) and the retail price is $0.70 per CCF ($840
for 1200 CCF).  Ratepayer 1 is facing an involuntary disconnection of service due to nonpayment.  In this hypothetical, the utility
agrees not to disconnect Ratepayer 1 so long as that ratepayer pays an amount equal to $0.46 per CCF ($552 for 1200 CCF)
toward her natural gas bill.

                                           
\76\ For an excellent discussion of variable costs, see generally, Bonbright, A. (1988). Principles of Public Utility Rates (2nd ed.). 423 - 424.

 Arlington, Virginia: Public Utility Reports.

\77\ Kahn, A. (1970). The Economics of Regulation. Vol. I, 140 - 141.  New York: John Wiley & Sons.
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What Table A-3 shows is that there are two ways to look at the operation of this utility collection policy.  The first is to look at
what Ratepayer 1 is paying under the reduced bill vis a vis what that ratepayer would have paid if she paid her full bill.  Viewed
from this perspective, there is a $288 shortfall and Ratepayer 2 is $288 "worse off."  The Ratepayer 2 bill under the utility policy is
$1,128 ($840 full bill + $288 shortfall from Ratepayer 1). 

The second way to look at the utility's policy is to recognize that if Ratepayer 1 was removed from the system permanently as a
nonpayer, Ratepayer 2 would have to pay the entire amount of what had been Ratepayer 1's contribution toward fixed costs.  In
this hypothetical, if Ratepayer 1 is disconnected for nonpayment, Ratepayer 2's bill would be $1,176 ($840 full bill + $336 lost
contribution).

In sum, the disconnection of service to Ratepayer 1 is not without a very real monetary cost to Ratepayer 2.  Indeed, in this
instance, Ratepayer 2 is $48 better off by having Ratepayer 1 remain on the system, paying less than the full bill, than by having
Ratepayer 1 disconnected.  Some utilities may recognize this fact and forego service terminations in order to collect some
contribution toward fixed costs, while other utilities may not.

Summary

The rate at which a utility disconnects service should not be used as a measure of low-income "energy needs."  The disconnection
of service does not represent a direct measure of "need."  Instead, the disconnection of service represents an operational decision
by a utility, a choice among competing alternatives on how best to collect dollars from a consumer. 

The extent to which a utility chooses to engage in service terminations may reflect many factors other than the extent of low-
income energy needs.  The economics of disconnection represents one factor.  A disconnection may not make sense if the cost of
the disconnect process is greater than the arrears of the customer.  The lack of disconnections, therefore, may simply reflect a
higher collection cost for a particular utility rather than a lesser need. 

The diversion of low-income revenue from the payment of current bills to the payment of disconnect/reconnect fees is a second
factor.  A utility may reasonably decide that given the limited financial corpus available from which a low-income household can
pay its bills, it prefers to encourage household payments of current bills rather than to engage in the disconnection of service, thus
forcing the household to pay the extraneous disconnect or reconnect fee.
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Lost fixed cost contributions represent a third factor that may push a utility to choose not to disconnect service to low-income
households which cannot pay their bills on time.  A utility may reasonably decide that it is better to maintain a household on the
system, paying some portion of their bill in excess of variable cost, than to disconnect the household and lose the fixed cost
contribution entirely.

The issue here is not whether any one of these factors is appropriate or reasonable.  The issue is instead whether measuring the rate
at which a utility disconnects service provides any meaningful assistance to measuring low-income energy needs.  Because the
choice of whether or not to disconnect service reflects specific utility policy decisions that may be entirely unrelated to the "needs"
of consumers, this factor is found to be an inappropriate measure of "need."
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TABLE A-3
THE RATE IMPLICATIONS OF NOT DISCONNECTING NON-PAYING CUSTOMERS

Full Bill Variable Bill Reduced
Bill

Full Fixed Cost
Contribution

Reduced Fixed Cost
Contribution

Difference

$840\78\ $504\79\ $552\80\ $336\81\ $288\82\ $48\83\

Ratepayer 1: Ratepayer who is a non-paying customer.
Ratepayer 2: Ratepayer who is a paying customer.

                                           
\78\ 1200 CCF x $0.70/CCF = $840.

\79\ 1200 CCF x $0.42/CCF = $504.

\80\ 1200 CCF x $0.46/CCF.

\81\ $840 - $504 = $336.

\82\ $840 - $552 = $288.

\83\ $336 - $288 = $48.
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Appendix B: Distributing LIHEAP Based on "Crisis" Situations\84\

Persons interested in the efficient and effective operation of the federal Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP)\85\ should consider ways in which LIHEAP "Crisis benefits"\86\ are distributed.  Crisis benefits represent a major
component of LIHEAP that extends beyond the basic subsidy payments made to eligible households in most states.

LEGITIMACY OF PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.

State LIHEAP programs often impose eligibility requirements that are irrelevant to the existence or not of a household crisis.  In
many instances, the eligibility criteria simply do not measure (or demonstrate) what they purport to measure.  Among the

                                           
\84\ This Appendix is excerpted from: Colton, A New Mechanism for LIHEAP Crisis Grants: Combining Fairness with Efficiency

(National Consumer Law Center: Boston) (1990), reprinted with permission.

\85\ 42 U.S.C. §§ 8621, et seq. (1992).

\86\ The LIHEAP statute requires that a reasonable portion of funds be set aside for emergency crisis grants.  These are sometimes known as
"emergency benefits."
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objectionable eligibility criteria is the prerequisite that households be facing a disconnection of service.\87\  In addition, the
requirement that the financial distress leading to receipt of a disconnection threat must have arisen from some extenuating
circumstances should be revisited.\88\

The Disconnection of Service.

An actual or threatened disconnection of service does not adequately define a "crisis" situation facing a low-income household. 
Most often, to define "crisis" as being the presence of an imminent disconnection of service is likely to be underinclusive.  Three
situations are immediately apparent of households which should, but do not, receive Crisis grants in these circumstances.  First,
grants may be withheld until there is little hope of providing effective relief to households in crisis.  Second, grants may be withheld
from households which seek to resolve their payment troubles through payment plans that are destined to fail.  Third, grants may
be denied to households which face what is perceived as a hopeless payment situation and thus seek relief by moving rather than
resolving their immediate payment troubles. 

                                           
\87\ In FY 1988, 31 states required that households face a "disconnect threat" to be eligible for crisis assistance.  An additional nine (9) states

required that households actually have experienced a disconnection of service to receive crisis assistance.  Catalog of Fiscal Year 1988
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program Characteristics, at Table E-28, page 50, American Public Welfare Association (April
1988). (hereafter Catalog).

\88\ An illustrative provision can be obtained from Vermont.  The Vermont Department of Social Welfare provides: "All applicants for
emergency assistance must meet the income and resource eligibility criteria, and demonstrate that their fuel emergency resulted from
unpredictable or extenuating circumstances.  To make such a determination, the Department will complete a careful assessment of past
income; uses made of income and resources; relative necessity of such uses including consideration of age, health, ad other factors having
impact on necessity; and adequacy of planning (past and future) to avoid such emergency.* * *Among the purposes for which the
Department examines the circumstances that precipitated the fuel emergency and assesses how past income was used are to determine the
likelihood that a similar fuel emergency will recur in the future and the degree to which the fuel emergency was preventable."  Vermont
Department of Social Welfare, Policy Bulletin, 86-9F, §2956, p. 1 (Sept. 1, 1986).  DSW expressly states: "It is not the intent of these
regulations to define a program of entitlement, i.e., a household whose income and resources are within the specified limits and who has
a fuel need does not become entitled to a grant, and indeed, may be denied.  It is the intent of this regulation to provide a framework
within which department staff, based on their judgment, may grant assistance to households who face a heating crisis."  Vermont
Department of Social Welfare, Policy Bulletin, 87-35, §2951, (Sept. 1, 1987).
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1. Winter protections:  A household facing unaffordable heating bills during January and February, but who is protected
from service disconnection by PUC-adopted winter shutoff protections, may end up with no Crisis benefits, but high and
unpayable bills.  By the time the spring disconnection is forthcoming, the arrears may well be unaffordable (Crisis benefits
or not).  It is axiomatic that, given high winter heating bills, the longer a household waits for Crisis assistance, the higher
the ultimate arrears will be.\89\

The household who has a winter energy bill that imposes an untenable burden as a percentage of income is faced with no
means to avoid the impending crisis.  That low-income household faces this dilemma:  if the household enters into some
type of payment plan early in the winter, it not only commits itself to pay its monthly installment payment to retire its
arrears, it commits itself, as well, to pay the entire current winter monthly bill in full as each bill becomes due.  Because of
winter shutoff restrictions, however, Crisis grants are not available to help with these current bills.  If, on the other hand,
the household waits until the end of the winter before entering into a payment plan, it will have higher arrears and a shorter
payback time with which to cope.\90\  Crisis grants, in these cases, may be insufficient to provide meaningful assistance. 
Either strategy, therefore, poses serious problems, since a failure to make any given payment in full will be considered a
payment default and the spring shutoff is thus inevitable.\91\  As can be seen, in these situations, the "crisis" is not created by
the spring disconnection but rather by the burden which the energy bill imposes on the household during the winter, shutoff
or not.

2. Payment plans:  Even in the spring, some households will enter into new payment plans through which their arrears are to
be retired, thus postponing the threatened or actual disconnection of service.  Unfortunately, many (if not most) low-
income households which are faced with such payment plans face no-win situations.  Households which have substantial

                                           
\89\ The impact of waiting before seeking relief from winter bills is discussed in: Colton, An Evaluation of Low-Income Utility Protections

in Maine: Payment Arrangements for Maine's Electric Utilities, at 54 - 59 (July 1989).

\90\ This assumes that most states require arrears to be retired before the start of the next winter heating season.

\91\ In addition, one must be cognizant of the negative ability to pay of many, if not most, low-income households.  A "negative ability to
pay" means that the household's expenses exceed it available income.
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bills owing on the date they enter into a payment arrangement may have great difficulty in making their required monthly
payments.  In a study of households entering into spring payment plans in Maine, for example, NCLC found that "for
persons entering into plans in and after May, every combined monthly payment (i.e., current bill plus increment to retire
arrears) will substantially exceed what would otherwise have been the highest winter current monthly bill."\92\  Moreover, in
a recent natural gas rate case for Columbia Gas Company of Pennsylvania, NCLC found that 1,636 of the 3,907
households studied who had payment plans already had an acknowledged negative ability to pay even before entering into
any payment plan.

Excessive monthly payments create problems not only relative to the payment of the required installments designed to
retire the arrears, but also relative to the payment of current monthly bills as well.  The higher the total combined monthly
bills (arrears installments plus current bill) get for a particular customer, the less likely it is that that customer will make any
payment toward that bill.  Since a customer is no less disconnected for paying $60 toward a $100 bill than for paying
nothing, no incentive exists to make the $60 partial payment, even if that partial payment would be "affordable." 

In addition to these payment plan problems, if a household enters into a payment plan, Crisis benefits will not be
forthcoming at all since the disconnection of service has been avoided for the time-being.  To avoid that result, the Crisis
program which requires an actual or pending disconnection of service as an eligibility criterion forces the household to
refuse to negotiate a payment plan, and to instead walk to the edge of the precipice of a real or threatened disconnection, in
order to qualify for the additional assistance. 

3. Forced mobility:  Finally, the presence of a pending disconnection of service does not help households which "give up and
run" rather than try to resolve their payment troubles.  That some households pursue this option is clear.  The state of
Pennsylvania, for example, requires utilities to report to the Public Utilities Commission's Bureau of Consumer Services
(BCS) (pursuant to Commission Rule 56-100) whether households which have service disconnected during the
immediately preceding 12 months are reconnected prior to the next heating season.  The utilities in that state find that many
households abandon their premises rather than seek to pay their outstanding bills.  Columbia Gas, for example, told the

                                           
\92\ Maine Low-Income Protections, at 57.
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BCS that from January 1, 1989 through November 30, 1989, 1,807 residential "heat related properties" had their service
terminated for nonpayment.  As of December 13, 1989, 897 of those "heat-related residential properties" had not been
reconnected.  In turn, 380 of those 897 (42 percent) were vacant premises, indicating the household had moved subsequent
to the shutoff.\93\

In sum, the existence of an actual, or threatened, disconnection of service is not sufficient evidence of the presence of a crisis
situation facing low-income families.  Most frequently, this definition of "crisis" fails to capture all households which are, in fact,
facing an energy crisis.  Accordingly, LIHEAP Crisis grants are not being distributed to all those households which are in need of
that assistance. 

Extenuating Circumstances.

The requirement that households face financial distress due to extenuating circumstances does not adequately define a "crisis"
situation facing a low-income household.  Indeed, such a requirement may well exclude the very households which are most apt to
face a "crisis."  Instead of reacting to a crisis brought about by extenuating circumstances, LIHEAP Crisis grants should be
proactive, seeking to engage in an early identification of crisis situations in the making.\94\  In so doing, while it may be recognized
that households with the lowest income have the least ability to pay their utility bills, the interplay between income and actual
energy costs should not be forgotten.

Households which face large energy bills as a percentage of income are likely to be facing crisis situations whether or not they have
experienced changed or "extenuating" circumstances.  These crises result in an inability to pay both home energy bills and other
essential household requirements.  Whether the financial crisis is ultimately manifested by a loss of energy, a loss of food, or a loss

                                           
\93\ Similar results were experienced in 1988.  From January through November, 1988, 1,902 households had service disconnected for

nonpayment.  As of December 13, 1988, 1,041 of those households were not reconnected.  In turn, 439 of those 1,041 (42 percent)
represented vacant premises.

\94\ As a result, in addition to providing cash assistance, these households can be directed to conservation and weatherization assistance
programs (funded either by the State or by the local utility), or conservation education programs, as a proactive response to their high
utility bills.
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of medical attention is largely a function of household choice rather than a function of whether a "crisis" situation exists.  In sum, it
is impossible for households which face large energy burdens to pay their home energy bills without subjecting the members of that
household to the deprivation of some necessity of life.

Households with the lowest incomes have an ongoing, inherent, inability to pay their full costs of living.  Unquestionably, on
average, LIHEAP recipients as a whole have difficulty in meeting their financial obligations.  According to the National Consumer
Law Center report The Forgotten Crisis, in 10 of the 16 states which collect and report income, after paying their winter home
heating bills, LIHEAP recipients had less than $75 per week left for all other household expenses, including housing, food,
transportation, medical care, clothing and telephone service.  To put this figure in perspective, national figures indicate that, on
average, low-income households spend $67 per week on food alone, $60 per week on housing alone (excluding energy) and $39
per week on transportation.

This excess of expenses over income is unquestionably concentrated in the lower levels of the federal Poverty Level.  A 1989 study
of Philadelphia, for example, found that 100 percent of households living at or below 50 percent of the Federal Poverty Level had
negative monthly income left after paying essential home expenditures (but before paying home energy bills).\95\  That study found
further that 75 percent of households at 50 - 99 percent of the Poverty Level had negative income (with another 10 percent having
less than $24 per week left) after paying essential home expenditures but before paying home energy bills.  Similarly, in a study of
payment troubled customers on the Columbia Gas system in Pennsylvania, 1,636 of the 3,907 households studied reported that
they had more expenses than income each month.  An additional 800 households reported that they had less than $10 per month in
discretionary income, after paying their essential home expenses.

It is not merely income that determines ability-to-pay, however.  A determination of ability-to-pay instead involves an examination
of the relationship between income and energy bills.  This relationship involves a determination of the burden which household
energy bills place on a household as a percent of income.  A higher than normal burden (as measured by percent of income) can
indicate either that the household energy bill is higher than normal or that the household income is lower than normal. 

To require low-income households to demonstrate a "change in circumstances" or "extenuating circumstances," when the
                                           
\95\ Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Eunice Grier, at Tables 19 - 24, Re. Philadelphia Gas Works, presented on behalf of the Public

Advocate, Before the Philadelphia Gas Commission (June 1989).
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economic status of such households virtually ensures a continuing crisis situation, tends to deny Crisis assistance to those
households which will most likely need such assistance.  Using such criteria, the household who is so poor as to be in chronic
payment trouble will be passed over in order to provide additional assistance to households with greater income who face a change
in circumstances. 

MEETING PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION GOALS.

In addition to the administrative concerns with the current structure of LIHEAP crisis intervention, legitimate concerns exist, as
well, that defining "crisis" to include the requirement that households must be facing a pending disconnection of service interferes
with other important public policy goals.  In these programs, to be eligible for Crisis assistance, the household must have become
far enough in arrears that the utility has turned to the disconnection of service as a collection device.  While a pending
disconnection of service is no doubt a "crisis" to the affected household, to condition the receipt of additional public aid on this
criterion has substantial adverse side-effects.  Not only does this requirement run directly opposite to much that state public utility
commissions and consumer advocates try to accomplish through anti-disconnection programs, but it often serves as a disincentive
for public utilities to provide meaningful aid to their low-income customers through utility-sponsored efforts.  This interference
merits abandonment of this particular Crisis eligibility criterion. 

Substantial effort is made on the part of many individuals and institutions to promote and obtain timely regular monthly payments
toward utility bills.  These payments serve four purposes. 

o First and foremost, they ensure that utility service is paid for and the disconnection of service, or threat thereof, is
avoided.  Eliminating the threat of disconnection is an important goal, in addition to eliminating the actual
disconnection of service. The issue affects the "quality of life" as much as anything, seeking to remove the constant
fear of the creditor seeking collection.

o Second, the ability of households to make regular monthly payments is socially empowering, permitting households
to retain the basic dignity associated with full payment of their household expenses. 

o Third, it keeps a household from becoming hopelessly behind.  Households should not be placed in the desperate
situation of having no way out of the black box of nonpayment. 
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o Finally, timely payments result in cost savings to the utility and thus in lower rates for all utility customers. 
Avoided credit and collection expenses, working capital expenses and the like favorably affect low-income
ratepayers along with all other customers. 

Conditioning the grant of Crisis assistance on a household facing the imminent disconnection of service, therefore, runs contrary to
much that consumer advocates and public utility commissions (as well as their staffs) seek to accomplish with low-income
households.  The contradictory messages are clear.  On the one hand, low-income households are repeatedly told that they "must"
pay their bills on a regular and timely basis.  On the other hand, the LIHEAP Crisis program provides that if bills are not paid,
additional financial assistance will be forthcoming.  In this situation, non-compliance with payment responsibilities is rewarded and
encouraged in several ways:

o First, households are encouraged to create, by nonpayment of bills, the situation whereby a disconnection will be
threatened, thus triggering the availability of additional funds.  A household's pursuit of these funds cannot be
faulted; indeed, such pursuit represents sound money-management techniques. 

o Second, households are discouraged from paying what they are capable of paying.  Instead, the household is
provided an incentive to maximize their arrears so as to maximize the grant of Crisis benefits.  If a household can
afford to pay $50 of a $300 bill, but without such payment would be otherwise eligible for a $300 Crisis grant, an
affirmative incentive exists not to make that $50 payment.  A $300 Crisis benefit cap, in other words, encourages a
household to make sufficiently few payments so as not to "waste" the opportunity to receive maximum Crisis
benefits.  Rather than paying what is possible, the household is encouraged to accrue an arrears that is sufficiently
high to exhaust the limit of Crisis benefit dollars. 

o Third, households are discouraged from entering into beneficial payment plans.  If a $50 downpayment and an
agreement to spread arrears over ten months will forestall a disconnection of service, it will also eliminate the
household's eligibility to receive Crisis benefits.  The households thus has an incentive to refuse to negotiate the
payment plan. 

o Finally, households are discouraged from entering into level budget billing plans.  If a household has the option of
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scraping together $50 each month to pay a budget billing obligation on its own, or facing a crisis-inducing high
winter heating bill (which will trigger additional public assistance), the wise money management technique will be
to refuse the budget billing and to seek the additional public aid.

Aside from these other major problems with LIHEAP Crisis administration, the current Crisis program requires a sophisticated
financial analysis on the part of low-income households thus placing both the household's additional benefits, as well as its long-
term ability to maintain utility service, in jeopardy.   Most states place a cap on Crisis benefits.\96\  It is in the household's best
interests to place itself in the situation where it will receive benefits up to the cap.\97\  In contrast, many states will provide Crisis
benefits only if the payment of such assistance will result in the elimination of the crisis.  Thus, a household must be far enough in
debt to exhaust the maximum benefit without being so far in debt as to lose the possibility of assistance because the assistance will
be insufficient to alleviate the crisis.

Finally, conditioning the receipt of Crisis assistance on the pendency of a disconnection of service serves as a disincentive for
utilities to provide meaningful assistance to their low-income customers that might threaten the passthrough of this public aid.  It is
unreasonable to expect a utility to aggressively support rate relief for the poor, for example, if in so doing, the utility will eliminate
the potential to receive an income stream through the Crisis program.  Moreover, it is unreasonable to expect a utility to offer
special protections to forestall or prevent disconnections if, because of the definition of "crisis," it is only through a pending service
disconnection that the customer will become eligible for additional public aid to ensure that the bill is ultimately paid. 

                                           
\96\ Only eleven (11) states report no maximum for their crisis benefit payments.

\97\ Thus, if a household has a $50 ability-to-pay and a $300 bill, and if the state has a $300 Crisis cap, a household payment equal to its
ability-to-pay will, in effect, only deny it the additional $50 in public assistance. 
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Appendix C: 100% of Federal Poverty Level, 1991

HOUSEHOLD SIZE 100% OF FEDERAL POVERTY LEVEL

1 $6,620

2 $8,880

3 $11,140

4 $13,400

5 $15,660

6 $17,920

7 $20,180

8 $22,440

Each additional household member over 8: add $2,260


