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WHAT YOUR LIBRARY SHOULD CONTAIN

On The Brink of Disaster: A State-by-State Analysis of Low-Income Natural Gas Winter Heating Bills (1994). This report presents an
examination of actual winter natural gas energy hills for nearly 200 natural gas utilities around the country. The report presents state-by-state
data on bills as a percentage of income and of the number of low-income households in various public benefit programs by state. The report
further presents utility-by-utility data, using actual winter bills from each utility, of winter home energy burdens for populations such as public
assi stance recipients and househol ds with incomes less than $15,000.

The Other Part of the Year: Low-Income Households and Their Need for Cooling: A State-by-State Analysis of Low-Income Summer Electric
Bills (1994). Thisreport presents an examination of actual summer eectric bills for nearly 200 electric utilities from around the country. Relying
upon the most recent literature, the report discusses the adverse health effects of hot weather and presents city-by-city data on the "threshold
temperatures’ over which hot weather becomes deadly. The report presents state-by-state, and utility-by-utility, data on summer electric billsas a
percentage of income for various low-income populations. In addition, on a utility-by-utility basis, the report presents data on the increase in
electric bills from 1987 to 1992 (as compared to the increases in public assistance levels), and on the difference between summer and winter
electric costs.

Energy Efficiency and the Low-Income Consumer: Planning, Designing and Financing (1994). This report presents a comprehensive low-
income Demand Side Management program proposal for utilities. It also discusses the strategic alliances that utilities can develop with non-
traditional partners such as housing developers, banks involved with developing Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) plans, and the like. The
report contains a discussion of the most recent evaluations by utilities of the impacts which the low-income DSM programs of those companies
generated on arrearage reduction, credit and collection savings, and related expenses.
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Introduction

While the loss of utility service during non-winter months can be just as deadly, if not more so, than the loss of winter heating
sarvice, heat-rdated deaths are a little-recognized, and even less wel understood, public health problem. Heet-rdated deaths tend
to be undercounted, and are certainly under-congdered in the formulation of public palicy.

As a result, public policy decisons are being made which deny low-income households the means to pay cooling bills™ Such
decisons might include focusng federal fud assstance dollars on certain heating months of the year or on certain geographic areas
of the country. The limitation of utility "shutoff moratoria’ to cold weather months® also indicates the perhaps misguided notion
that only cold weether can be deadly.

In fact, heat is a substantia contributor to death tolls in even average summers. While those persons most prone to heat-induced

o Note in this regard that the terms "cooling" and "air conditioning" are not necessarily synonymous. While air conditioning may be a
necessary means of cooling in particular geographic areas, the purpose of this report is not to advance a position on the need for air
conditioning generally.

b For a survey of cold weather protections, see generally, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Low I ncome Home Energy
Assistance Program: Report to Congress for Fiscal Year 1990, at Appendix K, at pages 153 - 162 (Sept. 1991).
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desths are the dderly and the infirm, death can be found in al age groups and socio-economic strata

Given that observation, cooling can be viewed as more than a comfort-rdlated luxury. Cooling can, and indeed most often is, a
necessty of life. Whilelow-income households generally, aswell asrecipients of federa fud assstance benefitsin particular --Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)-- spend fewer dollars on cooling than their more wealthy counterparts, these
expenditures represent a greater percentage of income. Household appliances deemed to be "coadling” appliances include centra
and room air conditioners, fans and evaporative coolers.

Low-income and LIHEAP households use, on average, less energy for home cooling than do all househol ds® Accordi ng to the
most recent data available, from the Fiscal Year 1992 LIHEAP Report to Congress (January 1994), nationaly, low-income
households spent an average of $94 and LIHEAP households spent an average of $76 for home cooling in Fiscal Year 1992
These hills represented consumption that were roughly 31 percent and 44 percent less, respectively, than the average home cooling
expendituresfor al households. Thisnational datais presented beow in Summary Display 1.

\3\ U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program: Report to Congress for Fiscal Year

1992, at 20 (January 1994).

\4\ The data represents consumption from October 1991 through September 1992.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 1. HOME COOLING: AVERAGE ANNUAL HOUSEHOL D CONSUMPTION, EXPENDITURES, AND PERCENT
OF INCOME BY ALL, LOW INCOME, AND LIHEAP RECIPIENT HOUSEHOLDSTHAT COOLED, BY FUEL TYPE, UNITED STATES

(FISCAL YEAR 1992)

Fuel Consumption

Main Cooling Fue (mmBtu) Fuel Expenditures
All Households
All Fuds 5.6 $136
Natural Gas 375 $318
Electricity 55 $135
L ow-Income Households
All Fuds 39 $4
Natural Gas 16.8 $139
Electricity 38 $4
LIHEAP Recipient Households
All Fuds 29 $76
Natural Gas n‘a n‘a
Electricity 29 $76

INTRODUCTION
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With these observations serving as the backdrop, the conclusions of the analysis beow are four-fold:

1 Hesat-rd ated deaths represent amgor public health problem that should be consdered in importance at least on par
with cold-related deaths for purpases of low-income energy palicy;

2. Such deaths are not uniqueto, or even concentrated in, any particular geographic region;
3. The type of housing occupied by low-income families will exacerbate their exposure to heat-related deaths, and
4, The cost of summer cooling imposes unacceptable burdens on low-income budgets.

Thereport bdow isdivided into Sx Parts. After this Introduction and a Summary of Mgor Findings, Part | presents a discussion
of the hedlth dangers of hot weather. Hot weather threastens degth and incapacitation in an "average' summer as wdl as during
extensve heat waves. Part |1 examines bills for summer dectricity consumption. This part compares those summer bills to what
would be charged for the equivalent amount of non-summer consumption. It concludes that nat only are summer cooling months
just as deadly as winter heating months, but that it costs low-income consumers more to use dectricity in the summer than in the
winter. Thispart asolooksat dectric bill changes over the five year period 1987 through 1992.

Part 111 presents state-by-state data on summer cooling hills as a percent of income. The section concludes that summer bills
impose an unacceptable burden as a percentage of income on households who receivewinter heating assstance, aswell as on other
low-income populations such as AFDC recipients, SS recipients, the dderly, and low-wage employees. Part |V presents data on
summer cooling bills as a percentage of income on a utility-by-utility basis for roughly 190 dectric utilities from around the
country. This data compares summer dectric bills (1000 and 500 kwh per month consumption) to incomes for public assstance
households as well asto incomes for households with incomes of less than $15,000 per year. The section aso compares utility-by-
utiilty billing data to incomes for LIHEAP recipient households. Part V looks at air conditioning as a function of income and
poverty leve. It finds that low-income households use less air conditioning and reside in dweling units that are less subject to
cooling.

Hndly, Part VI presents various federd and date low-income energy policies implicated by a hot weather analyss. A
methodologies discussion is presented in Appendix A.
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Overall, the report bdow concludes that hot weather presents redl health dangers to low-income households at least on par with
cold weether; that the household cost of responding to and preventing these dangers by cooling is substantial; that low-income
households have an inahility-to-pay these cooling cogts and, findly, that federa and Sate low-income energy palicies have
inappropriately ignored the perils of hot weather and inahility-to-pay to the detriment of |ow-income households.

For purposes of this report, Washington D.C. is conddered a "sate” Not all states have data for al inquiries. Some Sates are
missing data on regarding utility costs. Other states do not report certain income data. The datathat isavailableis reported.
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Summary of Major Findings

HEAT-INDUCED DEATHS

1.

Statigtics that have been reported in the past have tended to report only "heet stroke' as a heet-rdated death. Many causes
contribute to heat-related desths, however, of which heat stroke is but one minor one. In fact, heat stroke accounts for
only roughly 10 percent of the desthsin which heat was a contributing factor.

There are two big spikes in heat wave desths: heart attack and stroke. These spikes have occurred for every heet wave in
the last 50 years. Thereis avery important relationship between heat and the heart. What "heat sress’ meansisthat hot
wesather places a burden on the heart. The greatest danger during a heat wave is thus not heat stroke, but heart attack or
groke. Heart attacks and real strokes account for nearly 90 percent of al deaths due to hest.

Despite the relationship between hot weather and desths, mortality does not increase in a direct linear response to hot
wegther. Instead, weather-induced mortality rises dramatically only after a particular threshold is exceeded. The
"threshold temperature’ thus represents the temperature beyond which mortality significantly increases.

There are specific factors that contribute more substantialy than others to heat-induced mortality. Despite the fatalities
asociated with "hot weether," it is not the maximum daytime temperature which is the sgnificant variable in causng these
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degths. Ingtead, it is the minimum temperature on a hot day which is most important in influencing the increased rate and
number of degths.

In addition to the actual temperature of a summer day (i.e, the "intendty" of the hesat), the duration of the hesat is a
subgtantial contributor to weather-related desths The extent of cooling degree hours, rather than the maximum
temperature within aday, isamore sgnificant cause of weather-rdated degths.

A highly sgnificant variable found to be associated with hot weather mortality is the day-in-sequence variable. Thisday-in-
sequence variable indicates that a day near the end of a consecutive series of hot weether daysis most important in causing
deaths. Thus, a long consecutive day sequence of oppressive weather days imposes the greatest amount of Stress as
expressad by increasng mortality through the sequence.

Low afternoon humidity exacerbates hest-related mortdity in some U.S. cities, and the discomforting impact of high
afternoon humidity appears to contribute little to such deaths. Moreover, low wind speed seems to exacerbate stressful
conditions. Low wind speeds, particularly when coupled with high nighttime temperatures, heighten stress on the human

body.

The mortality impact of hot weather will be greater than in northern and midwestern US cities in southern cities. 1ndeed,
aties in temperate areas experience a sharp rise in total mortality during unusually hot westher while mortaity rates in
warmer cities seemed to be less affected no matter how high the temperature rises.

This result likely results from the stress caused by variance in summer temperatures rather than by the actua levd of the
temperature. In temperate cities, very hot days are embedded within periods of cooler weather s0 the "shock” of a very
hot episode is greater than in cities where hot periods are more commonplace.

PAGE 8
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AIR CONDITIONING AND HEAT-INDUCED DEATHS

10.

Air conditioning has the effect of reducing heat-rdated mortality in U.S. cities. One team of researchers found that for
mogt of the dities sudied, air conditioning has had a podtive impact on reducing heat-induced desths. This research
concluded that "it is possble to estimate the number of deaths saved by air conditioning* * *. For New Y ork, for example,
over 3500 deaths (21% of al heat-related desths) may have been avoided during the 25 summers between 1964 and 1988
because of air conditioning.”

AIR CONDITIONING AND POVERTY LEVELS

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Air conditioning consumption levels, however, are directly dependent upon family income. The 5.7 million Btu consumed
for ar conditioning by households with incomes of less than $10,000 is dmogt haf of the 10.5 mmBtu consumed for air
conditioning by households with incomes greater than $50,000.

This lesser consumption by low-income households might reflect a number of different but related factors. Low-income
househdds are more likely to live in other than single family detached homes, are more likdly to live in smaler units, are
morelikdy to livein dder homes and are morelikdy to livein renta units.

While two-thirds of all households in the country use air conditioning, the proportion fals dramaticaly for low-income
households. Fewer than one-haf of households with incomes less than $5,000 use air conditioning.

Fewer than one-haf of householdsliving at or below 100 percent of Poverty use air conditioning, while roughly 55 percent
of householdsliving at or below 150 percent of Poverty do.

Even within the population of low-income households having air conditioners, air conditioning use is low, with air
conditioners being used fewer times during the summer, and fewer rooms being cooled by air conditioning.
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SUMMER ELECTRICBILLS

16.

17.

18.

Electricity used in the summer months will often cost more than the identical amount of dectricity consumed during the
winter months. Thisresult is certainly not universal. In fact, for a small number of utilities (n=18), the cogts of using 1000
kWh of dectricity were identical during the summer and winter months. In a separate, smdler, sa of cases (n=11), the
increase was positive, but less than one percent.

Theregiona digribution of summer/winter differentials shows that in those places where hot weether is more deadly, it is
also more costly to use dectricity asa cooling fud.

The cost of dectricity has remained rdatively steady in the five years 1987 through 1992 for most companies. Of the 184
companies with data for both years, a subgtantial mgjority (126) had bill changes of plus or minus ten percent or less.
There were dgnificant increases for some companies, however. Almost 20 companies (n=18) had hill hikes of more than
25 percent in five years. An additional 40 companies saw hill hikes of 10 to 25 percent in that sametime period.

SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENSASA PERCENT OF INCOME: STATE DATA

19.

20.

For AFDC recipients, summer dectric billsimpose tremendous burdens as a percentage of income in a substantial majority
of the gates. In nine Sates, dectric burdens fdl in arange of 30 percent or more, while in 32 more sates, the burdens fdl
at 20 to 30 percent. Overall, the burden of summer dectric hills as a percentage of income fdl above 10 percent in 45 of
the 47 states with data.

Since SSl has a badc benefit provided by the federa government, the program does not present the same wide disparities
in benefit levels that AFDC does. As a result, unlike AFDC, the summer dectric burdens for SSI are more closdy
clusered. Nonethdess, while no sate presents a Stuation where the household is being called upon to pay in excess of 20
to 30 percent of their income smply for summer dectric hills, in addition, no sate has a burden less than 10 percent.
Indeed, like AFDC, most gates (20 of 47 with complete data) have SS recipients who pay, on average, from 20 to 30
percent of thair income on summer dectric bills.
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

Unemployment recipients are substantially better off than AFDC or SSl recipients. In 33 of the 48 dates with data,
summer eectric burdens would fall beow 15 percent of income; in eght Sates, the burden fdl beow 10 percent of income.
At the extremes, while in only two gtates, did summer dectric burdens fall above 20 percent, in no state was the burden
below five percent. As can be seen, therefore, while unemployment recipients are "better” off than AFDC and SS
recipients, this wdlbeng is in rdative terms only. Summer dectric bills remain unaffordable for this low-income
population.

The downgde to these higher monthly benefits for unemployed workersis the limited duration of unemployment benefits.
Under the permanent federa program, benefits are provided for only 39 weeks. Extended unemployment benefits can be
provided under the permanent date-federal program for an additiona 13 weeks in states where unemployment rates are
rativey high.

Minimum wage employees working fulltime, too, have a less difficult time with summer dectric hills than do ther public
assstance counterparts. In only twelve states do such hills exceed 15 percent of income. In no sate did the summer
eectric burden fall above 20 percent of income. Indeed, while summer dectric hills fel below five percent of income for
fulltime minimum wage employees in none of the 48 reporting sates, summer eectric burdensfdl in the five to ten percent
rangeten times.

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

While summer dectric burdens for retired workers exceeded five percent of incomein al 48 dates, in no states were such
burdens greater than 25 percent of income. In contrag,, in 18 states, summer dectric burdensfdl in therange of 15 to 20
percent of income.

Elderly widows and widowers are somewhat worse off than retired workers. Again, in no state were summer eectric
burdens greater than 25 percent of income. In comparison to retired workers, however, summer dectric burdens for
widows and widowers exceeded 20 percent in five Sates and fell in the 15 to 20 percent range 26 times. Asis evident, the
summer eectric burden carried by widows and widowers receiving Social Security benefits is higher than the burden for
retired workers recalving Socia Security. Socid Security bendfits are less adequate to pay summer dectric hills for
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27.

28.

29.

widows and widowers.

Not al Socid Security recipients recave bendfits at the "average' leve, however. Two different Socid Security
populations were examined for this report. On the one hand, there are the Social Security benefits provided to retired
workers. Asof December 1992, there were roughly 25.8 million retired workers receiving Socia Security benefits. More
than 10 percent of these retired workers received |ess 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, Socia Security benefits are provided to nondisabled widows and widowers. As of December 1992,
there were roughly 5.205 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 Socia
Security recipients who are nondisabled widows and widowers received less than $500 per month ($6000 per year) in
benefits.

Substantial numbers of LIHEAP recipients face summer dectric burdensthat are unaffordable LIHEAP recipientsin 31 of
the states reported have summer dectric burdensin excess of 15 percent. Whilerecipientsin Sx states have burdens below
10 percent, none have burdens bel ow the five percent celling of affordability.

SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENSASA PERCENT OF INCOME: UTILITY DATA

30.

31

Summer dectric bills impose a tremendous and unaffordable, burden on low-income households who receive federal fud
assgance. Of the 185 dectric utilities udied, summer dectric bills were equal to or in excess of 20 percent of ther
income for 37 companies. An additiona 66 companies saw dectric billsin excess of 15 percent of income. In 64 different
companies, summer bills exceeded 10 percent of income. In only 18 of the 185 dectric utility cases, were summer eectric
billslessthan 10 percent of income, and in no ingance were they less than five percent.

The high summer burdensin the Midwest and Northeast are disturbing because these are the parts of the country that were
found to experience the greatest extent of deaths attributable to hot weather. Accordingly, the regions where hedt is the
most deadly are precisdly the regions where low-income households can least afford cooling bills.
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32.

33.

35.

36.

37.

The high summer dectric burdens reported above are more disturbing when one realizes that these are burdens calculated
using average incomes.  Unlike income supplement programs such as AFDC and SSI, whose recipients tend to have
incomes clugtered around the benefit levds, LIHEAP serves a population with incomes spread across a wide spectrum.
The very poorest of households are disproportionately represented in the LIHEAP population. The number of households
in each ate with incomes sgnificantly below the Sate average is subgtantial.

In evaluating thisanalys's, one might argue that the choice of 1000 kWh as a cooling consumption is"too high." However,
even if consumption were half that reported above (i.e., 500 kWh), billswould remain unaffordable.

Households receiving public assistance benefits universally cannot afford to pay summer coadling bills. At 1000 kWh of
consumption, only five dectric utilities have public ass stance recipients with summer cooling burdens less than 15 percent
of income. None have burdens less than 10 percent, let aone less than the affordable burden of five percent. At the other
end of the spectrum, more than one-in-three (69 of 185) have summer burdens of more than 30 percent and nearly two-of-
three (114 of 185) have burdens of more than 25 percent.

Assuming 500 kWh of consumption rather than 1000 kWh does not bring hillls down to an affordable levdl. Even at this
lower usage, more than 20 dectric companies have burdens of more than 20 percent, and 90 companies had burdens
exceeding 15 percent of income. Even at 500 kWh of cooling consumption, still, none of the companies had burdens at the
affordable five percent levd, though 23 companies had burdensin thefive to ten percent range.

On average, households living with annua incomes at or below $15,000 do better with their summer cooling burdens than
do public assgtance or fud assgtance recipients. Of the 185 dectric companies studied, only one (1) had an average
burden of more than 25 percent, while only eight (8) had burdens of from 20 to 25 percent for 1000 kWh of consumption.

Overdl, however, these households do not face affordable summer cooling bills. They are ingead Smply better off than
their LIHEAP and AFDC counterparts. Of the 185 dectric utilities with data, 41 had average burdens of less than ten
percent but none had burdens bel ow the five percent threshold of affordakility.
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38. Aswith the LIHEAP population, however, to look only at average incomes of households with incomes below $15,000 is
to misanalyze the need of many househaldsin the lower income brackets. There are a substantia number of househaldsin
the lowest income bracket ($0 to $4,999). Indeed, there are 17.5 million households within the largest communities served
by the dectric utilities sudied in this report. Of those 17.5 million households, 5.2 million households have incomes at or
below $15,000. Moreover, of that 5.2 million, 1.5 million households (29 percent) have incomes bel ow $5,000.
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Heat-Related Deaths

Hot weather can be deadly to low-income households, recent research has found. Without having identified precisdy what the
most vulnerable population is, there is general agreement that the susceptibility to desth due to hot weether varies sgnificantly
based on age, sex and race® Heat-related desths are concentrated in the northeast and midwestern regions of the country. They
generaly occur only after certain city-gpecific threshold temperatures are reached.

Desths attributable to hot wesather can be associated with many different factors. Degths are greater earlier in the summer rather
than later. Degths are greater when there are several consecutive days of hot westher. Degths are grester when high daily
minimum temperatures combine with high daily maximum temperatures. At the same time, persstently hot dimates, humidity
levels, and low wind speeds not otherwise associated with high temperatures, while uncomfortable, do not appear to affect health.
Theserdationships are discussed in more detail below.

HEAT-RELATED MEDICAL PROBLEMS

® Oeschdli, F.W. and Bueckley, R.W., "Excess mortality associated with three Los Angeles September hot spells,”" Environmental
Research 3:277-284 (1970); Bridger C.A., Ellis, F.P. and Taylor, H.L., "Mortality in St. Louis, Missouri during heat wavesin 1936,
1953, 1955 and 1966," Environmental Research 12:38-48 (1976); Lye, M. and Karmal, A. "The effects of heat waves on mortality rates
in elderly patients," Lancet i:529-531 (1977).
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Hot westher, in combination with other meteorological conditions, contributes sgnificantly to human mortality rates in American
cities® Traditional measures of heat-related desths substantial ly understate the dangers attributable to hot weather. Statistics that
have been reported in the past have tended to report only "heat stroke" as a heat-rdated death. Many causes contribute to heat-
related deaths, however, of which heat stroke is but one minor one™ In fact, hesat stroke accounts for only roughly 10 percent of
the deaths in which heat was a contributing factor.

There are two big spikesin heat wave desths: heart attack and stroke. These spikes have occurred for every heat wave in the last
50 years. Thereisavery important relationship between heat and the heart. What "heat Sress’ meansisthat hot weather placesa
burden on the heart. The greatest danger during a heat wave isthus not heat stroke, but heart attack or stroke. Heart attacks and
real strokes account for nearly 90 percent of all deeths dueto hest.

Heet-rdated deaths cannot be isolated among a few designated causes, however. Instead, research shows that "mortality from a
wide variety of causes increases during extreme summer weather, and the nation of a few specific weather-rdated causes in
summer appears to be specious.”®

o Kakstein, L.S., "A new approach to evaluate the impact of climate on human mortality," Environmental Health Perspectives. 96:145-

150 (1991). (hereafter, New Approach).

i Applegate, W.B., Runyan, JW. J., Brasfield, L., Williams, M.L., Konigsverg, C., and Fouche, C. "Analysis of the 1980 Heat Wavein
Memphis." J. of the American Geriatric Society, 29:337-342 (1981).

8 Kalkstein L.S,, and Davis, R.E. "Weather and human mortality: an evaluation of demographic and interregional responsesin the United

States." Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 79:44-64 (1989). (hereafter, Interregional Responses).
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN HOT WEATHER AND DEATHS

Despite the rlationship between hot weather and deaths, mortality does not increase in a direct linear response to hot westher.
Ingtead, "threshold temperatures, which represent the temperature beyond which mortaity significantly increases, have been
identified for numerous dities™® Research by one Univergty of Delaware professor, Laurence Kaksen, found that "westher-
induced mortdity rises dramaticaly only after a particular threshold is exceeded.""® In a sudy of heat-induced mortality in St.
Louis, Missouri, for example, Kalkstein found that eight of the ten most deadly days occurred under one particular "oppressive
[hot weather] category,” even though that category occurred only seven percent (7%) of the time during the time period studied.™"
In contrast, the second hottest weather conditions generated only one of the top 20 mortality dates™ Kalkstein concluded:

This finding suggests that a vast mgority of deaths that can be attributed to weather occur only when [the
threshold westher] is present.* * *This supports the nation that mortality does not increase linearly as weather
becomesincreasingly stressful. Rather, threshold conditions exist beyond which mortaity sgnificantly increasesin

abrupt fashion.™®

In many dities, mortality increases only during the 10-15 percent of summer days with temperatures above the threshold leve ™"
Other research generdly confirms this observation, finding that in summer, weather has an impact on only the warmest 10-20

9 New Approach, supra, at 145. See also, Kalkstein, L.S., and Davis, R.E., "Weather and human mortality: an evaluation of demographic

and interregional responsesin the United States." Annual Association of American Geographers. 79:44-64 (1989).

\10

Id.
\L1\

Id.
\12\

Id.

3 New Approach, supra, at 147 and 150.

e See generally, Smith J,, Tirpak D.A. (eds). The potential effects of global climate change on the United States: Report to Congress,

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 230-05-89-050) (1989).
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percent of the days. "However, the relationship on those very warm daysisimpressive"*”

The "threshold temperature’ represents the temperature beyond which mortality sgnificantly increases™®  The threshad is an
"objective’ calculation. It represents the measurement of the dissmilarity of mortdity rates above and bdow a given
temperature\m Thus, for example, the threshold temperature for New York City is 33 degrees Centigrade. The threshold
temperatures for 48 U.S. cities were datigtically analyzed. The results are presented beow in Table 1. The cities that are blank
had no gatigtically Sgnificant threshold temperature found.

s I nterregional Responses, supra, at 49.

el Kakstein, L.S. and Davis, R.E. 1985."The development of a weather/mortality model for environmental assessment." In Proceedings of
the 7th conference of biometeorology and aerobiology, at 334 - 336. Phoenix, AZ: American Meteorological Society.

un An identical procedure can be used for winter temperatures, where the threshold temperature is that temperature bel ow which mortality
increases. Interregional Responses, supra, at 49.
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TABLE 1. THRESHOLD TEMPERATURES FOR HEAT-RELATED DEATHSBY CITY

Lag Timein Days Between Causal

City Threshold Temperature Westher and Mortality Response
Albuquerque, NM

Amarillo/Lubbock, TX

Atlanta, GA 94 0
BillingsdGreet Fals MT

Birmingham, AL 96 0
Boise, ID

Boston, MA

Casper, WY

Charlotte, NC

Chicago, IL 91 0
Cinannati, OH 92 0
Cleveland, OH

Dadlas, TX 103 0
Denver, CO 94 1
DesMoines, |IA

Detroit, Ml 90 0

HEAT-RELATED DEATHS
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TABLE 1. THRESHOLD TEMPERATURES FOR HEAT-RELATED DEATHSBY CITY
Lag Timein Days Between Causal
City Threshold Temperature Wesather and Mortality Response
El Paso, TX
Fargo, ND
Indianagpalis, IN
Jackson, MS 98 1
Jacksonville, FL
Kansas City, MO/KS 99 0
LasVegas, NV
Little Rock, AR 99 1
LosAngdes, CA 81 0
Louisville, KY
Memphis, TN 99 0
Miami, FL 93 0
Milwaukee, WI 90 1
Minnegpalis MN 93 1
Nashville, TN
New Orleans, LA
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TABLE 1: THRESHOLD TEMPERATURES FOR HEAT-RELATED DEATHSBY CITY
Lag Timein Days Between Causal
City Threshold Temperature Wesather and Mortality Response
New York, NY 92 1
Norfolk, VA
Oklahoma City, OK
Philadd phia, PA 92 1
Phoenix, AZ 112 1
Rittsburgh, PA 86 1
Portland, OR
Rochester, NY
S. Louis, MO 96 1
Salt Lake City, UT 99 0
San Antonio, TX
San Diego, CA 83 1
San Francisco, CA 84 1
Sesttle, WA 87 0
Spokane, WA
Wichita, KS

HEAT-RELATED DEATHS
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The threshol d temperatur&s st forth above are for "total mortality.” Different threshold temperatures may apply for different sub-
popul ations."®

Contributing Factors

There are specific factors that contribute more substantially than others to warm weather mortality. Despite the fatdities
asociated with "hot wesather,” it isnot the maximum daytime temperature which is the Sgnificant variable in causng these desths.
Ingtead, it isthe minimum temperature in a day which is most important in influencing the increased rate and number of desths. "*
* * oppressive nighttime conditions offering little relief after a very hot day might be more stressful than the maximum temperature
itsdlf."% Mlnlmum temperatures, Kalkgein found, are "directly rdated to mortality" within the deadly meteorologlcd
conditions®® The westher pattern with the highest maximum and m|n|mum temperatures generated the greatest mortallty
Indead, the maximum temperature Sanding aoneisrdatively ind gnlflcant

In addition to the actua temperature of a summer day (i.e., the "intensty" of the heat), the duration of the hedt is a substantial
contributor to weether-related deaths. The extent of cooling degree hours, rather than the maximum temperature within aday, isa
more sgnificant cause of weather-related desths. This suggests "that the intengity of the heat event may be of lesser importance
than the duration of the event. Thus a day where the temperature hovers near 35 degrees Cdsius for many hours (accumulating a
large value for [cooling degree hours| appears to have a greater influence on mortaity than a day when the maximum temperature

el The research tested 17 models. The results of each model, including the resulting "threshold temperatures,” can be found at Kalkstein,

L.S. (1988), "The Impacts of Predicted Climate Changes Upon Human Mortality," XLI Publicationsin Climatology, No. 1, at 110.
Some cities which do not have statistically significant threshold temperatures for “total mortality” do, in fact, have statistically significant
threshold temperatures for other models.

e New Approach, supra, at 150, citing, I nterregional Responses, supra.

120, Id., at 149.

e Kalkstein, L.S., "Health and climate change: direct impactsin cities," Lancet 342:1397 (1993).

22 Interregional Responses, supra, at 49.
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\23\

approaches 40 degrees Celdus but rapidly fallsto moretolerable leves"™ The cooling degree hour (CDH) measure is designed
specifically to account for the duration, as opposed to the intengity, of the weether event.

A third highly significant variable found to be associated with hot weather mortdity is "the day-in-sequence variable™** This day-
in-sequence variable explained the largest proportion of the variance in daily mortality rates in both the total and the dderly
mortality modds® A day in the "oppressive’ category near the end of a consecutive series of days "is most important.">® Thus,
"along consecutive day sequence of [oppressve weather] days imposes the greatest amount of stress as expressed by increasing
mortality through the sequence"™®" "The greatest mortality totals during offensive air mass days occur as part of a lengthy string
of consecutive days of the air mass, and when minimum temperatures were unusualy high."*

The timing of hot weether has a second impact on mortality rates also. There is an inverse relationship between the timing of hot
westher and the extent of increased mortality. According to the research, this relationship "adds credence to the suggestion that
the timing of the weather event is often as important as the magnitude. Extremely hot weether occurring early in the season
appears to have a more devastating impact than sSimilar weather occurring in August.”® This could mean dther that persons
become acclimatized to the hot weather over the course of a season or that the pool of persons susceptible to death for weather-
related reasons becomes exhausted as the season wears on.

23\ Id., at 54 (emphasisin original).

oA New Approach, supra, at 148.

\25\ Id.

28 Id., at 148 - 149.

n Id., at 149.

28 Kalkstein, L.S., "Health and climate change: Direct impactsin cities.," Lancet, 342:1397-1399 (1993). (hereafter, City | mpacts).

29 Interregional Responses, supra, at 52.
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Minimum temperatures are nat the only factor having a sgnificant influence on mortdity. These factors, however, generaly have
no effect unless the temperature exceeds the threshold amount. Research has found that: "low afternoon humidity exacerbates
heet-related mortality in some U.S. dities, and the discomforting impact of high afternoon humidity appears to contribute little to
such deaths"™®® Moreover, low wind speed seems to exacerbate stressful conditions®™ Low wind speeds, particularly when
coupled with high nighttime temperatures, heighten stress on the human body.** A summary of the impacts of various "hot

weather factors' isset out in Table 2 b ow.

o Kalkstein, L.S., "Health and climate change: direct impactsin cities," Lancet 342:1397-1399 (1993).

b Id. Seealso, Smith J. and Tirpak D.A. (eds). The potential effects of global climate change on the United States: Report to Congress,
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 230-05-89-050), at 172-205 (1989). (hereafter, Global Change Effects).

52 Steadman, R.G. 1984. "A universal scale of apparent temperature." Journal of Climate and Applied Meteorology 23:1674-1687.
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TABLE 2: HOT WEATHER FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO MORTALITY
Importance
Factor Notes
High Low

Threshold temperature X Most important factor

Maximum daily temperature Only when combined with minimum daily
temperature.

Minimum daily temperature X Mogt important, when combined with maximum daily
temperature.

Duration of heat X Measured in cooling degree hours.

Day in sequence of heat X Day near end of consecutive day strings of hot
westher is most deadly.

Timing of heat X Inverse relationship between timing and mortality.
Hesat waves early in the season are more deadly than
later heat waves.

Low afternoon humidity X Contributes to discomfort, but not to death.

Low wind speeds X Deadly when combined with high nighttime
temperatures.

Temperature variance X Explainswhy thereis higher mortdity in North than in
South.
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REGIONAL DIFFERENCESIN M ORTALITY

Desths attributable to hot weather are not a "southern” phenomenon. Indeed, a variety of estimates "confirm for various dimate
change scenarios that the mortality impact on northern and midwestern US dities will be gregter than in southern cities”®® Indeed,
one st of researchers, Smith and Tirpak, found that cities in "temperate areas’ experience a "sharp rise in total mortality during
unus@!y hot weather while mortality rates in warmer cities seemed to be less affected no matter how high the temperatures
rose."

Thisresult is postulated to result from the stress caused by variance in summer temperatures rather than by the actual leve of the
temperature. "In temperate cities, very hot days are embedded within periods of cooler weather so the “shock' of a very hot
episode is greater than in cities where hot periods are more commonpl ace"®" Indeed, one st of research concluded quite directly
that "mortality increases dramaticallg( during heat waves in northern cities, but no mortality increase is observed in southern cities,
even under the hottest conditions™*® Accordi ng to these researchers.

The very highest threshold temperatures were registered at Phoenix and Las Vegas, where they equaled or
exceeded 43 degrees Celsus for all age and race categories. The lowest threshold temperatures were found in the
Northeast and Pacific Coast. Los Angdes, San Diego, San Francisco, Boston, and Pittsburgh al possessd
threshold temperatures below 30 degrees Cdsius. Some cities, especialy in the Southeast, possessed such poor
rel ationships between maximum temperature and mortality that no threshold temperature could be determi ned.*"

33 City Impacts, supra, at 1397.

B Smith J. and Tirpak D.A. (eds). The potential effects of global climate change on the United States: Report to Congress,
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 230-05-89-050) (1989).

35 City Impacts, supra, at 1397.

38 Interregional Responses, supra, at 46.

87 Id., at 50.
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The sgnificance of this research on notions of regiona cooling needs is substantial. Condder that these researchers conduded as
toregional differences

The two most westher-sengtive arees, the Pacific and Continental North regions, are noted for their low mean
maximum temperatures and low mean cooling degree days in summer, as wel as comparatively few days that are
very hot. With the unexplained exception of the Rockies, the lowest percentage of sgnificant weather/mortality
relationships were found in the Southeast/Gulf, Continental South, and Desert Southwest regions, all which exhibit
the highest summer temperatures. This finding represents strong support for the notion that people respond to
wegther in a rdative, rather than an absolute, fashion. In areas where extremdy hot weether occurs rardy, the

population often responds dramatically, but in areas where extreme heat is commonplace, a much less dragtic
impact is noted.

They conclude:

In the warmer regions of the nation, it generaly appears that people do not respond negatively to heat even under
the most severe conditions, and threshold temperatures are indeterminate in many of these aress >

The total numbers of deaths that can be attributed to heat was calculated for 15 different United States cities. The results are
presented in Table 3 below.

138\ Id., at 56 and 57.
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TABLE 3: ESTIMATES OF TOTAL PRESENT-DAY MORTALITY ATTRIBUTED TO WEATHER
DURING AN AVERAGE SUMMER SEASON

Total Population Population Over 65

City

June July August Total June July August Total
St Louis 0 132 51 183 0 105 4 109
New York 19 90 30 139 17 59 9 85
Philade phia 30 48 40 118 16 38 37 91
Detroit 21 57 25 103 14 42 17 73
Kansas City 3 91 4 98 0 64 14 78
Chicago 31 51 13 95 24 40 7 71
Cincinnati 21 51 22 94 25 61 34 120
Memphis 90 82 12 94 0 75 14 89
Minneapalis 21 46 19 86 10 36 23 69
LosAngeles 11 16 19 46 7 12 15 34
Atlanta 18 20 0 33 17 26 2 45
San Francisco 17 11 5 29 15 10 9 34
Dallas 0 0 0 0 1 9 5 15
New Orleans 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oklahoma City 0 0 0 0 5 26 1 32
Totals 201 708 247 1,156 151 603 191 945

NOTES: Based on an eleven year average for the following years: 1964-1966, 1972-1978, 1980.
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Impact of Air Conditioning

Air conditioning has the effect of reducing heet-rdated mortaity in U.S. cities. One specific team of researchers, Scheraga and
Sussman, sudied the mitigating impact of air conditioning by examining mortdity totals in severa cities over a 25-year period in
which access to air conditioning increased strikingly.®® For "most of the dities’ studied, Scheraga and Sussman found, air
conditioning has had a positive impact on reducing heat-induced deaths. They State that "it is possible to estimate the number of
deaths saved by air conditioning* * *." "For New York, for example, over 3500 deaths (21% of al heat-rdated deaths) may have
been avoided during the 25 summers between 1964 and 1988 because of air conditioning.”*"

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In sum, severe weather conditions can adversdy affect the health and safety of low-income househalds in more than just cold-
weather months. Hot weeather, as well, can directly lead to iliness and death across race, gender, and generationa lines. Hot
westher places stress on the heart, which leads not only to "heat stroke' desths, but to deaths due to heart attacks and strokes as
well. Past research has found that looking only at "heat strokes' as a measure of heat-induced mortality undercounts hest-induced
degths by as much as 90 percent.

Many factors other than maximum daily temperatures contribute to heat-related desths. The variance in temperatures, as well as
high minimum daily temperatures are also causes. As aresult, heat-induced deaths are not a "southern” phenomenon, but, indeed,
are concentrated primarily in the Northeast and Midwest. In addition, the threshold temperatures above which hedlth impacts
become a problem are lower in these non-Southern regions. While heat-induced desths might begin to increase at 80 degreesin
Chicago for example, such deaths would nat begin increasing until 103 degreesin Dallas.

In light of these hegt-rel ated health impacts, the next two Parts of thisreport will 1ook at the affordability of summer dectric billsto
low-income households. The report will find that while summer dectric cooling bills do nat place the same unreasonable burdens
on low-income households as do winter hegting hills, such summer hills do, indeed, create unaffordable burdens as a percentage of
income. Inability-to-pay, loss of service, and hedlth and safety problems are thus sure to follow, even during the warm weather
months.

9 Scheraga, J.S. and Sussman, F. "Preliminary assessment of the benefits to the US of avoiding, or adapting to, climate change.”

Environmental Protection Agency Climate Change Division (in press: 1993).

vo\ City Impacts, supra, at 1398.
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Summer Electric Bills: Utility-by-Utility Data

41\

This Chapter sats out utility-by-utility data on summer dectric "cooling” bills™ Unlike natura gas companies, who have specific
tariffs for goace heating cusomers, dectric utilities generaly do not have distinct tariffs for space cooling.  Accordingly, space
cooling customersfor purposss of this Part*? are defined to involve monthly consumption of 1,000 kwWh per month.**

Four Tables are presented below. Table 4 (page 42) presents the derivation of the summer bills used for comparisons in this
analyss The "summe™ hills are assumed to include the months of June, July and August. Induding these months represents a
limitation on the data and should nat be congtrued as any endorsement of those particular months as being the only "summer”
months for purposes of cooling needs. Table 5 (page 53) presents 1992 hills for 1000 kWh of summer consumption compared to
1000 kWh of winter consumption. Theintent is to evaluate whether summer bills might be more or less costly than the equivalent
amount of consumption during the winter months. Table 6 (page 64) presents 1992 summer bills compared to 1987 summer hills

e Burdens as a percentage of income are examined in detail below.

w2 In contrast, the section looking at burdens as a percentage of income, on a utility-by-utility basis, examines both 1,000 kWh per month

and 500 kWh per month.

v\ NARUC reports average bills for 250 kWh per month, 500 kwh per month, 750 kWh per month, and 1000 kWh per month.
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for identica levels of consumption (500 kWh). Again, the intent is to evaluate whether bills are increasing, decreasing or staying
the same** Findly, Table7 (page 75) presents the rate of change in summer bills for 500 kWh of consumption between 1987 and
1992 as compared to the rate of changein public benefit (AFDC) levels.

FACTORS AFFECTING L OW-INCOME AIR CONDITIONING USAGE/CONSUMPTION

Throughout this analyss, it isimportant to bear in mind that space cooling consumption may vary --perhaps substantialy-- over a
range of factors. According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration,”® for example, air
conditioning consumption levels are directly dependent upon family income. The 5.7 million Btu consumed for air conditioning by
households with incomes of less than $10,000 isamog haf of the 10.5 mmBtu consumed for air conditioning by households with
incomes greater than $50,000.

A This says nothing about burdens. Bills might stay the same, but summer burdens (as a percentage of income) might increase due to

movement in levels of public assistance provided.

vl Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS), U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration (1990).
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 2: AIR CONDITIONING CONSUMPTION BY INCOME LEVELS
INCOME RANGE AIR CONDITIONING CONSUMPTION (mmBtu)
Lessthan $10,000 5.7
$10,000 - $19,999 6.6
$20,000 - $34,999 7.5
$35,000 - $49,999 9.2
$50,000 and more 10.5

This lesser consumption by low-income households might reflect a number of different but related factors. Accepting the notion
that low-income households are more likely to live in other than sngle family detached homes, are more likdy to live in smaller
units, and are more likely to live in renta units, the reasons for the lesser air conditioning consumption by low-income households
become dearer. Data on thesefactorsis summarized in Summary Display 3 below.

Moreover, as can be seen from Summary Display 4 below, low-income households tend to be associated with the factors that are,
in turn, associated with lower cooling usage. In particular, low-income households tend to be associated with multi-family homes
aswell aswith smaler homes. Low-income households tend morelikely to berenters. Clearly, these factors are not unrelated one
to another.

Despite the lower cooling consumption for low-income househalds, bills for 1000 kwWh were chosen as the benchmark. The point
isnot actual cooling hills, but dectric bills were cooling to be sufficiently available to the poor.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 3; ANNUAL AIR CONDITIONING USAGE BY HOUSING UNIT CHARACTERISTIC
No. of Households Air Conditioning Consumption
Housing Unit Characterigtic (million) (mmBtu)
Total U.S. Households 60.6 81
TYPE OF HOUSING UNIT
Single Family Detached 38.1 9.3
Single Family Attached 4.1 6.9
Mobile Home 3.0 7.5
Multi-family (2 - 4 units) 5.8 5.0
Multi-family (5 or more units) 9.7 5.8
HEATED FLOORSPACE (square
Fewer than 1000 17.5 6.1
1,000 - 1,999 26.0 84
2,000 - 2,999 11.8 9.4
3,000 or more 5.3 10.2
TENURE
Owned 42.4 8.6
Rented (all) 18.2 6.9
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 4: POVERTY STATUSAND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
No. of Households (millions)
Housing Unit Characterigic
All Households Households Below 100% Poverty
Total U.S. Households 94.0 132
TYPE OF HOUSING UNIT
Single Family Detached 58.3 6.2
Single Family Attached 6.0 0.6
Mobile Home 52 1.2
Multi-family (2 - 4 units) 10.0 2.0
Multi-family (5 or more units) 144 3.0
HEATED FLOORSPACE (square foot)
Fewer than 1000 30.5 7.2
1,000 - 1,999 39.1 6.9
2,000 - 2,999 16.9 1.3
3,000 or more 7.4 0.3
TENURE
Owned 62.2 5.2
Rented (al) 318 7.8
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Onefactor, too, that isrdated to the level of consumption is the year of housing unit construction.  Accepting the notion that [ow-
income households tend to live in older housng units, it is evident why low-income households might experience lesser
consumption for air conditioning than their more wedlthy counterparts. Dataregarding air conditioning use as its varies by the age
of the housing unit is set forth below.

SUMMARY DISPLAY 5: AIR CONDITIONING USE BY Y EAR HOUSING UNIT CONSTRUCTED
Y ear Housing Unit Built No. of Households (million) Usage (mmBtu)
Total U.S. Households 60.6 8.1
1939 or before 10.2 4.0
1940 - 1949 39 6.0
1950 - 1959 8.3 7.3
1960 - 1969 10.4 8.7
1970- 1979 15.6 9.7
1980 - 1984 6.1 9.9
1985 - 1987 4.2 10.2
1988 - 1990 20 10.5

Again, it is evident that the type of housng in which low-income households reside is associated with lesser air conditioning
consumption. Theair conditioning consumption in housing units built in 1950 - 1959 (7.3 mmBtu), 1940 - 1949 (6.0 mmBtu), and
before 1939 (4.0 mmBtu) is substantially less than the air conditioning consumption for more recently constructed housing (from
9.910 10.5 mmBtu).
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COST OF SUMMER CONSUMPTION VS, EQUIVALENT WINTER CONSUMPTION

This section examines the cost of consuming 1000 kWh of éectricity during the summer months as compared to the cost of
consuming the same 1000 kWh of dectricity during the winter months“*® The purpose of this section is to determine whether
eectric consumption designed to help coal a household during the summer months impaoses, by the mere nature of its timing,
added burdens on low-income households.

The data set out in Table 5 (page 53) regarding 187 utilities tends to support the concluson that 1000 kWh of dectricity used in
the summer months will often cost more than the identical amount of eectricity consumed during the winter months. Thisresult is
certainly not universa. In fact, in asmall number of cases (n=18), the costs of using 1000 kWh of dectricity were identical during
the summer and winter months. In a separate, smaller, set of cases (n=11), the increase was positive, but less than one percent.

In most cases, even when there was a difference, the difference was rdativdy minor. The cost differential of summer usage vis a
visidentica winter usage in the mgjority of cases was ether in the zero to minus 10 percent range (n=51) or in the zero to plusten
percent range (n=66).

(The minus range means that summer hills are less expendve than winter bills for identical usage amounts. The plus range means
that summer bills are more expensve. Hence, a"plus 10 percent” means than 1000 kWh of summer dectricity consumption costs
10 percent more than 1000 kWh of winter dectricity consumption for the same utility).

As shown in Summary Display 6, in the vast majority of the 187 total cases, summer eectricity consumption imposes a greater cost
on households than the equivalent amount of ectricity consumption would during the winter months. The additiona cost can be
condderable. For 29 utilities, the additional summer cost ranges from plus 10 to 25 percent. In 16 instances, the additional cost
exceeds plus 25 percent. For four utilities, the additional cost exceeds plus 50 percent. In these latter ingances, in other words,
1000 kWh of summer dectricity consumption costs 50 percent more than 1000 kWh of winter consumption for the same utility.

In those ingtances where summer codts are less expendve than identical winter consumption, the amount of the savings is less

el NARUC publishes two surveys of eectric bills each year. Thefirst survey presents data on winter eectric bills (e.g., 1993 - 1994

winter). The second presents data on summer electric bills. This report uses data from the summer of 1992 and the winter of 1992 -
1993.
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subgtantia. In only seven cases, did the decrease equa 10 percent or more,

Summary Display 6: Number of Utilitieswith Varying Percentage Differencein Costs
Summer 1992 vs. Winter 1992/1993

RANGE (decrease) or increase No. of Utilities
(20%) or less 2

(10) - (20%) 5

0- (10%) 51

0% (no change) 18
0-1% 11
1-5% 24
5-10% 31

10 - 25% 29

25 - 50% 12

50 - 75% 2

75 - 100% 2

100% or more 0

Tota Companies 187

The data regarding summer/winter differentials become more meaningful when they are examined on aregiona bass. As Summary
Digplay 7 shows beow, two of the regions which show a sgnificant increase in summer costs, when compared to winter costs, are
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the East North Centra (9 companies with differences greater than 10 percent) and West North Central (seven companies with
differences exceeding 10 percent) Census divisons"  This concentration is ggnificant because, as research discussed above
found, the places where hot westher is particularly deadly are concentrated in the "northern and midwestern” states. The regional
digribution, therefore, shows that in those places where hot weather is more deadly, it is also more codtly to use dectricity as a

cooling fud.

Summary Display 7: Number of Utilities with Summer/Winter Cost Differentials Exceeding 10 Percent
Summer 1992 vs. Winter 1992/1993
By Census Division

No. of Utilities
RANGE (decrease) or increase
Northeast South Midwest West
New England Mid-Atlantic | South Atlantic East South West South East North West North
Central Central Central Central Mountain Pacific
10 - 25% 1 5 1 2 9 6 3 1
25 - 50% 5 1 1 2 3 1
50 - 75% 1 1
75 - 100% 1 1
100% or more
Total Companies 2 5 6 3 10 9 7 2 1

\47n

The West South Central division, too, had ten companies with summer rates 10 percent or more than winter rates.
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COST OF SUMMER CONSUMPTION OVER TIME

The sacond comparison made was of the cost of 1000 kWh of summer consumption during the 1992 summer as contrasted to the
cost of 1000 kWh of summer consumption during the 1987 summer. This datais st forth in Table 6 (page xxx) beow. Perhaps
aurprisingly, the cost of eectricity remained relatively seady in the five years 1987 through 1992 for most companies. Of the 184
companies with data for both years, a substantial mgjority (126) had bill changes of plus or minusten percent or less.

There were dgnificant increases for some companies, however. Almost 20 companies (n=18) had hill hikes of more than 25
percent in fiveyears. An additiona 40 companies saw hill hikes of 10 to 25 percent in that same time period.

(As above, the minus range means that summer 1992 hills for 2000 kWh are less expendve than summer hills for identical usage
amountsin 1987. The plus range meansthat 1992 summer hills are more expensve. Hence, a "plus 10 percent” means than 1000
kWh of 1992 summer eectricity consumption costs 10 percent more than 1000 kWh of 1987 summer eectricity consumption for
the same utility.)
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Summary Display 8: Percent Changein Summer Bill for 1000 kwWh
1987 - 1992

Percent Changein Bill No. of Companies
(10%) and below**® 8
0- (10%) 44
0% 5
0-10% 69
10 - 25% 40
25 - 50% 12
50% and more 6
Tota Companies 184

CHANGESIN SUMMER ELECTRIC BILLSVS, CHANGESINAFDC LEVELS

Most public assstance househalds are staying even with their summer eectric billsin terms of purchasng power. The datais set
out in Table 7 (page 75) below. As this Table shows, of the 180 utilities with complete data, AFDC households lost ground
againg their summer dectric hills (i.e., had thar dectric bills increase at a rate faster than their AFDC payments increased) in only
71 companies.®® In contrast, for 109 dectric utilities, the AFDC payments between 1987 and 1992 increased at a rate less than

el A "minus" percent change means that summer bills for 1000 kWh of usage decreased rather than increase from 1987 to 1992.

vl In someinstances, the AFDC payments decreased, but the electric bills decreased more.
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the summer dectric bills. For two utilities, the rate of increase was identical.

These results measure only therelative increasesin AFDC payments and summer dectric bills. Within the two different results, the
magnitude of the relative change, as wdl as the magnitude of the absolute changes (in ether AFDC payments or summer hills) can
vary dramatically. Thus, for example, within the utilities for which AFDC households "gained” ground, there can be four different
scenarios.

1 Nether changed dramatically. For example, for Public Service Company of Colorado, AFDC payments increased
by 2.9 percent while PSCO hillsincreased by 1.3 percent.

2. Both went up, but AFDC payments went up more. For example, for Rochester Gas and Electric, summer dectric
bills increased by 14.3 percent, but AFDC payments in New York increased 16.1 percent during the same time

period.

3. AFDC payments went up while summer dectric bills went down. For example, for Oklahoma Gas and Electric
Company (Arkansas), AFDC payments increased 6.3 percent while the utility's summer dectric bills decreased by
8.1 percent.

4, AFDC payments did not change, but summer dectric bills decreased. For example, Virginia AFDC payments did
not change from 1987 to 1992, but the summer dectric bills for Old Dominion Power Company decreased by 7.3
percent.

The conclusions above as to purchasing power do not consder the generd rate of inflation. They look only at the increases and
decreases of AFDC payments rdative to increases and decreases in summer eectric bills for 500 kWh. Similar scenarios, of
course, can be devel oped for the Stuations where AFDC recipients"lost" ground againg their summer dectric bills.
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TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY

SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
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UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA: SUMMER ELECTRICBILLS

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
Alabama Alabama Power Birmingham $76.39 $76.39 $76.17 $228.95
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power Juneau $77.80 $77.80 $77.80 $233.40
Arizona Arizona Public Service Phoenix $105.04 $105.04 $105.04 $315.12
Citizens Utilities--Mohave Electric Dvsn Lake Havasu City $77.69 $77.69 $77.69 $233.07
Tucson Electric Power Tucson $94.11 $94.11 $94.15 $282.37
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light Little Rock $110.86 $108.81 $107.42 $327.09
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Fort Smith $76.97 $74.69 $70.16 $221.82
Southwestern Electric Power Fayetteville $65.65 $65.20 $68.34 $199.19
Cdlifornia Pacific Gas & Electric San Jose $129.80 $129.80 $129.80 $389.40
San Diego Gas & Electric San Diego $117.90 $117.90 $117.90 $353.70
Southern California Edison Long Beach $133.88 $113.88 $113.88 $361.64
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $71.37 $72.70 $70.23 $214.30
West Plains Energy Pueblo $70.62 $67.26 $67.83 $205.71
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power Hartford $105.75 $104.85 $106.27 $316.87
United Illuminating Bridgeport $133.77 $133.40 $132.66 $399.83
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $95.31 $95.31 $95.31 $285.93
Digtrict of Columbia Potomac Electric Power Distr. of Columbia $81.11 $82.68 $88.39 $252.18




TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY

SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
Florida Florida Power & Light Miami $73.47 $73.47 $73.47 $220.41
Florida Power Corp. St. Petersburg $70.64 $70.64 $70.64 $211.92
Gulf Power Pensacola $66.23 $66.23 $66.23 $198.69
Tampa Electric Tampa $80.54 $80.54 $80.54 $241.62
Georgia Georgia Power Atlanta $79.86 $79.86 $79.86 $239.58
Savannah Electric & Power Savannah $69.66 $69.66 $69.66 $208.98
Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvsn Lihue $133.45 $141.10 $145.07 $419.62
Hawaii Electric Light Hilo $131.04 $138.00 $142.83 $411.87
Hawaiian Electric Honolulu $85.75 $88.03 $91.31 $265.09
Maui Electric Kahului $112.91 $119.92 $120.09 $352.92
Idaho |daho Power Boise $48.10 $48.10 $48.10 $144.30
Utah Power & Light Rexburg $78.40 $78.40 $78.40 $235.20
Washington Water Power Lewiston $44.87 $44.87 $44.87 $134.61
lllinois Central Illinois Light Co. Peoria $77.52 $77.33 $77.76 $232.61
Central Illinois Public Service Quincy $93.42 $91.06 $87.19 $271.67
Commonwealth Edison Chicago $116.43 $115.75 $115.08 $347.26
[llinois Power Decatur $109.31 $111.22 $111.41 $331.94
lowarlllinois Gas & Electric Rock Idland $105.42 $106.41 $105.70 $317.53
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TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
Union Electric Alton $101.79 $99.80 $102.65 $304.24
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power Fort Wayne $63.90 $63.32 $63.32 $190.54
Indianapolis Power & Light Indianapoalis $60.04 $60.04 $60.04 $180.12
Northern Indiana Public Service Gary $98.82 $97.45 $97.45 $293.72
PSI Energy Terre Haute $61.03 $61.10 $61.10 $183.23
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $69.41 $69.41 $69.61 $208.43
lowa I nterstate Power Dubuque $69.17 $66.64 $64.06 $199.87
lowa Electric Light & Power Cedar Rapids $119.65 $116.15 $114.55 $350.35
lowa Southern Utilities Burlington $53.25 $55.43 $55.61 $164.29
lowa-lllinois Gas & Electric Davenport $93.74 $94.51 $95.07 $283.32
Midwest Power Systems (lowa Power) Des Moaines $94.06 $93.83 $93.63 $281.52
Midwest Power (IPS Electric) Sioux City $80.64 $81.05 $81.15 $242.84
Union Electric Keokuk $103.65 $103.66 $103.88 $311.19
Kansas West Plains Dodge City $74.78 $81.98 $82.53 $239.29
Kansas City Power & Light Overland Park $85.75 $85.75 $85.75 $257.25
Kansas Gas & Electric Wichita $98.49 $106.42 $106.42 $311.33
Kansas Power & Light Topeka $65.67 $71.61 $71.61 $208.89
Kentucky Kentucky Power Ashland $52.31 $52.54 $52.58 $157.43
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TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY

SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
Kentucky Utilities Lexington $45.79 $46.18 $45.75 $137.72
Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $65.11 $64.97 $65.41 $195.49
Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $68.95 $68.03 $68.91 $205.89
Louisiana Central Louisiana Electric Slidell $67.24 $79.44 $80.71 $227.39
Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $77.09 $79.44 $80.71 $237.24
Louisiana Power & Light Jefferson Parish $71.80 $73.79 $75.72 $221.31
SWEPCO Shreveport $72.33 $71.40 $70.84 $214.57
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric Bangor $121.73 $121.73 $121.73 $365.19
Central Maine Power Portland $114.43 $114.43 $114.43 $343.29
Maine Public Service Presgue Ide $109.30 $109.30 $109.30 $327.90
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $100.66 $99.78 $99.78 $300.22
Conowingo Power Elkton $101.60 $101.60 $103.48 $306.68
Delmarva Power & Light Salisbury $86.64 $86.64 $86.64 $259.92
Potomac Edison Frederick $62.36 $62.37 $62.37 $187.10
Potomac Electric Power Montgomery County $93.66 $92.49 $92.49 $278.64
Massachusetts Boston Edison Boston $100.78 $113.26 $108.73 $322.77
Cambridge Electric Light Cambridge $90.34 $100.91 $100.91 $292.16
Commonwealth Electric New Bedford $129.68 $133.20 $133.20 $396.08
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TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY

SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
Eastern Edison Brockton $111.28 $118.84 $118.84 $348.96
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Fitchburg $102.26 $102.26 $110.01 $314.53
Massachusetts Electric Worcester $95.99 $96.90 $96.90 $289.79
Nantucket Electric Nantucket $151.50 $151.39 $153.04 $455.93
Western Mass Electric Springfield $117.02 $117.02 $117.02 $351.06
Michigan Consumers Power Grand Rapids $75.80 $75.74 $75.74 $227.28
Detroit Edison Detroit $104.92 $104.92 $104.92 $314.76
Edison Sault Electric Sault Ste. Marie $56.60 $56.60 $56.60 $169.80
Minnesota Interstate Power Albert Lea $81.92 $80.85 $78.32 $241.09
Minnesota Power Duluth $55.81 $55.50 $55.08 $166.39
Northern States Power Minneapoalis $76.37 $75.93 $76.05 $228.35
Otter Tail Power Fergus Falls $67.32 $66.59 $66.94 $200.85
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light Jackson $93.78 $92.44 $94.15 $280.37
Mississippi Power Biloxi $59.35 $59.35 $59.35 $178.05
Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. Perryville $81.68 $81.68 $81.68 $245.04
Empire District Electric Joplin $62.98 $62.98 $62.98 $188.94
Kansas City Power & Light Kansas City $89.40 $89.40 $89.40 $268.20
Missouri Public Service Raytown $79.94 $79.94 $79.94 $239.82
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TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
St. Joseph Light & Power St. Joseph $62.79 $62.79 $62.79 $188.37
Union Electric St. Louis $97.39 $97.39 $97.39 $292.17
Montana Montana Power Billings $51.77 $51.77 $51.77 $155.31
Montana-Dakota Utilities Miles City $72.68 $72.68 $72.68 $218.04
Pacific Power & Light Kalispell $48.56 $48.56 $48.56 $145.68
Nevada Nevada Power Clark Cnty/Las Vegas $56.85 $56.83 $56.97 $170.65
Sierra Pacific Power Reno/Sparks $82.67 $82.67 $83.77 $249.11
New Hampshire Concord Electric Concord $103.76 $108.55 $108.55 $320.86
Connecticut Valley Electric Claremont $111.70 $111.70 $111.70 $335.10
Exeter & Hampton Electric Exeter $99.01 $104.71 $104.71 $308.43
Granite State Electric Salem $111.88 $114.76 $114.76 $341.40
N.H. Electric Cooperative Moultonboro $91.20 $91.20 $91.20 $273.60
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire Manchester $122.46 $122.46 $122.46 $367.38
New Jersey Atlantic Electric Bridgeton $121.19 $121.19 $121.19 $363.57
Jersey Central Power & Light Dover Township $121.45 $121.45 $121.45 $364.35
Public Service Electric & Gas Essex County $111.23 $111.23 $111.23 $333.69
Rockland Electric Ramsey $115.29 $115.29 $115.29 $345.87
New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico Albuquerque $94.62 $93.96 $94.07 $282.65
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TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY

SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
New York Central Hudson Gas & Electric Poughkeepsie $107.90 $110.58 $110.11 $328.59
Consolidated Edison New York City $148.92 $150.74 $150.67 $450.33
Long Island Lighting Long Beach $162.15 $162.16 $162.16 $486.47
New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Binghammton $109.80 $109.74 $113.04 $332.58
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Buffalo $101.07 $103.41 $105.59 $310.07
Orange & Rockland Utilities Middleton $141.38 $141.37 $141.33 $424.08
Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $101.34 $107.48 $107.78 $316.60
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light Raleigh $81.60 $91.60 $91.60 $264.80
Duke Power Charlotte $78.71 $78.46 $78.46 $235.63
Nantahala Power & Light Franklin $58.92 $59.92 $59.92 $178.76
North Carolina Power Roanoke Rapids $83.31 $83.31 $83.31 $249.93
North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $67.51 $67.79 $68.48 $203.78
Northern States Power Fargo $62.61 $62.93 $63.20 $188.74
Otter Tail Power Jameston $73.07 $73.55 $71.73 $218.35
Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $72.38 $71.22 $71.22 $214.82
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Cleveland $131.76 $131.76 $131.76 $395.28
Columbus Southern Power Columbus $77.62 $77.62 $77.62 $232.86
Dayton Power & Light Dayton $81.04 $81.04 $81.04 $243.12
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TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
Monongahel a Power Marietta $54.09 $54.09 $59.52 $167.70
Ohio Edison Akron $121.44 $121.44 $121.44 $364.32
Ohio Power Canton $66.20 $66.20 $66.20 $198.60
Toledo Edison Toledo $123.00 $123.00 $123.00 $369.00
Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric Oklahoma City $85.04 $81.63 $82.45 $249.12
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma Tulsa $69.52 $68.97 $70.19 $208.68
Oregon Idaho Power Ontario $45.69 $45.69 $45.69 $137.07
Pacific Power & Light Medford $51.83 $51.83 $51.83 $155.49
Portland General Electric Portland $49.27 $49.27 $49.27 $147.81
Pennsylvania Dugquesne Light Pittsburgh $136.01 $136.01 $136.01 $408.03
Metropolitan Edison York $84.32 $84.32 $84.32 $252.96
Pennsylvania Electric Erie $72.76 $72.76 $72.76 $218.28
Pennsylvania Power & Light Allentown $81.83 $81.83 $81.83 $245.49
Pennsylvania Power New Castle $95.65 $95.65 $95.65 $286.95
Philadel phia Electric Philadel phia $152.26 $152.26 $152.26 $456.78
UGI Utilities Kingston $84.89 $84.89 $84.89 $254.67
West Penn Power Bethel Park $58.02 $58.02 $58.02 $174.06
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric Pawtucket $111.95 $115.74 $115.74 $343.43
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TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
Narragansett Electric Providence $112.27 $112.68 $112.68 $337.63
Newport Electric Corp. Newport $111.96 $107.44 $107.44 $326.84
South Carolina Carolina Power & Light Florence $82.74 $82.74 $82.74 $248.22
Duke Power Greenville $75.57 $75.57 $75.57 $226.71
South Carolina Electric & Gas Columbia $70.09 $70.09 $70.09 $210.27
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light Rapid City $77.52 $78.08 $77.55 $233.15
Northern States Power Sioux Falls $75.15 $74.41 $74.47 $224.03
Northwestern Public Service Aberdeen $84.30 $83.64 $83.28 $251.22
Tennessee Kingsport Power Kingsport $51.14 $50.65 $50.51 $152.30
Texas Central Power & Light Corpus Christi $87.26 $86.65 $86.65 $260.56
El Paso Electric El Paso $106.23 $106.23 $106.23 $318.69
Gulf States Utilities Beaumont $86.93 $86.93 $86.93 $260.79
Houston Lighting & Power Houston $94.94 $93.89 $93.89 $282.72
Southwestern Electric Power Longview $75.30 $75.30 $75.30 $225.90
Southwestern Electric Service Jacksonville $87.64 $83.07 $84.62 $255.33
Southwestern Public Service Amarillo $65.19 $65.19 $65.19 $195.57
TU Electric Dallas/Ft. Worth $80.52 $80.11 $80.44 $241.07
Texas-New Mexico Power Lewisville $92.70 $93.48 $92.83 $279.01
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TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA: SUMMER ELECTRICBILLS

PAGE 51

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
West Texas Utilities Abilene $85.28 $85.28 $85.28 $255.84
Utah Utah Power Salt Lake City $69.39 $69.39 $69.39 $208.17
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service Rutland $101.71 $101.71 $101.71 $305.13
Green Mountain Power Corp. Essex $75.62 $75.62 $75.62 $226.86
Virginia Appalachian Power Roanoke $58.99 $58.99 $58.99 $176.97
Delmarva Power Exmore $95.31 $95.31 $95.31 $285.93
Old Dominion Power Norton $53.66 $53.12 $53.12 $159.90
Potomac Edison Winchester $65.53 $65.53 $65.53 $196.59
Virginia Power Norfolk $89.15 $89.15 $89.15 $267.45
Washington Pacific Power Yakima $69.47 $69.47 $69.47 $208.41
Puget Sound Power & Light Bellevue $48.67 $48.67 $48.67 $146.01
Washington Water Power Spokane $44.16 $44.16 $44.16 $132.48
West Virginia Appalachian Power n/a $58.87 $58.87 $58.87 $176.61
Monongahel a Power n/a $67.50 $68.44 $68.44 $204.38
Potomac Edison n/a $67.30 $66.60 $66.60 $200.50
West Virginia Power n/a $73.19 $73.19 $73.19 $219.57
Whesdling Power n/a $68.96 $68.96 $68.96 $206.88
Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power Superior $60.60 $61.40 $60.30 $182.30




TABLE 4. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY

SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

State Utility Largest City Served June Bill July Bill August Bill Summer Bill
Madison Gas and Electric Madison $83.80 $83.80 $83.80 $251.40
Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $67.15 $67.15 $67.15 $201.45
Wisconsin Electric Power Milwaukee $59.26 $59.26 $59.26 $177.78
Wisconsin Power & Light Janesville $64.58 $64.58 $64.58 $193.74
Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $65.22 $65.22 $65.22 $195.66

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Cheyenne $56.13 $56.13 $56.13 $168.39
Pacific Light & Power Casper $54.56 $54.56 $54.56 $163.68
Utah Power and Light Co. Evanston $72.68 $72.68 $72.68 $218.04
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS. WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)
State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
Alabama Alabama Power $228.95 $217.06 $11.89
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power $233.40 $275.79 ($42.39)
Arizona Arizona Public Service $315.12 $294.13 $20.99
Citizens Utilities--Mohave Electric Dvsn $233.07 $233.07 $0.00
Tucson Electric Power $282.37 $250.38 $31.99
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light $327.09 $314.95 $12.14
Oklahoma Gas & Electric $221.82 $184.78 $37.04
Southwestern Electric Power $199.19 $190.56 $8.63
Cdlifornia Pacific Gas & Electric $389.40 $385.16 $4.24
San Diego Gas & Electric $353.70 $358.92 ($5.22)
Southern California Edison $361.64 $374.71 ($13.07)
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado $214.30 $209.15 $5.15
West Plains Energy $205.71 $207.86 ($2.15)
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power $316.87 $325.60 ($8.73)
United Illuminating $399.83 $370.33 $29.50
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light $285.93 $261.45 $24.48
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS, WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)

State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
Digtrict of Columbia Potomac Electric Power $252.18 $195.84 $56.34
Florida Florida Power & Light $220.41 $226.65 ($6.24)
Florida Power Corp. $211.92 $215.04 ($3.12)
Gulf Power $198.69 $204.50 ($5.81)
Tampa Electric $241.62 $234.25 $7.37
Georgia Georgia Power $239.58 $199.19 $40.39
Savannah Electric & Power $208.98 $203.76 $5.22
Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvan $419.62 $458.18 ($38.56)
Hawaii Electric Light $411.87 $431.13 ($19.26)
Hawaiian Electric $265.09 $330.17 ($65.08)
Mauii Electric $352.92 $353.58 ($0.66)
Idaho |daho Power $144.30 $143.67 $0.63
Utah Power & Light $235.20 $177.00 $58.20
Washington Water Power $134.61 $134.24 $0.37
lllinois Central Illinois Light Co. $232.61 $195.64 $36.97
Central Illinois Public Service $271.67 $231.01 $40.66
Commonwealth Edison $347.26 $274.44 $72.82
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS. WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)
State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
[llinois Power $331.94 $271.48 $60.46
lowarlllinois Gas & Electric $317.53 $233.29 $84.24
Union Electric $304.24 $157.68 $146.56
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power $190.54 $199.34 ($8.80)
Indianapolis Power & Light $180.12 $178.20 $1.92
Northern Indiana Public Service $293.72 $290.26 $3.46
PS| Energy $183.23 $183.49 ($0.26)
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric $208.43 $210.37 ($1.94)
lowa Interstate Power $199.87 $180.25 $19.62
lowa Electric Light & Power $350.35 $263.72 $86.63
lowa Southern Utilities $164.29 $151.52 $12.77
lowarlllinois Gas & Electric $283.32 $229.91 $53.41
Midwest Power Systems (Iowa Power) $281.52 $164.62 $116.90
Midwest Power (1PS Electric) $242.84 $225.23 $17.61
Union Electric $311.19 $233.91 $77.28
Kansas West Plains $239.29 $222.94 $16.35
Kansas City Power & Light $257.25 $231.90 $25.35
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS. WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)
State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
Kansas Gas & Electric $311.33 $295.62 $15.71
Kansas Power & Light $208.89 $197.07 $11.82
Kentucky Kentucky Power $157.43 $152.98 $4.45
Kentucky Utilities $137.72 $136.38 $1.34
Louisville Gas & Electric $195.49 $164.73 $30.76
Union Light, Heat & Power $205.89 $138.74 $67.15
Louisiana Central Louisiana Electric $227.39 $194.66 $32.73
Gulf States Utilities $237.24 $248.61 ($11.37)
Louisiana Power & Light $221.31 $230.69 ($9.38)
SWEPCO $214.57 $192.79 $21.78
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric $365.19 $403.98 ($38.79)
Central Maine Power $343.29 $351.03 ($7.74)
Maine Public Service $327.90 $342.87 ($14.97)
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric $300.22 $239.43 $60.79
Conowingo Power $306.68 $264.12 $42.56
Delmarva Power & Light $259.92 $257.55 $2.37
Potomac Edison $187.10 $193.11 ($6.01)
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS. WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)
State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
Potomac Electric Power $278.64 $192.84 $85.80
Massachusetts Boston Edison $322.77 $335.53 ($12.76)
Cambridge Electric Light $292.16 $288.15 $4.01
Commonwealth Electric $396.08 $415.36 ($19.28)
Eastern Edison $348.96 $332.49 $16.47
Fitchburg Gas & Electric $314.53 $366.36 ($51.83)
Massachusetts Electric $289.79 $302.39 ($12.60)
Nantucket Electric $455.93 $390.36 $65.57
Western Mass Electric $351.06 $354.90 ($3.84)
Michigan Consumers Power $227.28 $214.62 $12.66
Detroit Edison $314.76 $306.12 $8.64
Edison Sault Electric $169.80 $163.80 $6.00
Minnesota I nterstate Power $241.09 $241.42 ($0.33)
Minnesota Power $166.39 $168.68 ($2.29)
Northern States Power $228.35 $211.38 $16.97
Otter Tail Power $200.85 $202.92 ($2.07)
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light $280.37 $246.45 $33.92
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS, WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)

State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
Mississippi Power $178.05 $180.57 ($2.52)
Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. $245.04 $245.04 $0.00
Empire Distric Electric $188.94 $173.73 $15.21
Kansas City Power & Light $268.20 $252.84 $15.36
Missouri Public Service $239.82 $222.24 $17.58
St. Joseph Light & Power $188.37 $174.60 $13.77
Union Electric $292.17 $195.09 $97.08
Montana Montana Power $155.31 $173.76 ($18.45)
Montana-Dakota Utilities $218.04 $218.04 $0.00
Pacific Power & Light $145.68 $145.68 $0.00
Nevada Nevada Power $170.65 $171.19 ($0.54)
Sierra Pacific Power $249.11 $251.31 ($2.20)
New Hampshire Concord Electric $320.86 $319.83 $1.03
Connecticut Valley Electric $335.10 $339.70 ($4.60)
Exeter & Hampton Electric $308.43 $299.45 $8.98
Granite State Electric $341.40 $345.72 ($4.32)
N.H. Electric Cooperative $273.60 $389.73 ($116.13)
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS, WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)

State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire $367.38 $375.60 ($8.22)
New Jersey Atlantic Electric $363.57 $320.07 $43.50
Jersey Central Power & Light $364.35 $327.62 $36.73
Public Service Electric & Gas $333.69 $313.31 $20.38
Rockland Electric $345.87 $329.22 $16.65
New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico $282.65 $282.25 $0.40
New Y ork Central Hudson Gas & Electric $328.59 $324.94 $3.65
Consolidated Edison $450.33 $416.89 $33.44
Long Island Lighting $486.47 $461.567 $24.90
New York State Electric & Gas Corp. $332.58 $345.89 (13.31)
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. $310.07 $315.15 ($5.08)
Orange & Rockland Utilities $424.08 $384.77 $39.31
Rochester Gas & Electric $316.60 $318.83 ($2.23)
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light $264.80 $245.19 $19.61
Duke Power $235.63 $231.99 $3.64
Nantahala Power & Light $178.76 $176.76 $2.00
North Carolina Power $249.93 $234.67 $15.26
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS, WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)

State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities $203.78 $202.73 $1.05
Northern States Power $188.74 $171.94 $16.80
Otter Tail Power $218.35 $215.76 $2.59
Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric $214.82 $213.38 $1.44
Cleveland Electric Illuminating $395.28 $337.50 $57.78
Columbus Southern Power $232.86 $210.00 $22.86
Dayton Power & Light $243.12 $255.48 ($12.36)
Monongahel a Power $167.70 $178.56 ($10.86)
Ohio Edison $364.32 $347.04 $17.28
Ohio Power $198.60 $193.08 $5.52
Toledo Edison $369.00 $337.86 $31.14
Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric $249.12 $205.72 $43.40
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma $208.68 $171.89 $36.79
Oregon Idaho Power $137.07 $137.07 $0.00
Pacific Power & Light $155.49 $155.49 $0.00
Portland General Electric $147.81 $147.81 $0.00
Pennsylvania Dugquesne Light $408.03 $408.03 $0.00
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS. WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)
State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
Metropolitan Edison $252.96 $252.96 $0.00
Pennsylvania Electric $218.28 $218.28 $0.00
Pennsylvania Power & Light $245.49 $245.49 $0.00
Pennsylvania Power $286.95 $251.28 $35.67
Philadel phia Electric $456.78 $414.06 $42.72
UGI Utilities $254.67 $258.03 (%$3.36)
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric $343.43 $334.68 $8.75
Narragansett Electric $337.63 $332.74 $4.89
Newport Electric Corp. $326.84 $356.98 ($30.14)
South Carolina Carolina Power & Light $248.22 $248.22 $0.00
Duke Power $226.71 $226.71 $0.00
South Carolina Electric & Gas $210.27 $202.33 $7.94
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light $233.15 $221.90 $11.25
Northern States Power $224.03 $205.91 $18.12
Northwestern Public Service $251.22 $251.11 $0.11
Tenneessee Kingsport Power $152.30 $164.14 ($11.84)
Texas Central Power & Light $260.56 $229.61 $30.95
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS, WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)

State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
El Paso Electric $318.69 $292.44 $26.25
Gulf States Utilities $260.79 $260.79 $0.00
Southwestern Electric Power $225.99 $173.31 $52.68
Southwestern Electric Service $255.33 $230.81 $24.52
Southwestern Public Service $195.57 $194.36 $1.21
TU Electric $241.07 $206.58 $34.49
Texas-New Mexico Power $279.01 $258.40 $20.61
West Texas Utilities $255.84 $225.84 $30.00
Utah Utah Power $208.17 $220.65 ($12.48)
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service $305.13 $162.49 $142.64
Green Mountain Power Corp. $226.86 $315.22 ($88.36)
Virginia Appalachian Power $176.97 $176.97 $0.00
Delmarva Power $285.93 $265.26 $20.67
Old Dominion Power $159.90 $154.86 $5.04
Potomac Edison $196.59 $202.50 ($5.91)
Virginia Power $267.45 $257.76 $9.69
Washington Pacific Power $208.41 $133.23 $75.18
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TABLE 5. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
SUMMER VS. WINTER BILLSFOR 1000 KWH
(Winter 1992 - 1993/Summer 1992)
State Utility Summer Bill Winter Bill Difference
(1000 kWh) (1000 kWh) ($$9)
Puget Sound Power & Light $146.01 $158.52 ($12.51)
Washington Water Power $132.48 $137.19 ($4.71)
West Virginia Appalachian Power $176.61 $182.01 ($5.40)
Monongahel a Power $204.38 $205.32 ($0.94)
Potomac Edison $300.50 $201.69 $98.81
West Virginia Power $219.57 $223.29 ($3.72)
Wheeling Power $206.88 $206.88 $0.00
Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power $182.30 $191.30 ($9.00)
Madison Gas and Electric $251.40 $217.50 $33.90
Northern States Power Co. $201.45 $196.09 $5.36
Wisconsin Electric Power $177.78 $199.24 ($21.46)
Wisconsin Power & Light $193.74 $194.50 ($0.76)
Wisconsin Public Service Corp. $195.66 $200.42 ($4.76)
Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power $168.39 $153.60 $14.79
Pacific Light & Power $163.68 $163.68 $0.00
Utah Power and Light $218.04 $232.95 ($14.91)
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TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
(500 KWh)
State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase

Alabama Alabama Power Birmingham $125.37 $117.81 6.4%
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power Juneau $129.45 $111.90 15.7%
Arizona Arizona Public Service Phoenix $150.57 $138.96 8.4%

Citizens Utilities--Mohave Electric Dvsn Lake Havasu City $126.15 $141.87 (11.1%)

Tucson Electric Power Tucson $149.91 $115.29 30.0%
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light Little Rock $174.52 $150.24 16.2%

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Fort Smith $119.84 $130.46 (8.1%)

Southwestern Electric Power Fayetteville $110.22 $106.70 3.3%
Cdlifornia Pacific Gas & Electric San Jose $181.14 $118.98 52.2%

San Diego Gas & Electric San Diego $167.10 $180.66 (7.5%)

Southern California Edison Long Beach $188.61 $125.55 50.2%
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $114.72 $113.21 1.3%

West Plains Energy Pueblo $112.13 $115.08 (2.6%)
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power Hartford $170.93 $142.94 19.6%

United Illuminating Bridgeport $193.92 $167.24 16.0%
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $149.79 $159.03 (5.8%)
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TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
(500 KWh)

State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase

Digtrict of Columbia Potomac Electric Power Distr. of Columbia $93.74 $93.74 0.0%

Florida Florida Power & Light Miami $114.96 $110.70 3.9%

Florida Power Corp. St. Petersburg $114.33 $118.35 (3.4%)

Gulf Power Pensacola $110.94 $110.25 0.6%

Tampa Electric Tampa $131.40 $129.99 1.1%

Georgia Georgia Power Atlanta $114.42 $96.30 18.8%
Savannah Electric & Power Savannah $112.29 $126.09 (10.9%)

Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvsn Lihue $217.90 $194.59 12.0%

Hawaii Electric Light Hilo $215.68 $186.41 15.7%

Hawaiian Electric Honolulu $143.45 $133.94 7.1%

Maui Electric Kahului $185.47 $173.39 7.0%

Idaho |daho Power Boise $75.03 $63.30 18.5%

Utah Power & Light Rexburg $117.60 $111.49 5.5%

Washington Water Power Lewiston $62.73 $62.73 0.0%

lllinois Central Illinois Light Co. Peoria $121.86 $140.82 (13.5%)

Central Illinois Public Service Quincy $143.33 $149.63 (4.2%)

Commonwealth Edison Chicago $187.23 $247.01 (24.2%)
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TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
(500 KWh)
State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase
[llinois Power Decatur $186.11 $172.41 8.0%
lowa-lllinois Gas & Electric Rock Island $165.09 $181.52 (9.1%)
Union Electric Alton $159.78 $156.87 1.9%
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power Fort Wayne $112.31 $112.26 0.0%
Indianapolis Power & Light Indianapoalis $122.40 $127.25 (3.8%)
Northern Indiana Public Service Gary $157.43 $157.32 0.1%
PS| Energy Terre Haute $114.27 $142.89 (20.0%)
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $114.22 $118.07 (3.3%)
lowa I nterstate Power Dubuque $110.80 $104.60 5.9%
lowa Electric Light & Power Cedar Rapids $204.95 $174.78 17.3%
lowa Southern Utilities Burlington $87.92 $95.79 (8.2%)
lowa-lllinois Gas & Electric Davenport $149.21 $153.33 (2.7%)
Midwest Power Systems (lowa Power) Des Moaines $155.59 $142.66 9.1%
Midwest Power (IPS Electric) Sioux City $129.93 $148.16 (12.3%)
Union Electric K eokuk $169.10 $164.39 2.9%
Kansas West Plains Dodge City $129.69 $136.02 (4.7%)
Kansas City Power & Light Overland Park $136.89 $150.75 (9.2%)
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TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
(500 KWh)
State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase
Kansas Gas & Electric Wichita $160.68 $151.22 6.3%
Kansas Power & Light Topeka $110.69 $110.59 0.1%
Kentucky Kentucky Power Ashland $90.59 $89.09 1.7%
Kentucky Utilities Lexington $76.14 $81.53 (6.6%)
Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $101.64 $105.66 (3.8%)
Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $108.78 $96.98 12.2%
Louisiana Central Louisiana Electric Slidell $123.20 $115.03 7.1%
Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $127.63 $118.29 7.9%
Louisiana Power & Light Jefferson Parish $110.66 $107.84 2.6%
SWEPCO Shreveport $113.29 $109.77 3.2%
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric Bangor $182.61 $113.85 60.4%
Central Maine Power Portland $156.66 $111.40 40.6%
Maine Public Service Presgue Ide $149.28 $136.61 9.3%
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $155.39 $117.93 31.8%
Conowingo Power Elkton $165.10 $146.91 12.4%
Delmarva Power & Light Salisbury $135.21 $136.53 (1.0%)
Potomac Edison Frederick $101.1 $103.14 (2.0%)
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TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
(500 KWh)
State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase
Potomac Electric Power Montgomery County $146.46 $108.01 35.6%
M assachusetts Boston Edison Boston $170.07 $155.50 9.4%
Cambridge Electric Light Cambridge $157.37 $139.38 12.9%
Commonwealth Electric New Bedford $204.49 $130.56 56.6%
Eastern Edison Brockton $175.09 $145.69 20.2%
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Fitchburg $162.23 $154.67 4.9%
M assachusetts Electric Worcester $153.67 $131.84 16.6%
Nantucket Electric Nantucket $240.30 $126.28 90.3%
Western Mass Electric Springfield $190.37 $142.78 33.3%
Michigan Consumers Power Grand Rapids $101.88 $99.74 2.2%
Detroit Edison Detroit $146.22 $122.63 19.2%
Edison Sault Electric Sault Ste. Marie $90.00 $80.29 12.1%
Minnesota Interstate Power Albert Lea $130.51 $122.07 6.9%
Minnesota Power Duluth $80.35 $81.50 (1.4%)
Northern States Power Minneapoalis $121.24 $110.65 9.6%
Otter Tail Power Fergus Falls $124.93 $125.83 (0.7%)
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light Jackson $164.27 $135.89 20.9%




TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
(500 KWh)

State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase

Mississippi Power Biloxi $96.63 $98.82 (2.2%)

Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. Perryville $143.46 $159.03 (9.8%)

Empire Distric Electric Joplin $105.60 $103.89 1.7%

Kansas City Power & Light Kansas City $148.53 $143.88 3.2%

Missouri Public Service Raytown $133.14 $129.12 3.1%

St. Joseph Light & Power St. Joseph $101.85 $108.39 (6.0%)

Union Electric St Louis $155.16 $149.43 3.8%

Montana Montana Power Billings $82.83 $68.58 20.8%

Montana-Dakota Utilities Miles City $113.52 $116.16 (2.3%)

Pacific Power & Light Kalispell $86.94 $70.11 24.0%

Nevada Nevada Power Clark Cnty/Las Vegas $91.35 $85.29 7.1%

Sierra Pacific Power Reno/Sparks $129.15 $128.72 0.3%

New Hampshire Concord Electric Concord $162.70 $126.63 28.5%
Connecticut Valley Electric Claremont $176.85 $74.46 137.5%

Exeter & Hampton Electric Exeter $158.55 $120.85 31.2%

Granite State Electric Salem $159.34 $128.09 24.4%

N.H. Electric Cooperative Moultonboro $134.76 $130.65 3.2%
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CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
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(500 KWh)
State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire Manchester $186.12 $154.87 20.2%
New Jersey Atlantic Electric Bridgeton n/a XXX XXX
Jersey Central Power & Light Dover Township n/a XXX XXX
Public Service Electric & Gas Essex County n/a XXX XXX
Rockland Electric Ramsey n/a XXX XXX
New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico Albuquerque $143.36 $156.33 (8.3%)
New York Central Hudson Gas & Electric Poughkeepsie $175.31 $162.45 7.9%
Consolidated Edison New York City $229.01 $208.68 9.7%
Long Island Lighting Long Beach $246.90 $196.82 25.4%
New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Binghammton $175.17 $162.62 7.7%
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Buffalo $168.03 $119.16 41.0%
Orange & Rockland Utilities Middleton $216.34 $181.02 19.5%
Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $170.05 $148.79 14.3%
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light Raleigh $142.54 $121.64 17.2%
Duke Power Charlotte $125.02 $123.81 1.0%
Nantahala Power & Light Franklin $99.87 $105.43 (5.3%)
North Carolina Power Roanoke Rapids $135.72 $129.48 4.8%




TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA

CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992

(500 KWh)
State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase

North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $112.10 $112.47 (0.3%)

Northern States Power Fargo $100.38 $94.05 6.7%

Otter Tail Power Jameston $116.27 $119.05 (2.3%)

Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $113.41 $108.66 4.4%

Cleveland Electric Illuminating Cleveland $202.26 $168.36 20.1%

Columbus Southern Power Columbus $123.54 $109.71 12.6%

Dayton Power & Light Dayton $134.13 $126.78 5.8%

Monongahel a Power Marietta $88.51 $83.55 5.9%

Ohio Edison Akron $181.41 $154.41 17.5%

Ohio Power Canton $108.87 $109.71 (0.8%)

Toledo Edison Toledo $190.47 $173.37 9.9%

Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric Oklahoma City $134.62 $120.02 12.2%

Oregon Idaho Power Ontario $76.53 $71.31 7.3%

Pacific Power & Light Medford $83.07 $84.09 (1.2%)

Portland General Electric Portland $77.82 $72.36 7.6%

Pennsylvania Dugquesne Light Pittsburgh $214.44 $146.73 46.2%

Metropolitan Edison York $136.41 $125.28 8.9%
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TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
(500 KWh)
State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase
Pennsylvania Electric Erie $130.56 $120.60 8.3%
Pennsylvania Power & Light Allentown $135.42 $130.93 3.4%
Pennsylvania Power New Castle $180.57 $137.60 31.2%
Philadel phia Electric Philadel phia $221.61 $177.06 25.2%
UGI Utilities Kingston $143.01 $145.46 (1.7%)
West Penn Power Bethel Park $94.62 $96.29 (1.7%)
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric Pawtucket $176.58 $158.02 11.8%
Narragansett Electric Providence $172.57 $136.44 26.5%
Newport Electric Corp. Newport $163.51 $149.11 9.7%
South Carolina Carolina Power & Light Florence $136.86 $117.18 16.8%
Duke Power Greenville $122.61 $121.50 0.9%
South Carolina Electric & Gas Columbia $111.30 $115.65 (3.8%)
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light Rapid City $127.08 $117.64 8.0%
Northern States Power Sioux Falls $124.84 $110.80 12.7%
Northwestern Public Service Aberdeen $133.41 $139.83 (4.6%)
Tenneessee Kingsport Power Kingsport $84.79 $84.16 0.8%
Texas Central Power & Light Corpus Christi $141.18 $111.36 26.8%
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TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
(500 KWh)
State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase
El Paso Electric El Paso $166.14 $128.07 29.7%
Gulf States Utilities Beaumont $145.74 $122.88 18.6%
Houston Lighting & Power Houston $129.44 $110.91 16.7%
Southwestern Electric Power Longview $123.45 $120.57 2.4%
Southwestern Electric Service Jacksonville $139.58 $112.65 23.9%
Southwestern Public Service Amarillo $104.79 $117.78 (11.0%)
TU Electric Dallas/Ft. Worth $129.54 $115.39 12.3%
Texas-New Mexico Power Lewisville $116.19 $119.86 (3.1%)
West Texas Utilities Abilene $137.67 $126.04 9.2%
Utah Utah Power Salt Lake City $105.60 $122.1 (13.5%)
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service Rutland $162.54 $143.52 13.3%
Green Mountain Power Corp. Essex $123.90 $91.38 35.6%
Virginia Appalachian Power Roanoke $98.52 $95.40 3.3%
Delmarva Power Exmore $149.76 $153.06 (2.2%)
Old Dominion Power Norton $88.08 $95.04 (7.3%)
Potomac Edison Winchester $105.21 $107.67 (2.3%)
Virginia Power Norfolk $140.01 $118.91 17.7%
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TABLE 6. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS; 1987 - 1992
(500 KWh)
State Utility Largest City Served 1992 Summer Bill 1987 Summer Bill Per cent
(500 kwh) (500 kwh) Increase
Washington Pacific Power Yakima $65.28 $64.14 1.8%
Puget Sound Power & Light Bellevue $76.62 $74.04 3.5%
Washington Water Power Spokane $64.89 $68.70 (5.6%)
West Virginia Appalachian Power n/a $101.52 $99.75 1.8%
Monongahel a Power n/a $111.24 $105.79 5.2%
Potomac Edison n/a $106.58 $108.29 (1.6%)
West Virginia Power n/a $121.53 $125.07 (2.8%)
Whedling Power n/a $115.32 $118.14 (2.4%)
Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power Superior $96.10 $104.00 (7.6%)
Madison Gas and Electric Madison $114.00 $104.70 8.9%
Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $103.29 $91.56 12.8%
Wisconsin Electric Power Milwaukee $110.25 $107.14 2.9%
Wisconsin Power & Light Janesville $102.12 $100.80 1.3%
Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $103.23 $99.72 3.5%
Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Cheyenne $92.64 $89.46 3.6%
Pacific Light & Power Casper $90.09 $90.09 0.0%
Utah Power and Light Evanston $125.25 $124.86 0.3%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)

State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Alabama Alabama Power 6.4% 26.3%
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power 15.7% 23.4%
Arizona Arizona Public Service 8.4% 14.0%

Citizens Utilities--Mohave Electric Dvsn (11.1%) 14.0%

Tucson Electric Power 30.0% 14.0%
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light 16.2% 6.3%

Oklahoma Gas & Electric (8.1%) 6.3%

Southwestern Electric Power 3.3% 6.3%
California Pacific Gas & Electric 52.2% 7.5%

San Diego Gas & Electric (7.5%) 7.5%

Southern California Edison 50.2% 7.5%
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado 1.3% 2.9%

West Plains Energy (2.6%) 2.9%
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power 19.6% 15.3%

United Illuminating 16.0% 15.3%

B0 Maximum benefit for three person household.
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light (5.8%) 9.0%
District of Columbia Potomac Electric Power 0.0% 12.4%
Florida Florida Power & Light 3.9% 14.8%
Florida Power Corp. (3.4%) 14.8%
Gulf Power 0.6% 14.8%
Tampa Electric 1.1% 14.8%
Georgia Georgia Power 18.8% 9.4%
Savannah Electric & Power (10.9%) 9.4%
Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvsn 12.0% 42.3%
Hawaii Electric Light 15.7% 42.3%
Hawaiian Electric 7.1% 42.3%
Maui Electric 7.0% 42.3%
Idaho |daho Power 11.4% 3.6%
Utah Power & Light 5.5% 3.6%
Washington Water Power 0.0% 3.6%
[llinois Central Illinais Light Co. (13.5%) 7.3%
Central Illinois Public Service (4.2%) 7.3%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Commonwealth Edison (24.2%) 7.3%
[1linois Power 8.0% 7.3%
lowa-llinois Gas & Electric (9.1%) 7.3%
Union Electric 1.9% 7.3%
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power 0.0% 12.5%
Indianapolis Power & Light (3.8%) 12.5%
Northern Indiana Public Service 0.1% 12.5%
PS| Energy (20.0%) 12.5%
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric (3.3%) 12.5%
lowa Interstate Power 5.9% 11.8%
lowa Electric Light & Power 17.3% 11.8%
lowa Southern Utilities (8.2%) 11.8%
lowa-llinois Gas & Electric (2.7%) 11.8%
Midwest Power Systems (Iowa Power) 9.1% 11.8%
Midwest Power (IPS Electric) (12.3%) 11.8%
Union Electric 2.9% 11.8%
Kansas West Plains (4.7%) 4.7%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Kansas City Power & Light (9.2%) 4.7%
Kansas Gas & Electric 6.3% 4.7%
Kansas Power & Light 0.1% 15.7%
Kentucky Kentucky Power 1.7% 15.7%
Kentucky Utilities (6.6%) 15.7%
Louisville Gas & Electric (3.8%) 15.7%
Union Light, Heat & Power 12.2% 15.7%
Louisiana Central Louisiana Electric 7.1% 0.0%
Gulf States Utilities 7.9% 0.0%
Louisiana Power & Light 2.6% 0.0%
SWEPCO 3.2% 0.0%
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric 60.4% 11.9%
Central Maine Power 40.6% 11.9%
Maine Public Service 9.3% 11.9%
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric 31.8% 9.3%
Conowingo Power 9.3% 9.3%
Delmarva Power & Light (1.0%) 9.3%

PAGE 78 UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA: SUMMER ELECTRICBILLS




TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Potomac Edison (2.0%) 9.3%
Potomac Electric Power 35.6% 9.3%
Massachusetts Boston Edison 9.4% 9.8%
Cambridge Electric Light 12.9% 9.8%
Commonwealth Electric 56.6% 9.8%
Eastern Edison 20.2% 9.8%
Fitchburg Gas & Electric 4.9% 9.8%
Massachusetts Electric 16.6% 9.8%
Nantucket Electric 90.3% 9.8%
Western Mass Electric 33.3% 9.8%
Michigan Consumers Power 2.2% (3.0%)
Detroit Edison 19.2% (3.0%)
Edison Sault Electric 12.1% (3.0%)
Minnesota Interstate Power 6.9% 0.0%
Minnesota Power (1.4%) 0.0%
Northern States Power 9.6% 0.0%
Otter Tail Power (0.7%) 0.0%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light 20.9% 0.0%
Mississippi Power (2.2%) 0.0%
Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. (9.8%) 4.7%
Empire Distric Electric 1.7% 4.7%
Kansas City Power & Light 3.2% 4.7%
Missouri Public Service 3.1% 4.7%
St. Joseph Light & Power (6.0%) 4.7%
Union Electric 3.8% 4.7%
Montana Montana Power 20.8% 10.2%
Montana-Dakota Utilities (2.3%) 10.2%
Pacific Power & Light 24.0% 10.2%
Nevada Nevada Power 7.1% 30.5%
Sierra Pacific Power (0.3%) 30.5%
New Hampshire Concord Electric 28.5% 30.0%
Connecticut Valley Electric 137.5% 30.0%
Exeter & Hampton Electric 31.2% 30.0%
Granite State Electric 24.4% 30.0%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
N.H. Electric Cooperative 3.2% 30.0%
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire 20.2% 30.0%
New Jersey Atlantic Electric 1987 n/a 5.0%
Jersey Central Power & Light 1987 n/a 5.0%
Public Service Electric & Gas 1987 n/a 5.0%
Rockland Electric 1987 n/a 5.0%
New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico (8.3%) 25.6%
New York Central Hudson Gas & Electric 7.9% 16.1%
Consolidated Edison 9.7% 16.1%
Long Island Lighting 25.4% 16.1%
New York State Electric & Gas Corp. 7.7% 16.1%
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. 41.0% 16.1%
Orange & Rockland Utilities 19.5% 16.1%
Rochester Gas & Electric 14.3% 16.1%
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light 17.2% 5.0%
Duke Power 1.0% 5.0%
Nantahala Power & Light (5.3%) 5.0%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
North Carolina Power 4.8% 5.0%
North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities (0.3%) 8.1%
Northern States Power 6.7% 8.1%
Otter Tail Power (2.3%) 8.1%
Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric 4.4% 10.6%
Cleveland Electric Illuminating 20.1% 10.6%
Columbus Southern Power 12.6% 10.6%
Dayton Power & Light 5.8% 10.6%
Monongahela Power 5.9% 10.6%
Ohio Edison 17.5% 10.6%
Ohio Power (0.8%) 10.6%
Toledo Edison 9.9% 10.6%
Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric 12.2% 10.0%
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma n/a 10.0%
Oregon |daho Power 7.3% 15.9%
Pacific Power & Light (1.2%) 15.9%
Portland General Electric 7.6% 15.9%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Pennsylvania Duquesne Light 46.2% 10.2%
Metropolitan Edison 8.9% 10.2%
Pennsylvania Electric 8.3% 10.2%
Pennsylvania Power & Light 3.4% 10.2%
Pennsylvania Power 31.2% 10.2%
Philadel phia Electric 25.2% 10.2%
UGI Utilities (1.7%) 10.2%
West Penn Power (1.7%) 10.2%
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric 11.8% 10.1%
Narragansett Electric 26.5% 10.1%
Newport Electric Corp. 9.7% 10.1%
South Caralina Carolina Power & Light 16.8% 5.5%
Duke Power 0.9% 5.5%
South Carolina Electric & Gas (3.8%) 5.5%
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light 8.0% 10.4%
Northern States Power 12.7% 10.4%
Northwestern Public Service (4.6%) 10.4%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Tenneessee Kingsport Power 0.8% 19.4%
Texas Central Power & Light 26.8% 0.0%
El Paso Electric 29.7% 0.0%
Gulf States Utilities 18.6% 0.0%
Houston Lighting & Power 16.7% 0.0%
Southwestern Electric Power 2.4% 0.0%
Southwestern Electric Service 23.9% 0.0%
Southwestern Public Service (11.0%) 0.0%
TU Electric 12.3% 0.0%
Texas-New Mexico Power (3.1%) 0.0%
West Texas Utilities 9.2% 0.0%
Utah Utah Power (13.3%) 6.9%
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service 13.3% 17.7%
Green Mountain Power Corp. 35.6% 17.7%
Virginia Appalachian Power 3.3% 0.0%
Delmarva Power (2.2%) 0.0%
Old Dominion Power (7.3%) 0.0%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA
CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) VS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS
(1987 - 1992)
State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Potomac Edison (2.3%) 0.0%
Virginia Power 17.7% 0.0%
Washington Pacific Power 1.8% 7.9%
Puget Sound Power & Light 3.5% 7.9%
Washington Water Power (5.6%) 7.9%
West Virginia Appalachian Power 1.8% 0.0%
Monongahela Power 5.2% 0.0%
Potomac Edison (1.6%) 0.0%
West Virginia Power (2.8%) 0.0%
Wheeling Power (2.4%) 0.0%
Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power (7.6%) (5.0%)
Madison Gas and Electric 8.9% (5.0%)
Northern States Power 12.8% (5.0%)
Wisconsin Electric Power 2.9% (5.0%)
Wisconsin Power & Light 1.3% (5.0%)
Wisconsin Public Service Corp. 3.5% (5.0%)
Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power 3.6% 0.0%
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TABLE 7. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA

CHANGE IN SUMMER ELECTRIC COSTS (500 KWH) vS. CHANGE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS

(1987 - 1992)

State Utility Changein Summer Costs (1987 - 1992) Changein AFDC (1987 - 1992)
Pacific Light & Power 0.0% 0.0%
Utah Power and Light 0.3% 0.0%
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Summer Electric Burdens: State-by-State Data%

This Chapter presents data on the summer eectric burdens of households recaiving benefits from four public assstance programs.
The programs evaluated in the analyss include Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Supplemental Security Income
(S9), unemployment benefits, and the Low-Income Home Energy Assstance Program (LIHEAP). In addition, data for
households recalving Socia Security, through its two sub-programs (non-disabled retired workers, and dderly widows and
widowers) and minimum wagesis also evaluated. Summer cooling consumption for this Chapter is assumed to be 1000 kWh per
customer.

AID TO FAMILIESWITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) RECIPIENTS

In 1992, 4.8 million families recaived Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). AFDC benefits provide limited financial
assgance at best. A family recaeiving AFDC lives a from 13 percent to 79 percent of the federal Poverty Leved, depending on the
date. Nationwide, on average, an AFDC family lives at 39 percent of the federal Poverty Leve. After accounting for inflation, the
average monthly benefit leve per family in 1992 was $388, down 40 percent from the $644 benefit in 1970.

Table 8 bdow (page 100) sats forth the summer dectric burdens paid by AFDC households.  Summer consumption for this
anayssis st a 1000 kwWh per month. AFDC benefits for a one parent, three person household are st forth on a Sate-by-gate
bass. These benefits are compared to state eectric hills for the months of June, July and August to determine the summer dectric
burdens as a percent of income. Asshown in Table 8, theresultsare darming.
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Summer dectric bills impose tremendous burdens as a percentage of income in a substantia mgority of the sates. In nine Sates,
eectric burdensfdl in arange of 30 percent or more, whilein two more states, whilein 32 more sates, the burdensfdl at 20 to 30
percent. Overdl, the burden of summer dectric hills as a percentage of income fell above 10 percent in 45 of the 47 states with
data. A summary of the digtribution of summer eectric burdensfor AFDC recipientsis set forth below:

SUMMARY DISPLAY 9:
AVERAGE SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDEN
FOR HOUSEHOL DS RECEIVING AFDC
Summer Electric Bill as Percent of Income No. of States
0- 5 percent 0
5- 10 percent 2
10 - 15 per cent 5
15 - 20 per cent 9
20 - 30 per cent 22
30 - 40 per cent 4
40 percent and more 5

Because of the tremendous spike in the number of states with households falling in the range of 20 percent and above, that range
was further disaggregated to obtain a digtribution within that range. This data, presented in Summary Display 10 beow, shows
that while many most of the AFDC households were in the 20 to 25 percent range, three of the ates had average summer dectric
burdens exceeding 50 percent of income for AFDC recipients.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 10:
AVERAGE SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDEN
FOR HOUSEHOLDSRECEIVING AFDC WITH BURDENSOF 5 - 10 PERCENT
Summer Electric Bill as Percent of Income No. of States
20 - 25 percent 15
25 - 30 per cent 7
30 - 35 percent 3
35 - 40 per cent 1
40 - 50 percent 2
50 percent and more 3

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME (SSI) RECIPIENTS

By December 1992, 1.471 million individuals received Supplemental Security Income (SSl) for aged individuals. About 1-in-5 of
these individuals are aged 65 to 69 (20.7%), aged 70 to 74 (23.1%), and aged 74 to 79 (19.3%), respectively. About 2-in-5 SSI
recipients (37.0%) for aged individuals are aged 80 or older. Nationwide, on average, an SSl recipient (aged individual) lives at
roughly 75 percent of the federal Poverty Level. Nearly three quarters of these recipients (74.1%) are women.

Table 9 below (page 103) sats forth the summer eectric burdens paid by SS recipients. SSI benefits for aged individuas are set
forth on a gate-by-state bass. These benefits are compared to state dectric bills (for 17000 kWh) for the months of June, July and
August to determine the summer dectric burdens as a percent of income.

Since Sl has a basc benefit provided by the federal government, the program does nat present the same wide disparities in
benefits levels that AFDC does. As a result, unlike AFDC, the summer dectric burdens for SS are more closdy dustered.
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Nonetheless, while no state presents a Stuation where the household is being called upon to pay in excess of 20 to 30 percent of
ther income smply for summer dectric hills, in addition, in no sate are burdens less than 10 percent. Indeed, like AFDC, in most
gates (20 of 47 with complete data) have SSI recipients who pay, on average, from 20 to 30 percent of their income on summer

dectrichills. Thisdatais summarized in Summary Display 11 below.

SUMMARY DISPLAY 11;
AVERAGE SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDEN
FOR HOUSEHOL DS RECEIVING SS|

Summer Electric Bill as Percent of Income No. of States
0 - 10 percent 0

10 - 15 per cent 110

15 - 20 per cent 17

20 - 25 percent 20

25 percent and more 0

STATE-BY-STATE DATA: SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENS
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UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENTS

Unemployment compensation is to provide a temporary and partia wage replacement to involuntarily unemployed workers who
were recently unemployed.®™™ By 1992, while the unemployment compensation system covered 90 percent of al workers in the
country, on average, only 52 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 generdly replace from 50 to 70 percent of the individual's average weekly pretax wage up to some Sate-
determined maximum.

Table 10 (page 106) bdow sats forth the summer dectric burdens paid by unemployment recipients.  Average unemployment
benefits are set forth on a sate-by-state bass. These benefits are compared to actual state summer eectric bills (1000 kWh) for the
months of June, July and August to determine the summer e ectric burdens as a percent of income.

Unemployment recipients are substantialy better off than AFDC or SSI recipients. In 33 of the 48 states with data, summer
eectric burdens would fall bedow 15 percent of income; in eight dates, the burden fdl beow 10 percent of income. At the
extremes, while in only two gates, did summer dectric burdens fall above 20 percent, in no states was the burden beow five
percent. As can be seen, therefore, while unemployment recipients are "better” off than AFDC and SSl recipients, thiswdlbeing is
inrdativetermsonly. Summer dectric bills remain unaffordable for this|ow-income popul ation.

b A second primary purpose of the system is to stabilize the economy during recessions.

52 Nonetheless, thisis the first year this figure has exceeded 50 percent since 1970.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 12:
AVERAGE SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDEN
FOR HOUSEHOL DS RECEIVING UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS
Summer Electric Bill as Percent of Income No. of States
0 - 10 percent 31
10 - 15 per cent 15
15 - 20 per cent 0
20 - 30 per cent 2
30 percent and more 0

Of course, the downdde 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 wesksin states where unemployment rates are relatively high.*®

MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEES

Minimum wage employees working fulltime, too, have aless difficult time with summer dectric bills than do ther public assstance
counterparts. In only twelve states do such hills exceed 15 percent of income. In no state did the summer dectric burden fall
above 20 percent of income. Indeed, while summer dectric hills fel below five percent of income for fulltime minimum wage
employees in none of the 48 reporting sates, summer dectric burdens fdl in the five to ten percent range ten times. Summer
eectric burdens as a percentage of income for minimum wage employees is set forth in Table 11 (page 109). These results are
summarized below.

53! Thisinformation is for 1992.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 13:
AVERAGE SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDEN
FOR HOUSEHOL DS RECEIVING MINIMUM WAGES
Summer Electric Bill as Percent of |ncome No. of States
0 - 10 percent 10
10 - 15 per cent 26
15 - 20 per cent 12
20 percent and more 0

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

In addition to looking at minimum wage employees, it is possible to obtain some ingghts into the "working poor” aswell. Whileit
is aways dangerous to generalize about who congtitutes the working poor, Summary Display 14 sets forth both the actua hourly
and actual weekly wages for sdected "typica™ low-wage employment opportunities. It isimportant to note that take home pay isa
function or more than merely the hourly wage. In no ingance 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 bass for
these weekly data, the effective hourly wage assuming a 40 hour work week would be substantially less than those hourly wages
reported. The Department of Labor stopped reporting this data as of August 1991, so the data presented bel ow is the most recent
avallable
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 14: WEEKLY AND HOURLY WAGESFOR
SELECTED TYPICAL L OW-WAGE EMPLOYMENT WINTER 1990 - 1991

DECEMBER WAGE JANUARY WAGE FEBRUARY WAGE
SIC
CODE INDUSTRY

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 & accessories $6.05 $150.04 $5.83 $139.95 $5.92 $140.90
58 Eating & 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 & garment svcs $6.91 $234.25 $6.90 $228.39 $6.92 $229.74
734 Servicesto 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

\54\

Weekly 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. The Department

of Labor stopped reporting this data, however, in the winter 1990-1991. Thisis, therefore, the most recent data available.
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SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS

Two different Socia Security populations were examined for this report. On the one hand, there are the Social Security benefits
provided to retired workers. As of December 1992, there were roughly 25.8 million retired workers receiving Social Security
benefits. Roughly eight percent (7.8%) of these retired workers recaeived less than $300 per month. An additional 11.6 percent
recaeived from $300 to $400 per month in benefits. In total, roughly one-third of all Social Security recipients who are retired
workers (32 percent) received less than $500 per month ($6000 per year) in benefits.,

On the other hand, Socia Security benefits are provided to nondisabled widows and widowers. As of December 1992, there were
roughly 5.056 million households receiving such benefits. Roughly 15 percent (14.6%) received less than $300 per month; an
additional 14.0 percent received from $300 to $400 per month in bendfits. In total, 45.3 percent of al Social Security recipients
who are nondisabled widows and widowers received less than $500 per month ($6000 per year) in bendfits.

Thisreport looks nat at the recipients at this lower end of the scale, however. Instead, the evaluation presented below takes asiits
unit of analyss the average benefits received by these two different populations on a Sate-by-date bass and consders the summer
eectric burden paid by these households.

As shown in Table 12 (page 112), while summer eectric burdens for retired workers exceeded five percent of income in al 48
dates, in no states were such burdens greater than 25 percent of income. In contradt, in 18 states, summer eectric burdensfdl in
therange of 15 to 20 percent of income. The digtribution of burdensfor retired workersis presented bel ow.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 15:
AVERAGE SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDEN
FOR HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING SOCIAL SECURITY
(NON-DISABLED RETIRED WORKERS)
Summer Electric Bill as Percent of Income No. of States
0 - 10 percent 5
10 - 15 per cent 22
15 - 20 per cent 18
20 - 25 percent 3
25 percent and more 0

Table 13 (page 115) shows that dderly widows and widowers are somewhat worse off than retired workers. Again, in no Sate
were summer dectric burdens greater than 25 percent of income. In comparison to retired workers, however, summer dectric
burdens for widows and widowers exceeded 20 percent in five states and fell in the 15 to 20 percent range in 26 times. The
digtribution of burdens for this population is presented below.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 16:
AVERAGE SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDEN
FOR HOUSEHOL DS RECEIVING SOCIAL SECURITY
(ELDERLY WIDOWSAND WIDOWERS)
Summer Electric Bill as Percent of Income No. of States
0 - 10 percent 5
10 - 15 per cent 12
15 - 20 per cent 26
20 - 25 percent 5
25 percent and more 0

Asis evident, the summer eectric burden carried by widows and widowers recelving Social Security benefits is higher than the
burden for retired workers recaiving Socia Security. Socia Security benefits are less adequate to pay summer dectric bills for
widows and widowers.

LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

Substantial numbers of LIHEAP recipients face summer eectric burdens that are unaffordable Table 14 (page 118) presents the
complete data. According to this Table, LIHEAP recipientsin 31 of the States reported have summer eectric burdensin excess of
15 percent. While recipients in 9x dates have burdens bdow 10 percent, none have burdens below the five percent celing of
affordability. The datais summarized in the Summary Display below.

" SUMMARY DISPLAY 17: "
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AVERAGE SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDEN

FOR HOUSEHOLDSRECEIVING L IHEAP BENEFITS

Summer Electric Bill as Percent of Income No. of States
0 - 10 percent 6
10 - 15 per cent 11
15 - 20 per cent 23
20 - 25 per cent 6
25 - 30 percent 2
30 percent and more 0
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TABLE 8. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

AFDC RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill AFDC Bengfit (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Alabama $228.95 $372 61.6%
Alaska $233.40 $2,673 8.7%
Arizona $306.91 $879 34.9%
Arkansas $318.12 $612 52.0%
Cdlifornia $381.87 $2,082 18.3%
Colorado $213.76 $1,068 20.0%
Connecticut $332.80 $2,040 16.3%
Delaware $285.93 $1,014 28.2%
Digtrict of Columbia $252.18 $1,284 19.6%
Florida $218.15 $882 24.7%
Georgia $237.58 $840 28.3%
Hawaii $304.39 $1,896 16.1%
Idaho $152.67 $951 16.1%
[llinois $334.36 $1,101 30.4%
Indiana $208.41 $864 24.1%
lowa $270.88 $1,278 21.2%
Kansas $254.71 $1,227 20.8%
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TABLE 8. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

AFDC RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill AFDC Bengfit (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Kentucky $168.23 $684 24.6%
Louisiana $227.87 $570 40.0%
Maine $346.02 $1,359 25.5%
Maryland $282.14 $1,218 23.2%
Massachusetts $320.86 $1,617 19.8%
Michigan $276.80 $1,575 17.6%
Minnesota $225.63 $1,596 14.1%
Mississippi $241.74 $360 67.2%
Missouri $272.36 $876 31.1%
Montana $158.86 $1,110 14.3%
Nevada $198.43 $990 20.0%
New Hampshire $348.02 $1,548 22.5%
New Jersey $351.87 $1,272 27.7%
New York $399.07 $1,731 23.1%
North Carolina $244.28 $816 29.9%
North Dakota $201.75 $1,203 16.8%
Ohio $280.70 $1,002 28.0%
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TABLE 8. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

AFDC RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill AFDC Bengfit (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Oklahoma $228.13 $1,023 22.3%
Oregon $150.83 $1,332 11.3%
Pennsylvania $311.80 $1,263 24.7%
Rhode Idand $338.01 $1,662 20.3%
South Carolina $222.19 $630 35.3%
South Dakota $236.85 $1,155 20.5%
Texas $257.82 $555 46.5%
Utah $208.17 $1,206 17.3%
Vermont $276.32 $2,037 13.6%
Virginia $235.05 $1,062 22.1%
Washington $150.97 $1,593 9.5%
West Virginia $201.59 $747 27.0%
Wisconsin $190.79 $1,551 12.3%
Wyoming $168.93 $1,080 15.6%
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TABLE 9. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

SS|I RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill SSI Benefit (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Alabama $228.95 $1,221 18.8%
Alaska $233.40 $2,268 10.3%
Arizona $306.91 $1,221 25.1%
Arkansas $318.12 $1,221 26.1%
Cdlifornia $381.87 $1,890 20.2%
Colorado $213.76 $1,395 15.3%
Connecticut $332.80 $2,298 14.5%
Delaware $285.93 $1,221 23.4%
Digtrict of Columbia $252.18 $1,266 19.9%
Florida $218.15 $1,221 17.9%
Georgia $237.58 $1,221 19.5%
Hawaii $304.39 $1,236 24.6%
Idaho $152.67 $1,431 10.7%
[llinois $334.36 n/a n/.a%
Indiana $208.41 $1,221 17.1%
lowa $270.88 $1,221 22.2%
Kansas $254.71 $1,221 20.9%
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TABLE 9. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

SS|I RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill SSI Benefit (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Kentucky $168.23 $1,221 13.8%
Louisiana $227.87 $1,221 18.7%
Maine $346.02 $1,221 28.3%
Maryland $282.14 $1,221 23.1%
Massachusetts $320.86 $1,608 20.0%
Michigan $276.80 $1,314 21.1%
Minnesota $225.63 $1,464 15.4%
Mississippi $241.74 $1,221 19.8%
Missouri $272.36 $1,221 22.3%
Montana $158.86 $1,221 13.0%
Nevada $198.43 $1,329 14.9%
New Hampshire $348.02 $1,302 26.7%
New Jersey $351.87 $1,314 26.8%
New York $399.7 $1,479 27.0%
North Carolina $244.28 $1,221 20.0%
North Dakota $201.75 $1,221 16.5%
Ohio $280.70 $1,221 23.0%
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TABLE 9. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

SS|I RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill SSI Benefit (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Oklahoma $228.13 $1,413 16.2%
Oregon $150.83 $1,227 12.3%
Pennsylvania $311.80 $1,317 23.7%
Rhode Idand $338.01 $1,413 23.9%
South Caralina $222.19 $1,221 18.2%
South Dakota $236.85 $1,266 18.7%
Texas $257.82 $1,221 21.1%
Utah $208.17 $1,239 16.8%
Vermont $276.32 $1,416 19.5%
Virginia $235.05 $1,221 19.3%
Washington $150.97 $1,305 11.6%
West Virginia $201.59 $1,221 16.5%
Wisconsin $190.79 $1,530 12.5%
Wyoming $168.93 $1,281 13.2%
NOTE: Illinois determines SSI benefits on a case-by-case basis and, therefore, a benefit is not available for this Table.
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TABLE 10. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill Unemployment Benefits (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Alabama $228.95 $1,392 16.5%
Alaska $233.40 $1,956 11.9%
Arizona $306.91 $1,620 19.0%
Arkansas $318.12 $1,596 19.9%
Cdlifornia $381.87 $1,572 24.3%
Colorado $213.76 $2,016 10.6%
Connecticut $332.80 $2,412 13.8%
Delaware $285.93 $2,100 13.6%
Digtrict of Columbia $252.18 $2,556 9.9%
Florida $218.15 $1,752 12.5%
Georgia $237.58 $1,716 13.8%
Hawaii $304.39 $2,196 13.9%
Idaho $152.67 $1,740 8.8%
[llinois $334.36 $2,040 16.4%
Indiana $208.41 $1,308 15.9%
lowa $270.88 $1,932 14.0%
Kansas $254.71 $2,052 12.4%
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TABLE 10. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill Unemployment Benefits (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Kentucky $168.23 $1,632 10.3%
Louisiana $227.87 $1,224 18.6%
Maine $346.02 $1,908 18.1%
Maryland $282.14 $2,040 13.8%
Massachusetts $320.86 $2,604 12.3%
Michigan $276.80 $2,436 11.4%
Minnesota $225.63 $2,280 9.9%
Mississippi $241.74 $1,332 18.2%
Missouri $272.36 $1,620 16.8%
Montana $158.86 $1,644 9.7%
Nevada $198.43 $1,956 10.1%
New Hampshire $348.02 $1,536 22.7%
New Jersey $351.87 $2,484 14.2%
New York $399.07 $2,172 18.4%
North Carolina $244.28 $1,824 13.4%
North Dakota $201.75 $1,632 12.4%
Ohio $280.70 $1,860 15.1%
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TABLE 10. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
UNEMPLOYMENT RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill Unemployment Benefits (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Oklahoma $228.13 $1,800 12.7%
Oregon $150.83 $1,944 7.8%
Pennsylvania $311.80 $2,268 13.8%
Rhode Idand $338.01 $2,328 14.5%
South Caralina $222.19 $1,560 14.2%
South Dakota $236.85 $1,440 16.5%
Texas $257.82 $1,944 13.3%
Utah $208.17 $1,956 10.6%
Vermont $276.32 $1,788 15.5%
Virginia $235.05 $1,752 13.4%
Washington $150.97 $1,524 9.9%
West Virginia $201.59 $1,752 11.5%
Wisconsin $190.79 $2,052 9.3%
Wyoming $168.93 $1,908 8.9%
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TABLE 11. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEES

State Summer Bill Minimum Wage (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Alabama $228.95 $2,040 11.2%
Alaska $233.40 $2,040 11.4%
Arizona $306.91 $2,040 15.0%
Arkansas $318.12 $2,040 15.6%
Cdlifornia $381.87 $2,040 18.7%
Colorado $213.76 $2,040 10.5%
Connecticut $332.80 $2,040 16.3%
Delaware $285.93 $2,040 14.0%
Digtrict of Columbia $252.18 $2,040 12.4%
Florida $218.15 $2,040 10.7%
Georgia $237.58 $2,040 11.7%
Hawaii $304.39 $2,040 14.9%
Idaho $152.67 $2,040 7.5%
[llinois $334.36 $2,040 16.4%
Indiana $208.41 $2,040 10.2%
lowa $270.88 $2,040 13.3%
Kansas $254.71 $2,040 12.5%
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TABLE 11. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEES

State Summer Bill Minimum Wage (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Kentucky $168.23 $2,040 8.3%
Louisiana $227.87 $2,040 11.2%
Maine $346.02 $2,040 17.0%
Maryland $282.14 $2,040 13.8%
Massachusetts $320.86 $2,040 15.7%
Michigan $276.80 $2,040 13.6%
Minnesota $225.63 $2,040 11.1%
Mississippi $241.74 $2,040 11.9%
Missouri $272.36 $2,040 13.4%
Montana $158.86 $2,040 7.8%
Nevada $198.43 $2,040 9.7%
New Hampshire $348.02 $2,040 17.1%
New Jersey $351.87 $2,040 17.3%
New York $399.07 $2,040 19.6%
North Carolina $244.28 $2,040 12.0%
North Dakota $201.75 $2,040 9.9%
Ohio $280.70 $2,040 13.8%
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TABLE 11. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
MINIMUM WAGE EMPLOYEES

State Summer Bill Minimum Wage (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Oklahoma $228.13 $2,040 11.2%
Oregon $150.83 $2,040 7.4%
Pennsylvania $311.80 $2,040 15.3%
Rhode Idand $338.01 $2,040 16.6%
South Caralina $222.19 $2,040 10.9%
South Dakota $236.85 $2,040 11.6%
Texas $257.82 $2,040 12.6%
Utah $208.17 $2,040 10.2%
Vermont $276.32 $2,040 13.6%
Virginia $235.05 $2,040 11.5%
Washington $150.97 $2,040 7.4%
West Virginia $201.59 $2,040 9.9%
Wisconsin $190.79 $2,040 9.4%
Wyoming $168.93 $2,040 8.3%
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TABLE 12. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS (NON-DISABLED RETIRED WORKERS)

State Summer Bill Social Security Benefit (3 mos) Bill as Income Per cent
(Non-Disabled Retired Workers)
Alabama $228.95 $1,665 13.8%
Alaska $233.40 $1,807 12.9%
Arizona $306.91 $1,830 16.8%
Arkansas $318.12 $1,618 19.7%
Cdlifornia $381.87 $1,846 20.7%
Colorado $213.76 $1,764 12.1%
Connecticut $332.80 $1,984 16.8%
Delaware $285.93 $1,880 15.2%
Digtrict of Columbia $252.18 $1,544 16.3%
Florida $218.15 $1,806 12.1%
Georgia $237.58 $1,699 14.0%
Hawaii $304.39 $1,780 17.1%
Idaho $152.67 $1,758 8.7%
[llinois $334.36 $1,922 17.4%
Indiana $208.41 $1,883 11.1%
lowa $270.88 $1,815 14.9%
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TABLE 12. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS (NON-DISABLED RETIRED WORKERS)

State Summer Bill Social Security Benefit (3 mos) Bill as Income Per cent
(Non-Disabled Retired Workers)
Kansas $254.71 $1,850 13.8%
Kentucky $168.23 $1,659 10.1%
Louisiana $227.87 $1,679 13.6%
Maine $346.02 $1,664 20.8%
Maryland $282.14 $1,804 15.6%
Massachusetts $320.86 $1,816 17.7%
Michigan $276.80 $1,929 14.4%
Minnesota $225.63 $1,761 12.8%
Mississippi $241.74 $1,562 15.5%
Missouri $272.36 $1,768 15.4%
Montana $158.86 $1,763 9.0%
Nevada $198.43 $1,813 10.9%
New Hampshire $348.02 $1,814 19.2%
New Jersey $351.87 $1,978 17.8%
New York $399.07 $1,934 20.6%
North Carolina $244.28 $1,683 14.5%
North Dakota $201.75 $1,702 11.9%
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TABLE 12. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS (NON-DISABLED RETIRED WORKERS)

State Summer Bill Social Security Benefit (3 mos) Bill as Income Per cent
(Non-Disabled Retired Workers)
Ohio $280.70 $1,853 15.2%
Oklahoma $228.13 $1,724 13.2%
Oregon $150.83 $1,841 8.2%
Pennsylvania $311.80 $1,863 16.7%
Rhode Idand $338.01 $1,803 18.8%
South Caralina $222.19 $1,683 13.2%
South Dakota $236.85 $1,672 14.2%
Texas $257.82 $1,750 14.7%
Utah $208.17 $1,834 11.4%
Vermont $276.32 $1,768 15.6%
Virginia $235.05 $1,702 13.8%
Washington $150.97 $1,873 8.1%
West Virginia $201.59 $1,786 11.3%
Wisconsin $190.79 $1,855 10.3%
Wyoming $168.93 $1,811 9.3%
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TABLE 13. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS (ELDERLY WIDOWSAND WIDOWERS)

State Summer Bill Social Security Benefit (3 mos) Bill as Income Per cent
(Elderly Widows & Widowers)
Alabama $228.95 $1,463 15.7%
Alaska $233.40 $1,611 14.5%
Arizona $306.91 $1,744 17.6%
Arkansas $318.12 $1,431 22.2%
Cdlifornia $381.87 $1,743 21.9%
Colorado $213.76 $1,676 12.8%
Connecticut $332.80 $1,864 17.9%
Delaware $285.93 $1,754 16.3%
Digtrict of Columbia $252.18 $1,422 17.7%
Florida $218.15 $1,723 12.7%
Georgia $237.58 $1,477 16.1%
Hawaii $304.39 $1,592 19.1%
Idaho $152.67 $1,673 9.1%
[llinois $334.36 $1,804 18.5%
Indiana $208.41 $1,768 11.8%
lowa $270.88 $1,701 15.9%
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TABLE 13. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS (ELDERLY WIDOWSAND WIDOWERS)

State Summer Bill Social Security Benefit (3 mos) Bill as Income Per cent
(Elderly Widows & Widowers)
Kansas $254.71 $1,736 14.7%
Kentucky $168.23 $1,488 11.3%
Louisiana $227.87 $1,528 14.9%
Maine $346.02 $1,578 21.9%
Maryland $282.14 $1,703 16.6%
Massachusetts $320.86 $1,758 18.3%
Michigan $276.80 $1,800 15.4%
Minnesota $225.63 $1,668 13.5%
Mississi ppi $241.74 $1,347 18.0%
Missouri $272.36 $1,646 16.6%
Montana $158.86 $1,677 9.5%
Nevada $198.43 $1,737 11.4%
New Hampshire $348.02 $1,733 20.1%
New Jersey $351.87 $1,835 19.2%
New York $399.07 $1,794 22.2%
North Carolina $244.28 $1,462 16.7%
North Dakota $201.75 $1,573 12.8%
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TABLE 13. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME
SOCIAL SECURITY RECIPIENTS (ELDERLY WIDOWSAND WIDOWERS)

State Summer Bill Social Security Benefit (3 mos) Bill as Income Per cent
(Elderly Widows & Widowers)
Ohio $280.70 $1,754 16.0%
Oklahoma $228.13 $1,587 14.4%
Oregon $150.83 $1,743 8.7%
Pennsylvania $311.80 $1,761 17.7%
Rhode Idand $338.01 $1,733 19.5%
South Caralina $222.19 $1,447 15.4%
South Dakota $236.85 $1,572 15.1%
Texas $257.82 $1,615 16.0%
Utah $208.17 $1,174 17.7%
Vermont $276.32 $1,682 16.4%
Virginia $235.05 $1,547 15.2%
Washington $150.97 $1,773 8.5%
West Virginia $201.59 $1,581 12.8%
Wisconsin $190.79 $1,753 10.9%
Wyoming $168.93 $1,705 9.9%
STATE-BY-STATE DATA: SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENS PAGE 117




TABLE 14. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill LIHEAP Income (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Alabama $228.95 $1,424 16.1%
Alaska $233.40 $2,414 9.7%
Arizona $306.91 $1,380 22.2%
Arkansas $318.12 $1,396 22.8%
Cdlifornia $381.87 $2,202 17.3%
Colorado $213.76 $1,583 13.5%
Connecticut $332.80 $1,583 21.0%
Delaware $285.93 $1,645 17.4%
Digtrict of Columbia $252.18 $1,621 15.6%
Florida $218.15 $1,403 15.6%
Georgia $237.58 $1,403 16.9%
Hawaii $304.39 $2,440 12.5%
Idaho $152.67 $1,710 8.9%
[llinois $334.36 $1,336 25.0%
Indiana $208.41 $1,623 12.8%
lowa $270.88 $1,278 21.2%
Kansas $254.71 $1,355 18.8%
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TABLE 14. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill LIHEAP Income (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Kentucky $168.23 $1,303 12.9%
Louisiana $227.87 $1,421 16.0%
Maine $346.02 $1,808 19.1%
Maryland $282.14 $1,696 16.6%
Massachusetts $320.86 $1,087 29.5%
Michigan $276.80 $1,477 18.7%
Minnesota $225.63 $1,832 12.3%
Mississippi $241.74 $1,442 16.8%
Missouri $272.36 $1,537 17.7%
Montana $158.86 $1,644 9.7%
Nevada $198.43 $1,786 11.1%
New Hampshire $348.02 $2,308 15.1%
New Jersey $351.87 $1,590 22.1%
New York $399.07 $2,108 18.9%
North Carolina $244.28 $1,376 17.8%
North Dakota $201.75 $1,740 11.6%
Ohio $280.70 $1,737 16.2%
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TABLE 14. STATE-BY-STATE
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH) ASPERCENT OF INCOME

LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Summer Bill LIHEAP Income (3 months) Bill as Income Per cent
Oklahoma $228.13 $1,340 17.0%
Oregon $150.83 $1,657 9.1%
Pennsylvania $311.80 $1,768 17.6%
Rhode Idand $338.01 $2,104 16.1%
South Caralina $222.19 $1,362 16.3%
South Dakota $236.85 $1,723 13.8%
Texas $257.82 $1,360 19.0%
Utah $208.17 $1,685 12.4%
Vermont $276.32 $1,347 20.5%
Virginia $235.05 $1,503 15.6%
Washington $150.97 $1,738 8.7%
West Virginia $201.59 $1,723 11.7%
Wisconsin $190.79 $2,105 9.1%
Wyoming $168.93 $1,609 10.5%
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Summer Electric Burdens: Utility-by-Utility Data

This Chapter presents data regarding typical summer cooling burdens for three different low-income populations. The first section
examines that population of households receiving heating benefits through the Low-Income Home Energy Assstance Program
(LIHEAP). This population represents a group of households who have previoudy been acknowledged to merit some type of
energy assstance. The purpose of the analysis below is to introduce a cooling perspective to an evaluation that traditionally
congders only winter heating needs. The second section below [ooks at public assstance recipients. This population is generaly
viewed asincluding the very poorest of the poor.

The final section looks at households with incomes of less than $15,000 per year. This section notes that while average incomes
may tell one sory of "need” in looking at such a population, the bigger story lies behind the averages. The need of households
who live in the lower range of poverty ($0 to $5,000) is much more pressing than those in the "upper" income range ($10,000 to
$14,999). Tolook only at average incomes and burdensin this population, therefore, would be to substantially underestimate the
energy needs of this group of low-income households.
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LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (LIHEAP) RECIPIENTS

While the federa fud assstance program --the Low Income Home Energy Assstance Program, or LIHEAP-- does not provide

subgtantia funds to help pay summer cooling hills, the LIHEAP population is a good standard to use in assessing the impact of

utility costs on low-income households. The program is nationa in scope, collects comprehensive data on income and

demographics, and is targeted to households who have acknowledged "energy needs”  Moreover, to study the LIHEAP

Egpt;lglati\%\fs cooling needs adlows some comparisons to be made between the financid impacts of home heating and home
ing.

The data in this section looks at typical dectric bills (1000 kwWh and 500 kwWh) on a utility-by-utility bas's as compared to actua
average income for LIHEAP recipients\%\ While LIHEAP is primarily a heating ass stance program, the population is nonethe ess
used for thiscooling sudy. Dataisset forth for 189 dectric utilities. No fud assstanceis used to offset these bills.

Summer dectric hills impose a tremendous and unaffordable, burden on low-income households who receive federa fue
assstance. Table 15 (page 130) revealsthat of the 185 dectric utilities sudied, summer dectric bills were equal to or in excess of
20 percent of their income for 37 companies. An additional 66 companies saw dectric billsin excess of 15 percent of income. In
64 different companies, summer hills exceeded 10 percent of income. In only 18 of the 185 dectric utility cases, were summer
eectric billslessthan 10 percent of income, and in no ingance were they less than five percent. A summary of the utility-by-utility
LIHEAP datais presented below.

55\ Compare, M. Sheehan (1994). On the Brink of Disaster: A State-by-State Analysis of Low-Income Natural Gas Winter Heating Bills,
Osterberg and Sheehan, Public Utility Economists: Scappoose, OR.

58l See generally, the Methodol ogies Chapter, infra, for a discussion of how cooling hills were cal culated.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 18: NUMBER OF ELECTRIC COMPANIESWITH
VARYING PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BURDENS FOR LIHEAP HOUSEHOL DS (1000 KWH)

Percentage of Income Range No. of Utilitiesin Range
0- 5 percent 0

5 - 10 percent 18

10 - 15 percent 64

15 - 20 percent 66

20 percent plus 37

Tota 185

The 20 percent plus range is further explained by additional disaggregation. Of those 37 companies, one had an average summer
electric burden of more than 30 percent, and nine had burdens exceeding 25 percent (but less than 30 percent).

It is not possible to gain any nation of relative dectric consumption associated with different cooling requirements from this data.
The billing data is presented as a uniform consumption of 1000 kWh. The fact that the high burden households tend to be in the
Northeast (16) (Maine to Pennsylvania) and the Midwest (13) (lowa, Illinois and Ohio), however, likdy indicates that those
burdens are driven by low-incomes amongst LIHEAP recipients and rdatively high dectric rates.

The high summer burdensin the Midwest and Northeast are disturbing because these are the parts of the country that were found
to experience the greatest extent of deaths attributable to hot weather. Accordingly, the regions where hest isthe most deadly are
precisdy the regions where low-income households can least afford coaling bills.

The high summer dectric burdens reported above are more disturbing when one redlizes that these are burdens calculated using
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average incomes. Unlike income supplement programs such as AFDC and SSI, whose recipients tend to have incomes dugtered
around the benefit levds, LIHEAP serves a population with incomes spread across a wide spectrum.  The very poorest of
households are disproportionatey represented in the LIHEAP population. Table 16 (page 140) shows the average LIHEAP
recipient'sincome as calculated for this report for each State, as well as the percentages of households in each income range --both
above and below the average-- by state. As the Table indicates, the number of households with incomes sgnificantly beow the
date averageis subgtantial.

In evaluating this analys's, one might argue that the choice of 1000 kWh as a cooling average is "too high." To focus on that
observation, however, isto lose sght of the broader policy implications of the picture that isrevealed. Even if consumption were
half that reported above (i.e., 500 kWh), bills would not decrease by hdf. In fact, the distribution of summer dectric burdens at
500 kWh of consumption would look asfollows:

SUMMARY DISPLAY 19: NUMBER OF ELECTRIC COMPANIESWITH
VARYING PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BURDENS FOR LIHEA P HOUSEHOL DS (500 K\WH)

Percentage of Income Range No. of Utilitiesin Range
0- 5 percent 0

5 - 10 percent 11

10 - 15 percent 125

15 - 20 percent 45

20 percent plus 4

Tota 185

The data underlying Summary Display 19 is st forth in Table 17 (page 143) bdow. Asis sdf-evident, by decreasing the hills to
500 kWh, the summer dectric burdens are concentrated in the lower brackets. Nonethdess, even cooling bills as low as 500 kWh
would push summer dectric bills to unaffordable leves. For these purposes, the celling on the affordability of eectric cooling bills
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isassumed to be five percent.
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS
Households receiving public assstance universaly cannot afford to pay summer cooling bills. Table 18 (page 153) presents data

on a utility-by-utility bags for 1000 kwWh of usage while Table 19 (page 163) presents data for 500 kwh. The results are
summarized in Summary Display 20 below.

SUMMARY DISPLAY 20: NUMBER OF ELECTRIC COMPANIESWITH
VARYING PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BURDENS FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDS
(1000 KWH AND 500 KWH)
1000 kWh 500 kWh
0 - 10 percent 0 24
10 - 15 percent 5 70
15 - 20 percent 27 68
20 - 25 percent 42 19
25 - 30 percent 43 2
30 - 40 percent 54 1
40+ percent 15 0
Tota 185 185

At 1000 kWh of consumption, only five dectric utilities have public assstance recipients with summer cooling burdens lessthan 15
percent of income. None have burdens less than 10 percent, let done less than the affordable burden of five percent. At the other
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end of the spectrum, more than one-in-three (69 of 185) have summer burdens of more than 30 percent and nearly two-of-three
(124 of 185) have burdens of more than 25 percent.

Assuming 500 kWh of consumption rather than 1000 kWh does not bring billls down to an affordable levd. Even at this lower
usage, more than 20 eectric companies have burdens of more than 20 percent, and 90 companies had burdens exceeding 15
percent of income. Even at 500 kWh of cooling consumption, gill, none of the companies had burdens a the affordable five
percent levd, though 24 companies had burdensin the five to ten percent range.

HOUSEHOLDSW!ITH INCOMESLESS THAN $15,000

On average, househalds living with annual incomes at or below $15,000 do better with their summer cooling burdens than do
public assstance or fud assstance recipients. As Table 20 (page 173) shows, of the 185 eectric companies studied, only one (1)
had an average burden of more than 25 percent, while only eight (8) had burdens of from 20 to 25 percent for 1000 kWh of
consumption.

Overdl, however, these households do not face affordable summer codling bills. They are ingead smply better off than their
LIHEAP and AFDC counterparts. Of the 185 dectric utilities with data, 41 had average burdens of less than ten percent but none
had burdens below the five percent threshold of affordability. Thisdatais summarized in Summary Display 21 below.
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SUMMARY DISPLAY 21: NUMBER OF ELECTRIC COMPANIESWITH
V ARYING PERCENTAGE OF INCOME BURDENS FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000
(1000 KWH)
0 - 10 percent 41
10 - 15 percent 87
15 - 20 percent 48
20 - 25 percent 8
25 - 30 percent 1
30+ percent 0
Tota 185

As with the LIHEAP population, however, to look only at average incomes of households with incomes below $15,000 is to
misanayze the need of many households in the lower income brackets. Table 21 (page 184) sats forth the average annua income
for al households a or bdow $15,000. The Table further shows the number of households in each income bracket within that
total population. Asthis Tablerevedls, there are a substantial number of households in the lowest bracket ($0 to $4,999).

Summary Display 22 presents aggregate data for the largest communities served by the 185 companies sudied. Asthis Summary
Digplay shows, there are 17.5 million households within these communities.  Of those 17.5 million househalds, 5.3 million
households have incomes at or below $15,000. Moreover, of that 5.3 million, 1.5 million households (28.7 percent) have incomes
below $5,000. Clearly, summer cooling burdens for these lowest income households will be substantial.

|| SUMMARY DISPLAY 22: AGGREGATE HOUSEHOLDSAT OR BELOW $15,000 IN ANNUAL INCOME ||
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FOR LARGEST COMMUNITIES SERVED BY STUDY UTILITIES

Households at or Below $15,000 Annua Incomein Largest Communities

Total Total By Income Range

Householdsin | Households at

Largest or below
Communities $15,000

$0 - $4,999 $5,000 - $9,999 $10,000 - $14,999
No. Pct No. Pct No. Pct
17,489,236 5,228,282 1,502,391 28.7% 2,149,959 41.1% 1,575,932 30.1%
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TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Alabama Alabama Power Birmingham $228.95 $1,456 15.7%
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power Juneau $233.40 $2,557 9.1%
Arizona Arizona Public Service Phoenix $315.12 $1,465 21.5%
Citizens Utilities--Mohave Electric Dvsn Lake Havasu City $233.07 $1,465 15.9%
Tucson Electric Power Tucson $282.37 $1,465 19.3%
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light Little Rock $327.09 $1,465 22.3%
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Fort Smith $221.82 $1,465 15.1%
Southwestern Electric Power Fayetteville $199.19 $1,465 13.6%
California Pacific Gas & Electric San Jose $389.40 $2,122 18.4%
San Diego Gas & Electric San Diego $353.70 $2,122 16.7%
Southern California Edison Long Beach $361.64 $2,122 17.0%
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $214.30 $1,600 13.4%
West Plains Energy Pueblo $205.71 $1,600 12.9%
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power Hartford $316.87 $1,647 19.2%
United Illuminating Bridgeport $399.83 $1,647 24.3%
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $285.93 $1,902 15.0%
District of Columbia Potomac Electric Power Distr. of Columbia $252.18 $1,634 15.4%
Florida Florida Power & Light Miami $220.41 $1,318 16.7.%
Florida Power Corp. St. Petersburg $211.92 $1,318 16.1%
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TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Gulf Power Pensacola $198.69 $1,318 15.1%
Tampa Electric Tampa $241.62 $1,318 18.3%
Georgia Georgia Power Atlanta $239.58 $1,336 17.9%
Savannah Electric & Power Savannah $208.98 $1,336 15.6%
Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvsn Lihue $419.62 $2,435 17.2%
Hawaii Electric Light Hilo $411.87 $2,435 16.9%
Hawaiian Electric Honolulu $265.09 $2,435 10.9%
Maui Electric Kahului $352.92 $2,435 14.5%
Idaho Idaho Power Boise $144.30 $1,768 8.2%
Utah Power & Light Rexburg $235.20 $1,768 13.3%
Washington Water Power Lewiston $134.61 $1,768 7.6%
Illinois Central Illinais Light Co. Peoria $232.61 $1,158 20.1%
Central Illinois Public Service Quincy $271.67 $1,158 23.5%
Commonwealth Edison Chicago $347.26 $1,158 30.0%
Ilinois Power Decatur $331.94 $1,158 28.7%
lowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Rock Island $317.53 $1,158 27.4%
Union Electric Alton $304.24 $1,158 26.3%
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power Fort Wayne $190.54 $1,657 11.5%
Indianpolis Power & Light Indianapolis $180.12 $1,657 10.9%
Northern Indiana Public Service Gary $293.72 $1,657 17.7%
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TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
PSI Energy Terre Haute $183.23 $1,657 11.1%
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $208.43 $1,657 12.6%
lowa Interstate Power Dubuque $199.87 $1,278 15.6%
lowa Electric Light & Power Cedar Rapids $350.35 $1,278 27.4%
lowa Southern Utilities Burlington $164.29 $1,278 12.9%
lowerlllinois Gas & Electric Davenport $283.32 $1,278 22.2%
Midwest Power Systems (Iowa Power) DesMoines $281.52 $1,278 22.0%
Midwest Power (IPSElectric) Sioux City $242.84 $1,278 19.0%
Union Electric Keokuk $311.19 $1,278 24.4%
Kansas West Plains Dodge City $239.29 $1,617 14.8%
Kansas City Power & Light Overland Park $257.25 $1,617 15.9%
Kansas Gas & Electric Wichita $311.33 $1,617 19.3%
Kansas Power & Light Topeka $208.89 $1,617 12.9%
Kentucky Kentucky Power Ashland $157.43 $1,380 11.4%
Kentucky Utilities Lexington $137.72 $1,380 10.0%
Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $195.49 $1,380 14.2%
Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $205.89 $1,380 14.9%
Louisiana Central Louisiana Electric Sliddll $227.39 $1,479 15.4%
Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $237.24 $1,479 16.0%
Louisiana Power & Light Jefferson Parish $221.31 $1,479 15.0%
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TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA: SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENS
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State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
SWEPCO Shreveport $214.57 $1,479 14.5%
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric Bangor $365.19 $1,714 21.3%
Central Maine Power Portland $343.29 $1,714 20.0%
Maine Public Service Presque Ide $327.90 $1,714 19.1%
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $300.22 $1,742 17.2%
Conowingo Power Elkton $306.68 $1,742 17.6%
Delmarva Power & Light Salisbury $259.92 $1,742 14.9%
Potomac Edison Frederick $187.10 $1,742 10.7%
Potomac Electric Power Montgomery County $278.64 $1,742 16.0%
Massachusetts Boston Edison Boston $322.77 $2,136 15.1%
Cambridge Electric Light Cambridge $292.16 $2,136 13.7%
Commonwealth Electric New Bedford $396.08 $2,136 18.5%
Eastern Edison Brockton $348.96 $2,136 16.3%
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Fitchburg $314.53 $2,136 14.7%
Massachusetts Electric Worcester $289.79 $2,136 13.6%
Nantucket Electric Nantucket $455.93 $2,136 21.4%
Western Mass Electric Springfield $351.06 $2,136 16.4%
Michigan Consumers Power Grand Rapids $227.28 $1,667 13.6%
Detroit Edison Detroit $314.76 $1,667 18.9%
Edison Sault Electric Sault Ste. Marie $169.80 $1,667 10.2%




TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Minnesota I nterstate Power Albert Lea $241.09 $1,910 12.6%
Minnesota Power Duluth $166.39 $1,910 8.7%
Northern States Power Minneapolis $228.35 $1,910 12.0%
Otter Tail Power FergusFalls $200.85 $1,910 10.5%
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light Jackson $280.37 $1,497 18.7%
Mississippi Power Biloxi $178.05 $1,497 11.9%
Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. Perryville $245.04 $1,575 15.6%
Empire Distric Electric Joplin $188.94 $1,575 12.0%
Kansas City Power & Light Kansas City $268.20 $1,575 17.0%
Missouri Public Service Raytown $239.82 $1,575 15.2%
St. Joseph Light & Power St. Joseph $188.37 $1,575 12.0%
Union Electric St Louis $292.17 $1,575 18.6%
Montana Montana Power Billings $155.31 $1,421 10.9%
Montana-Dakota Utilities Miles City $218.04 $1,421 15.3%
Pacific Power & Light Kalispdl $145.68 $1,421 10.3%
Nevada Nevada Power Clark Cnty/Las Vegas $170.65 $1,806 9.5%
Sierra Pacific Power Reno/Sparks $249.11 $1,806 13.8%
New Hampshire Concord Electric Concord $320.86 $2,013 15.9%
Connecticut Valley Electric Claremont $335.10 $2,013 16.7%
Exeter & Hampton Electric Exeter $308.43 $2,013 15.3%
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TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Granite State Electric Salem $341.40 $2,013 17.0%
N.H. Electric Cooperative Moultonboro $273.60 $2,013 13.6%
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire Manchester $367.38 $2,013 18.3%
New Jersey Atlantic Electric Bridgeton $363.57 $1,627 22.4%
Jersey Central Power & Light Dover Township $364.35 $1,627 22.4%
Public Service Electric & Gas Essex County $333.69 $1,627 20.5%
Rockland Electric Ramsey $345.87 $1,627 21.3%
New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico Albuquerque $282.65 $1,482 19.1%
New York Central Hudson Gas & Electric Poughkeepsie $328.59 $1,647 20.0%
Consolidated Edison New York City $450.33 $1,647 27.3%
Long Idand Lighting Long Beach $486.47 $1,647 29.5%
New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Binghammton $332.58 $1,647 20.2%
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Buffalo $310.07 $1,647 18.8%
Orange & Rockland Utilities Middleton $424.08 $1,647 25.8%
Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $316.60 $1,647 19.2%
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light Raleigh $264.80 $1,434 18.5%
Duke Power Charlotte $235.63 $1,434 16.4%
Nantahala Power & Light Franklin $178.76 $1,434 12.5%
North Carolina Power Roanoke Rapids $249.93 $1,434 17.4%
North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $203.78 $1,813 11.2%
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TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Northern States Power Fargo $188.74 $1,813 10.4%
Otter Tail Power Jameston $218.35 $1,813 12.0%
Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $214.82 $1,780 12.1%
Cleveland Electric llluminating Cleveland $395.28 $1,780 22.2%
Columbus Southern Power Columbus $232.86 $1,780 13.1%
Dayton Power & Light Dayton $243.12 $1,780 13.7%
Monongahela Power Marietta $167.70 $1,780 9.4%
Ohio Edison Akron $364.32 $1,780 20.5%
Ohio Power Canton $198.60 $1,780 11.2%
Toledo Edison Toledo $369.00 $1,780 20.7%
Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric Oklahoma City $249.12 $1,397 17.8%
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma Tulsa $208.68 $1,397 14.9%
Oregon |daho Power Ontario $137.07 $1,750 7.8%
Pacific Power & Light Medford $155.49 $1,750 8.9%
Portland General Electric Portland $147.81 $1,750 8.5%
Pennsylvania Duquesne Light Pittsburgh $408.03 $1,813 22.5%
Metropolitan Edison York $252.96 $1,813 14.0%
Pennsylvania Electric Erie $218.28 $1,813 12.0%
Pennsylvania Power & Light Allentown $245.49 $1,813 13.5%
Pennsylvania Power New Castle $286.95 $1,813 15.8%
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TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Philade phia Electric Philadelphia $456.78 $1,813 25.2%
UGI Utilities Kingston $254.67 $1,813 14.1%
West Penn Power Bethel Park $174.06 $1,813 9.6%
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric Pawtucket $343.43 $2,093 16.4%
Narragansett Electric Providence $337.63 $2,093 16.1%
Newport Electric Corp. Newport $326.84 $2,093 15.6%
South Carolina Carolina Power & Light Florence $248.22 $1,011 24.6%
Duke Power Greenville $226.71 $1,011 22.4%
South Carolina Electric & Gas Columbia $210.27 $1,011 20.8%
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light Rapid City $233.15 $1,967 11.9%
Northern States Power Sioux Falls $224.03 $1,967 11.4%
Northwestern Public Service Aberdeen $251.22 $1,967 12.8%
Tenneessee Kingsport Power Kingsport $152.30 $1,343 11.3%
Texas Central Power & Light Corpus Chrigti $260.56 $1,386 18.8%
El Paso Electric El Paso $318.69 $1,386 23.0%
Gulf States Utilities Beaumont $260.79 $1,386 18.8%
Houston Lighting & Power Houston $282.72 $1,386 20.4%
Southwestern Electric Power Longview $225.90 $1,386 16.3%
Southwestern Electric Service Jacksonville $255.33 $1,386 18.4%
Southwestern Public Service Amarillo $195.57 $1,386 14.1%
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TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
TU Electric Dallas $241.07 $1,386 17.4%
Texas-New Mexico Power Lewisville $279.01 $1,386 20.1%
West Texas Utilities Abilene $255.90 $1,386 18.5%
Utah Utah Power Salt Lake City $208.17 $1,767 11.8%
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service Rutland $305.13 $1,370 22.3%
Green Mountain Power Corp. Essex $226.86 $1,370 16.6%
Virginia Appalachian Power Roanoke $176.97 $1,590 11.1%
Delmarva Power Exmore $285.93 $1,590 18.0%
Old Dominion Power Norton $159.90 $1,590 10.1%
Potomac Edison Winchester $196.59 $1,590 12.4%
Virginia Power Norfolk $267.45 $1,590 16.8%
Washington Pacific Power Yakima $208.41 $1,625 12.8%
Puget Sound Power & Light Bellevue $146.01 $1,625 9.0%
Washington Water Power Spokane $132.48 $1,625 8.2%
West Virginia Appalachian Power Charleston $176.61 $1,647 10.7%
Monongahela Power Fairmont $204.38 $1,647 12.4%
Potomac Edison Martinsburg $200.50 $1,647 12.2%
West Virginia Power Lewisburg $219.57 $1,647 13.3%
Whedling Power Whedling $206.88 $1,647 12.6%
Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power Superior $182.30 $2,187 8.3%
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TABLE 15. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASA PERCENT OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct

Madison Gas and Electric Madison $251.40 $2,187 11.5%

Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $201.45 $2,187 9.2%

Wisconsin Electric Power Milwaukee $177.78 $2,187 8.1%

Wisconsin Power & Light Janesville $193.74 $2,187 8.9%

Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $195.66 $2,187 9.0%

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Cheyenne $168.39 $1,654 10.2%

Pacific Light & Power Casper $163.68 $1,654 9.9%
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TABLE 16: PERCENTAGE OF LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE
STATE-BY-STATE

Avae?ta(;e Percentage of LIHEAP Households in Each Income Range

LIHEAP

Income

$0-1,999 $2,000-3,999 $4,000-5,999 $6,000-7,999 $8,000-9,999 $10,000-$11,999 $12,000-$15,000 $15,000+

Alabama $1,456 14.0% 11.5% 34.8% 18.5% 9.7% 5.9% 3.8% 11.8%
Alaska $2,557 9.4% 4.3% 6.3% 6.9% 7.8% 27.9% 11.7% 25.7%
Arizona $1,465 17.2% 15.4% 27.5% 14.4% 10.6% 6.0% 5.0% 3.7%
Arkansas $1,465 17.2% 15.4% 27.5% 14.4% 10.6% 6.0% 5.0% 3.7%
California $2,122 0.5% 1.6% 4.1% 55.8% 15.2% 9.0% 8.0% 5.9%
Colorado $1,600 9.4% 11.8% 35.9% 15.4% 10.0% 8.7% 5.5% 3.2%
Connecticut $1,647 8.0% 12.4% 29.9% 22.4% 11.9% 6.5% 5.3% 3.8%
Delaware $1,902 1.5% 8.5% 32.9% 20.5% 12.8% 8.5% 8.2% 7.1%
D.C. $1,634 4.0% 8.4% 44.1% 20.0% 10.1% 5.1% 4.1% 4.1%
Florida $1,318 6.7% 23.9% 41.2% 15.2% 6.9% 3.3% 1.8% 0.9%
Georgia $1,336 14.7% 10.9% 42.4% 17.9% 7.8% 3.3% 2.1% 1.0%
Hawaii $2,435 0.2% 0.5% 15.2% 23.8% 20.8% 8.4% 10.9% 20.2%
Idaho $1,768 9.3% 11.8% 23.2% 21.1% 12.3% 8.6% 7.1% 6.5%
Ilinois $1,158 8.9% 14.8% 44.1% 17.0% 7.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Indiana $1,657 4.7% 13.6% 30.6% 24.7% 11.2% 6.8% 4.9% 3.3%
lowa $1,278 4.0% 37.0% 32.0% 14.0% 7.0% 3.0% 2.0% 1.0%
Kansas $1,617 2.1% 10.2% 41.6% 24.6% 10.2% 4.9% 4.1% 2.2%
Kentucky $1,380 11.2% 20.2% 33.0% 17.3% 9.9% 4.5% 3.1% 0.9%
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TABLE 16: PERCENTAGE OF LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

STATE-BY-STATE

Avae?ta(;e Percentage of LIHEAP Households in Each Income Range

LIHEAP

Income

$0-1,999 $2,000-3,999 $4,000-5,999 $6,000-7,999 $8,000-9,999 $10,000-$11,999 $12,000-$15,000 $15,000+
Louisiana $1,479 10.6% 19.3% 30.5% 16.5% 10.2% 5.9% 4.3% 2.7%
Maine $6,856 8.6% 6.6% 31.9% 22.0% 13.1% 7.8% 5.8% 4.1%
Maryland $6,968 4.8% 13.6% 31L.7% 17.7% 12.0% 7.4% 6.5% 6.1%
Massachusetts $8,544 1.9% 1.5% 16.6% 32.2% 19.9% 10.6% 9.4% 7.8%
Michigan $6,668 6.6% 7.6% 32.1% 25.5% 15.0% 6.3% 5.2% 1.6%
Minnesota $7,640 4.3% 7.8% 23.5% 25.7% 15.5% 9.6% 7.7% 6.0%
Mississippi $5,988 6.3% 4.9% 50.3% 22.1% 8.0% 5.4% 2.1% 0.8%
Missouri $6,300 6.4% 15.3% 33.8% 19.2% 11.8% 6.9% 4.6% 2.0%
Montana $5,684 28.6% 9.7% 18.3% 18.0% 8.7% 6.8% 5.6% 4.3%
Nevada $7,224 1.9% 10.2% 32.3% 21.8% 15.7% 7.0% 5.9% 5.2%
New Hampshire $8,052 12.0% 3.7% 17.1% 21.8% 13.5% 9.8% 10.3% 11.7%
New Jersey $6,508 9.5% 12.2% 32.3% 18.5% 10.6% 6.3% 5.6% 4.9%
New Mexico $5,928 13.3% 21.7% 25.9% 13.8% 9.6% 6.3% 5.6% 3.8%
New York $6,588 8.0% 12.4% 29.9% 22.4% 11.9% 6.5% 5.3% 3.8%
North Carolina $5,736 7.6% 19.6% 38.2% 15.3% 9.4% 4.7% 3.5% 1.7%
North Dakota $7,252 6.4% 10.2% 27.9% 19.6% 13.0% 8.9% 7.9% 6.0%
Ohio $7,120 4.7% 10.6% 30.1% 20.1% 15.8% 6.9% 6.2% 5.5%
Oklahooma $5,588 11.3% 14.0% 43.4% 11.6% 11.0% 4.4% 3.0% 1.3%
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TABLE 16: PERCENTAGE OF LIHEAP RECIPIENTS BY INCOME RANGE

STATE-BY-STATE

Avae?ta(;e Percentage of LIHEAP Households in Each Income Range

LIHEAP

Income

$0-1,999 $2,000-3,999 $4,000-5,999 $6,000-7,999 $8,000-9,999 $10,000-$11,999 $12,000-$15,000 $15,000+

Oregon $7,000 5.4% 7.1% 32.7% 25.1% 11.8% 8.2% 4.3% 5.3%
Pennsylvania $7,252 2.2% 13.5% 27.9% 21.6% 14.5% 8.2% 7.0% 5.1%
Rhode Idand $8,372 0.6% 5.4% 21.4% 29.4% 15.1% 9.5% 8.9% 9.8%
South Carolina $4,044 4.9% 14.2% 43.4% 20.0% n/a n/a n/a n/a
South Dakota $7,868 5.5% 8.4% 23.4% 20.1% 14.6% 10.2% 8.2% 9.6%
Tennessee $5,372 7.3% 12.8% 44.9% 28.2% 4.0% 1.5% 0.7% 0.5%
Texas $5,544 17.5% 17.7% 31.0% 12.3% 8.2% 5.9% 4.6% 2.8%
Utah $7,068 7.1% 11.5% 27.9% 20.2% 11.9% 8.7% 7.1% 5.7%
Vermont $5,480 17.8% 15.4% 29.4% 17.6% 9.4% 5.4% 3.6% 1.4%
Virginia $6,360 7.9% 14.2% 34.8% 16.7% 11.1% 6.8% 5.2% 3.3%
Washington $6,500 16.9% 4.2% 25.5% 24.7% 12.3% 7.4% 5.6% 3.5%
West Virginia $6,588 8.0% 12.4% 29.9% 22.4% 11.9% 6.5% 5.3% 3.8%
Wisconsin $8,748 2.6% 4.0% 13.7% 30.2% 17.9% 9.8% 10.5% 11.3%
Wyoming $6,616 16.7% 11.0% 23.7% 15.5% 11.8% 8.0% 7.0% 6.4%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)
ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Alabama Alabama Power Birmingham $123.97 $1,456 8.5%
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power Juneau $129.45 $2,557 5.1%
Arizona Arizona Public Service Phoenix $150.92 $1,465 10.3%
Citizens Utilities--Mohave Electric Dvsn Lake Havasu City $126.15 $1,465 8.6%
Tucson Electric Power Tucson $146.97 $1,465 10.0%
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light Little Rock $171.99 $1,465 11.7%
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Fort Smith $124.52 $1,465 8.5%
Southwestern Electric Power Fayetteville $109.63 $1,465 7.5%
California Pacific Gas & Electric San Jose $189.09 $2,122 8.9%
San Diego Gas & Electric San Diego $170.72 $2,122 8.1%
Southern California Edison Long Beach $187.14 $2,122 8.8%
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $113.08 $1,600 7.1%
West Plains Energy Pueblo $109.14 $1,600 6.8%
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power Hartford $182.41 $1,647 11.1%
United Illuminating Bridgeport $196.45 $1,647 11.9%
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $157.05 $1,902 8.3%
District of Columbia Potomac Electric Power Distr. of Columbia $93.98 $1,634 5.8%
Florida Florida Power & Light Miami $119.67 $1,318 9.1%
Florida Power Corp. St. Petersburg $129.06 $1,318 9.8%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)

ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Gulf Power Pensacola $111.60 $1,318 8.5%
Tampa Electric Tampa $131.46 $1,318 10.0%
Georgia Georgia Power Atlanta $116.03 $1,336 8.7%
Savannah Electric & Power Savannah $117.84 $1,336 8.8%
Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvsn Lihue $201.95 $2,435 8.3%
Hawaii Electric Light Hilo $249.63 $2,435 10.3%
Hawaiian Electric Honolulu $187.41 $2,435 7.7%
Maui Electric Kahului $206.00 $2,435 8.5%
Idaho Idaho Power Boise $71.25 $1,768 4.0%
Utah Power & Light Rexburg $120.78 $1,768 6.8%
Washington Water Power Lewiston $64.53 $1,768 3.7%
Illinois Central Illinais Light Co. Peoria $123.08 $1,158 10.6%
Central Illinois Public Service Quincy $140.10 $1,158 12.1%
Commonwealth Edison Chicago $186.52 $1,158 16.1%
Ilinois Power Decatur $180.09 $1,158 15.6%
lowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Rock Island $170.27 $1,158 14.7%
Union Electric Alton $160.04 $1,158 13.8%
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power Fort Wayne $112.36 $1,657 6.8%
Indianpolis Power & Light Indianapolis $121.17 $1,657 7.3%
Northern Indiana Public Service Gary $156.42 $1,657 9.4%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)
ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
PSI Energy Terre Haute $114.03 $1,657 6.9%
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $114.01 $1,657 6.9%
lowa Interstate Power Dubuque $114.88 $1,278 9.0%
lowa Electric Light & Power Cedar Rapids $183.43 $1,278 14.4%
lowa Southern Utilities Burlington $92.95 $1,278 7.3%
lowerlllinois Gas & Electric Davenport $161.19 $1,278 12.6%
Midwest Power Systems (Iowa Power) DesMoines $164.38 $1,278 12.9%
Midwest Power (IPSElectric) Sioux City $126.02 $1,278 9.9%
Union Electric Keokuk $171.10 $1,278 13.4%
Kansas West Plains Dodge City $129.99 $1,617 8.0%
Kansas City Power & Light Overland Park $136.89 $1,617 8.5%
Kansas Gas & Electric Wichita $160.68 $1,617 9.9%
Kansas Power & Light Topeka $110.69 $1,617 6.9%
Kentucky Kentucky Power Ashland $88.79 $1,380 6.4%
Kentucky Utilities Lexington $79.66 $1,380 5.8%
Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $103.37 $1,380 7.5%
Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $107.36 $1,380 7.8%
Louisiana Central Louisiana Electric Sliddll $119.20 $1,479 8.1%
Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $135.97 $1,479 9.2%
Louisiana Power & Light Jefferson Parish $118.00 $1,479 8.0%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)
ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
SWEPCO Shreveport $112.12 $1,479 7.6%
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric Bangor $178.95 $1,714 10.4%
Central Maine Power Portland $166.07 $1,714 9.7%
Maine Public Service Presque Ide $158.55 $1,714 9.3%
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $162.81 $1,742 9.4%
Conowingo Power Elkton $168.84 $1,742 9.7%
Delmarva Power & Light Salisbury $142.48 $1,742 8.2%
Potomac Edison Frederick $108.24 $1,742 6.2%
Potomac Electric Power Montgomery County $154.37 $1,742 8.9%
Massachusetts Boston Edison Boston $176.36 $2,136 8.3%
Cambridge Electric Light Cambridge $180.21 $2,136 8.4%
Commonwealth Electric New Bedford $213.62 $2,136 10.0%
Eastern Edison Brockton $177.64 $2,136 8.3%
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Fitchburg $187.97 $2,136 8.8%
Massachusetts Electric Worcester $164.36 $2,136 7.7%
Nantucket Electric Nantucket $246.96 $2,136 11.6%
Western Mass Electric Springfield $187.76 $2,136 8.8%
Michigan Consumers Power Grand Rapids $106.53 $1,667 6.4%
Detroit Edison Detroit $139.74 $1,667 8.4%
Edison Sault Electric Sault Ste. Marie $93.00 $1,667 5.6%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)
ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Minnesota I nterstate Power Albert Lea $125.90 $1,910 6.6%
Minnesota Power Duluth $80.51 $1,910 4.2%
Northern States Power Minneapolis $128.39 $1,910 6.7%
Otter Tail Power FergusFalls $124.65 $1,910 6.5%
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light Jackson $168.34 $1,497 11.3%
Mississippi Power Biloxi $101.61 $1,497 6.8%
Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. Perryville $143.46 $1,575 9.1%
Empire Distric Electric Joplin $105.60 $1,575 6.7%
Kansas City Power & Light Kansas City $148.53 $1,575 9.4%
Missouri Public Service Raytown $137.50 $1,575 8.7%
St. Joseph Light & Power St. Joseph $102.93 $1,575 6.5%
Union Electric St Louis $151.47 $1,575 9.6%
Montana Montana Power Billings $82.11 $1,421 5.8%
Montana-Dakota Utilities Miles City $173.52 $1,421 12.2%
Pacific Power & Light Kalispdl $86.94 $1,421 6.1%
Nevada Nevada Power Clark Cnty/Las Vegas $93.16 $1,806 5.2%
Sierra Pacific Power Reno/Sparks $133.65 $1,806 7.4%
New Hampshire Concord Electric Concord $159.63 $2,013 7.9%
Connecticut Valley Electric Claremont $185.09 $2,013 9.2%
Exeter & Hampton Electric Exeter $150.88 $2,013 7.5%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)
ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Granite State Electric Salem $161.36 $2,013 8.0%
N.H. Electric Cooperative Moultonboro $192.50 $2,013 9.6%
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire Manchester $199.11 $2,013 9.9%
New Jersey Atlantic Electric Bridgeton $182.25 $1,627 11.2%
Jersey Central Power & Light Dover Township $179.25 $1,627 11.0%
Public Service Electric & Gas Essex County $167.88 $1,627 10.3%
Rockland Electric Ramsey $170.01 $1,627 10.5%
New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico Albuquerque $147.19 $1,482 9.9%
New York Central Hudson Gas & Electric Poughkeepsie $172.49 $1,647 10.5%
Consolidated Edison New York City $246.87 $1,647 15.0%
Long Idand Lighting Long Beach $258.93 $1,647 15.7%
New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Binghammton $183.81 $1,647 11.2%
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Buffalo $180.28 $1,647 11.0%
Orange & Rockland Utilities Middleton $236.63 $1,647 14.4%
Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $171.86 $1,647 10.4%
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light Raleigh $142.69 $1,434 10.0%
Duke Power Charlotte $124.67 $1,434 8.7%
Nantahala Power & Light Franklin $107.09 $1,434 7.5%
North Carolina Power Roanoke Rapids $150.99 $1,434 10.5%
North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $110.59 $1,813 6.1%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)
ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Northern States Power Fargo $108.83 $1,813 6.0%
Otter Tail Power Jameston $115.31 $1,813 6.4%
Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $124.32 $1,780 7.0%
Cleveland Electric llluminating Cleveland $202.38 $1,780 11.4%
Columbus Southern Power Columbus $138.33 $1,780 7.8%
Dayton Power & Light Dayton $141.45 $1,780 8.0%
Monongahela Power Marietta $98.07 $1,780 5.5%
Ohio Edison Akron $181.41 $1,780 10.2%
Ohio Power Canton $106.17 $1,780 6.0%
Toledo Edison Toledo $191.58 $1,780 10.8%
Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric Oklahoma City $139.63 $1,397 10.0%
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma Tulsa $113.76 $1,397 8.1%
Oregon |daho Power Ontario $72.15 $1,750 4.1%
Pacific Power & Light Medford $83.07 $1,750 4.8%
Portland General Electric Portland $77.82 $1,750 4.5%
Pennsylvania Duquesne Light Pittsburgh $208.95 $1,813 11.5%
Metropolitan Edison York $136.41 $1,813 7.5%
Pennsylvania Electric Erie $131.13 $1,813 7.2%
Pennsylvania Power & Light Allentown $135.18 $1,813 7.5%
Pennsylvania Power New Castle $180.54 $1,813 10.0%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)
ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
Philade phia Electric Philadelphia $205.16 $1,813 11.3%
UGI Utilities Kingston $136.58 $1,813 7.5%
West Penn Power Bethel Park $104.94 $1,813 5.8%
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric Pawtucket $180.50 $2,093 8.6%
Narragansett Electric Providence $172.34 $2,093 8.2%
Newport Electric Corp. Newport $185.36 $2,093 8.9%
South Carolina Carolina Power & Light Florence $137.61 $1,011 13.6%
Duke Power Greenville $122.61 $1,011 12.1%
South Carolina Electric & Gas Columbia $117.51 $1,011 11.6%
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light Rapid City $128.12 $1,967 6.5%
Northern States Power Sioux Falls $127.09 $1,967 6.5%
Northwestern Public Service Aberdeen $132.22 $1,967 6.7%
Tenneessee Kingsport Power Kingsport $91.16 $1,343 6.8%
Texas Central Power & Light Corpus Chrigti $141.21 $1,386 10.2%
El Paso Electric El Paso $158.55 $1,386 11.4%
Gulf States Utilities Beaumont $139.74 $1,386 10.1%
Houston Lighting & Power Houston $131.46 $1,386 9.5%
Southwestern Electric Power Longview $123.15 $1,386 8.9%
Southwestern Electric Service Jacksonville $137.22 $1,386 9.9%
Southwestern Public Service Amarillo $104.07 $1,386 7.5%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)
ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct
TU Electric Dallas $129.18 $1,386 9.3%
Texas-New Mexico Power Lewisville $127.52 $1,386 9.2%
West Texas Utilities Abilene $137.70 $1,386 9.9%
Utah Utah Power Salt Lake City $105.60 $1,767 6.0%
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service Rutland $162.54 $1,370 11.9%
Green Mountain Power Corp. Essex $123.54 $1,370 9.0%
Virginia Appalachian Power Roanoke $105.45 $1,590 6.6%
Old Dominion Power Norton $85.25 $1,590 5.4%
Potomac Edison Winchester $108.15 $1,590 6.8%
Virginia Power Norfolk $146.37 $1,590 9.2%
Washington Pacific Power Yakima $65.19 $1,625 4.0%
Puget Sound Power & Light Bellevue $82.11 $1,625 5.1%
Washington Water Power Spokane $68.43 $1,625 4.2%
West Virginia Appalachian Power Charleston $105.09 $1,647 6.4%
Monongahela Power Fairmont $114.80 $1,647 7.0%
Potomac Edison Martinsburg $108.74 $1,647 6.6%
West Virginia Power Lewisburg $108.48 $1,647 6.6%
Whedling Power Whedling $115.35 $1,647 7.0%
Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power Superior $98.05 $2,187 4.5%
Madison Gas and Electric Madison $126.15 $2,187 5.8%
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TABLE 17. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)

ASA PERCENTAGE OF INCOME, LIHEAP RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest Community June-August Average Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income: LIHEAP Bill asInc Pct

Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $111.96 $2,187 5.1%

Wisconsin Electric Power Milwaukee $113.85 $2,187 5.2%

Wisconsin Power & Light Janesville $102.69 $2,187 4.7%

Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $106.80 $2,187 4.9%

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Cheyenne $86.55 $1,654 5.2%

Pacific Light & Power Casper $90.09 $1,654 5.5%

PAGE 152

UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA: SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENS




TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS
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State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Alabama Alabama Power Birmingham $228.95 $727 31.5% 11,324
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power Juneau $233.40 $1,254 18.6% 650
Arizona Arizona Public Service Phoenix $315.12 $891 35.4% 21,425
Citizens Utilities--Mohave Electric Dvsn Lake Havasu City $233.07 $1,095 21.3% 367
Tucson Electric Power Tucson $282.37 $893 31.6% 10,724
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light Little Rock $327.09 $815 40.1% 4,108
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Fort Smith $221.82 $706 31.4% 1,559
Southwestern Electric Power Fayetteville $199.19 $764 26.1% 708
California Pacific Gas & Electric San Jose $389.40 $1,655 23.5% 22,454
San Diego Gas & Electric San Diego $353.70 $1,545 22.9% 35,810
Southern California Edison Long Beach $361.64 $1,702 21.3% 18,072
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $214.30 $904 23.7% 16,074
West Plains Energy Pueblo $205.71 $937 22.0% 4,796
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power Hartford $316.87 $1,165 27.2% 11,258
United Illuminating Bridgeport $399.83 $1,259 31.8% 6,956
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $285.93 $1,021 28.0% 3,206
D.C. Potomac Electric Power Digtr. of Columbia $252.18 $982 25.7% 22,253
Florida Florida Power & Light Miami $220.41 $951 23.2% 23,460




TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Florida Power Corp. St. Petersburg $211.92 $843 25.1% 6,414
Gulf Power Pensacola $198.69 $825 24.1% 2,213
Tampa Electric Tampa $241.62 $853 28.3% 10,879
Georgia Georgia Power Atlanta $239.58 $777 30.8% 21,260
Savannah Electric & Power Savannah $208.98 $754 27.7% 6,222
Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvsn Lihue $419.62 $1,036 40.5% 108
Hawaii Electric Light Hilo $411.87 $1,357 30.4% 1,552
Hawaiian Electric Honolulu $265.09 $1,235 21.5% 7,785
Maui Electric Kahului $352.92 $1,029 34.3% 391
Idaho Idaho Power Boise $144.30 $821 17.6% 2,016
Utah Power & Light Rexburg $235.20 $609 38.6% 136
Washington Water Power Lewiston $134.61 $786 17.1% 596
Illinois Central Illinais Light Co. Peoria $232.61 $985 23.6% 4,585
Central Illinois Public Service Quincy $271.67 $999 27.2% 1,301
Commonwealth Edison Chicago $347.26 $988 35.2% 46,555
Ilinois Power Decatur $331.94 $889 37.3% 3,496
lowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Rock Island $317.53 $860 36.9% 1,696
Union Electric Alton $304.24 $932 32.6% 1,562
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power Fort Wayne $190.54 $833 22.9% 4,025
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TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Indianpolis Power & Light Indianapolis $180.12 $890 20.2% 17,828
Northern Indiana Public Service Gary $293.72 $892 32.9% 6,969
PSI Energy Terre Haute $183.23 $786 23.3% 2,047
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $208.43 $836 24.9% 3,893
lowa Interstate Power Dubugue $199.87 $1,025 19.5% 1,381
lowaElectric LIght & Power Cedar Rapids $350.35 $1,036 33.8% 2,707
lowa Southern Utilities Burlington $164.29 $1,024 16.0% 715
lowerlllinois Gas & Electric Davenport $283.32 $937 30.2% 2,967
Midwest Power Systems (lowa Power) DesMoines $281.52 $950 29.6% 5,616
Midwest Power (IPSElectric) Sioux City $242.84 $930 26.1% 2,595
Union Electric Keokuk $311.19 $973 32.0% 571
Kansas West Plains Dodge City $239.29 $907 26.4% 455
Kansas City Power & Light Overland Park $257.25 $1,153 22.3% 843
Kansas Gas & Electric Wichita $311.33 $894 34.8% 7,777
Kansas Power & Light Topeka $208.89 $956 21.9% 3,320
Kentucky Kentucky Power Ashland $157.43 $838 18.8% 1,043
Kentucky Utilities Lexington $137.72 $764 18.0% 5,020
Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $195.49 $829 23.6% 12,945
Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $205.89 $760 27.1% 1,726
UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA: SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENS PAGE 155




TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Louisiana Central Louisiana Electric Sliddll $227.39 $871 26.1% 374
Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $237.24 $768 30.9% 8,214
Louisiana Power & Light Jefferson Parish $221.31 $697 31.8% 338
SWEPCO Shreveport $214.57 $731 29.4% 8,260
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric Bangor $365.19 $870 42.0% 1,260
Central Maine Power Portland $343.29 $947 36.3% 2,695
Maine Public Service Presquelde $327.90 $826 39.7% 465
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $300.22 $917 32.7% 45,390
Conowingo Power Elkton $306.68 $1,016 30.2% 247
Delmarva Power & Light Salisbury $259.92 $779 33.4% 552
Potomac Edison Frederick $187.10 $851 22.0% 811
Potomac Electric Power Montgomery County $278.64 $1,178 23.7% 12,718
Massachusetts Boston Edison Boston $322.77 $1,227 26.3% 27,213
Cambridge Electric Light Cambridge $292.16 $1,098 26.6% 2,530
Commonwealth Electric New Bedford $396.08 $1,089 36.4% 6.626
Eastern Edison Brockton $348.96 $1,256 27.8% 44,743
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Fitchburg $314.53 $1,286 24.5% 1,895
Massachusetts Electric Worcester $289.79 $1,272 22.8% 8,127
Nantucket Electric Nantucket $455.93 $868 52.5% 34
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TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Western Mass Electric Springfied $351.06 $1,334 26.3% 9,511
Michigan Consumers Power Grand Rapids $227.28 $1,102 20.6% 7,748
Detroit Edison Detroit $314.76 $1,088 28.9% 97,736
Edison Sault Electric Sault Ste. Marie $169.80 $1,038 16.4% 542
Minnesota Interstate Power Albert Lea $241.09 $1,017 23.7% 542
Minnesota Power Duluth $166.39 $1,180 14.1% 3,360
Northern States Power Minneapolis $228.35 $1,180 19.4% 16,933
Otter Tail Power FergusFalls $200.85 $936 21.5% 380
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light Jackson $280.37 $684 41.0% 7,740
Mississippi Power Biloxi $178.05 $688 25.9% 3,033
Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. Perryville $245.04 $703 34.9% 188
Empire Distric Electric Joplin $188.94 $808 23.4% 1,812
Kansas City Power & Light Kansas City $268.20 $824 32.6% 13,931
Missouri Public Service Raytown $239.82 $1,434 16.7% 441
St. Joseph Light & Power St. Joseph $188.37 $804 23.4% 2,286
Union Electric St. Louis $292.17 $856 34.1% 22,417
Montana Montana Power Billings $155.31 $1,032 15.1% 1,715
Montana-Dakota Utilities Miles City $218.04 $785 27.8% 265
Pacific Power & Light Kalispdl $145.68 $966 15.1% 438

UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA: SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENS

PAGE 157




TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community

Nevada Nevada Power Clark Cnty/Las Vegas $170.65 $976 17.5% 5,980
Sierra Pacific Power Reno/Sparks $249.11 $931 26.8% 2,508

New Hampshire Concord Electric Concord $320.86 $1,009 31.8% 545
Connecticut Valley Electric Claremont $335.10 $955 35.1% 443
Exeter & Hampton Electric Exeter $308.43 $540 57.1% 111
Granite State Electric Salem $341.40 $973 35.1% 345
N.H. Electric Cooperative Moultonboro $273.60 $481 56.9% 41
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire Manchester $367.38 $900 40.8% 2,366

New Jersey Atlantic Electric Bridgeton $363.57 $964 37.7% 1,143
Jersey Central Power & Light Dover Township $364.35 $971 37.5% 226
Public Service Electric & Gas Essex County $333.69 $1,060 31.5% 31,889
Rockland Electric Ramsey $345.87 $783 44.2% 41

New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico Albuquerque $282.65 $857 33.0% 8,423

New York Central Hudson Gas & Electric Poughkeepsie $328.59 $1,181 27.8% 1,371
Consolidated Edison New York City $450.33 $1,134 39.7% 369,513
Long Idand Lighting Long Beach $486.47 $1,102 44.1% 799
New Y ork State Electric & Gas Corp. Binghammton $332.58 $1,098 30.3% 2,384
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Buffalo $310.07 $1,044 29.7% 25,430
Orange & Rockland Utilities Middleton $424.08 $1,213 35.0% 714
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TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $316.60 $1,127 28.1% 15,451
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light Raleigh $264.80 $1,596 16.6% 7,582
Duke Power Charlotte $235.63 $819 28.8% 8,244
Nantahala Power & Light Franklin $178.76 $545 32.8% 102
North Carolina Power Roanoke Rapids $249.93 $906 27.6% 670
North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $203.78 $1,032 19.8% 921
Northern States Power Fargo $188.74 $951 19.9% 1,276
Otter Tail Power Jameston $218.35 $961 22.7% 475
Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $214.82 $890 24.1% 22,095
Cleveland Electric llluminating Cleveland $395.28 $911 43.4% 43,808
Columbus Southern Power Columbus $232.86 $942 24.7% 24,249
Dayton Power & Light Dayton $243.12 $939 25.9% 11,237
Monongahela Power Marietta $167.70 $806 20.8% 661
Ohio Edison Akron $364.32 $934 39.0% 12,825
Ohio Power Canton $198.60 $869 22.9% 4,905
Toledo Edison Toledo $369.00 $939 39.3% 16,075
Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric Oklahoma City $249.12 $834 29.9% 11,758
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma Tulsa $208.68 $806 25.9% 9,093
Oregon |daho Power Ontario $137.07 $737 18.6% 236
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TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Pacific Power & Light Medford $155.49 $952 16.3% 1,407
Portland General Electric Portland $147.81 $969 15.3% 12,926
Pennsylvania Duquesne Light Pittsburgh $408.03 $1,002 40.7% 21,120
Metropolitan Edison York $252.96 $1,315 19.2% 204
Pennsylvania Electric Erie $218.28 $1,018 21.4% 5,445
Pennsylvania Power & Light Allentown $245.49 $989 24.8% 3,639
Pennsylvania Power New Castle $286.95 $1,004 28.6% 1,785
Philadel phia Electric Philade phia $456.78 $1,059 43.1% 83,969
UGI Utilities Kingston $254.67 $1,110 22.9% 308
West Penn Power Bethel Park $174.06 $1,216 14.3% 221
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric Pawtucket $343.43 $1,034 33.2% 2,583
Narragansett Electric Providence $337.63 $1,224 27.6% 9,557
Newport Electric Corp. Newport $326.84 $1,109 29.5% 1,025
South Carolina Carolina Power & Light Florence $248.22 $707 35.1% 1,295
Duke Power Greenville $226.71 $677 33.5% 2,025
South Carolina Electric & Gas Columbia $210.27 $735 28.6% 2,492
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light Rapid City $233.15 $858 27.2% 1,439
Northern States Power Sioux Falls $224.03 $787 28.5% 1,895
Northwestern Public Service Aberdeen $251.22 $608 41.3% 509
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TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS
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State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Tenneessee Kingsport Power Kingsport $152.30 $740 20.6% 1,626
Texas Central Power & Light Corpus Chrigti $260.56 $697 37.4% 7,922
El Paso Electric El Paso $318.69 $736 43.3% 15,645
Gulf States Utilities Beaumont $260.79 $706 36.9% 4,084
Houston Lighting & Power Houston $282.72 $751 37.7% 43,577
Southwestern Electric Power Longview $225.90 $722 31.3% 1,663
Southwestern Electric Service Jacksonville $255.33 $648 39.4% 481
Southwestern Public Service Amarillo $195.57 $658 29.7% 3,479
TU Electric Dallas $241.07 $722 33.4% 23,244
Texas-New Mexico Power Lewisville $279.01 $922 30.3% 319
West Texas Utilities Abilene $255.84 $786 32.6% 2,182
Utah Utah Power Salt Lake City $208.17 $916 22.7% 4,456
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service Rutland $305.13 $1,039 29.4% 818
Green Mountain Power Corp. Essex $226.86 $1,081 21.0% 245
Virginia Appalachian Power Roanoke $176.97 $775 22.8% 3,622
Old Dominion Power Norton $159.90 $832 19.2% 302
Potomac Edison Winchester $196.59 $776 25.3% 521
Virginia Power Norfolk $267.45 $805 33.2% 8,342
Washington Pacific Power Yakima $208.41 $1,088 19.2% 2,498




TABLE 18. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community

Puget Sound Power & Light Bellevue $146.01 $1,360 10.7% 1,028
Washington Water Power Spokane $132.48 $1146 11.6% 8,268

West Virginia Appalachian Power Charleston $176.61 $846 20.9% 2,613
Monongahela Power Fairmont $204.38 $950 21.5% 851
Potomac Edison Martinsburg $200.50 $536 37.4% 407
West Virginia Power Lewisburg $219.57 $837 26.2% 122
Whedling Power Whedling $206.88 $790 26.2% 1,242

Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power Superior $182.30 $1042 17.5% 1,414
Madison Gas and Electric Madison $251.40 $1060 23.7% 3,957
Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $201.45 $1056 19.1% 1,922
Wisconsin Electric Power Milwaukee $177.78 $1284 13.9% 36,911
Wisconsin Power & Light Janesville $193.74 $1112 17.4% 1,484
Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $195.66 $1117 17.5% 3,258

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Cheyenne $168.39 $1032 16.3% 1,048
Pacific Light & Power Casper $163.68 $946 17.3% 1,081
Utah Power and Light Co. Evanston $218.04 $837 26.1% 209
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TABLE 19. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS
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State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Alabama Alabama Power Birmingham $123.97 $727 17.1% 11,324
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power Juneau $129.45 $1,254 10.3% 650
Arizona Arizona Public Service Phoenix $150.92 $891 16.9% 21,425
Citizens Utilities--Mohave Electric Dvsn Lake Havasu City $126.15 $1,095 11.5% 367
Tucson Electric Power Tucson $146.97 $893 16.5% 10,724
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light Little Rock $171.99 $815 21.1% 4,108
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Fort Smith $124.52 $706 17.6% 1,559
Southwestern Electric Power Fayetteville $109.63 $764 14.4% 708
California Pacific Gas & Electric San Jose $189.09 $1,655 11.4% 22,454
San Diego Gas & Electric San Diego $170.72 $1,545 11.1% 35,810
Southern California Edison Long Beach $187.14 $1,702 11.0% 18,072
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $113.08 $904 12.5% 16,074
West Plains Energy Pueblo $109.14 $937 11.7% 4,796
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power Hartford $182.14 $1,165 15.6% 11,258
United Illuminating Bridgeport $196.45 $1,259 15.6% 6,956
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $157.05 $1,021 15.4% 3,206
D.C. Potomac Electric Power Distr. of Columbia $93.98 $982 9.6% 22,253
Florida Florida Power & Light Miami $119.67 $951 12.6% 23,460




TABLE 19. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Florida Power Corp. St. Petersburg $129.06 $843 15.3% 6,414
Gulf Power Pensacola $111.06 $825 13.5% 2,213
Tampa Electric Tampa $131.46 $853 15.4% 10,879
Georgia Georgia Power Atlanta $116.03 $777 14.9% 21,260
Savannah Electric & Power Savannah $117.84 $754 15.6% 6,222
Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvsn Lihue $201.95 $1,036 19.5% 108
Hawaii Electric Light Hilo $249.63 $1,357 18.4% 1,552
Hawaiian Electric Honolulu $187.41 $1,235 15.2% 7,785
Maui Electric Kahului $206.00 $1,029 20.0% 391
Idaho Idaho Power Boise $71.25 $821 8.7% 2,016
Utah Power & Light Rexburg $120.78 $609 19.8% 136
Washington Water Power Lewiston $64.53 $786 8.2% 596
Illinois Central Illinais Light Co. Peoria $123.08 $985 12.5% 4,585
Central Illinois Public Service Quincy $140.10 $999 14.0% 1,301
Commonwealth Edison Chicago $186.52 $988 18.9% 46,555
Ilinois Power Decatur $180.09 $889 20.3% 3,496
lowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Rock Island $170.27 $860 19.8% 1,696
Union Electric Alton $160.04 $932 17.2% 1,562
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power Fort Wayne $112.36 $833 13.5% 4,025
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TABLE 19. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Indianpolis Power & Light Indianapolis $121.17 $890 13.6% 17,828
Northern Indiana Public Service Gary $156.42 $892 17.5% 6,969
PSI Energy Terre Haute $114.03 $786 14.5% 2,047
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $114.01 $836 13.6% 3,893
lowa Interstate Power Dubugue $114.88 $1,025 11.2% 1,381
lowaElectric LIght & Power Cedar Rapids $183.43 $1,036 17.7% 2,707
lowa Southern Utilities Burlington $92.95 $1,024 9.1% 715
lowerlllinois Gas & Electric Davenport $161.19 $937 17.2% 2,967
Midwest Power Systems (lowa Power) DesMoines $164.38 $950 17.3% 5,616
Midwest Power (IPSElectric) Sioux City $126.02 $930 13.6% 2,595
Union Electric Keokuk $171.10 $973 17.6% 571
Kansas West Plains Dodge City $129.99 $907 14.3% 455
Kansas City Power & Light Overland Park $136.89 $1,153 11.9% 843
Kansas Gas & Electric Wichita $160.68 $894 18.0% 7,777
Kansas Power & Light Topeka $110.69 $956 11.6% 3,320
Kentucky Kentucky Power Ashland $88.79 $838 10.6% 1,043
Kentucky Utilities Lexington $79.66 $764 10.4% 5,020
Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $103.37 $829 12.5% 12,945
Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $107.36 $760 14.1% 1,726
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TABLE 19. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Louisiana Central Louisiana Electric Sliddll $119.20 $871 13.7% 374
Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $135.97 $768 17.7% 8,214
Louisiana Power & Light Jefferson Parish $118.00 $697 16.9% 338
SWEPCO Shreveport $112.12 $731 15.3% 8,260
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric Bangor $178.95 $870 20.6% 1,260
Central Maine Power Portland $166.07 $947 17.5% 2,695
Maine Public Service Presquelde $158.55 $826 19.2% 465
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $162.81 $917 17.8% 45,390
Conowingo Power Elkton $168.84 $1,016 16.6% 247
Delmarva Power & Light Salisbury $142.48 $779 18.3% 552
Potomac Edison Frederick $108.24 $851 12.7% 811
Potomac Electric Power Montgomery County $154.37 $1,178 13.1% 12,718
Massachusetts Boston Edison Boston $176.36 $1,227 14.4% 27,213
Cambridge Electric Light Cambridge $180.21 $1,098 16.4% 2,530
Commonwealth Electric New Bedford $213.62 $1,089 19.6% 6.626
Eastern Edison Brockton $177.64 $1,256 14.1% 44,743
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Fitchburg $187.97 $1,286 14.6% 1,895
Massachusetts Electric Worcester $164.36 $1,272 12.9% 8,127
Nantucket Electric Nantucket $246.96 $868 28.5% 34
PAGE 166 UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA: SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENS




TABLE 19. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

UTILITY-BY-UTILITY DATA: SUMMER ELECTRIC BURDENS

PAGE 167

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Western Mass Electric Springfied $187.76 $1,334 14.1% 9,511
Michigan Consumers Power Grand Rapids $106.53 $1,102 9.7% 7,748
Detroit Edison Detroit $139.74 $1,088 12.8% 97,736
Edison Sault Electric Sault Ste. Marie $93.00 $1,038 9.0% 542
Minnesota Interstate Power Albert Lea $125.90 $1,017 12.4% 542
Minnesota Power Duluth $80.51 $1,180 6.8% 3,360
Northern States Power Minneapolis $128.39 $1,180 10.9% 16,933
Otter Tail Power FergusFalls $124.65 $936 13.3% 380
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light Jackson $168.34 $684 24.6% 7,740
Mississippi Power Biloxi $101.61 $688 14.8% 3,033
Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. Perryville $143.46 $703 20.4% 188
Empire Distric Electric Joplin $105.60 $808 13.1% 1,812
Kansas City Power & Light Kansas City $148.53 $824 18.0% 13,931
Missouri Public Service Raytown $137.50 $1,434 9.6% 441
St. Joseph Light & Power St. Joseph $102.93 $804 12.8% 2,286
Union Electric St. Louis $151.47 $856 17.7% 22,417
Montana Montana Power Billings $82.11 $1,032 8.0% 1,715
Montana-Dakota Utilities Miles City $173.52 $785 22.1% 265
Pacific Power & Light Kalispdl $86.94 $966 9.0% 438
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State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community

Nevada Nevada Power Clark Cnty/Las Vegas $93.16 $976 9.6% 5,980
Sierra Pacific Power Reno/Sparks $133.65 $931 14.4% 2,508

New Hampshire Concord Electric Concord $159.65 $1,009 15.8% 545
Connecticut Valley Electric Claremont $185.09 $955 19.4% 443
Exeter & Hampton Electric Exeter $150.88 $540 27.9% 111
Granite State Electric Salem $161.36 $973 16.6% 345
N.H. Electric Cooperative Moultonboro $192.50 $481 40.0% 41
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire Manchester $199.11 $900 22.1% 2,366

New Jersey Atlantic Electric Bridgeton $182.25 $964 18.9% 1,143
Jersey Central Power & Light Dover Township $179.25 $971 18.5% 226
Public Service Electric & Gas Essex County $167.88 $1,060 15.8% 31,889
Rockland Electric Ramsey $170.01 $783 21.7% 41

New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico Albuquerque $147.19 $857 17.2% 8,423

New York Central Hudson Gas & Electric Poughkeepsie $172.49 $1,181 14.6% 1,371
Consolidated Edison New York City $246.87 $1,134 21.8% 369,513
Long Idand Lighting Long Beach $258.93 $1,102 23.5% 799
New Y ork State Electric & Gas Corp. Binghammton $183.81 $1,098 16.7% 2,384
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Buffalo $180.28 $1,044 17.3% 25,430
Orange & Rockland Utilities Middleton $236.63 $1,213 19.5% 714




TABLE 19. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $171.86 $1,127 15.3% 15,451
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light Raleigh $142.69 $1,596 8.9% 7,582
Duke Power Charlotte $124.67 $819 15.2% 8,244
Nantahala Power & Light Franklin $107.09 $545 19.7% 102
North Carolina Power Roanoke Rapids $150.99 $906 16.7% 670
North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $110.59 $1,032 10.7% 921
Northern States Power Fargo $108.83 $951 11.4% 1,276
Otter Tail Power Jameston $115.31 $961 12.0% 475
Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $124.32 $890 14.0% 22,095
Cleveland Electric llluminating Cleveland $202.38 $911 22.2% 43,808
Columbus Southern Power Columbus $138.33 $942 14.7% 24,249
Dayton Power & Light Dayton $141.45 $939 15.1% 11,237
Monongahela Power Marietta $98.07 $806 12.2% 661
Ohio Edison Akron $181.41 $934 19.4% 12,825
Ohio Power Canton $106.17 $869 12.2% 4,905
Toledo Edison Toledo $191.58 $939 20.4% 16,075
Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric Oklahoma City $139.63 $834 16.7% 11,758
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma Tulsa $113.76 $806 14.1% 9,093
Oregon |daho Power Ontario $72.15 $737 9.8% 236
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ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Pacific Power & Light Medford $83.07 $952 8.7% 1,407
Portland General Electric Portland $77.82 $969 8.0% 12,926
Pennsylvania Duquesne Light Pittsburgh $208.95 $1,002 20.9% 21,120
Metropolitan Edison York $136.41 $1,315 10.4% 204
Pennsylvania Electric Erie $131.13 $1,018 12.9% 5,445
Pennsylvania Power & Light Allentown $135.18 $989 13.7% 3,639
Pennsylvania Power New Castle $180.54 $1,004 18.0% 1,785
Philadel phia Electric Philade phia $205.16 $1,059 19.4% 83,969
UGI Utilities Kingston $136.58 $1,110 12.3% 308
West Penn Power Bethel Park $104.94 $1,216 8.6% 221
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric Pawtucket $180.50 $1,034 17.5% 2,583
Narragansett Electric Providence $172.34 $1,224 14.1% 9,557
Newport Electric Corp. Newport $185.36 $1,109 16.7% 1,025
South Carolina Carolina Power & Light Florence $137.61 $707 19.5% 1,295
Duke Power Greenville $122.61 $677 18.1% 2,025
South Carolina Electric & Gas Columbia $117.51 $735 16.0% 2,492
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light Rapid City $128.12 $858 14.9% 1,439
Northern States Power Sioux Falls $127.09 $787 16.2% 1,895
Northwestern Public Service Aberdeen $132.22 $608 21.8% 509
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SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (500 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS

State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community
Tenneessee Kingsport Power Kingsport $91.16 $740 12.3% 1,626
Texas Central Power & Light Corpus Chrigti $141.21 $697 20.3% 7,922
El Paso Electric El Paso $158.55 $736 21.5% 15,645
Gulf States Utilities Beaumont $139.74 $706 19.8% 4,084
Houston Lighting & Power Houston $131.46 $751 17.5% 43,577
Southwestern Electric Power Longview $123.15 $722 17.1% 1,663
Southwestern Electric Service Jacksonville $137.22 $648 21.2% 481
Southwestern Public Service Amarillo $104.07 $658 15.8% 3,479
TU Electric Dallas $129.18 $722 17.9% 23,244
Texas-New Mexico Power Lewisville $127.52 $922 13.8% 319
West Texas Utilities Abilene $137.70 $786 17.5% 2,182
Utah Utah Power Salt Lake City $105.60 $916 11.5% 4,456
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service Rutland $162.54 $1,039 15.6% 818
Green Mountain Power Corp. Essex $123.54 $1,081 11.4% 245
Virginia Appalachian Power Roanoke $105.45 $775 13.6% 3,622
Old Dominion Power Norton $85.25 $832 10.3% 302
Potomac Edison Winchester $108.15 $776 13.9% 521
Virginia Power Norfolk $146.37 $805 18.2% 8,342
Washington Pacific Power Yakima $65.19 $1,088 6.0% 2,498
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State Utility Largest City Served (June-Aug) Avg Summer Avg Summer No. of Public
Typical Public Assistance Bill as Pct of Assistance HHsin
Bill Income Avg Income Largest Community

Puget Sound Power & Light Bellevue $82.11 $1,360 6.0% 1,028
Washington Water Power Spokane $68.43 $1146 6.0% 8,268

West Virginia Appalachian Power Charleston $105.09 $846 12.4% 2,613
Monongahela Power Fairmont $114.80 $950 12.1% 851
Potomac Edison Martinsburg $108.74 $536 20.3% 407
West Virginia Power Lewisburg $108.48 $837 13.0% 122
Whedling Power Whedling $115.35 $790 14.6% 1,242

Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power Superior $98.05 $1042 9.4% 1,414
Madison Gas and Electric Madison $126.15 $1060 11.9% 3,957
Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $111.96 $1056 10.6% 1,922
Wisconsin Electric Power Milwaukee $113.85 $1284 8.9% 36,911
Wisconsin Power & Light Janesville $102.69 $1112 9.2% 1,484
Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $106.80 $1117 9.6% 3,258

Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Cheyenne $86.55 $1032 8.4% 1,048
Pacific Light & Power Casper $90.09 $946 9.5% 1,081
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Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999

Alabama Alabama Power Birmingham $7320 104,991 14,267 15,342 12,751
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power Juneau $9156 9,958 186 249 493
Arizona Arizona Public Service Phoenix $8236 370,119 21,138 29,735 33,575

Citizens Utils--Mohave Elec. Dvan Lake Havasu City $9288 40,016 353 574 1,066

Tucson Electric Power Tucson $7984 162,978 15,177 20,080 20,605
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light Little Rock $8060 72,437 5,132 7,019 7,319

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Fort Smith $8104 28,721 2,366 3,341 3,473

Southwestern Electric Power Fayetteville $7660 17,009 1,941 2,124 2,139
California Pacific Gas & Electric San Jose $8440 251,050 6,214 11,917 11,858

San Diego Gas & Electric San Diego $8468 406,316 16,275 31,217 31,611

Southern California Edison Long Beach $8244 159,234 7,734 15,136 13,072
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $8040 211,317 15,998 23,856 22,783

West Plains Energy Pueblo $7660 38,454 4,058 5,651 4,568
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power Hartford $7196 51,587 6,157 7,455 5,030

United llluminating Bridgeport $7872 52,531 3,452 6,169 4,504
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $7652 28,585 2,490 3,360 2,749
D.C. Potomac Electric Power Digt. of Columbia $7172 249,034 21,687 19,437 17,838




TABLE 20. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES L ESS THAN $15,000

(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
Florida Florida Power & Light Miami $7080 130,250 22,209 19,589 17,263
Florida Power Corp. St. Petersburg $8356 105,907 7,105 12,789 12,690
Gulf Power Pensacola $7548 24,055 2,397 2,399 2,469
Tampa Electric Tampa $7784 115,042 11,125 13,427 13,279
Georgia Georgia Power Atlanta $6832 155,894 23,042 18,090 15,462
Savannah Electric & Power Savannah $7268 51,890 6,348 6,365 5,490
Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvsn Lihue $8752 2,057 68 86 142
Hawaii Electric Light Hilo $7872 13,284 891 1,352 1,142
Hawaiian Electric Honolulu $7884 134,768 6,555 7,345 8,369
Maui Electric Kahului $8084 4,981 206 358 308
Idaho Idaho Power Boise $8468 50,898 2,341 4,157 4,465
Utah Power & Light Rexburg $9072 3,426 225 403 616
Washington Water Power Lewiston $8444 11,599 724 1,372 1,382
Ilinois Centrd Illinois Light Co. Peoria $7396 44,883 4,390 5,178 4,103
Central Illinois Public Service Quincy $8064 16,056 1,400 2,258 2,042
Commonwealth Edison Chicago $7200 1,020,911 108,634 104,202 90,406
Ilinois Power Decatur $7980 34,066 2,635 3,995 3,621
lowa-lllinois Gas & Electric Rock Idand $7824 16,099 1,410 2,036 1,745
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TABLE 20. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000
(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
Union Electric Alton $7916 12,963 1,165 1,750 1,537
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power Fort Wayne $8512 69,345 3,496 6,861 7,012
Indianpolis Power & Light Indianapolis $8176 296,599 17,317 25,583 26,758
Northern Indiana Public Service Gary $6804 4,052 6,701 5,670 4,368
PSI Energy Terre Haute $7828 21,420 2,225 3,516 2,781
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $7964 53,058 4,394 6,881 5,990
lowa Interstate Power Dubugque $8556 21,329 1,124 2,171 2,308
lowaElectric LIght & Power Cedar Rapids $8288 43,490 2,108 3,735 3,594
lowa Southern Utilities Burlington $8444 11,044 617 1,457 1,244
lowa-lllinois Gas & Electric Davenport $7944 37,069 2,815 3,986 3,748
Midwest Power Systems (lowa Power) DesMoines $8312 78,587 4,685 8,012 8,051
Midwest Power (IPSElectric) Sioux City $8352 30,486 1,840 3,595 3,334
Union Electric Keokuk $7496 5,034 465 794 464
Kansas West Plains Dodge City $8220 7,625 495 768 790
Kansas City Power & Light Overland Park $8992 44,983 766 1,485 2,050
Kansas Gas & Electric Wichita $8140 123,682 7,747 10,962 11,621
Kansas Power & Light Topeka $8392 49,839 2,771 4,623 4,981
Kentucky Kentucky Power Ashland $7368 10,127 1,127 1,663 1,027
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TABLE 20. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES L ESS THAN $15,000

(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
Kentucky Utilities Lexington $7832 89,542 6,854 8,186 8,409
Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $7348 112,815 14,656 16,054 13,332
Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $7464 17,308 1,938 2,591 1,892
Louisana Central Louisiana Electric Sliddl $7940 8,332 426 707 576
Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $7056 83,106 12,045 9,530 9,293
Louisiana Power & Light Jefferson Parish $8012 6,768 524 864 743
SWEPCO Shreveport $7304 75,363 9,255 9,886 8,183
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric Bangor $8044 13,373 906 1,520 1,314
Central Maine Power Portland $8216 28,230 1,730 3,464 2,886
Maine Public Service Presquelde $8420 4,161 202 565 420
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $7164 275,977 32,375 31,988 25,260
Conowingo Power Elkton $8176 3,347 166 269 260
Delmarva Power & Light Salisbury $8176 8,155 600 843 920
Potomac Edison Frederick $8272 15,670 638 1,028 1,058
Potomac Electric Power Montgomery County $8264 510,274 8,703 11,415 13,891
Massachusetts Boston Edison Boston $7388 227,958 18,254 28,451 16,829
Cambridge Electric Light Cambridge $8132 39,337 1,997 3,232 3,039
Commonwesalth Electric New Bedford $8108 38,646 2,562 7,264 4,280
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NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000
(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
Eastern Edison Brockton $7908 32,714 1,661 4,369 2,345
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Fitchburg $8156 15,268 717 2,507 1,312
Massachusetts Electric Worcester $8016 63,588 3,651 8,708 5,497
Nantucket Electric Nantucket $8828 1,431 52 87 121
Western Mass Electric Springfied $7948 57,570 3,953 8,846 5,607
Michigan Consumers Power Grand Rapids $8216 69,652 4,204 7,800 6,918
Detroit Edison Detroit $6904 373,857 60,104 60,692 40,846
Edison Sault Electric Sault Ste. Marie $8350 5,657 386 873 723
Minnesota Interstate Power Albert Lea $8172 7,554 495 1,044 811
Minnesota Power Duluth $8296 34,646 2,130 5,245 3,928
Northern States Power Minneapalis $8232 160,531 10,108 20,399 17,063
Otter Tail Power FergusFalls $8296 5,095 341 841 629
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light Jackson $7492 71,492 7,565 8,741 7,527
Mississippi Power Biloxi $7764 32,086 3,514 4,174 4,134
Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. Perryville $8392 2,700 225 362 401
Empire Distric Electric Joplin $8172 17,559 1,649 2,562 2,557
Kansas City Power & Light Kansas City $7692 177,157 14,936 16,864 16,784
Missouri Public Service Raytown $8924 12,663 363 857 994
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NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000
(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
St. Joseph Light & Power St Joseph $7856 28,291 2,559 3,981 3,260
Union Electric St. Louis $7472 164,404 20,613 25,173 20,238
Montana Montana Power Billings $8188 33,284 2,196 3,900 3,521
Montana-Dakota Utilities Miles City $7944 3,491 284 526 391
Pacific Power & Light Kalispdl $8444 5,254 474 794 880
Nevada Nevada Power Clark Cnty/Las Vegas $8344 99,944 5,133 7,960 8,839
Sierra Pacific Power Reno/Sparks $8580 57,318 2,728 4,828 5,557
New Hampshire Concord Electric Concord $8472 14,181 545 963 1,040
Connecticut Valley Electric Claremont $8236 5,597 357 678 597
Exeter & Hampton Electric Exeter $7984 4,037 170 368 246
Granite State Electric Salem $8020 9,159 263 431 374
N.H. Electric Cooperative Moultonboro $8312 1,124 68 106 115
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire Manchester $8160 40,398 1,885 3,783 3,031
New Jersey Atlantic Electric Bridgeton $7440 6,753 832 870 802
Jersey Central Power & Light Dover Township $8440 5,148 103 408 245
Public Service Electric & Gas Essex County $7404 277,667 19,891 25,678 18,680
Rockland Electric Ramsey $8396 4,650 56 153 114
New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico Albuquerque $8244 153,781 9,862 14,017 15,748
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TABLE 20. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000
(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
New York Central Hudson Gas & Electric Poughkeepsie $8388 11,834 642 1,493 1,241
Consolidated Edison New York City $7248 2,816,274 251,969 317,334 212,526
Long Idand Lighting Long Beach $7576 13,511 651 1,135 689
New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Binghammton $8284 22,599 1,666 3,917 3,014
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Buffalo $7532 135,595 16,439 24,505 16,799
Orange & Rockland Utilities Middleton $8472 8,868 402 862 805
Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $7656 93,521 8,828 14,022 9,847
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light Raleigh $7896 141,862 9,364 10,630 11,883
Duke Power Charlotte $8004 159,946 8,733 10,611 11,887
Nantahala Power & Light Franklin $8088 1,311 130 190 190
North Carolina Power Roanoke Rapids $7608 6,332 653 853 700
North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $8240 19,403 1,047 1,720 1,709
Northern States Power Pargo $8356 30,340 1,866 3,516 3,365
Otter Tail Power Jameston $8824 6,195 343 854 898
Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $7128 154,243 20,837 20,930 16,497
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Cleveland $6904 199,617 33,323 31,029 22,925
Columbus Southern Power CColumbus $7812 257,376 20,529 23,378 24,790
Dayton Power & Light Dayton $7376 72,513 9,213 10,671 8,510
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TABLE 20. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000
(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
Monongahel a Power Marietta $8012 5,919 615 791 845
Ohio Edison Akron $7568 90,119 9,215 12,029 9,635
Ohio Power Canton $7704 33,489 3,734 5112 4,269
Toledo Edison Toledo $7444 130,774 13,033 15,924 12,555
Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric Oklahoma City $8140 178,885 12,289 18,893 18,862
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma Tulsa $8048 155,433 11,268 16,815 16,113
Oregon Idaho Power Ontario $8108 3,521 314 620 487
Pacific Power & Light Medford $8248 18,899 1,198 2,246 2,015
Portland General Electric Portland $8200 187,262 12,384 20,315 19,703
Pennsylvania Duquesne Light Pittsburgh $7584 153,607 16,714 24,399 17,683
Metropolitan Edison York $9056 7,734 127 386 416
Pennsylvania Electric Erie $7996 42,113 3,488 6,197 4,940
Pennsylvania Power & Light Allentown $8344 45,562 2,265 4,783 4,159
Pennsylvania Power New Castle $7988 111,240 1,107 2,249 1,591
Philade phia Electric Philade phia $7488 600,740 59,823 76,512 59,331
UGI Utilities Kingston $8528 6,264 341 870 743
West Penn Power Bethel Park $ 12,651 266 648 664
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric Pawtucket $8584 29,956 1,363 3,712 3,145
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TABLE 20. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000
(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
Narragansett Electric Providence $7812 58,530 4,729 10,002 6,017
Newport Electric Corp. Newport $8456 11,208 469 1,202 974
South Carolina Carolina Power & Light Florence $7556 10,968 1,194 1,309 1,236
Duke Power Greenville $7500 24,124 2,456 2,881 2,459
South Carolina Electric & Gas Columbia $7672 33,781 3,425 3,916 3,810
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light Rapid City $8168 21,206 1,350 2,121 2,093
Northern States Power Sioux Falls $8436 39,923 2,147 3,,328 3,904
Northwestern Public Service Aberdeen $8260 9,985 807 1,228 1,317
Tenneessee Kingsport Power Kingsport $7500 15,611 1,634 2,148 1,636
Texas Central Power & Light Corpus Christi $7600 89,307 8,569 9,064 9,096
El Paso Electric El Paso $7940 160,595 14,649 17,344 19,170
Gulf States Utilities Beaumont $7332 43,413 4,916 4,903 4,440
Houston Lighting & Power Houston $7684 617,195 54,648 56,119 61,039
Southwestern Electric Power Longview $7712 27,224 2,399 3,049 2,749
Southwestern Electric Service Jacksonville $7628 4,681 592 741 643
Southwestern Public Service Amarillo $8036 61,422 4,707 6,847 6,667
TU Electric Dallas $7892 408,131 29,415 33,246 37,228
Texas-New Mexico Power Lewisville $9100 17,611 378 700 1,064
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TABLE 20. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000
(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
West Texas Utilities Abilene $8188 38,298 2,836 3,860 4,361
Utah Utah Power Salt Lake City $8320 66,653 4,904 8,602 8,519
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service Rutland $8968 7,487 239 1,040 871
Green Mountain Power Corp. Essex $9064 6,063 64 285 252
Virginia Appalachian Power Roanoke $8052 41,064 3,525 4,948 5,018
Old Dominion Power Norton $7280 1,679 259 338 223
Potomac Edison Winchester $8104 9,096 581 904 864
Virginia Power Norfolk $7740 89,443 8,291 8,692 9,562
Washington Pacific Power Yakima $7892 21,628 1,769 3,081 2,330
Puget Sound Power & Light Bellevue $8780 35,786 759 1,408 1,767
Washington Water Power Spokane $8060 75,252 6,060 10,838 8,940
West Virginia Appalachian Power Charleston $7545 25,302 2,646 3,284 2,724
Monongahel a Power Fairmont $7657 8,683 1,055 1,526 1,173
Potomac Edison Martinsburg $7779 6,012 482 997 598
West Virginia Power Lewisburg $6851 1,589 198 187 131
Whedling Power Whedling $7774 15,126 1,588 2,325 1,907
Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power Superior $8532 11,083 568 2,083 1,404
Madison Gas and Electric Madison $8176 76,673 4,458 7,063 6,964
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TABLE 20. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000
(DISAGGREGATED BY INCOME RANGE)

Average Annual No. of Householdsin Annual Income Range
Income: HHs for Largest Community
Largest Community With Incomes
State Utility Served < $15,000
Total HHs $0-$4,999 $5,000-$9,999 $10,000-$14,999
Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $8528 21,258 1,069 2,850 2,357
Wisconsin Electric Power Milwaukee $8252 240,962 15,173 336,004 26,936
Wisconsin Power & Light Janesville $8608 20,325 663 1,759 1,537
Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $8688 38,516 1,616 4,773 4,112
Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fudl & Power Cheyenne $8268 20,245 1,151 1,801 1,897
Pacific Light & Power Casper $8292 18,397 1,128 1,819 1,893
Utah Power and Light Co. Evanston $8508 3,544 164 223 303
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TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES L ESS THAN $15,000)

State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Alabama Alabama Power Birmingham $228.95 $1,830 12.5%
Alaska Alaska Electric Light & Power Juneau $233.40 $2,289 10.2%
Arizona Arizona Public Service Phoenix $315.12 $2,059 15.3%
Citizens Utilities--Mohave Electric Dvsn Lake Havasu City $233.07 $2,322 10.0%
Tucson Electric Power Tucson $282.37 $1,996 14.2%
Arkansas Arkansas Power & Light Little Rock $327.09 $2,015 16.2%
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Fort Smith $221.82 $2,026 11.0%
Southwestern Electric Power Fayetteville $199.19 $1,915 10.4%
California Pacific Gas & Electric San Jose $389.40 $2,110 18.5%
San Diego Gas & Electric San Diego $353.70 $2,117 16.7%
Southern California Edison Long Beach $361.64 $2,061 17.6%
Colorado Public Service Co. of Colorado Denver $214.30 $2,010 10.7%
West Plains Energy Pueblo $205.71 $1,915 10.7%
Connecticut Connecticut Light & Power Hartford $316.87 $1,799 17.6%
United Illuminating Bridgeport $399.83 $1,968 20.3%
Delaware Delmarva Power & Light Wilmington $285.93 $1,913 15.0%
District of Columbia Potomac Electric Power Distr. of Columbia $252.18 $1,793 14.1%
Florida Florida Power & Light Miami $220.41 $1,770 12.5%
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TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000)

State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Florida Power Corp. St. Petershurg $211.92 $2,089 10.1%
Gulf Power Pensacola $198.69 $1,887 10.5%
Tampa Electric Tampa $241.62 $1,946 12.4%
Georgia Georgia Power Atlanta $239.58 $1,708 14.0%
Savannah Electric & Power Savannah $208.98 $1,817 11.5%
Hawaii Citizens Utilities, Kauai Dvsn Lihue $419.62 $2,188 19.2%
Hawaii Electric Light Hilo $411.87 $1,968 20.9%
Hawaiian Electric Honolulu $265.09 $1,971 13.5%
Maui Electric Kahului $352.92 $2,021 17.5%
Idaho Idaho Power Boise $144.30 $2,117 6.8%
Utah Power & Light Rexburg $235.20 $2,268 10.4%
Washington Water Power Lewiston $134.61 $2,111 6.4%
Illinois Central Illinais Light Co. Peoria $232.61 $1,849 12.6%
Central Illinois Public Service Quincy $271.67 $2,016 13.5%
Commonwealth Edison Chicago $347.26 $1,800 19.3%
Ilinois Power Decatur $331.94 $1,995 16.6%
lowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Rock Island $317.53 $1,956 16.2%
Union Electric Alton $304.24 $1,979 15.4%
Indiana Indiana-Michigan Power Fort Wayne $190.54 $2,128 9.0%
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TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES L ESS THAN $15,000)

State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Indianpolis Power & Light Indianapolis $180.12 $2,044 8.8%
Northern Indiana Public Service Gary $293.72 $1,701 17.3%
PSI Energy Terre Haute $183.23 $1,957 9.4%
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric Evansville $208.43 $1,991 10.5%
lowa Interstate Power Dubuque $199.87 $2,139 9.3%
lowa Electric Light & Power Cedar Rapids $350.35 $2,072 16.9%
lowa Southern Utilities Burlington $164.29 $2,111 7.8%
lowerlllinois Gas & Electric Davenport $283.32 $1,986 14.3%
Midwest Power Systems (Iowa Power) DesMoines $281.52 $2,078 13.6%
Midwest Power (IPSElectric) Sioux City $242.84 $2,088 11.6%
Union Electric Keokuk $311.19 $1,874 16.6%
Kansas West Plains Dodge City $239.29 $2,055 11.6%
Kansas City Power & Light Overland Park $257.25 $2,248 11.4%
Kansas Gas & Electric Wichita $311.33 $2,035 15.3%
Kansas Power & Light Topeka $208.89 $2,098 10.0%
Kentucky Kentucky Power Ashland $157.43 $1,842 8.6%
Kentucky Utilities Lexington $137.72 $1,958 7.0%
Louisville Gas & Electric Louisville $195.49 $1,837 10.6%
Union Light, Heat & Power Covington $205.89 $1,866 11.0%
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TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES L ESS THAN $15,000)
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State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Louisiana Central Louisiana Electric Sliddll $227.39 $1,985 11.5%
Gulf States Utilities Baton Rouge $237.24 $1,764 13.5%
Louisiana Power & Light Jefferson Parish $221.31 $2,003 11.1%
SWEPCO Shreveport $214.57 $1,826 11.8%
Maine Bangor Hydro-Electric Bangor $365.19 $2,011 18.2%
Central Maine Power Portland $343.29 $2,054 16.7%
Maine Public Service Presque Ide $327.90 $2,105 15.6%
Maryland Baltimore Gas & Electric Baltimore $300.22 $1,791 16.8%
Conowingo Power Elkton $306.68 $2,044 15.0%
Delmarva Power & Light Salisbury $259.92 $2,044 12.7%
Potomac Edison Frederick $187.10 $2,068 9.1%
Potomac Electric Power Montgomery County $278.64 $2,066 13.5%
Massachusetts Boston Edison Boston $322.77 $1,847 17.5%
Cambridge Electric Light Cambridge $292.16 $2,033 14.4%
Commonwealth Electric New Bedford $396.08 $2,027 19.5%
Eastern Edison Brockton $348.96 $1,977 17.7%
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Fitchburg $314.53 $2,039 15.4%
Massachusetts Electric Worcester $289.79 $2,004 14.5%
Nantucket Electric Nantucket $455.93 $2,207 20.7%




TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000)

State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Western Mass Electric Springfield $351.06 $1,987 17.7%
Michigan Consumers Power Grand Rapids $227.28 $2,054 11.1%
Detroit Edison Detroit $314.76 $1,726 18.2%
Edison Sault Electric Sault Ste. Marie $169.80 $2,087 8.1%
Minnesota I nterstate Power Albert Lea $241.09 $2,043 11.8%
Minnesota Power Duluth $166.39 $2,074 8.0%
Northern States Power Minneapolis $228.35 $2,058 11.1%
Otter Tail Power FergusFalls $200.85 $2,074 9.7%
Mississippi Mississippi Power & Light Jackson $280.37 $1,873 15.0%
Mississippi Power Biloxi $178.05 $1,941 9.2%
Missouri Citizens Electric Corp. Perryville $245.04 $2,098 11.7%
Empire Distric Electric Joplin $188.94 $2,043 9.3%
Kansas City Power & Light Kansas City $268.20 $1,923 14.0%
Missouri Public Service Raytown $239.82 $2,231 10.8%
St. Joseph Light & Power St Joseph $188.37 $1,964 9.6%
Union Electric St Louis $292.17 $1,868 15.6%
Montana Montana Power Billings $155.31 $2,047 7.6%
Montana-Dakota Utilities Miles City $218.04 $1,986 11.0%
Pacific Power & Light Kalispdl $145.68 $2,111 6.9%
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TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000)

State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Nevada Nevada Power Clark Cnty/Las Vegas $170.65 $2,086 8.2%
Sierra Pacific Power Reno/Sparks $249.11 $2,145 11.6%
New Hampshire Concord Electric Concord $320.86 $2,118 15.2%
Connecticut Valley Electric Claremont $335.10 $2,059 16.3%
Exeter & Hampton Electric Exeter $308.43 $1,996 15.5%
Granite State Electric Salem $341.40 $2,005 17.0%
N.H. Electric Cooperative Moultonboro $273.60 $2,078 13.2%
Public Service Co. of New Hampshire Manchester $367.38 $2,040 18.0%
New Jersey Atlantic Electric Bridgeton $363.57 $1,860 19.6%
Jersey Central Power & Light Dover Township $364.35 $2,110 17.3%
Public Service Electric & Gas Essex County $333.69 $1,851 18.0%
Rockland Electric Ramsey $345.87 $2,099 16.5%
New Mexico Public Service Co. of New Mexico Albuquerque $282.65 $2,061 13.7%
New York Central Hudson Gas & Electric Poughkeepsie $328.59 $2,097 15.7%
Consolidated Edison New York City $450.33 $1,812 24.9%
Long Idand Lighting Long Beach $486.47 $1,894 25.7%
New York State Electric & Gas Corp. Binghammton $332.58 $2,071 16.1%
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Buffalo $310.07 $1,883 16.5%
Orange & Rockland Utilities Middleton $424.08 $2,118 20.0%
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TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)

ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES L ESS THAN $15,000)

State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Rochester Gas & Electric Rochester $316.60 $1,914 16.5%
North Carolina Carolina Power & Light Raleigh $264.80 $1,974 13.4%
Duke Power Charlotte $235.63 $2,001 11.8%
Nantahala Power & Light Franklin $178.76 $2,022 8.8%
North Carolina Power Roanoke Rapids $249.93 $1,902 13.1%
North Dakota Montana-Dakota Utilities Bismarck $203.78 $2,060 9.9%
Northern States Power Fargo $188.74 $2,089 9.0%
Otter Tail Power Jameston $218.35 $2,206 9.9%
Ohio Cincinnati Gas & Electric Cincinnati $214.82 $1,782 12.1%
Cleveland Electric llluminating Cleveland $395.28 $1,726 22.9%
Columbus Southern Power Columbus $232.86 $1,953 11.9%
Dayton Power & Light Dayton $243.12 $1,844 13.2%
Monongahela Power Marietta $167.70 $2,003 8.4%
Ohio Edison Akron $364.32 $1,892 19.3%
Ohio Power Canton $198.60 $1,926 10.3%
Toledo Edison Toledo $369.00 $1,861 19.8%
Oklahoma Oklahoma Gas & Electric Oklahoma City $249.12 $2,035 12.2%
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma Tulsa $208.68 $2,012 10.4%
Oregon |daho Power Ontario $137.07 $2,027 6.8%
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TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000)

State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Pacific Power & Light Medford $155.49 $2,062 7.5%
Portland General Electric Portland $147.81 $2,050 7.2%
Pennsylvania Duquesne Light Pittsburgh $408.03 $1,896 21.5%
Metropolitan Edison York $252.96 $2,264 11.2%
Pennsylvania Electric Erie $218.28 $1,999 10.9%
Pennsylvania Power & Light Allentown $245.49 $2,086 11.8%
Pennsylvania Power New Castle $286.95 $1,997 14.4%
Philade phia Electric Philadelphia $456.78 $1,872 24.4%
UGI Utilities Kingston $254.67 $2,132 12.0%
West Penn Power Bethel Park $174.06 $2,190 8.0%
Rhode Idand Blackstone Valley Electric Pawtucket $343.43 $2,146 16.0%
Narragansett Electric Providence $337.63 $1,953 17.3%
Newport Electric Corp. Newport $326.84 $2,114 15.5%
South Carolina Carolina Power & Light Florence $248.22 $1,889 13.1%
Duke Power Greenville $226.71 $1,875 12.1%
South Carolina Electric & Gas Columbia $210.27 $1,918 11.0%
South Dakota Black Hills Power & Light Rapid City $233.15 $2,042 11.4%
Northern States Power Sioux Falls $224.03 $2,109 10.6%
Northwestern Public Service Aberdeen $251.22 $2,065 12.2%
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TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000)

State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Tenneessee Kingsport Power Kingsport $152.30 $1,875 8.1%
Texas Central Power & Light Corpus Chrigti $260.56 $1,900 13.7%
El Paso Electric El Paso $318.69 $1,985 16.1%
Gulf States Utilities Beaumont $260.79 $1,833 14.2%
Houston Lighting & Power Houston $282.72 $1,921 14.7%
Southwestern Electric Power Longview $225.90 $1,928 11.7%
Southwestern Electric Service Jacksonville $255.33 $1,907 13.4%
Southwestern Public Service Amarillo $195.57 $2,009 9.7%
TU Electric Dallas $241.07 $1,973 12.2%
Texas-New Mexico Power Lewisville $279.01 $2,275 12.3%
West Texas Utilities Abilene $255.90 $2,047 12.5%
Utah Utah Power Salt Lake City $208.17 $2,080 10.0%
Vermont Central Vermont Public Service Rutland $305.13 $2,242 13.6%
Green Mountain Power Corp. Essex $226.86 $2,266 10.0%
Virginia Appalachian Power Roanoke $176.97 $2,013 8.8%
Old Dominion Power Norton $159.90 $1,820 8.8%
Potomac Edison Winchester $196.59 $2,026 9.7%
Virginia Power Norfolk $267.45 $1,935 13.8%
Washington Pacific Power Yakima $208.41 $1,973 10.6%
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TABLE 21. UTILITY-BY-UTILITY
SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL (1000 KWH)
ASPERCENT OF INCOME (WEIGHTED INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMES LESS THAN $15,000)

State Utility Largest Community June-August Weighted Summer Avg Summer
Served Typical Bill Income (HHswith Bill as Percent of
Income <$15,000) Income
Puget Sound Power & Light Bellevue $146.01 $2,195 6.7%
Washington Water Power Spokane $132.48 $2,015 6.6%
West Virginia Appalachian Power Charleston $176.61 $1,886 9.4%
Monongahela Power Fairmont $204.38 $1,914 10.7%
Potomac Edison Martinsburg $200.50 $1,945 10.3%
West Virginia Power Lewisburg $219.57 $1,713 12.8%
Whedling Power Wheding $206.88 $1,944 10.6%
Wisconsin Superior Water, Light & Power Superior $182.30 $2,133 8.6%
Madison Gas and Electric Madison $251.40 $2,044 12.3%
Northern States Power Co. Eau Claire $201.45 $2,132 9.5%
Wisconsin Electric Power Milwaukee $177.78 $2,063 8.6%
Wisconsin Power & Light Janesville $193.74 $2,152 9.0%
Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Green Bay $195.66 $2,172 9.0%
Wyoming Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Cheyenne $168.39 $2,067 8.2%
Pacific Light & Power Casper $163.68 $2,073 7.9%
Utah Power and Light Co. Evanston $218.04 $2,127 10.3%
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Household and Housing Cooling Characteristics

This Chapter sets out data on the extent of Poverty throughout the country and how that poverty might affect housing
characterigtics.  In turn, these household and housing characteristics will have a direct impact on the type and extent of cooling
available to, and used by, low-income households.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

I ncome and Poverty Levels

The data show that poverty is prevalent throughout the country. As Table 22 (page 196) indicates below, no region escapes the
presence of subgtantial proportions of therr populations having problematic incomes leves. One-in-five househalds living with

incomes below $5,000 live in the Northeast and Midwest, one-in-two in the South, and one-in-six in the West.®" Similar patterns
prevail with households living on incomes of $5,000 - $10,000 and living on incomes of $10,000 to $15,000.%®

s That is, of al those househol ds nationwide with incomes bel ow $5,000, one-in-five (20.2%) live in the Midwest.

581 Incomes exceeding $15,000 were not studied.
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With the exception of the South, the distribution of poverty is spread rdatively evenly throughout the country aswell. As Table 22
shows, the Northeast, Midwest and West house roughly equal proportions of the total population with incomes at or below 100
percent of the federal Poverty Levd. A dmilar pattern exigs for households at or bdow 125 percent of Poverty. Within the
population of households digible for federal fud assstance --a population that can be used as a surrogate for households living at
or below 150 percent of the federa Poverty Leve-- the Northeast and Midwest had dightly higher proportions while the South
had dightly lower proportions.

There are, however, sgnificant intra-regiona differences in poverty digtribution. While the Northeast houses 16.9 percent of the
nation's population living at or below 100 percent of Poverty, only 4.4 percent live in New England, while 12.4 percent live in the
Middle Atlantic region. These differences may smply reflect differences in Sze and dengty of Sates. For example, the Middle
Atlantic region includes dtates such as Pennsylvania and New Jarsey, while New England has Vermont, Maine and New
Hampshire.

Neverthdess, generdly, it can be conduded that the discusson bdow regarding cooling and poverty will apply to substantial
numbers of households throughout the country. No particular region of the country is exempt.
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TABLE 22: DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING UNITSBY INCOME AND POVERTY LEVEL
FOR CENSUS REGIONS AND DIVISIONS

Percentages
Tota
1990 Family Income Below Poverty Level Eligiblefor
Fuel
Assistance
Lessthan $5,000 $5,000 -$9,999 $10,000 - $14,999 Below 100% Below 125%

Northeast 20.5% 17.1% 18.5% 16.9% 16.9% 16.6% 18.9%
New England 4.8% 4.1% 5.3% 4.3% 4.4% 4.4% 5.2%
Middle Atlantic 15.6% 13.0% 13.2% 12.5% 12.4% 12.2% 13.7%

Midwest 24.5% 20.2% 25.1% 29.1% 20.1% 21.3% 23.1%
East North Central 17.7% 15.4% 17.5% 20.5% 15.2% 15.4% 16.6%
West North Central 6.9% 4.8% 7.6% 8.7% 4.9% 6.0% 6.5%

South 34.4% 47.1% 36.8% 33.6% 42.1% 41.0% 37.2%
South Atlantic 17.6% 17.3% 16.4% 17.0% 15.5% 16.7% 17.5%
East South Central 6.8% 12.0% 9.5% 7.1% 10.1% 9.7% 7.6%
West South Central 9.9% 17.7% 10.9% 9.5% 16.5% 14.6% 12.0%

West 20.6% 15.7% 19.6% 20.4% 20.9% 21.1% 20.8%
Mountain 5.2% 5.1% 5.6% 4.4% 5.3% 5.7% 4.9%
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Pacific 15.5% 10.6% 14.0% 16.0% 15.6% 15.4% 15.9%
RECS: Table 18
HOUSEHOLD AND HOUSING COOLING CHARACTERISTICS PAGE 197




Age of Housing Units Occupied by the Poor

Low-income households tend to live in older housing units as shown in Table 23 (page 203). The 1990 Resdential Energy Consumption
Survey™' reports that households with incomes below $15,000 are under-represented in housing units built in recent years and over-
represented in older units. For example, households with incomes of ess than $5000 represent 5.6 percent of the total population. However,
these households are not gatigtically represented amongst those families living in housing units built after 1985. Households with incomes of
$5000 and $10,000 are not gatigicaly represented amongst families living in units built after 1988, despite representing 11.4 percent of the

population asawhole. In contrast, both of these groups are over-represented in housing units built in 1939 or before,

The association of economic status and living in older units is not smply indicated by income. It is indicated by household Poverty Level as
well. Households living a or below 100 percent of the Poverty Leve are substantially under-represented amongst al populations living in
units congtructed in and after 1980. Householdsliving at or below 125 percent of the Poverty Level demongtrate Smilar trends.

The housing characterigtics of low-income households can be viewed from a different perspective aswell. For example, as shown by Table 24
(page 204) while housing units built in 1939 or before represent only 22.8 percent of all housing units, they represent more than 30 percent of
the units occupied by households with incomes of less than $10,000. Similarly, while housing units built in 1939 or before represent only 22.8
percent of all housing units, they represent more than 30 percent of the units occupied by households with incomes at or below 100 or 125
percent of Poverty, and nearly 30 percent of the housng units occupied by households digible for federa fud assstance, a surrogate for 150
percent of Poverty.

Size of Housing Units Occupied by the Poor
Low-income households tend to live in housing units with smaller total area, aswdl as smadller totd heated area. Table 25 (page 205) shows
that for households with incomes of less than $15,000, living space tends to increase asincomeincreases. The differences are more dramatic if

different levels of Poverty Leve are used for comparison rather than different levels of income.

Type and Tenure of Housing Unit Occupied by the Poor

9 Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, 1990 Residential Energy Consumption Survey (May 1992).

PAGE 198 HOUSEHOLD AND HOUSING COOLING CHARACTERISTICS



Low-income househalds tend to be renters in multifamily dwellings. Table 26 (page 206) shows that substantia differences appear, however,
even within the population with annual incomes bdow $15,000. Nearly half of all households with incomes at or below $5,000 per year (48
percent) rent dwelling units in multifamily structures (either buildings with 2-4 units or buildingswith 5 or more units). Fewer than 40 percent
(38.1%) live in dngle family detached homes. Of those who do, most (25.5%) own those homes while a much smaller proportion rent
(12.6%).

When incomes become as high as $5,000 to $10,000, noticeable differences begin to appear in the type and tenure of dwdling units. Far more
persons live in single family detached homes (more than 50 percent of the households with incomes of $5,000 - $10,000 and of $10,000 -
$15,000). Of that increased percentage who live in single family detached homes, the entire increase comes in the proportion of households
who own. The proportion of households who rent single family detached homes remains nearly constant over all three income categories. ™

Within the population who live in 2 - 4 unit dwellings, populations with incomes of $5,000 - $10,000 and $10,000 - $15,000 see increased
ownership and reduced renter status. Far fewer households in the $5,000 - $10,000 and $10,000 - $15,000 populations live in dwelings of
five or more units as wel, with the entire decrease coming in the rental population. Finaly, while the proportions of the three populations
living in mobile homes remains roughly the same over the three population groups, there is a Sgnificant difference in tenure. Renter Satusin
mobile homes falls by half amongst the population with incomes of $5,000 - $10,000 (4.6 percent vs. 2.4 percent) and by two-thirds amongst
the population having incomes of $10,000 - $15,000 (4.6 percent vs. 1.5 percent). Mobile home ownership in these populations increases

proportionatdly.

Findly, there are no substantial differences between al households who live at or below 100 percent of Poverty and all households who live at
or below 125 percent of Poverty. However, when one extends the analysis to those households who are digible for fud ass stance --a measure
than can be used as a surrogate for 150 percent of poverty-- some differences do appear. Ownership of single family detached homesincreases
noticeably from 100 to 150 percent of Poverty. The proportion of households who rent in five or more unit buildings decreases noticeably.
The proportion of households who rent mobile homes decreases.

COOLING CHARACTERISTICS

60! The three categories are: (1) $0 - $5,000; (2) $5,000 - $10,000; and (3) $10,000 - $15,000.
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Three factors are used be ow to examine the rdationship between economic status and the use of air conditioning for cooling. These include
the extent of air conditioner ownership; the extent of air conditioning use as measured by number of units and number of rooms cooled; and
the extent to which unitsthat are owned are actually used during the summer months. Each is examined separately.

Extent of Air Conditioning Ownership

The ownership of air conditioning by low-income households is noticeably less than for the population as awhole. Nonetheless, as Table 27
(page 208) shows, there are differences which exist even within the low-income population. Nearly two-thirds of all households have air
conditioning throughout the country. The proportion fals dramatically, however, for low-income households. Fewer than one-half of
households with incomes less than $5,000 have air conditioning. Nonethdess, as income increases, S0, too, do air conditioning penetration
rates. In the threeincome categories sudied here ($0-$5,000, $5,000 - $10,000, $10,000 - $15,000), income penetration rates increased from
47.2 percent to 55.9 percent to 62.4 percent respectively. Moreover, air conditioning penetrations differ noticeably as household income asa
percent of Poverty increases. While only 48.3 percent of households living at or below 100 percent of Poverty have air conditioning, 54.8
percent of househalds digible for federal fuel assstance (150 percent of Poverty) do.

The exigence and non-existence of air conditioning isreflected in the age of buildingsaswdl. Table 28 (page 209) shows that as one reviews
older and older buildings, the proportion of units with air conditioning substantially decreases. While 74 percent of dwdling units constructed
from 1988 to 1990 have air conditioning, for example, only 50.1 percent of units constructed in 1939 or before do. There is a rdatively
consggent decrease in air conditioning penetration as the age of the building increases, with units constructed after 1960 having a higher
penetration than the total population and buildings congtructed before 1940 having a substantially lower penetration rate than the population
average.

It isdifficult, if not impossible, however, to tdl where the causation for this phenomenon lies. On the one hand, it may be that there are lower
penetration rates for older buildings because low-income households tend to have lower air conditioning penetration rates. On the other hand,
it may be that low-income households have lower air conditioning penetration rates because they tend to live in older buildings (that do not
have air conditioning). Thefact that older buildings tend not to have central air conditioning, and low-income tenants do not have the fundsto
ingtall and operate room air conditionersisthe likdy explanation that bridges the two sets of data.®"

o See generally, Whither to Wither: Public Housing Utility Allowances and Air Conditioning: A Case Study from Baltimore, Fisher,

Sheehan & Colton, Public Finance and General Economics: Belmont, MA (1994) (while low-income penetration rates for room air
conditionersis higher than total population average, extremely low penetrations of low-income central air conditioning pulls total 1ow-
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Extent of Rooms Cooled by Air Conditioning

Smilar patterns exis when one looks nat a whether a household "has' ar conditioning, but rather at the number of rooms generdly air
conditioned by the household. Three choices are reported by the Residential Energy Consumption Survey: all, some, or none. Consgtent with
the penetration of air conditioners generaly, as Table 29 (page 210) shows, the proportion of households cooling "al™ of their rooms with air
conditioning falls when income decreases (from 36.2 percent to 25.9 percent) while the proportion of households cooling "none’ of thar
roomswith air conditioning substantially increases (from 37.5 percent to 52.8 percent) asincome decreases. The same differencesin usage can
be found among different levels of Poverty.

Extent of Air Conditioning Use

Finaly, one can look at the extent to which air conditioning is used by different populationswho have air conditioning. If, in other words, low-
income households have air conditioners, they use them. Tables 30 (page 211) and 31 (page 212) show that there islittle, if any, difference
amongst income groups and Poverty Leves regarding whether the air conditioning is used not at al, only a few times, quite a bit, or al
summer. More low-income households who have room air conditioners use them "not a al" and fewer use them "dl summer™ than low-
income households who use air conditioning of al types (induding central and gasair conditioning).

The same uniformity of use does not exist throughout units based on the year of congruction. As Table 32 (page 213) shows, households
having air conditioners of al types tend to use them more as the age of the housing unit becomes more recent. While air conditionersin 19
percent of units built in 1939 or before were used dl the time, 50 percent of the units built in 1988 to 1990 used air conditioners al the time.
In contrast, while 56 percent of the units built in 1939 or before used ther air conditioning only a few times, 29 percent of the units built in
1988 to 1990 did so.

Room air conditioning differs. Table 33 (page 214) shows that as housing unit construction becomes more recent, the proportion of units
using them not at al increases®® In contragt, the proportion of units usng room air conditioning only a few times decreases as units get more

(..continued)
income air conditioning penetrations bel ow total population average).

62 Some recently constructed housing units indicate that the number of unitsusing air conditioning "not at all” did not result in a

statigtically valid sample. This may well be due to the lack of room air conditionersin these units at all, with central air conditioning
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recent, decreasing from 59.3 percent to 31.7 percent from the 1939 and before time period to the 1985 to 1987 time period.

The number of room air conditionersthat a household has aso affects the frequency of use. Table 34 (page 215) shows that, uniformly, asthe
number of room air conditioners increases, the use of those air conditioners increases.  The proportion of households usng their room air
conditioning not at al decreased from 13.3 percent to 2.1 percent as the number of air conditioning units increased from oneto five or more.
In contragt, the number of households using their room air conditioners al summer increased from 10.5 percent to 36.8 percent as the number
of unitsincreased from oneto five or more. Table 35 (page 216) showsthat if one consdersall air conditioning units rather than smply room
units, the results would not change.

Air Conditioning by Census Region and Divison

Tables 36 (page 217) and 37 (page 218) present air conditioning by Census Region and Census Divison. Table 36 presents dl air
conditioning. Table 37 present data on room air conditioners.

(..continued)
being more common than room air conditioning.
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TABLE 23: DISTRIBUTION OF DWELLING UNITS OF DIFFERENT AGESBY HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND POVERTY LEVEL

Y ear of Construction (percentages)
Tota
1988-1990 | 1985-1987 | 1980-1984 | 1970-1979 | 1960-1969 | 1950-1959 | 1940-1949 1939 or before
Household Income
Less than $5000 5.6% Q Q 4.7% 5.9% 5.4% 3.8% 5.5% 8.2%
$5000-$9,999 11.4% Q 5.0% 7.5% 10.2% 11.5% 10.4% 15.7% 15.3%
$10,000 - $14,999 12.1% 9.2% 10.0% 8.5% 10.3% 12.6% 13.0% 14.3 14.6%
Poverty Level
Below 100 percent 14.0% Q 6.9% 11.6% 13.2% 13.4% 12.7% 15.3% 19.0%
Below 125 percent 19.4% 10.4% 9.0% 14.9% 18.9% 20.0% 16.6% 22.8% 25.4%
RECS: Table 14
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TABLE 24: DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH VARYING ANNUAL INCOME AND POVERTY LEVEL

BY YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION OF DWELLING UNIT

(PERCENTAGES)
1990 Family Income Below Poverty Level
Eligible for Fuel
Y ear of Construction Tota Assistance
Lessthan $5,000 | $5,000-9,999 $10,000-14,999 Below 100% Below 125%
1939 or Before 22.8 33.6% 30.6% 27.4% 31.1% 30.0% 28.9%
1940 to 1949 7.5 7.4% 10.3% 8.8% 8.2% 8.8% 9.6%
1950 to 1959 14.2 9.8% 13.0% 15.2% 12.9% 12.2% 13.6%
1960 to 1969 15.8 15.5% 16.0% 16.4% 15.1% 16.3% 16.3%
1970to 1979 22.8 24.1% 20.5% 19.3% 21.6% 22.2% 21.0%
1980 to 1984 8.5 7.3% 5.6% 6.0% 7.1% 6.6% 5.9%
1985 to 1987 54 Q 2.4% 4.4% 2.6% 2.5% 2.8%
1988 to 1990 2.9 Q Q 2.2% Q 1.6% 1.8%
RECS: Table 18
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TABLE 25: SiZE OF HOUSING UNIT BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND POVERTY LEVEL
Average Square Feet Per Housing Unit Average Heated Square Feet Per Housing Unit
Tota
(millions)
Total Heated Single Family Multifamily Mobile Homes
Family Income
Less than $5000 5.2 1,123 998 1,276 819 670
$5000-$9,999 10.7 1,294 1,138 1,371 831 854
$10,000 - $14,999 11.4 1,383 1,207 1,467 826 872
Poverty Level
Below 100 percent 13.2 1,223 1,105 1,348 847 807
Below 125 percent 18.2 1,271 1,127 1,359 852 820
RECS: Table 15
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TABLE 26: TYPE AND TENURE OF HOUSING UNITS OCCUPIED BY THE POOR
Percentages
Total
Households
(millions)
1990 Family Income Below Poverty Level
Eligible for Fuel
Assistance
Lessthan $5000-9999 $10,000- Below 100 percent Below 125 percent
$5000 14,999

Single Family Detached 62.1 38.1% 52.1% 54.6% 47.3% 49.8% 54.0%

Owned 53.2 25.5% 39.6% 42.5% 31.5% 34.8% 39.6%

Rented 8.9 12.6% 12.5% 12.1% 15.8% 15.0% 14.4%
Single Family Attached 6.4 3.9% 4.2% 4.3% 4.8% 5.0% 4.7%

Owned 3.9 Q 1.9% Q 1.2% 1.4% 2.0%

Rented 25 Q 2.3% 2.9% 3.7% 3.6% 2.7%
Multifamily (2-4) 10.6 18.3% 14.6% 12.8% 15.4% 14.2% 14.1%

Owned 27 Q 2.8% 2.6% 1.6% 1.8% 2.5%

Rented 8.0 17.0% 11.9% 10.2% 13.8% 12.4% 11.6%
Multifamily (5 or more) 15.3 31.1% 20.1% 20.1% 22.9% 21.5% 19.1%

Owned 1.9 Q Q Q Q Q Q

Rented 13.4 30.6% 19.4% 19.3% 22.4% 20.7% 18.5%
M obile Home 55 8.7% 8.9% 8.3% 9.5% 9.4% 8.2%
Owned 45 4.1% 6.5% 6.8% 5.5% 6.2% 5.7%
Rented 10 4.6% 2.4% 1.5% 3.9% 3.3% 2.4%
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RECS: Table 18
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TABLE 27: PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS USING AIR CONDITIONING
BY INCOME AND POVERTY LEVEL

1990 Family Income Below Poverty Level Eligible for Fuel
Use of Air Assistance
Conditioning? Total
Lessthan $5,000 | $5,000- 9,999 | $10,000 - 14,999 | Below 100% | Below 125%
No 32.2% 52.8% 44.1% 37.5% 51.7% 49.0% 45.2%
Yes 67.7% 47.2% 55.9% 62.4% 48.3% 50.9% 54.8%
RECS: Table 22
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TABLE 28: Use OF AIR CONDITIONING BY AGE OF HOUSING UNIT

Year of Construction
Tota
1988-1990 | 1985-1987 | 1980-1984 | 1970-1979 | 1960-1969 | 1950-1959 1940-1949 1939 or Before
No 32.2% 26.0% 14.4% 21.0% 23.8% 25.8% 35.1% 40.6% 49.9%
Yes 67.7% 74.0% 85.6% 79.0% 76.2% 74.2% 64.9% 59.3% 50.1%
RECS: Table 32
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TABLE 29: USE OF AIR CONDITIONING BY INCOME AND POVERTY LEVEL

Number of 1990 Family Income Below Poverty Level
Rooms Air Eligible for Fuel
Conditioned Tota Assistance
Lessthan $5,000 $5,000 - $9,999 $10,000 -$14,999 Below 100% Below 125%

All 44.2% 25.9% 29.3% 36.2% 24.2% 26.8% 29.9%
Some 23.4% 21.3% 26.3% 26.3% 23.9% 24.1% 24.8%
None 32.3% 52.8% 44.4% 37.5% 51.9% 49.2% 45.2%
RECS: Table 22
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TABLE 30: Ust OF AIR CONDITIONERS BY INCOME AND POVERTY LEVEL (ALL AIR CONDITIONERS)

Number of Cooling Degree

Air Conditioner Usein Summer 1990

Total Days (percent of households)
Households Cooled Floorspace
(millions) (square feet)
1990 Normal Total Not at All Only aFew Times QuiteaBit All Summer
Family Income
Lessthan $5,000 25 740 1,950 1,788 100% 5.3% 43.8% 17.0% 31.8%
$5000 - $9,999 6.0 824 1,646 1,498 100% 6.9% 43.1% 18.1% 31L.7%
$10,000 - $14,999 7.1 918 1,572 1,443 100% 8.7% 45.1% 20.6% 25.0%
Poverty Level
Below 100 percent 6.4 782 1,843 1,684 100% 5.8% 43.1% 19.7% 30.5%
Below 125 percent 9.3 825 1,804 1,650 100% 6.4% 42.7% 18.1% 31L.7%
RECS: Table 54
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TABLE 31: Use oF Room AIR CONDITIONERS BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Number of Cooling Air Conditioner Usein Summer 1990
Total Degree Days (percent of households)
Households Cooled Floorspace
(millions) (Square Feet)

1990 Normal Total Not at All Only aFew Times QuiteaBit All Summer
Family Income
Lessthan $5,000 15 553 1860 1702 100% 7.5% 48.2% 18.3% 25.4
$5000 - $9,999 4.0 641 1511 1379 100% 7.5% 49.6% 18.4% 24.3
$10,000 - $14,999 41 690 1393 1293 100% 11.7% 51.6% 20.0% 16.3
Poverty Level
Below 100 percent 41 592 1713 1582 100% 6.5% 46.5% 20.7% 25.8
Below 125 percent 5.9 635 1643 1514 100% 7.0% 48.6% 18.3% 255
RECS: Table 54
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TABLE 32: Use OF AIR CONDITIONING BY Y EAR OF CONSTRUCTION

(ALL AIR CONDITIONING)

Number of Cooling

Air Conditioner Usein Summer 1990

Total Cooled Degree Days (percent of households)

Households Floorspace

Y ear of Construction (millions) (square feet)
1990 Normal Total Not at All Only aFew Times QuiteaBit All Summer
1939 or before 10.7 1,059 1,202 1,102 100% 5.1% 55.9% 19.6% 19.0%
1940 - 1949 4.2 1,082 1,471 1,344 100% 7.5% 41.0% 25.2% 26.1%
1950 - 1959 8.7 1,384 1,476 1,331 100% 5.4% 38.5% 21.7% 34.1%
1960 - 1969 10.9 1,290 1,722 1,5778 100% 5.5% 34.9% 22.4% 36.4%
1970 - 1979 16.2 1,351 1,657 1,503 100% 4.6% 32.0% 23.4% 39.7%
1980 - 1984 6.3 1,376 1,908 1,679 100% 4.8% 31L.7% 21.0% 41.5%
1985 - 1987 4.3 1,521 1,918 1,668 100% Q 21.2% 22.8% 53.4%
1988 - 1990 20 2.355 1,494 1,349 100% Q 28.9% 16.4% 50.0%
RECS: Table 54
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TABLE 33: Use OF RoomM AIR CONDITIONERS BY Y EAR OF CONSTRUCTION
Number of Cooling Air Conditioner Usein Summer 1990
Total Cooled Degree Days (percent of households)
Households Floorspace

Y ear of Construction (millions) (Square Feet)

1990 Normal Total Not at All Only aFew Times QuiteaBit All Summer
1939 or before 8.7 842 1,187 1,088 100% 5.2% 59.3% 18.6% 16.7%
1940 - 1949 2.8 765 1,432 1,312 100% 9.8% 51.5% 22.1% 16.6%
1950 - 1959 45 892 1,404 1,264 100% 8.2% 48.8% 20.5% 22.0%
1960 - 1969 4.7 713 1,334 1,214 100% 6.2% 52.6% 23.0% 17.5%
1970 - 1979 44 704 1,362 1,237 100% 8.1% 40.8% 21.6% 29.4%
1980 - 1984 14 752 1,433 1,316 100% 11.0% 48.4% Q 19.2%
1985 - 1987 3 795 1,473 1,322 100% Q 31L.7% Q Q
1988 - 1990 2 559 993 919 100% Q 50.2% Q Q
RECS: Table 54
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TABLE 34: Ust OF AIR CONDITIONERS BY NUMBER OF ROOM AIR CONDITIONERS
Number of Cooling Air Conditioner Usein Summer 1990
Total Cooled Degree Days (percent of households)
Number of Room Households Floorspace
Air Conditioners (millions) (squarefeet)
1990 Normal Total Not at All Only aFew Times QuiteaBit All Summer
One 6.5 297 1,125 1,010 100% 13.3% 62.3% 12.9% 10.5
Two 6.1 536 1,261 1,158 100% 6.6% 62.5% 17.8% 131
Three 5.0 771 1,247 1,146 100% 5.9% 51.8% 24.0% 18.2
Four 44 1,116 1,480 1,333 100% 5.5% 40.1% 27.5% 26.7
Five or more 5.0 1,477 1,570 1,442 100% 2.1% 34.8% 25.5% 36.8
RECS: Table 54
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TABLE 35: UsE OF AIR CONDITIONING BY NUMBER OF ALL AIR CONDITIONERS
Number of Cooling Air Conditioner Usein Summer 1990
Total Cooled Degree Days (percent of households)
Number of All Households Floorspace
Air Conditioners (millions) (Square Feet)

1990 Normal Total Not at All Only aFew Times QuiteaBit All Summer
One 6.6 297 1,168 1,045 100% 13.4% 61.1% 14.0% 10.5%
Two 6.9 540 1,363 1,253 100% 6.4% 58.7% 18.6% 16.3%
Three 8.4 759 1,545 1,404 100% 4.9% 46.3% 22.1% 25.8%
Four 10.4 1,073 1,682 1,514 100% 3.5% 31.2% 25.7% 38.9%
Five or more 30.9 1,959 1,719 1,549 100% 3.2% 26.9% 23.2% 46.4%
RECS: Table 54
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TABLE 36: Use OF ALL ELECTRIC AIR CONDITIONERS BY CENSUS REGION AND DIVISION
Number of Cooling Air Conditioner Usein Summer 1990
Total Cooled Degree Days (percent of households)
Census Region Households Floorspace
and Division (millions) (squarefeet)
1990 Normal Total Not at All Only aFew Times QuiteaBit All Summer
Northeast 10.7 1,152 850 751 100% 6.1% 58.0% 20.7% 15.1%
New England 22 1,001 672 515 100% 7.5% 61.6% 21.5% 9.5%
Middle Atlantic 8.5 1,191 896 812 100% 5.7% 57.1% 20.5% 16.6%
Midwest 16.9 1,458 904 859 100% 5.6% 52.5% 23.1% 18.4%
East North Central 11.5 1,436 794 761 100% 6.9% 55.8% 22.9% 14.2%
West North Central 55 1,503 1,134 1,063 100% 2.9% 45.5% 23.6% 27.2%
South 28.0 1,348 2,280 2,070 100% 3.7% 18.6% 20.4% 56.9%
South Atlantic 14.3 1,321 2,255 1,982 100% 3.7% 23.6% 20.9% 51.6%
East South Central 54 1,441 1,814 1,672 100% 4.2% 13.7% 21.1% 59.9%
West South Central 8.2 1,333 2,632 2,485 100% 3,.3% 13.1% 18.9% 64.2%
West 7.7 1,186 1,636 1,370 100% 6.8% 42.4% 26.9% 22.8%
Mountain 20 1,154 2,413 2,037 100% 4.9% 24.9% 29.5% 39.3%
Pacific 5.6 1,197 1,357 1,131 100% 7.5% 48.7% 26.0% 16.8%
RECS: Table 54%
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TABLE 37: Use oF Room AIR CONDITIONERS BY CENSUS REGION AND DIVISION
Number of Cooling Air Conditioner Usein Summer 1990
Total Cooled Degree Days (percent of households)
Census Region Households Floorspace
and Division (millions) (squarefeet)
1990 Normal Total Not at All Only aFew Times QuiteaBit All Summer
Northeast 7.6 776 841 734 100% 6.5% 66.6% 17.9% 8.7
New England 18 793 649 490 100% 7.9% 64.5% 20.4% 7.2
Middle Atlantic 5.8 771 901 811 100% 6.0% 67.3% 17.2% 9.2
Midwest 7.7 810 850 808 100% 9.2% 63.5% 17.5% 9.7
East North Central 5.6 805 788 758 100% 11.4% 62.9% 16.8% 9.0
West North Central 21 822 1,015 940 100% 3.4% 65.2% 19.3% 11.7
South 9.1 846 2,139 1,969 100% 5.4% 28.3% 26.1% 39.6
South Atlantic 4.2 802 2,016 1,805 100% 4.8% 37.2% 23.0% 35.0
East South Central 21 894 1,773 1,654 100% 6.3% 20.8% 25.2% 45.2
West South Central 2.8 875 2,591 2,442 100% 5.6% 20.7% 31.3% 42.5
West 2.6 580 1,230 1,046 100% 9.9% 53.8% 20.0% 14.7
Mountain 7 682 1,411 1,215 100% Q 38.5% 30.1% 24.6
Pacific 20 545 1,166 986 100% 11.0% 59.2% 16.5% 11.3%
RECS: Table 54
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Low-Income Hot Weather Policies

Severa conclusons should flow from the analysis laid out in the Chapters above. First, hot weather poses a subgtantial health
threat to low-income households. This threat to hedlth and safety cuts across race, gender and age.  Second, air conditioning is
one sgnificant mechanism to use in countering this health threat. However, for a variety of reasons, low-income households in
particular do not use air conditioning. The one means of avoiding the hedth threst, therefore, is not only frequently unavailable,
but is more often than not unavailable. Finally, perhaps one of the primary reasons air conditioning is not available to poor
househalds is that, while not posng the same burdens as winter heating bills, summer dectric bills associated with cooling
nonetheless impose sgnificant unaffordability, and thus inability-to-pay, problems for low-income households. In light of these
conclusions, this Chapter looks at some of the public assstance and regulatory policies toward hot weather and the poor. This
assgance, and these pdlicies, are sadly lacking in view of the need documented above.

FEDERAL FUEL ASSISTANCE: COOLING ASSISTANCE

Despite the importance of home coaling, state programs distributing federd fuel ass stance benefits pay scant attention to providing
cash assstance to hdp pay for summer cooling bills. In Fiscal Year 1992 (October 1991 through September 1992), the latest year
for which datais available, ten states obligated an estimated $22.645 million dallars in cooling assstance. This amount andsin
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contrast to the 51 states®™ that obligated an estimated $991 million in winter heating assistance® FY 1992 cooling assistance

represented roughly 1.4 percent of the total LIHEAP funds that were alocated for that program year.\65\ During FY 1992,
LIHEAP provided cooling assstance to 384,468 househalds, contrasted to 5,906,292 households who received winter heating
assgance.

The focus of LIHEAP on winter heating is evident, as wdll, in the criss assstance program component of LIHEAP. Six dates
obligated an estimated $3.5 million for summer criss assgancein FY 1992, while 46 states obligated an estimated $193.7 million
in winter/year-round criss assisance®™® Summer crisis benefits were provided to 25,570 households, contrasted to 950,275
househol ds who received winter/year-round crisis assistance ®”

STATE REGULATORY POLICIES, WINTER/COLD WEATHER PROTECTIONS

Winter regtrictions are common regulatory practices designed to protect households from the harms of losing utility services during
the cold winter months. According to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS),\GS\ "a winter regtriction’ is any
procedure, which is not observed year-round, that offers additional protection to households threatened with service termination.

Winter redrictions range from an outright seasona ban on utility termination to the offer of a payment extenson prior to
termination.” HHS found that "such redtrictions offer low income customers protection againg utility termination during winter

63\ This includes Washington D.C. as a "state."

o4 1992 LIHEAP Report to Congress, at Table 4, page 11.

e The provision of cooling assistance is authorized by the same statutory section which authorizes winter heating assistance. 42 U.S.C. §
2602(a) (1992). That section authorizes HHS to make grants to LIHEAP granteesto assist ligible households in meeting the costs of
home energy, which is defined in section 2603(3), in part, as a source of cooling in residential dwellings.

66\ Id., atii.

o7 Id., at viii.

68\ FY 1990 LIHEAP Report to Congress, at 153 - 162.
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months and, in some cases, guarantee winter service even if no utility payments are made during the winter months."**

Winter redtrictions are commonplace around the country today. HHS found that 76 percent of al State regulatory utility
commissions require some form of winter redtriction. In addition, four percent of the commissons report that most utility
companies observe winter restrictions, and 14 percent report that some utility companies do. Only six percent of the commissions
report that winter restrictions are observed by no companiesin thar jurisdiction.

Even more importantly, HHS said, is the coverage of the winter restrictions. "When considering popul ation-weighted data," HHS
found, "the percent of people covered by required winter restrictions rises from 76 percent to 84 percent.”

Different types of regtrictions apply in different gates On the one hand, some regulatory commissions impose "date-based
moratoria” Thistype of protection guarantees service during specified time periods of the year. Similarly, some commissons do
not impose absolute moratoria, but require commission gpproval prior to any winter termination of service. Under this gpproach,
proposed service terminations are reviewed on a case-by-case bass. On the other hand, there are "temperature based moratoria.”
Thistype of protection protects againgt service termination so long as temperatures remain above a certain desgnated point.WO\ As
HHS notes, this redriction is less grict than date-based protections, snce the policy only delays service terminations until the
temperature rises above the designated temperature. Moreover, the policy does nat require the reconnection of customers whose
service was disconnected during temporarily warm weether.

HHS reports that roughly one-third (32 percent) of al sates have date-based winter shutoff moratoria, roughly 14 percent have
explicit temperature-based moratoria, and roughly 28 percent have non-explicit temperature-based moratoria.  HHS reports the
purpose behind the winter protections:

* * *date-based moratoria utilize a winter time frame as a proxy for freezing temperatures. Customers who are
continuoudy protected from disconnection during the winter are consderably less likdly to be exposad to freezing

69\ Id., at 153.

o According to HHS, temperature protections can be either explicit (e.g., no service terminations while temperature bel ow 32 degrees) or

non-explicit (e.g., no service terminations during "bitterly cold weather").

PAGE 222 HOT-WEATHER POLICIES



home tempe\rfii\tur&s than are those whose service is protected only when the temperature is predicted to drop to a
certain leve.

As can be seen, while subgtantia attention has been given to cold westher protections --whether this attention has resulted in
adequate policiesis nat the issue at this point-- little or no attention has been devoted to devel oping regulatory policies to protect
low-income households againgt the health and safety threats associated with hot wesather.

UTILITY ALLOWANCESFOR PUBLIC AND ASSISTED HOUSING: AIR CONDITIONING

Thefedera palicy of providing affordable housing to low-income Americansis served through the provison of rental subsidies and
a"utility alowance' through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Under the "Section 8 program,” a
property owner is permitted to set a rent not to exceed a HUD-determined "fair market rent.""* A Section 8 utility allowance is
provided that varies depending on fud source, type of housng and the like. The utility alowance, when summed with the renta
subgdy, isintended to reduce the shelter costs of program participants to 30 percent of income.

The operation of this 30 percent limit can be shown by example. If a Section 8 househald has an annua income of $4,000, the
household will be required to pay no more than 30 percent of that income ($1200 a year or $100 a month) toward her shelter
costs. The 30 percent limit is "enforced” in two ways. First, limits are set on the contract rent” that a landlord may charge for a
Section 8 dwdling. The contract rent plus the utility allowance may not exceed the Fair Market Rent for the region in question. If

73 Id., at 156.

2 "Section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f) authorizes a housing assistance program to aid lower income
familiesin renting decent, safe, and sanitary housing. Assistance payments are limited by fair market rents (FMRs) (or payment
standards based on FMRs in the Housing Voucher Program) established by HUD for different areas. In general, the FMR for an areais
the amount that would be needed to rent privately owned, decent, safe, and sanitary rental housing of a modest (non-luxury) nature with
suitable amenities.” Section 8(c) of the Act requires the Secretary of HUD to publish FMRs "periodically, but not less frequently than
annually, to be effective on October 1 of each year." 56 Federal Register 49024-01 (Sept. 26, 1991).

73\ "Contract rent" is a defined term. See generally, National Housing Law Project, HUD Housing Programs: Tenants Rights (2d ed.)
(1994), at §3.2.5, National Housing Law Project: Oakland, CA (contract rents defined for Section 8).
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the shelter costs do exceed the Fair Market Rent, the property is not digible to be certified by HUD as a Section 8 unit. If, in other
words, given aFair Market Rent of $500, and an $85 utility hill, if the landlord seeks arent of $430 (thus making total shelter costs
$515), thelandlord may not participate in Section 8.

Second, the househald is, at least presumably, held harmless againg al utility bills (except telephones). Each local Public Housing
Authority (PHA) is directed to deveop a utility allowance such that the sum of the Section 8 tenant's uncovered utility bill and
contract rent will be no more than the 30 percent limit. Given that the contract rent is explicitly set equal to 30 percent of income,
itisdear that the utility allowanceisintended to pay the entire utility bill.

HUD policy toward home hesting is explicit. The costs of home hesating are to be covered by the locally-developed Section 8
utility allowance.

In contrast, however, the HUD policy toward home cooling is less explict. In promulgating the Fina Rule governing the
caculation of utility allowances for public housing, for example, published on August 7, 1984, HUD granted discretion to loca
Public Housing Authorities (PHAS) to include air conditioning in the utility allowances created for a "reasonable consumption of
utilities by an energy conservative household of modest circumatances consgtent with the requirements of a safe, sanitary and
hedlthful living environment." HUD dated: "* * *should air conditioning be induded? * *HUD bdieves these decisons are
within the competence of PHAS to establish."™ HUD seems to have adopted the position that, unlike home hesting, air
conditioning might be found to be a"luxury” rather than a necessity. It sated that "the divison between necessities and luxuriesis
|eft to the particular PHA and HUD expects that this division will reflect local custom and usage patterns”™®

ra HUD regulations regarding its "existing housing" program define "fair market rent” as: "Therent, including utilities (except telephone),

ranges and refrigerators, and all maintenance, management, and other services, which would be required to be paid in order to obtain
privately owned, existing, decent, safe, and sanitary rental housing of modest (non-luxury) nature with suitable amenities.” 24 C.F.R.
§882.102 (1992). HUD regulations for "new construction” provide, pursuant to a definition of fair market rent, that "the contract rent
plus any utility allowance for the unit must not exceed the Fair Market Rent in effect at the time of processing.” 24 C.F.R. §880.204

(1992).

78\ 49 Federal Register 31399, 31404 (August 7, 1984).

\76\
Id.
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Appendix A: Methodologies

The analyss presented in the Chapters above involve severd calculated numbers. This Appendix presents the methodol ogies and
data sources for determining each of those calculations.

AVERAGE STATEWIDE SUMMER INCOME: LIHEAP RECIPIENT

Basdine data for calculating the average summer income for LIHEAP reci pients was obtained from the Low-1ncome Home Energy
Assstance Program, Report to Congress for Fiscal Year 1992 (February 1994). The FY 1992 Annual Report to Congress
presents the tatal number of all households asssted with heating assistance, dassfied by annual household income ranges, for FY
1992."" The average annual income was derived by wei ghting the income represented by each income range:  This weighting
occurred by multiplying the mid-point of each income range78\ by the percentage of total heating-ass sted househalds in that range.
Thetota weighted income was then summed to obtain the annual income for each gate. Given the definition of summer used in
this report --the three months June, July and August-- the total annua income was then divided by four (4) to obtain a three month
Seasonal income.

i 1992 Annual Report to Congress, at 74 - 75 (Febuary 1994).

78\ The range of $15,000 and over was set equal to $15,000.
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AVERAGE STATEWIDE SUMMER ELECTRIC BILL

Basdine data for caculating the statewide summer eectric bill was obtained from a publication of the National Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissoners (NARUC). Data was obtained for summer 1992, and was thus obtained from the annua
NARUC survey titled Residential Electric Bills Summer 1992 (April 1993).”®" The Summer Survey presents for each of 184
investor-owned dectric utilitiesthe bill for resdentia consumption at 250 kWh, 500 kWh, 750 kWh and 1000 kwh. NARUC aso
reports the number of resdential dectric cusomersfor each company aswdl asthe largest community served under the resdentia
eectric rate schedule. Since Nebraska has no investor-owned utilities, that state is excluded from the report.

To obtain the average satewide summer dectric hill, the typical bills for each company were summed for the three months June,
July and Augud. Bills were usad at consumption levels of 500 kwWh and 1000 kwh. The hills were multiplied by the number of
resdentia customers served by the dectric company for each dectric company in the sate. That summed figure was then divided
by the tota number of resdentid eectric cusomers in each respective date. The analyss for New Jersey and West Virginia
assgned equal valuesto each company since data on total residential customerswas not available for each of those states.

ELECTRIC BILL ASPERCENT OF INCOME
To obtain the percentage of income represented by the dectric bills, the same methodol ogy was used throughout the analyss.

0 LIHEAP recipients The average Satewide summer dectric bill as calculated above was divided by the average
satewide LIHEAP income as calcul ated above.

o] Other Public Benefits The summer dectric bill as a percent of income for AFDC, SSI, unemployment, Socid
Security, and minimum wage was calculated by dividing the income by the average datewide dectric hill as
calculated above.

el NARUC annually publishes three energy surveys. annual winter gas bills; annual winter electric bills, and annual summer electric bills.
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Datafor 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, 1993 Green Book, Background Material and Data on
Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means (1993 Green Book), at 659 - 660 (July
1993).

Supplemental Security Income (SSI): Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives,
Overview of Entitlement Programs, 1993 Green Book, Background Material and Data on Programs Wthin the
Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means (1993 Green Book), at 833 - 834 (July 1993).

Unemployment Benefits Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, Overview of
Entitlement Programs, 1993 Green Book, Background Material and Data on Programs Within the Jurisdiction of
the Committee on Ways and Means (1993 Green Book), at 501 - 502 (July 1993).

Social Security: Socia Security Adminigration, Social Security Bulletin, Annual Satistical Supplement, 1992, at
Tables5-J-6 and 5-J9 (Sept. 1993).

Minimum Wage Data on typica 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).

STATESCATEGORIZED BY CENSUS REGION AND CENSUSDIVISION

The categorization of states by Census Region and Census Divison is st forth in the U.S. Department of Energy, Energy
Information Adminigration, Household Energy Consumption and Expenditures 1987 National Data, at Appendix F, page 265

(Oct. 1989).

HoOUsEHOL DS BELOW $15,000 INCOME

The number of households at designated income ranges for each of the largest communities served by the respective dectric
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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 loca U.S. Government Regional Depository Library. Data for specific cities, population 10,000
and more, is avallable in the series on Social and Economic Characterigtics, at Table 177. Data for specific cities, population
2,500 10 9,999, isavailable 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 recalving "public assstance’ and the average income for those
househol ds was obtained from these same Census sources.

WEIGHTED INCOMESFOR SPECIFIC COMMUNITIES

Taking the data for each community setting forth the number of households in desgnated 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 tota of those
multiplications was then divided by the total number of households in the three ranges combined to obtain aweighted income.

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE HOUSEHOLDSAND M EAN |[NCOMESFOR SPECIFIC COMMUNITIES

The number of households receiving public assstance, and the mean income for those households for each specific community, is
reported in the U.S. Census. Aswith income ranges by specific community, this datais available in hard copy and on CD Rom for
each respective date, from the U.S. Census Bureau or from a loca U.S. Government Regional Depository Library. Data for
Specific aties, population 10,000 and more, is available in the series on Social and Economic Characteridtics at Table 177. Data
for specific dities, 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.
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