RESOLUTION 79-36
To Support the Ho]dlng of Pub11c Hear1ngs by the

WHEREAS, the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 strongly suggests
that the Indiana Public Service Commission held hearings on questions
of service terminations by gas and electricity utilities, but the
Commission has failed to hold such hearings; and

WHEREAS, over one hundred twenty organizations throughout the state, including
other Common Councils and labor., church, neighborhood, and senior
citizen organizations, have supported a petition to the Commission
regarding hearings to discuss changes in rules governing the termina-
tion of service by gas and electricity utilities;

NOW, THEREFQRE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF BLOOMINGTON, MONRGE COUNTY, INDIANA, THAT:

The Bloomington Common Council supports the holding by the Public
Service Commission of public hearings on gas and electricity utility discon-
nection and related policies, and urges the Commission to abide by the spirit
and letter of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 by studying
the problems that termination of service causes the consumer.

PASSED and ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Bloomington,
Monroe County, Indiana, upon this 15th day of November, 1979.

ol Otz

Tomilea Ailison, President
Bloomington Common Council

SIGNED and APPROVED by me upon thisiﬁﬁgaay of November, 1979.

P AT f,
»/j/’fvz"smaw e

Francis X. McCloskey, Mayor
- ity of Bloomington

ATTEST:

el
Lw/ybkw-//)"ﬂonnors ity Cler

The Public UtiTity Regulatory Policies Act was enacted by Congress in
1978 to suggest each state to hold pub]1c hearings and establish a policy on
termination of gas or electric services when termination would be dangerous
to health. The Indiana .Public Service Commission has failed to hold such
hearings, and this resolution; sponsored by Councilmember Richardson, would
support a petition already endorsed by over one hundred twenty organizations
throughout the state to urge the Commission to hold the hearings.

SYNOPSIS



éS?O MNorth Meridian Street, ' Indianapolis, indiana 46208 (317} 923-2494

October 25, 1979

Mr. Jeff Richardson
Bloomington City Council
420 E. 6th Street
Bloomington, IN 47401

Dear Mr. Richardson:

Recently I spoke with Mr. John Goss about a resolution

we would like to have presented to the Bloomington City
Council for their consideration at the November 15 meeting.
The resolution deals with a campaign Citizens Action
Coalition is organizing statewide to force the Public Ser-
vice Commission of Indiana to hold hearings on winter
utility disconnect and related policies as required by the
Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) of 1978.

Three attempts have been made in the past year, in the
form of petitions filed with the PSC, to have these

hearings held. And the PSC has not yet seen fit to hold
the hearings. This statewide effort has support from

over 120 organizations representing labor, church, neighbor-
hood and senior citizen organizations. '

Recently the City Councils in Terre Haute and Fort Wayne
passed resolutions of support for hearings to be held

to discuss the problems with existing utility disconnect
policies, particularly the problems faced by the elderly,
handicapped and those on fixed incomes.

We would like to present a similar proposal to the Bloomington
City Council and have been informed that the deadline for
getting this on the agenda for the November 15 meeting is
November 2, Would you be interested in sponscring such a
resolution before your council?

My cohort on the organizing staff of CAC is in Bloomington
this weekend and will try to reach you and leave some back-
ground information with you. May I call you soon to discuss
this? Thank you for your consideration. ( Lawrence Mayberry
is the CAC staff person who will try to get in touch with you
this weekend in Bloomington ).

Sincerely,

s




WHY WON'T THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSTION HOLD HEARINGS 7

{An analysis of the PSC'e claim that they have already
held heawrings on the preblems faced by the elderly, the
hancicapped and others with winter-time utility dasconnects)

I. What is the Problem ? e s

The exdisting rvles of the Public Service Comml ssion governing
items suchk as the {winter-time)} discommection of utility services, the
ability of utility companies to charge current customers increased
depositre, and the amcount of informatien provided o consumers are
seriously inadequate, and have caused problems for consumers all ovar the
_state -- especially low income consumers, the elderly, the handicapped, and
these on temporary layoff from major employers.. '

Rormally the way to deal with a problem, or suspected prohlem, with
ubility rules is for the groups concerned to ask the PEC to hold a
“hearing or conduct an Iuvestigation. At the time of the hearing, all'
the ewi dence apd testimony will be presented and heard — and then 1f a
problem is proven to exist, the PSCI should take steps to change thes
gsituaticn. This 'is how it works, for instance, when a uvtility company
thiunks that its rates are not high enough and 80 wants them changed,

C4P Agencies, senlor citizen groups and neighborhood crganizations
are dneressinglv aware of problems w1L1 the existing rulesg, and have
thug joined together with one request: that the Public Service Commission ?
restigate the ezmtent of these p;obl; s by holding a public heaving o
consider posgible new rules in thege areas.

BA TR
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PEC, however; has been vefusing to hold hearings on these problems
v claim that at some earlier date they : ?r@aay considerad

thus do not need to hold hearings now. This "white faﬂsﬂ
ne the factual “d:lc {or lack thereof) for the ¥FSC!

up il nc
these i
is an arv
failo

i

(s
o

In part, the inadecuacy of the existing rules should neot be a surprise,.
They were primarily adopted following a set of hearings begun five years
“ago, and were the first-ever attempt by the Indiana PSC to write rules based
on consumner, as well ass utility company, input. It shouid not he a surprise
that three to four vears of acrual hands-on working ewxperience with this first
set of yules haz revealad that it has 1ﬂddEQL3Ci9S and that the rules need
further work and modification.

e £, there weren't pronlﬁms w1th the rules as they were adopted
several vears ago, many things have changed since thern which seem to reguire
that.the PSC open its eves and consider new evidence. Among those changes,
ﬁince the adopticn of the original electric rules (on December 24, 1575) and
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the original rules for. qatural gas utilities. (on September 13, 1976) are .
the following:

(1) Major electric rate incraases which ﬁave'raised the tosts of
‘electricity dramatically :
(2) Federal action decontroiling the p13ce of natural gas, whlch
: is sending the cost of gas and home heating spiralling -
(3} Dramatic inflation in the sconomy as a whole, which has 81gn1f¢cantly
eroded the discretionary income of many moderate and low income
consumers, thus biinging many more pecple into contact with the
shut—-off provisions of the viility companies.
(é}'Passage of new state legislation by the 1979 General Assembly which
significantly clarified and expanded the authority of the PSC to
‘set new rules in these areas. " When the original electric utility
rules were adopted in 1975, all of the members of the PSCI were
in disagreement about their authority, and so three separate
‘opinione were written, one by each commissioner in that proceedings
{Cause # 33529). Commissioner Wallace dissented from the rules
because (he said} he did not believe that thevy were stroungly enough
pro-consumer. He specifically mentioned the inadequacy of the payment !
periocd before bills became delinquent. : ‘

Commissioner Fowers specifically saild that he did not vote for
stronger rules beczuse he did not think that the PSC had the power
under state statute to "adopt, promulgate or enforce' stromger rules.

This situation has been totally changed by the passage, this

last year of SEA #3529 (Now Public Law 85) which added a new section
to the Indiana Code (Sec. 34.5) remedylng that problem and giving
the PSC explicit authority to adopt strong consumer rules,

{5) Passage of the National Energv Act in the fall of 1978, particularly
the pew Public Utilities Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 (PURPA)
gave the PSC a mandate to hold hearings on a wide variety of issues
cincluding seasonal problems with discommects, the particular problems
faced by the elderly and the handicapped with uvtility services, and
the need for provision of adequate and comprehensive information
both about their rlgntb, and about utility rate schedules, to all
utility customers.

In other words: the times have changed dramatically since the first
hearings en the need for consumer rules were held og April 2, 1974. The
P,.5.C, needs te hold hearings to consider the impact of these changed
circumstances, ag well as their experdence of the adequaca of the existing
Tules,

The PS5C should also hold hearings, because the National Energy Act
quuerb them to, and they should further hold hearings because 10& groups
in the state of Tndiana believe that there are maior prcblems, and are
prepared to present witnesses and testiwmony to.that effect.

The problem now is that we appear to be in a "Catech-23" SltuaiLOﬂn
The PSC believes, without having heard any evidence, that problems don'
exist. They therefore vefuse o hold bearinge, and continue as in the.
pasi to base that refusal cn that private opinion, apparepntly reinforced by
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the simllar opln ton of the ut111ty companies, _ -

. But 23 long as they refuse.to held heaxlngs, dﬁd to give us. a chance
. to present evidence and witnesgses, we can't’ prcve to them that nréblems”
.exist of- sufflcleﬂt magnltLde to hold bea ings. - o

II. Some History - Has the PSC already examined these issues ?

' What they Say:

The P.5.C. appears to believe that they have already thoroughly
examined these subjects and do not need to hold any hearings. In particularx,
they have been making a series of =xtravagant statements about the large
nuember of hearings that have previocusly held on these issues:

) "rhat this Commission has provided for residential customer protection
from disconnection without due process by its recent adoption and
promulgation of new electric rules (See Cause No. 33629; December 24,
1975; Cause No, 34526, June 26, 1976), and new gas rules (See Cause
No. 34613, September 13, 1976)3; that Rules 16 and 16.1 in both electric
and gas ruleg deal regpectviely with Discommection of Serviece Complaint
and Review, and prov1de sufficient and adequate protection for
residential customers."

Unamimous PSC order in Cause # 35528, refusing to hold hegrings on
problpmo of winter-time disconnects - those concluzions reached by
PSC without any hearings or evidence and therefore reflect only thptﬂ

own perecnal preconceptions. January 3, 1879

(2) "Petitioner®s [NIPSCO's] rules are consistent with the rules of this

Commission applicable to all electrie utilities in this state and as
such zn approval of these rules iwm this proceeding is unneccessary.
Likewise, CECEF's attack upon the Petitioner's proposed rules is neot
well taken as it iz 2 collateral attack upon the Commission rules which
were promulgated in another proceeding.’”
Unanimous PSC order in Cause #35{7“3 NIPSCO rate case, mefLSﬂﬁa to
eonsider the testimony propcaﬁng changes in PSC rulee in two public
hearings, since the purpose of those hecvings was not (In The PSC's
opinion) to hear evidencc on rule changes. July 18, 1378

{3 “"Further, with respect to the specific rules apd provisions prayed for

- in rhetorical paragraph 14 of the petition [Request by CAC'and others

for hearings], the Commission finds that has cousidered and held in its

Cause WNos. 33629,_2&526, and 34613, znd the Commlbalcn it_i;s Judgemenf
and discretion, and subject teo its findlﬂg conclusions 1d orders
in Cause Neo. 35724, finds that the-?ublic.fnteresi would not bz served
at this time by additional and duplicative proceedings And heavings
thereon relating to the issues of winter disconnection of sarvice,
"billing pericds and infermation provided to customers.”

ﬂm

=

Unanimous FSC order in Couse #

5 35835, tuyming down the request of G0+
Groups jbf hearings on these issues.

) ‘September 13 29/9
1 B



{4) "But:[P.S.C. Chairmap Larry] Wallace said the topic of utility

- -disconnection practices for pon-payment of bills bas been the
subject of five public hearings and is being ro —eXamined because
of the requirements of the federal energy act. : '

AP Wirve Service Story in the qu,—chmond Pall’adiwn»—Item, Sept. 18, 1979

(5) "As the PSC pointed out, hearings on shut-off procedures have been
held four times im the past and are currently under weview.,"

Indianapclis NEWS, lead editoricl, September 17, 1978

If one were to take the various Lomments of ‘the PSCI together, and

‘at their face value, it appears that they have held freaquent hearings
(though the exact. number varies each time. a PSC statement is issu=d) on the
issues we want to raise, and that thev need not consider these issues any
more. i
Even just taking their statements sz they stand, though, it should
be troubling that when varicus people at rate hearings on specific utilitiesg
(NIFSCC and SIGECO) tried to compladin about utility rules and ask for changes
that the PSCI did not find their evidence.in order ~- but now they don't
want to hold hearings because they don’t believe that there 1 any evidence
that could be heard. :

Where do people 2o for relief ¥ How can we get them te listen to us
and stop plaving procedural ping-pong with us ?

What the Real History Is

What seems apparent to any non-invelved observor is that the PSC’
first of all never tries to raise all these procedural problems and arguments
when a utility company wants something. When a utility comes in to ask for
a rate incvease, for example, the PSC doesn’t refuse them a hearing just
because they have (allegedly) loocked at the utilities rates within the last
two years. NO - instead they automatically set hearings, consider evidence
about any changes since the last hearings and then make s new decision and
ruling.

Why this double standard ? Way won't they deal w1th COHSﬁﬂar Wroupa
in the sama way ag tHey deal W1th utility companies 7

BUT - the PSC's own statements in the various proceedings cited above ars
in fact imaccurate and self-serving, as we try to show below. In fact the
PSC seewms to have decided to use & "Big Lie" téchnique in dealing with
comsumers...they ssem to believe 1f they repeat the same inaccurate statements




5.

Often epough and 1oudly enough in various fozums, and then quote-;hezr
earlier statements as proof of the more rvecent; that tney will document
their own rhetoxlc by thelr earller rhetov1u.

Probably they assume that no one fram the publlc or the pregs has
the interest or patience to deal with‘ail the old PSC hearing records. And.
since, in their traditional fashion, they have not made transcripis of the
actual téstimony in’ the ezrlier cases, they can rest’ secure knowing that
o one can-gucte-the transcripts back to them to disprav&_their asgertions,

But let's look at the wvarious proceedJngg that the PSC has begun to refer
to as the proof" of their position.

. - 9

- Cause # 33629 is the first one they mention as having examined these

issues, That proceeding was the first hearing that they sver held to

consider our proposals for a "Consumer B1ll .of Rights.™ CAC was a participant
in those hearings and so we are well familiar with the issues raised and
discussed. While a large number of things were considered {(in these five year
6ld heaxings), they néver considered: :

{a) A total ban on winter dlsconne;ts ‘ o

(b) A partial, cold-weather ban on utility dlsoonnebus

{(¢) Requiring the utilities to provide customers with a
clear and concise notlce, in standard form, of Lhe
appeal rlghts.' ‘

(d) Making any special prov151ons for the ‘elderly or the
“handicapped

(e) The jdea of providing addltlonal (rhlrduparty} disconnect
notices (such as to relatives or social service 828n?1€g)
if requested by the customers.-

Since these are the major issues we are now asking them to censider,
it is hard to see how they can claim that hearing as an example of how they ,
how -already adequately considered thé isgsues we want to raise. ‘They didmte.
even discuss our issues then.i- o . ' o '
Furthermwore the date of the final 0rder in thl? proceodlng (Decembﬂr 24,
75) is mizleading because in fact the azctual hearings in this plﬁctbualg,
on whlch the decisions were ultimastely based, were held in 1974 -- and many
things have changed in the last 5 vears.

Cause # 34526 is the second cause that thev continue to mention as covering
these issues. Of all the claims they make, this is the most distorted and
misieading, because this cause was net even a set of.general heariags on
consumer trules, but was called (at our request to the Governor, who then
asked the P3C to hold this hearing) to examine only one issue: the provisiom
of an appeal process for utllity customers who believed that their bills
were in error. The PSC held a short hearing om April 20, 1976 but only

on this one very narrow lssue. HNone of the issues that we are trving o
ralge were either discussad or considered in eny way in thig procseding.

Cause # 34573 The PSC totally fails to mention this cause. . On May 25, 1876
we filed several petitions with them requesting that they hold hearings on -
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‘the rights and responsibilities of gas urility customers.. The PSC not only
refused to hold hearings -- they even refused to mark thesé petitions in on
their official docket, and later reassigned the cause nc, ro another
proceeding. In a letter to us dated May 26, 1876 Cowmission Chairman
Larry Wallace exzplained that they didn't think they had the statutory
authority to holﬁhearlngq on gas utility consumer r1ghta, or to consider
our petltlon, : '

Cause No. 34513, anmother ome that the PSC sometimes refers to, was the hesring

- they held on gas utility customer rights. ' They initiated this préceeding

on July 1, 1876, slightly more than a menth after they told us that they

were refusing ocur request for these hearings (see above). [If you, as a

casual reader, begin teo detect a pattern that the PSC consistently-refuses

to listen to hearing requests from anyone but the utility companies, you

might just be rightl, e : . :
Buring these gas hearings, the only issues considered at the August 3, 1476

public hearlng were the adoption of rules identical to the electric rules,

Although the PSC made some minor changes, they considered nc new subjects at

all, andcertainly therefore did not address the problems that we want heard,
Yet the PSC apparently cites this as the “third” of the times. they

‘have held hearings on these issues. _ : :

As we become more and more recent, it is ever more difficult to see
. even a shred evidence to support the SC‘S contention that they have repeatedly.
: heard these issues. S - '

Cause No. 35526 -was begun by the Citizens Action Cealiticn on November 22, 1978,
following the passage of the Public Utilities Regulatory Policies Act of 1978.
It is worth moting that the PSC at least doesn't claim this as one of their
"hearings" -~ since they never considered this petition.
This was a petition submitted in an attempr to get hearings as

required under PURPA on the question of winter d09connects. Specifically, -
. CAC asked for heavrings to comsider a ban on winter discomnects. The PSC .
refused in an order dated January 3, 1979 to hold these hearings at all. Iz
their denial of the hearings the only mentioned two reasons:

(8) That by January 3rd much of the winter was already past (choo iing

- o ignore their own delay zs part of the reason for that) '

{b) That they had already Lons¢nbrea these issues {again, not Erue).

They totally failed to mention PURPA, despite the fact that it
was specifically listed as a ground for holding hearings in Paragraph 7
of the Petition, and despite the fact that they now {(see ¥ 353724) are at
least concerped that PURPA might require them to hold hear;ngo.~ R -

Cause Nog, 35572 INIPSCO] and-35528 {SIGECO]; " In these two maior rate
“hearings this spring, the FSC heard hours of testimony at two hearings in
Lake County and one in Evangville on the problems with the existing rules.
They also were given technical testimony in justification of major rule

. changes. : o S I . o o . .
Their decision in these twe cases - although worded 'slightly differently
" for each utility -- esseatially responded in two ways: (a) They said that

it was inappropriate to consider these issues in the context of a rate

case, and {b) that this testimony comstituted a "collateral artack” on the

- PSC rules —— and that therefore the only proper way to change things was to
have hesrings to change the rules, (30 WHY ARE THEY REFUSING 7O HOLD

SUCH HEARINGS NOW 77¢2) -




Causc No. 35724 ic the last cage im which the PSC claims to be examining..
the problems that we want to raise.  This is the hardest of. their claims
to dispute (since they haven't haa*ad down a final: decision) and is the
cause in whichi we are filing intervention 3et1t10ns ‘today (October 4 1979)

Howevér' before we give the PSC any credzt on thls score, we .hould
-1cok at the hearing record and remember: . '

(1) To date they have taken the position that thls hearing is not
- to discuss rule r'ha.ng_.;es at all.

(2) Instead, the purpose of thie proceeding iﬁ-fhe eyes of the PSC,
-is for the very narrowly defired legal purpose of seeing whether
or not they can avoid heavings that PURPA requires them to hoid. To
quote from the PSC's own June 6, 1979 order that began this '
process:

_ "IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED -BY THE PUBLIC SERVICE. COMMISSION: OF INDIANA
that a hearing shall be held for the scle purpose of providing interested
parties an opportunity to show cause why this commission should not make ,
" a determination that its Termination of Sexvice Rules substantldliy conform
to and meet the Lequlrements of PURPA,’

.CAC 'has alreaéy pnrticipated in this hearing, but today we and
185 other groups are formally intervening and asking that they quit plav1ng
procedural games (at great expense tc the public and a gr eat waste of
everyone's timé) and instead just hold hearings. :

Cause Ne. 35835 is the cause that we f£iled on September 1lth, and the
P5C dismissed on September 1Zth w1thout holding hearings which requested
that they hold hearlnga. _ . L _ o ST

In Summary

The PSC has censistently refused to hold ‘hearings to lock at the o
problems of w1ntpr disconnects or the other issues we have xalsed Instead
they Hava choosen two very: unproduct:ve responses: - ’

(I) To play procedural games. As the asbove history should indicate,
every time wa& LYy a new way of forcing hearings, they invent a
new series of procedural prenlems or obstacies. They fact that
their statements are sometimes mutually contradlctory doesn’'t seem
to bother them.

{29 To'say iduély {(if inaccurately} that they are already holding hearings
or that thev have already held some large number of earlier :
hedrings on these problems. As we have seen, this is facrually umtrue,

Wﬁ? Won't the PSC jﬁ§t Agree to Hold Hearings 7




State Plans Link of “Project Safe”

Winter and its hardships have become an an-
nual threat to the increasing number of per-
sons unable to meet rising fuel costs. For each

- of the past three winters, Congress has ap-
proved some type of emergency, one-time-only,
“erisis intervention” assistance program. This
year, the Indiana Legislature acied {irst, but
congressional action also sesms certain.
Indiana’s Project SAFE

Project SAFE (State Allowancs for Ensrgy
for the Elderly, Blind' and Disabled), is a
program run by the Indiana Community Ser-
vices Administration (CSA). (See the Advocate,
August-September  1878).  Applications are
made at electric utility companies for credits
on electric bills and the bills of other suppliers
of heating fuel. The maximum credit available
to eligible households is $200. Assistance is
given only to- persens who are 65 or older, or
expact to be during the heating season, and to
heads of households receiving $51 Blind or Dis-
ability benefits.

To date, 20,000 applications have been ap-
proved, according to State CSA Director Jean
}#-—ritt. Fligibility rates have been running at
......-L 50% of those applying, partially because
thie income eligibility criteria were set too low
te help many needy families.

Gevernor Invokes Emergency Powers

In response to the ebvious hardships expect-
ed from the low eligibility criteria, Governor
Otis Bowen invoked his discretionary powers
under the civil defense law to raise the criteria:
In an action taken on October 17, the Governor
set the new guidelines at a lavel equal to 125%
of the Federal C5A poverty guidelines. This lev-
el will coincide with this year's federal crisis
assistance program.

Three other sensible changes were also
made to Project SAFE. The 7,000 to 8,000 peg-
ple who have already applied who were not eli-
gible under the old guidelines, but are eligible
under the new ones, will rot be required to re-
apply. The applications on fite will be approved
sutomatically for these people.

The Governor has elso decided to make So-
cial Security disability recipients eligible for
Project SAFE, if they meet the other eligibility
requirements. This category of disabled people
was previously not listed among tha elderly and
disabled who could be assisted by SAFE.

The definition of “‘heating season'” was ex-

44t include April and May. Also, persons
wi.aroll up io December 31 will be able to ra-
ceive the maximum of $200, rather than a pro-
rated smaller amount.

To Federal Program

Allin all the Governor scted commendably in
liberalizing the SAFE guidelines. e must have

_ Telt similar to Ms. Merritt, who had heen push-

ing for the higher guidelines. As she said, “lt is
very difficult to sit here in Indianapolis and
deny assistance to so many people who badly
need help with keeping their homes heated." At
least one aspect of the plan is potentially dis-
turbing, however. The Governor expects to use
at least $3.5 million from 1he federal crisis as-
sistance program to belster the SAFE program.
If the federal money runs out, this switch of
funds could be accentuating a breach between
elderly and disabied poor from other poor
people.

In the past, federal mmoney has gone directly
to Community Action Agencies as administra-
tors of crisis programs. This yvear's money will
20 to state Governers in & modified Block Grant
program. The Governer submitted a plan to tha
Federal CSA on October 19. If the plan is ap-
proved, money should be available to the state
by November 1.

Federal regulations impose few require-
ments on state plans. Income eligibility levels
must be set at 125% of the Federal CSA
poverty guidelines. This coincides with the new
Project SAFE criteria. Heads of households
certified for 58I must be automatically eligible.
The maximum assistance available to any
housshold is $400, but the state can set it
lower. :

Except for these requirements, the states
have been given great freedom to design the
program as they choose. Surprisingly, there is
no requirement that the Community Action Pro-
grams [CAPs} bé the administering agencies. In-
diana has chosen to stay with the CAPs, how-
ever, at least as the agency processing applica-
tioms. ’ J
The SAFE Connection
According to Ms, Merritt, the State plans to
shape the crisis assistance program so that it
can be joined with the SAFE program. The
recent changes to SAFE, plus some additional
cnes, will facilitate the connection. The basic
income guidelines are the same for both the
federal and state programs. The federal
program, however, will cali for the use of
deductions of at least some medical expenses.

The federal program will not benefit only the
elderly and disabled, but will be available to
any household which meeis the inceme criteria
and has an “energy related crisis.” The
“crisis” will be loosely defined, and will
inciude such things as inability to afford foed
as a result of higher heating bills.

Adneate 1019

Project SAFE will provide a '‘maintenance
level” of up to $200 to eligible houssholds. The
household may also be eligible for up to an ad-
ditional $200 in crisis assistance. Households
not eligible for SAFE, hut eligitle for the feder-
al program, could receive up to $400 in crisis
assistan~e. )

The $200 maintenance levels of Projact SAFE
will be met with state funds, supplemented by
$3.5 million from the federal crisis program.
The state expects to supply $10 miilion to Pro-
ject SAFE. The total $13.5 million may assist
more than 100,000 households of elderly and
disabled, according to Ms. Merritt. Unfortun-
ately only about $3.5 million is left to fund the
crisis assistance program, the ohly program
available for low-income househalds which are
not composed of elderly and disabled. An addi-
tional $6 million, approximately, is possible but
tentative. Ms. Merritt plans fo use the addi-
tional monsy, if it materializes, solely for the
crisis progran.

Application Process

Applications for Project SAFE are currently
taken at slectric utility company offices. The
applications will continue to be accepted there,

" but will alse be transferred to CAP offices.

As in the past, applications for the crisis as-
sistance program will be taken at CAP offices.
The fact that some persons will be efigible for
both programs, or believe themselves eligible
for one but actually are eligible for another,
could cause considerable confusion. To be on
the safe side, persoens would be well-advised ta
apply at the CAP office, if possible. The transi-
tion is planned to start when the federal money
arrives. That could happen as early as Novem-
ber 1, but prebably will be later.T]

New Income Guidelines for
Project SAFE and the Federal Crisis
Assistance Program

Sizes of Family

Unit Income
1 $4,250
2 5,625
3 7,000
4 : . 8,375

Add $1375 for each additional member.




MONROE COUNTY C. A. P. ENERGY STUDY
AUGUST - SEPTEMBER 1979

In the United States today, energy is as necessary to life as food and shelter.
But energy prices have increased even more drastically than food and shelter in
the last ten years, and this increase has hit low-income heuseholds particularly
hard. For low-income peopte, the crux of this energy problem is that budgets

" (which cannot meet basic living needs to begin with) cannot reallocate resources
to pay for enérgy without taking money away from other basic needs, such as food,
clothing and health care. This is due to the fact that the ability to offset
increased energy costs through product substitution is lower for energy than for
any other necessity used by poor households. Another reason why it is very dif-
ficult for poor households to offset energy price increases is that conservation
is very difficult, as low-income households are often already using energy at
lower levels than might be considered safe or healthy. o

Low-income households have been hit far harder by this increase in the cost of
energy than they would have been had snergy cost increases simply matched the
rate of inflation. ‘Also, the increase in energy cost has taken, proportionally,

. a much larger bite out of the low-income families' budget than it has out of the
budget of middle-income families. On the average, median-income families spend
9.6% of their annual budgets on energy, while low-income families spend approx-
imately 33% of their annual incomes on energy. If energy prices increase 25%
{a 1ikely possibility), the percentage of income spent by median-incams families
for energy will increase to 11.5%, while that of low-income families will rise to
over 40%. This rise in energy costs caused low-income households to suffer a
loss in purchasing power of more than §8 billion (or $538 per household) over
and above that which they would have suffered if energy costs had risen at the
same rate as inflation. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the over-

~ &1l Consumer Price Index (measuring the price of all goods and services in the
economy) increased 55.9% between 1972-78, while fuel oil/coal prices increased

- 1561.7% 4in the same period. And because the cost of energy is itself a large

~ factor in the CPI, the difference between evergy price movements and price in-
creases in non-energy goods and services is in fact even greater than this com-

{ | B e =T A

parison Shows. "

Inverted pricing schedules and credit and delivery practices combine to make the
enrgy burden .on the poor even higher. Inverted pricing schedules charge lesser
rates at higher usage levels; thus consumers using smaller amounts of energy -
{i.e., low-income people) must pay at the higher price level. Due to this higher
per unit prices paid by low-income households, the difference in total amounts
spent annually for energy between low-income households and alil households was
even less than the difference in ensrgy consumption. Alsc, many fuel oil sup-
pliers reduce the cost per gallon for large orders and increase the cost per gal-
len for smaller orders. Most low-income persons cannoi take advantage of this
reduced rate because they do not have adequate resources to buy large orders, and
they often do not have storage capacities for the larger orders. Credit practices
which are used by some enargy providers also penalize the poor. Low-income per-
sons are often prevented from taking advantage of credit or budget payments be-
cause they do not have a high enpugh credit rating to quaiify for these payment
plans. As a result, poor persons must pay “cash on delivery®. This is partic-
ularly hard on the low-income persons because most fuel expenditures take place
over the relatively short period of a few months. 1

The situation in Monroe County is reflective of that of the natiomal level.

Data on low-income households' energy use was gathered by randonly selecting

53 participants of CAP's Crisis Interventicon Program and interviewing them re-
garding their energy use and costs. Although statistics are availabe enly for the
six month period of November 1, 1978- April 31, 1679 (the highest energy con-
sumption months), it is still possible to get an idea of the percentags of in-
come residents of Monroe County spend for their energy needs.

1.‘Low—Income Energy Assistance: A Profile of Need and Policy Options. A working
paper of tha Fuel 0il1 Marketing Advisory Committee of the U.5. Department of
Energy. March, 1979, pg. 1-18. :
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“income for energy during that time period.

It is also interesting to note that some natural gas users,"in spite of the in-
cerease in gas rates, will suffer very 1ittle in the way of a price increase if-
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- MNatural gas and fuel oil are the primary heat sources for 80% of those persons
~-surveyed, while propane gas is the source used by anothsr 10% (electricity. wood
-and coal were the primary heat sources for the remainder of the survey partici-

pants}. A1l respondents used electricity as their secondary energy source. For

“the perjod of November 1978~ April 1979, both gas and fuel oil users spent ap-
- proximately 30% of their six month income on energy (this includes both primary

-and secondary sources). Those who heated their houses with propane spent slightly
more of their income (33%) for energy. Fuel oil users, on the average, spent the

-least dollar amount on energy during that six month period, while natural gas and
- propane gas users both spent about $50 more than those using fuel oil for their
- energy. : :

The new rates for energy (which are Tikely to go still higher by this winter)
will cause even more hardship to low-income households.. If the same amount of
energy is used this winter as was used last winter by the respondents, propane

~‘users would spend 38,9% of their six month income for primary and secondary heat
‘sources, natural gas users would spend 35.2%, and fual 011 users would spend an
-average of 36.8% of their six month income on energy due to the energy rate in-

creases. However, fuel oil users on the whole would suffer the largest average
dollar increase {$110.66), as compared to an increase of approximately $70.00
for both natural gas and propane users. :

- -When comparing the percentage of income spent for energy (both primary and se--.

condary), there was a very wide range. One propane gas user spent 77.7% of her

-six month income on energy, while a fuel ofl user spent only 12.4% of her in-
.come for energy {this is still more than the average percentage of income spent
-~gn energy by median-incoms families}. Also, nine respondents spent over 40%

of their six month income on energy, while only eight spent under 20% of their

they use the same amount of energy as they-did last winter. In fact, one person

“surveyed {who used the most cubic feet of gas of all respondents last winter)

would actually save $1.10 if she used the same amount this winter, in spite of

“the rate increase. This is because of the inverted price schedule which is used
“by the: Indiana Gas: Company. Particularly hard hit are those persons who utilize

close to 1,000 cubic feet of gas, as they must pay the higher rate for the en-

~ tire amount they use.

The following pages contain statistics on each individual surveyed, along with

“the averages for each category. It is hoped that these statistics can give an

even clearer picture of the energy situation as it effects low-income residents
of Monroe. County. : :




MONROE COUNTY COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM, INC.

TOTAL COMPLETED QUESTICNAIRRES -- 53
I" AGES OF RESPONDENTS:
26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65

ENERGY STUDY AUG.~SEPT. 1979

I

76-85 86-95

7 3 -5 8
(13.2%) {(5.6%) {9.4%) (15.1%)

1 TYPE OF HOUSE: - _
FRAME TRAILER APARTHENT
38 7 3
(74.5%) (13.7%) - (5.9%)

III PRIMARY HEAT SOURCE:

GAS FUEL OIL -  PROPANE GAS
71 21 6
(39.6%) (39.6%) (9.4%)

IV SECONDARY SQURCE:

ELECTRICITY
53
(100%)

V. HOUSE STATUS:

OUN, RENT
4o 12
(773) (23m)

" VI INCOME LEVEL:

14

a
(22.6%) (26.4%) (7.6%)

106 BLOCK
Z 1
(3.9%) (2.0%)
ELECTRIC WOoD COAL
4 4§ 1
(7.6%) (7.5%) (1.9%)

under 2,000  $2-3,000  $3-4,000  $4-5,000  $5-6,000 46,000 or more
8 7 3
(16%) (18%) (62)

6 15 - 11
(12%) (30%) (22%)
VI1 HAS HOME BEEN WEATHERIZED?
YES NO

30 19
(61.27}) (38.8%)

VIII TAKE PART IN ALTERNATIVE ENERGY PROJECT IF AVAILABLE AND FREE?

YES i}
33 5
(76.7%)  (11.6%)

IX NEW RATES FOR FUEL OIL AND GAS
FUEL OIL '
as of Aug. 27, 1979:

77.4¢ for #1 fuel oil {used for trailers)
74.4¢ for #2 fuel oi) {used for houses)

‘as of Sept. 7, 1979:

INDIANA GAS COMPANY

38.9¢ for Tirst 1,000 cubic feet
19.8¢ for anything over 1,000 cubic ft. !
6.6¢ rate tracking fee per 100 cubic ft:

-+ 4% sales tax




PROPANE - GAS

pril | Gatlons used | Cost of same $ increase . | Cost of sec~ | 6 month incomd % of incoma Cost of pri- % of income. {% of income
.t amount at Sept. - . ondary source| - spent for pri-|mary and sec--| spent for prilspent for pri-
price - (electricity) mary source ondary sourcest{ and sec. and sec. at ney
- : : - prise :
| 454364 1,205 $631.42 $87.78 $68.84 $788.56 - 68.9% $612.48 77.7% 88.8% :
2.1 $306.21 666 $348.98- $42.77 . | $112.07 - |$2,367.6 12,9 $418.22 17.7% 19.5%
3.0 $207.01 450 $235.80 . $28.79 $180.29 - - $387.30 -- -
Al 2167 1,050 $550. 20 $128.53 .. $131.02  |$2,832.84 14.9% $652.69 19,59 24.0%
5. $396.40 900 $471.60 $75.20 $64.51 $2,304.78 17.2% $460.91 20.0% 23.3% i
Wo | $374.99 854 $447.60 $72.61 $111.35. $2,073.41  28.5% $486.33 33,74 38.9%
Price of propane gas as of 9/7/79: 52{4¢/gallon : :
' , ‘ 00D ‘
ELECTRICITY . ! |
Nov;.- April 6 month Cost of pri- |% of 1ncbme Nov.- Aprili # of ricks Ecst of sect 6 month % of income [Cost of priljginc. i
cost income mary and sec- |spent for pri. o cost : ‘ ndary: income spent for Jand sec. spent on
ondary _jand sec. ' Ke]ectrjc) {primary pri & sec
1, $351.24 | $1,405.38 $351.24 26.0% . 1.} $200.00 10 $84.,38 $1,219.80| 16.4% $284.39 23.3% !
2.] $308.03 | $1,124.09 | $308.03 er.4% . |
3.] 962695 | $2,490.18 $624.95 sy 1k
bl $606.16 $1,568.00 $606.16 38.6% - F : | '
> n : . - . _W00D AND COAL
\v. $472.60 $1,646.91 $472.59 29.0% r o
_ ‘ ' o 1.} ¢ $484.00 10 $78.65 $2,458.60( 19.7% |$562.65 22.9%

Statistics on kilowatt hdursfuéed not available, . . ..
Information on possible rate increases not available.:

:5*‘<Ipforma#ioﬁﬂ§h hdﬁsibl

e increases in price of wood and coal net avaiiable,



GAS (ALL' FROM_INDIANA GAS COMPANY
Cost of same‘ S l Cost of secon- % of income Cost of pri- |% of income |% of income
Nov. - April | Cubic feet amount at $ increase ldary source & month spent for prid mary and sec-|spant for pritspent for pri.
Cost lised Sept. price ' (electricity) {ncome mary source ondary - sourcefmary and sec. anq sec, at ng
: prhee

1. | .$178.75 601 $243.54 $64.79 - §75.26 $943.21 19.8% ¢ | $254.01 264 9% 33.8%

2. | $243.29 818 saa7 | sedas | osers.al | S2,002.40 | L TL6%: $518,70 | 24.8% 29.0%

3. | $362.27 1,218 $450.27 $84.00 © $205.74 | $2,832.64 —;12.8% | $568.01 20.1% 23.1%

4. | $418.19 1,406 $489.11 $70.92 $26.45 $1,366.23 30.6%  $444.64 132.5% 34.9%

5. | $654.08 2,199 $652. 96 | -$1.10 | $133.50 - $1,816.11 - 36.0% | . $787.56 43.3% . 83.3%

6. | $591.90, 1,09 $609.78 " $17.88 $§131.25 $1,449.59 40.8% 1 g723.15 49.9% 51.1%

J. | 338811 1,204 $447.33 $39.27 . | -$182.57 ' $2,211.65 16.3% - $540.68 24,4% 28.5% -

. | sa27.71 1,438 | sess.70 §67.90 . | $113.69 | $2,448.67 |. '17.5% 8501.40 22.14 26.9%

9. | $262.93 8e4 $358.21 $95.28 " $208.54 $1,124.08 23.4% $471.47 41.9% 50.4%

10. | §523.19 1,759 $561.64 $38.45 | $307.44 $3,672.00 | = 14.72% $830.60 22.6% 23.7%

11| sany 619 $250.83 $66.72 $80.77 $1,513.35 '12.2% $264.88 17.5% 21.9%

12. | $877.32 1,941 $599.62 $22.30 $184.11 §1,983.00 29.1% | $761.43 38.4% 39. 54

13. | $398.87 1,341 $475.66 $76.79 $90.03 §1,767,57 22.6% . $488.90 - 27.7% 32,0%

14. | $366.14 1,213 $452.95 $86..81 * $135.50 $1,840.50 19.9% $501.66 27.3% 32.0%

15, | $292.97 1985 $399.11 $106.14' -$153.42‘ $é:063.40 714.2%}' .:‘$446.40 21.6% . 26.8%
16, | $559.78 1,882 l$587.49' $27.71 |- $89.71 $§}zo7.zo 46.4% $549.49 53.8% 56.1% '

17. | $303.98 1,022 $415.66 $101. 68 " $82.74 $1,222.20° 26,95 . §386.72 31.6% 40.0%

$247.16 831 $336.74 $89.58 'f $124.23. | $1,219.20 203 " 4371.39 30.5% 37.8%

$252.03,,,, 881. $357.01 | 39498 | 573,76 | $1,211.77 2160 | $335.79 27.7% 35.5%

Cos 955 $387.02 $102,97: $58.98 '.$1.;19.zo 25.4%° | . $343.03 30.7%" 39.8%

N 1,260 $444.60 oseoL77 ‘5135;65 $1,755.20 22.9%' §511.50 - 30.8% 35.2%



