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Q.1

Al

Q.2

A.2

Q.3

A3

Q.4

A4

Please state your name and address.

My name is Cynthia Zwick and my address is 1940 E. Luke Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona
85016.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

There are three reasons I am providing testimony in this case: 1) to urge the Commission
to rej eét the rate increase proposal presented in this case as it relates to the Southwest Gas
low-income customers, specifically rates G-10 and G-11, and to hold the low-income
customers harmless from any rate increase at this time; 2) I am asking the Commission to
require the Company to enhance its marketing of the availability of the discount rates so
that more eligible families are enrolled in the discount program; and 3) I am asking the
Commission to support the Low-Income Program: Smarter Greener Better Low-Income
Energy Conservation.

What 1s your experience with low-income issues?

['have served as a low-income advocate in Arizona since 2003, and have participated in
rate cases since that time in order to ensure that the interests and impact of rate increases
on the low-income community are heard and understood, and that there is a better
understanding of the condition of poverty in the State of Arizona.

Would you please describe the low-income community in Arizona today?

Let me start by saying that the poverty rate in Arizona is currently the second highest in
the country, having increased significantly during the last two years, making the low-
income community larger than ever. According to the United States‘ Census Bureau, the
Arizona poverty level is currently 21.2%. These numbers are more dramatic when

considering the number of children living in poverty, which in Arizona is 1 in 5 children.




11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

24
25
26
27
28

The income for a person living at 100% of the federal poverty level is $908 a month or
$10,896 a year. For a family of four, the household income is $1,863 a month or $22,356
annually.

For the two Southwest Gas low-income customer programs, bill assistance and
weatherization, the eligibility level is 150% of the federal poverty level, which is an
income of $16,344 for an individual and $33,540 for a family of four.

Family self sufficiency has been exacerbated by the national and state economy, as high
home foreclosure rates continue, and Arizona currently struggles with an unemployment
rate of 9.3%, which is driving a new population into the community of low-income.
Families that have lost their jobs have typically gone through any savings accumulated
and have lost their health care coverage before seeking help from a Community Action
Agency. Asking for financial assistance is never easy, and it is particularly difficult for
families who have never before needed any assistance. By the time the request is made,
the family income is already below 150% of the federal poverty level.

Governor Brewer has recognized the problems faced by unemployed families, and the
slow recovery of the recession, and has called a special session of the legislature in order
to extend the time within which someone seeking employment may receive
unemployment benefits, in order to maintain basic expenses, such as the payment of
utility bills, rent and the purchase of food. !

In order to qualify for the Southwest Gas discount program an individual or household

income may not exceed 150% of the federal poverty level.

! “Governor Brewer calls special session on jobless benefits,” www.azcentral.com/news/election; attached.
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Arizona has received an increase in the amount of Low Income Home Energy Assistance
(LIHEAP) funding over the past two years. Has this funding taken care of the problem
for families?
No, it has certainly helped, but unfortunately the need for assistance far exceeds the funds
available. The families eligible for and receiving LIHEAP are also eligible for the |
Southwest Gas bill assistance, so these survey findings are important to note. The
National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association conducted a survey in April of 2009 of
LIHEAP recipients and report the following:

e LIHEAP recipient households are likely to be vulnerable to temperature extremes;

e 39% of the homes had a senior in the household aged 60 or older

e 44% had a disabled household member

e 45% had a child 18 or younger

e 929 had a least one vulnerable household member
The study also provided information on challenges that these households faced:

o 36% were unemployed at some point during the previous year (this is an increase

from the previous year’s 29%)

e 82% had a serious medical condition, and

o 25% used medical equipment that requires electricity.
The survey also rep;)rted that many of the LIHEAP recipients faced significant medical
and health problems in the past five years, partly as a result of high energy costs.
Respondents reported the following:

e 30% went without food for at least one day

o 41% went without medical or dental care
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Q.6

A6

Q.7

AT

e 33% did not fill a prescription or took less than the full dose of a prescribed
medication, and
e 25% had someone in the home become sick because the home was too cold.
e An increase at the level being considered in this case renders these customers
even more vulnerable.?

How much utility assistance funding did Southwest Gas receive for their customers?
In state fiscal year 2010, based on a survey of our agencies distributing bill assistance
funding from a variety of sources, including LIHEAP, Southwest Gas received
$1,537,414.
Why is this information important or relevant in this case?
These issues are important in this case for a couple of reasons. First, as previously stated,
the need for bill assistance far outweighs the resources available for the families in need.
In February, March and April, the City of Phoenix reported receiving 9,600, 11,000 and
12,400 calls for assistance respeetively. These numbers are up by 2,000 calls from the
previous year for the same months. They are able to serve 1 in 10 of those calling for
help.
The proposed increase for low-income customers in this case is higher than for any other
rate class at 15.93% for G-10 and 14.96% for G-11. A request for this percentage
increase for this group of customers at any time, but particularly during the wor-st
economic recession to hit the state in years, and to assign a higher rate to low-income

customers than any other customer is, at best, irresponsible and insensitive.

%2009 National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association, 2009 National Energy Assistance Survey, Final Report,
April 2009, attached.
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Q.8

A8

Q.9

A9

Q. 10

Will an increase of this level result in more disconnections for Southwest Gas customers?
I believe that without question more customers will either be disconnected from service
due to an inability to pay their bills, or will simply opt to self-disconnect because their
bills, already troublesome, will be impossible to pay.

The Company has provided information indicating that they disconnect more customers
than any other major utility in the State, including APS and SRP. In 2008, they
disconnected 68,423 customers (5,701/month), in 2009, 69,266 (5,772/month) and in the
first eight months of 2010, 44,820 (5,602/month) customers. See the attached
spreadsheet with the Southwest Gas disconnection data.’

What is an energy burden, and what is the energy burden in Arizona?

An energy burden is essentially the percentage of a person’s income that is used to pay
their energy bill. As stated in the text of the Low-Income Program: Smarter Greener
Better Low-Income Conservation document at page 55, “Energy exi)enses represent an
economic drain on low-income communities. The DOE reports that, on average, low-
income households typically spend 14 percent of their total annual income on energy,
compared to 3.5 percent for other households.” As this statement indicates, low-income
families have a much higher energy burden than other customers — the lower the income
the higher the energy burden, and the greater difficulty maintaining utility service.

You indicated in your response to Question 2, that you are also asking the Commission to
require Southwest Gas to enhance its marketing of the availability of the discount rates so
that more eligible families are enrolled in the discount program. Would you please

explain this request?

3 Southwest Gas, Disconnections, State fiscal year (June-July) for the years ending 2008, 2009 and 2010, attached. -
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A.10 Yes. Mr. Aldridge’s testimony states, on page 3, that Southwest Gas has over 976,000

Q.11

A 11

customers in Arizona, nearly 54% of its total customer base. If we conclude that based
on the Arizona poverty rate, that 20% of the Southwest Gas customers also fall into this
category, 195,200 customers are likely financially challenged, if not living at the federal
poverty level. The low-income rates calculated in this case by Mr. Gieseking, are based
on the number of customers currently enrolled in the Company’s bill assistance program,
LIRA. That number is 37,729 customers. While I don’t believe all 195,200 customers
will ever enroll in this discount program, I do believe there are more who if properly
informed, more than 19 percent of the eligible customers would take advantage of an
opportunity to save money on their gas bill, on average 28% less than non low-income
customers, as Mr. Gieseking states.

Communication about the program and increased enrollment will be a necessity if in fact

- this proposal for 15.93% and 14.96% increases for low-income customers is approved.

Simply relying on bill stuffers and human service providers to get the word out is
inadequate. Families who are struggling are still in the mainstream of our communities,
and should be approached through more traditional communication and marketing
vehicles, such as newspapers, magazine ads and radio.

You also state in your response to Question 2, that you support the Low-Income Program:
Smarter Greener Better Low-Income Energy Conservation. Will you please explain your
position?

This program is Southwest Gas’ weatherization program which has been operating
successfully in concert with the other Arizona utility weatherization programs, the federal

Weatherization Assistance Program and the funding provided by those entities. These
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Q.12

A 12

Q.13

A 13

partnerships create access for eligible households, to more energy efficient homes.
Without this program, low-income homes would not have a chance at becoming more
efficient. Low-income families are challenged to pay utility bills, let alone have funds for
weatherization and efficiency improvements or equipment replacement.

Why is energy efficiency important for and to the low-income community?

Housing in which low-income families live, tends to be less efficient and of poorer
quality than other homes in our community. Additionally, as previously stated, many
residents of the low-income households are vulnerable, for a variety of reasons including
age, disability, and overall health. This program provides funding for eligible households
to weatherize their homes, making them energy efficient and safe during weather
extremes, either cold or hot. Multi-family and rental properties are also eligible for
weatherization with the approval of the landlord, and assuming other program criteria are
met. Additionally, once weatherized, residents reduce their utility bills for many, many

years, allowing them to stay current on their utility bills, and to use their income for other

basic household necessities, like food, medication and rent or mortgage payments and

education.

Who performs the weatherization work in Arizona?

Most of the low-income weatherization work in Arizona is done by or through
Community Action Association Weatherization programs. Each Agency employs
Building Performance Institute i(BPI) certified technicians, a requirement of the federal
weatherization program, holds a general contractors license, and may employ local

businesses to contract some of the work. The weatherization staff are highly skilled, and
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Q. 14

A. 14

Q.15

A 15

use the building science anci technology standards required by Southwest Gas for other
programs in place or being proposed in this Docket.

What is the Savings to Investment (SIR) for the weatherization program?

Southwest Gas indicates in their Low-Income Program: Smarter Greener Better Low-
Income Energy Conservation documentation, that the program realizes an .83 cost
effectiveness ratio. It is important to note, that Southwest Gas money is not used in ‘
stand-alone weatherization jobs. Meaning every home weatherized with Southwest Gas
money leverages other weatherization funding in that home. This funding may be federal
Weatherization Assistance Program funding, or it may be funding provided by one of the
electric utilities in their service territory, and funding provided the agencies through the
Home Energy Assistance Fund managed by the Arizona Community Action Association.
When the Southwest Gas funds are leveraged with other fund sources, the SIR increases
to 1.16 if health and safety measures are included in the home. The SIR increases to 1.37
if health and safety measures are not undertaken in the home.

Additionally, as stated in the‘Low-Incon’le Program: Smarter Greener Low-Income
Energy Conservation on page 55, “According to the DOE, When the energy and non-
energy related benefits are combined, the cost-benefit ratio of energy reduction is $3.71
for every $1.00 invested in the program.” The utility money is well- invested.

Would you please summarize your request of the Arizona Corporation Commission?
Yes. Raising the rates on a class of customer who are struggling to survive, in larger
numbers than ever before, during a time when the unemployment rate is extremely high
and the prospects of employment remain very low is not reasonable, humane and/or

socially responsible. Furthermore, raising the rates of low-income customers at a higher
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percentage than any other Southwest Gas rate class defies logic and does not demonstrate
by any measure fairness or reasonableness. Therefore, the proposal for the G-10 and G-
11 rate increase must be rejected by this Commission.
There must be a significant increase in effective outreach and education to customers
throughout the Southwest Gas service territory, through conventional means to increase
the percentage of families enrolled in the discount program.
Finally, I support the Low-Income Program: Smarter Greener Better Low-Income Energy
Conservation, as it is essential and critical to maintaining sustainable energy efficient
homes for families, and reduces the long-term energy burden for those residents.

Q. 16 Does that conclude your testimony?

A. 16 Yesitdoes. Thank you for considering this request.

xUB

A

MITTED, June 10, 2011

Original and 13 copies hand delivered June 10, 2011
Arizona Corporation Commission

Docket Control

1200 West Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007
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Gov. Brewer calls special
session on extended jobless
benefits

by Mary Jo Pitzl and Jahna Berry - Jun. 8, 2011
09:57 PM
The Arizona Republic

Gov. Jan Brewer has called the Legislature
into a special session Friday to extend
unemployment benefits for nearly 15,000
Arizonans.

It is an eleventh-hour bid to keep checks
flowing for people who are scheduled to
exhaust their unemployment payments after
Friday. To help win votes from some
reluctant lawmakers, Brewer late Wednesday
included a provision in her proposal that
would hold Arizona businesses harmless
from an expected increase in job-related
taxes.

The session could be a lifeline for 14,697
workers who have been on unemployment
for at least 79 weeks. By making a change to
state law, Arizona would qualify for federal
dollars to extend those benefits to a
maximum 99 weeks.

Lawmakers would need to make a change to
allow the state to calculate its unemployment
numbers over a three-year period instead of
two years.

The unemployment benefit is $212 a week,
before taxes. Arizona's unemployment rate
is 9.3 percent.

The call for a session, to begin at 10 a.m.
Friday, caps several weeks of arm twisting
and negotiations between the governor and
retuctant Republican lawmakers.

Many lawmakers have been philosophically
opposed to the idea of people receiving 99
weeks of unemployment checks, believing
it's a disincentive to seeking a job. But
Brewer, who said she shares the same
disbelief that people could spend nearly two
years on the unemployment rolls, said the
recession had forced record unemployment.

"We have to acknowledge there are forces at
play here larger than the inability or
unwillingness of some people to find work,”
she wrote in a guest column published
Wednesday in The Republic.

The state Department of Economic Security,
which administers the unemployment p
rogram, said the consequences of nearly
15,000 people losing benefits at a time when
the economy was still floundering would be
dire.

"They are those who have had the most
difficulty getting back into the workforce,"
said Mark Darmer, deputy assistant director
of the Division of Employment and
Rehabilitation Services.

Without the money, these people "will be

scrambling to find ways to cover their
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minimal needs such as rent, utilities, basic
needs that their families had," Darmer said.

The economic impact of the lost
unemployment payments would also ripple
throughout Arizona. If the extended benefits
lapse, the state will lose the $3.2 million that
flowed into the local economy each week as
people cashed their checks, according to
DES estimates. By the end of the year, those
lost unemployment benefits would total
$86.9 million.

The GOP leadership in the Legislature held
out against a special session through
Wednesday. Earlier in the day, House Speaker
Andy Tobin, R-Paulden, said he might be

able to muster enough support among the

40 Republicans he directs if the session
included business tax breaks.

He suggested reviving two business-related
bills Brewer had vetoed earlier this year.

Brewer rejected that. But in a bid to get as
broad a consensus as possible, Brewer
added a provision that would hold Arizona
employers harmless from a bump-up in
taxes that is expected to kick in July 1.

She also included two conditions that would
be imposed on those collecting the extended
benefits checks: that they actively seek work
at least four days a week and that they take
the first job offer they get that pays at least
minimum wage.

Brewer spokesman Matthew Benson said the
governor believed she has the two-thirds
vote needed in both the House and Senate to

pass the bill.

The governor has the support of minority
Democrats, who tried to get the Legislature
to extend the benefits in April, when

lawmakers were still meeting in their regular
session. House Minority Leader Chad
Campbell, D-Phoenix, said the
brinksmanship was regrettable and could
have been avoided if lawmakers had acted
two months ago.

On Wednesday, the Children's Action
Alliance sent letters to all 90 lawmakers
urging support. The letter detailed
unemployment statistics for each member's
district, noting, for example, the 25.3
percent rate in Yuma County, as reported by
state officials.

The benefits would come without a tax
increase, the letter noted.

"This is about spending our own federal
dollars right here in Arizona," the letter
states.

Republic reporter Ginger Rough contributed
to this article.
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

The National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association (NEADA), representing the state ILTHEAP
directors, received a grant through the Administration for Children and Families (ACF), U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services to update the information about LIHEAP-recipient households that was
collected in the 2003, 2005, and 2008 NEA Surveys. This survey documented changes in the
affordability of energy bills, the need for LIHEAP, and the choices that low-income households make
when faced with unaffordable energy bills.

The 2009 Survey included the 12 states that were included in the 2008 Survey and an oversanple in
Cormecticut. Stratified samples of fiscal year 2009 LIHEAP recipients were chosen from each of the
state LTHEAP databases. This report presents the findings from the 2009 NEA Survey and provides
comparisons to the 2003 and 2008 NEA Surveys. The survey and report were prepared for NEADA by
APPRISE.

During the period of study, low-income houscholds across the country faced an increasingly difficult
economic climate and continued to deal with high energy costs. The survey substantiated these issues —
showing that 36 percent were wnenployed at some point during the year and that 35 percent reported
higher energy bills than the previous year. However, while the survey showed that TIHEAP recipients
continued to face many challenges in meeting their energy needs, the prevalence of these problens did
not increase as compared to the previous year. One important factor that improved the circurmstances of
low-income households with respect to their energy bills was the increase in the LIHEAP appropriation
from $2.57 billion in FY 2008 to $5.1 billion in FY 2009. This resulted in greater average LIHEAP
benefits and a greater percentage of eligible houscholds served.  Without this increased fimding, we
expect that we would have seen an increase in the prevalence of the problemns studied in this report.

LIHEAP Recipient Households

The study confirmed that TIHEAP recipient households are likely to be wvulnerable to temperature
extremnes.

39 percent had a senior in the household aged 60 or older.
44 percent had a disabled household merber.

45 percent had a child 18 or younger.

92 percent had at least one vulnerable household mernber.

The study also provided information on challenges that these households faced.

* 36 percent were unermployed at some point during the previous year.
¢ 82 percent had a seriocus medical condition.
* 25 percent used medical equipment that requires electricity.

The recession had a big impact on this group in the past year. The percent who had been umemployed at
some point during the year increased from 29 percent to 36 percent. LIHEAP recipients with income
above 150 percent of the poverty level faced the greatest increase, from 17 percent who had been
unemployed sometime in FY 2008 to 39 percent who had been unenployed sometime in FY 2009.

Energy Costs
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LTHEAP recipients reported that they face high energy costs.

37 percent reported that their energy bills were more than $2,000 in the past year.

Pre-LTHEAP energy burden averaged 16 percent and post-I.THEAP energy burden averaged 11
percent for these households, compared to 7 percent for all households in the U.S. and 4 percent
for non low-income houscholds in the U.S.!

35 percent said that their energy bills were higher than they had been in the previous year and 40
percent said that they were more difficult to pay than in the previous year.

60 percent of those who said that it was more difficult to pay their energy bills reported that the
main reason was their financial situation.

ITHEAP benefits increased since the previous year due to the greater appropriation n FY 2009. Twenty-
one percent had total LTHEAP benefits of more than $750 in FY 2009, compared to 12 percent in FY

2008.

Responses to High Energy Costs

Households reported that they took several actions to nmake ends meet.

36 percent closed off part of their home.

26 percent kept their home at a temperature that was unsafe or unh@althy
20 percent left their home for part of the day.

33 percent used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat.

Inability to Pay Energy Bills

Many LTHEARP recipients were unable to pay their energy bills.

49 percent skipped paying or paid less than their entire home energy bill.

35 percent received a notice or threat to discormect or discontinue their electricity or home
heating fuel.

12 percent had their electric or natural gas service shut off in the past year due to nonpayment.

27 percent were unable to use their main source of heat in the past year because their fuel was
shutt off, they could not pay for fuel delivery, or their heating system was broken and they could
not afford to fix it.

17 percent were unable to use their air conditioner in the past year because their electricity was
shut off or their air conditioner was broken and they could not afford to fix it.

Housing and Financial Problens

Many LIHEAP recipients had problens paying for housing in the past five years, due at least partly to
their energy bills.

31 percent did not make their full mortgage or rent payroent.
5 percent were evicted from their home or apartment.

4 percent had a foreclosure on their mortgage.

12 percent moved in with friends or family.

3 percent moved into a shelter or were homeless.

! Source: 2007 LIHEAP Notebook.
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They faced other significant financial problems as well.

* 17 percent got a payday loan in the past five years.
¢ 2 percent were forced into bankruptcy in the past year.

Medical and Health Problems

Many of the LIHEAP recipients faced significant medical and health problens in the past five years,
partly as a result of high energy costs. All of these problens increased significantly since the 2003
survey.

30 percent went without food for at least one day.

41 percent went without medical or dental care.

33 percent did not fill a prescription or took less than the full dose of a prescribed medication.
25 percent had someone in the home become sick because the home was too cold.

The Need for LIHEAP

Households reported enormous challenges despite the fact that they received LIHEAP. However, they
reported that LIHEAP was extremely important.

* 64 percent of those who did not keep their home at unsafe or unhealthy termperatures said they
would have done so if [LIHEAP had not been available.

* 53 percent of those who did not have their electricity or home heating fuel discontinued said that
they would have if it had not been for LIHEAP.

* 98 percent said that IIHEAP was very or somewhat important in helping them to meet their
needs. .

It is clear that many of these households will continue to need LIHEAP to meet their energy and other
essential needs. 88 percent said that they have or plan to apply for LTHEAP in the next year.
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L Introduction

The National Energy Assistance Directors® Association (NEADA), representing the state LIHEAP
directors, received a grant through the Administration for Children and Families (ACF), U.S. Department
of Health and Hurmman Services to update the information about LIHEAP-recipient households that was
collected in the 2003, 2005, 2008, and 2009 NEA Surveys. This survey documented changes in the
affordability of energy bills, the need for ITHEAP, and the choices that low-income households nxke
when faced with unaffordable energy bills.

The 2009 NEA Survey selected a new sample of 2009 LIHEAP recipients to docurment changes in the
need for LIHEAP and changes in the choices that low-income households make when faced with
unaffordable energy bills. This report presents the findings from the 2009 NEA Survey and provides
comparisons to the 2003 and 2008 NEA Surveys. The survey and report were prepared for NEADA by
APPRISE.

A Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)

The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) is administered by the U.S.
Department of Health and Himan Services (HHS). The purpose of LIHEAP is “to assist low-incone
households, particularly those with the lowest incomes, that pay a high proportion of household
income for home energy, prinmrily in meeting their immediate home energy needs.” The LIHEAP
statute defines home energy as “‘a source of heating or cooling in residential dwellings.’*

Federal dollars for LIHEAP are allocated by the U.S. Department of Health and Hirman Services to
the grantees (i.e., the 50 states, District of Colurmbia, 128 tribes and tribal organizations, and five
msular areas) as a block grant. Program fimds are distributed by a formula, which is weighted
towards relative cold-weather conditions.

Program funds are disbursed to LIHEAP income-eligible households under prograns designed by
the individual grantees. Section 2605(b)(2) allows LIHEAP grantees to use two income-related
standards in detenmining household eligibility for LIHEAP assistance:

s Categorical eligibility for houscholds with one or more individuals receiving Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families, Supplemental Security Income payments, Food Starps, or
certain needs-tested veterans’ and survivors® payrrents, without regard for household income.

s Income eligibility for households with incomes that do not exceed the greater of an amount
equal to 150 percent of the federal poverty level’, or an amount equal to 60 percent of the state
median income. Grantees may target assistance to poorer households by setting lower income
eligibility levels. Grantees are prohibited from setting income eligibility levels lower than 110

2 The statutory intent of LTHEAP is to reduce home heating and cooling costs for low-income households. However,
infornmation on total residential energy costs is more accessible and more apparent to LIHEAP-recipient respondents.
Moareover, any reduction in home heating and cooling costs leads to a direct reduction in total residential energy
costs. Therefore, this report addresses total residential energy costs.

? Most states use the 150 percent of federal poverty level maximumas the guideline. 150 percent of federal poverty
in FY2008 is $16,245 for a single person and $33,075 for a family of four.
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percent of the poverty level. Eligibility priority may be given to households with high energy
burden or need.*

B. 2009 National Energy Assistance Survey

The 2009 NEA Survey aimed to update the information about T THEAP-recipient households that
was collected in the 2003, 2005, and 2008 NEA Surveys. Stratified samples of 2009 LIHEAP
recipients were selected to collect new information about the consequences of high energy bills for
low-income households. The 2009 National Energy Assistance Survey collected the following
information from LIHEAP-recipient households:

Demographic, energy expenditure, and income information

Healthy home behaviors

History of LIHEAP participation

Constructive actions taken to meet energy expenses

Signs of unaffordable energy bills

Health and safety consequences of unaffordable energy bills

Effects of unaffordable energy bills on housing

Changes in financial situation and affordability of home energy bills
Impact and importance of LIHEAP benefits for recipient houscholds

L] L L] L] L ] * * L] ]

The 2009 Survey included the 12 states that were included in the 2008 Survey and a larger sammple of
CT LIHEAP recipients, as a result of additional funding that was allocated for a special study in CT.
This report presents the national and regional results. A separate report presents the results for CT
compared to the Northeast and the U.S. as a whole.

C Organization of the Report

This report has six sections that follow this introduction.

s Section II: Survey Methodology: Presents the methodology used for sanple selection, survey
mmplementation, weighting, and survey response rates.

*  Section HI: LIHEAP Recipients: Presents demographic and income information ILIHEAP-
recipient households that completed the 2009 NEA Survey.

»  Section IV: Problems Faced By Low-Income Hovseholds in Meeting Their Energy Needs.
Presents information about actions that TIHEAP-recipient households take to meet their energy
needs, household necessities, and health and wellness in the face of significant financial
constraints.

»  Section V: The Need For LIHFAP: Presents inforrmation about the impact and mportance of
TIHEAP on recipient households.

* Description of LIHEAP information obtained from *“Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program. Report to
Congress for Fiscal Year 2001.”” U.S. Departrent of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and
Families, Office of Commmumity Services, Division of Energy Assistance. Additional information regarding the
TIHEAP program can be found on the World Wide Web at: http://www.acf.hhs. gov/programms/liheayy.
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»  Section VI: Regional Analysis: Presents analysis of the problems faced by low-income
households in the Northeast, Midwest, West, and South. -

*  Section VII: Conclusion: Presents a sumimary of the key findings in this report.
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IL. Survey Methodology

This section describes the methodology for the 2009 NEA Survey, including procedures for sample
selection, survey implementation, and weighting.

A Survey Implemerttation

A survey advance letter was sent to the sample of selected IIHEAP recipients from the 13
participating states. This letter announced the survey, notified potential respondents that they might
be called to participate in the survey, explained the purpose of the survey, and gave potential
respondents the option to call the phone center to complete the survey at their convenience.

APPRISE retained TMR Group to conduct the telephone survey through its call center. A researcher
from APPRISE trained TMR’s enployees on the survey instrument and menitored survey
implementation. TMR’s manager in charge of the survey instructed interviewers how to use the
computerized version of the survey to record customer responses.

Interviewer training consisted of two hour-long sessions — one for daytime and one for evening
interviewers. This training session provided interviewers with an overview of the project, purpose
behind questions asked, and strategies to provide accurate clarification and elicit acceptable
responses through neutral probing techniques.

Interviewer monitoring allowed APPRISE researchers to both listen to the way interviewers
conducted surveys and see the answers they chose on the computerized data entry form. TMR’s
manager facilitated open commumication between the monitors and interviewers, which allowed the
monitors to instruct interviewers on how to implement the survey and accurately record customer

TESPONSES.

Telephone mterviews were conducted between November 16, 2009 and January 26, 2010. During
this tirme period, 1,828 interviews were completed.

B. Sample Selection and Resporise Rates

LIHEAP recipients were selected from each of the 13 states chosen to participate in the survey.
Because of a special congressional earmark for Connecticut, a special study was conducted for
Comnecticut. Table II-1 details the mumber of LIHEAP recipients selected to complete the survey,
number of completed interviews, cooperation rates, and response rates for the national sample. Table
1I-1 presents the folowing information:

e Number selected: Initially, approxirmately 220 households were selected in each state, or for
each district in Cormecticut. Due to the expected interview response rate based off of the
2008 study, an additional sanple of 180 was initially selected for New York. Because client
telephone numbers were not provided in the Georgia LIHEAP database, an additional
sample of 380 was selected Due to the high mmmber of non-interviews and unusable
telephone nmurrbers, an additional sammple of 150 cases were selected for California, 30 for
Towa, 80 for New Mexico, and 80 for North Carolina. In Connecticut, an additional sample
of 100 was selected for Districts 1-3 and an additional sanple of 150 was selected for
Districts 4-5. The final sample consisted of 5,240 cases.
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* . Unusable: There were 1844 cases deermed unusable because no one was present in the home
during the survey who was able to complete the survey, or because phone mumbers were
missing, unavailable, disconnected, or incorrect. These households are not included in the
denominator of the response rate or the cooperation rate. They are included in the
denominator of the completed interview rate.

* NorrInterviews: There were 418 cases classified as non-interviews because the qualified
respondent refused to complete the interview, or because the respondent asked the
interviewer to call back to cormplete the interview at a later time, but did not complete the
interview during the field period. These households are included in the denominator of the
cooperation rate, the response rate, and the conpleted interview rate.

*  Unknown eligibility: There were 1150 cases that were determined to have unknown
eligibility to complete the interview, due to answering machines, no answers, and language
barriers.” These households are not included in the denominator of the cooperation rate.
They are included in the denominator of the response rate and the conypleted interview rate.

*  Completed interviews: The conmpleted interviews are households that were reached and that
answered the full set of survey questions by telephone. In total, 1,828 interviews were

completed.

*  Cooperation rate: The coopceration rate is the percent of eligible households contacted who
completed the survey. This is calculated as the number of conpleted interviews divided by
the interviews plus the nurmber of non-interviews (refusals plus non-completed call backs®).
Overall, this survey achieved a 81 percent cooperation rate.

* Response rate: The response rate is the mumber of cormpleted interviews divided by the
mmber of conpleted mterviews plus the murber of non-interviews (refisals plus non-
completed call backs) plus all cases of unknown eligibility (due to answering machines and
language barriers). This survey attained a 54 percent response rate,

*  Conpleted Interview Rate: The conpleted interview rate is the percentage of houscholds
selected that conpleted the survey. This survey attained a 35 percent completed interview

rate.
Table I1I-1
Sample and Response Rates
Total Sample
Statistics
Number Selected 5,240
Unusable 1,844
Non-Interviews 418

> The telephone interview center conducted interviews with respondents with a language barrier who spoke Spanish.
However, there were 187 cases in which an interview could not be completed due to a language barrier for a
language other than Spanish. Eighty-three Spanish interviews were completed.

¢ Non-completed callbacks include respondents who asked the interviewer to call back at a later time to complete the
interview, but did not conplete the interview by the end of the field period.
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Total Sample
Statistics
Unknown Eligibility 1,150
Conypleted Interviews 1,828
Cooperation Rate ' 81%
Response Rate 54%
Completed Interview Rate 35%

Table 1I-2 displays the number of interviews cormpleted by state. The response rate ranged from 40
percent in Califomia to 74 percent in North Carolina.

Table I1-2
Number of Completed Interviews by State
State Total Selected | COMPleted Response Rate
Interviews
California 370 106 40%
Connecticut 1700 530 44%
Delaware 220 102 62%
Georgia’ 600 120 . 65%
Towa 250 100 57%
Maine 220 115 4%
Minnesota 220 103 62%
Montana 220 106 65%
New Mexico 300 106 57%
New York® 400 111 49%
North Carolina® 300 114 74%
Ohio 220 102 61%
Pennsylvania 220 113 69%
TOTAL 5240 1828 54%

Table 1I-3 displays the number of interviews conpleted by CT district. The response rate ranged
from41 to 50 percent.

Table I1-3
Connecticut Number of Conpleted Interviews by District
State Total Selected Compl'eted Response Rate
Interviews
Connecticut D1 320 106 50%
Connecticut D2 320 111 47%

7 Client telephone number was not provided in the GA LIHEAP datasets, and many numbers were issing from the
NC and NY LIHEAP datasets. Manual look-ups were conducted for these households.
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State Total Selected ﬁﬂi‘fvsd Response Rate
Connecticut D3 320 103 44%
Connecticut D4 370 107 41%
Connecticut D5 370 103 41%

C  Weights

Two sets of weights were used to ensure that state-level data represents each state and that the
overall findings are representative of the national TTHEAP population. First, weights were applied
within states. The purpose of these weights was to adjust for selection and response rate variation
within poverty group and vulnerable status. A second set of weights was used so that the sum of the
state weights was proportional to the strata size from which it was drawn. In the estimates presented
in this report, the total weight, comprised of these two separate weights, is used. This results in a
nationally representative sarmple of 2009 LIHEAP recipients.
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IIL. LIHEAP Recipient Households

The 2009 National Energy Assistance Survey included a series of questions about household
demographics. Table II-1 displays information on the nurmber of household members. The table shows
that 36 percent of LIHEAP recipients live in single person households and 57 percent have two or fewer

household mermbers.

Table III-1
INumber of Household Members

Percent of Respondents
1 36%
2 21%
3 17%
4 11%
5

6

Number of Household Members

8%
7%

or more

Table [II-2 displays information on the presence of vulnerable household members. The table shows that
39 percent have a senior in the home, 44 percent have a disabled household memniber, 45 percent have a
child age 18 or younger, 23 percent have a child age five or younger, and 18 are single parent households.

Table I11-2
Vulnerable Groups
Household With | Household | Household With | Household With Single
Senior (Age 60 With Child (Age 18 Young Child Parent
or older) Disabled or under) (Age 5 or under) | Household'

Yes 3%% 44% 45% 23% 18%
No 61% 56% 55% T7% 82%
Dot Mnow/ <1% 1% <1% <1% 0%

"Defined as households with only one adult residing with one or more children.

Table ITI-3 shows that 92 percent of LIHEAP recipients have at least one vulnerable household member.

Table II1-3
Households With At Ieast One Vulnerable Member

Percent of Respondents
At Least One Vulnerable Mermber 92%

INo Vulnerable Members 8%

Respondents were asked whether they own or rent their home. Table ITI-4 shows that 46 percent of
LIHEAP recipients own their homres.
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Table ITI4
Home Ownership

Home Ownership Percent of Respondents
Own ~ 46%

Rent 51%

Other 2%

Don’t Know <1%

Table III-5 displays the anmual household income distribution for TIHEAP-recipient households. The
table shows that 38 percent have income of less than or equal to $10,000 and only one percent have
income above $40,000.

Table III-5
Annual Income
Annual Income Percent of Respondents
<$10,000 38%
$10,001 - $ 20,000 41%
$20,001 - $ 30,000 16%
$30,001 - $ 40,000 4%
More than $ 40,000 1%

Table II-6A. shows that 20 percent had income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level and 62 percent
had income at or below the poverty level. Only 10 percent had income above 150 percent of the poverty

level.

Table III-6A

Poverty Level
Poverty Level Percent of Respondents
0%-50% 20%
51%-100% 42%
101%-125% 16%
126%6-150% 12%
>150% 10%

Table III-6B displays the household poverty level by vulnerable group. The table shows that households
with children and non-vulnerable households are more likely than households with seniors and with

disabled members to have incomme at or below 50 percent of the poverty level.

NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report : Page 9
April 2010



LIHEAP Recipient Households

Table ITI-6B
Poverty Level by Vulnerable Group
. . Child18or | Child5Sor | Single Parent Nor-
Senior | Disabled Younger Younger | Household' | Vulnerable

Number of
Respondents 757 788 778 362 299 152
0% -50% 10% 17% 2%% 36% 33% 28%
51%-100% 43% 50% 3%% 38% 41% 2%%
101%- 150% 37% 25% 24% 18% 19% 28%
>150% 10%0 8% 0 8% 8% 14%

! Defined as households with only one adult residing with one or more children.

Respondents were asked about the type of income and benefits received in the past year. Table I1I-7
shows that 31 percent reported that they received employment incorme, 37 percent said that they received
retirement income, 40 percent reported that they received public assistance, and 61 percent reported that
they received non-cash benefits, including food starmps or public housing.

Table ITI-7
Types of Income and Benefits Received
‘Wages or Self- Retirement Public Non-cash
Enmployment Income Income Assistance benefits
Yes 31% 37% 40% 61%
No 68% 62% . 58% 38%
Don’t Know /Refused 1% 1% 2% 1%

Respondents were asked whether they had been unermployed at some time during the year. Table IT1I-8A
shows that 36 percent reported that they had been unemployed at some point during the past year. This
compares to 31 percent in 2003 and to 29 percent in 2008.

Table III-SA
Unemployed During the Year
2003 2008 2009
Yes 31% 29% 36%
No 69% 70% 63%
Don’t Know / Refused 0% 1% 1%

Table -8B displays the percent of respondents who were unenployed during the past year by
vulnerable group. . The table shows that households with children under 18 and non-vulnerable
households were most likely to report that they had been unemployed. Fifty-four percent of each of these
groups reported that they had been unermployed.

|
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Table III-8B
Unemployed During the Year

By Vulnerable Group

. . Child Non-
Senior | Disabled | e 18 | Vulnerable

Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Yes 17% 28% 54% 54%
No 83% 72% 46% 42%
Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 5%

Table II-8C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they had been unemployed in the past
year by poverty level. The table shows that 58 percent of respondents with incorre at or below 50 percent
of the poverty level reported that they had been unermployed, compared to 31 percent between 51 and 100
percent of poverty, 27 percent between 101 and 150 percent of poverty, and 39 percent above 150 percent

of poverty.
Table III-8C
Unenployed During the Year
By Poverty Level
Poverty Level

0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Yes 58% 31% 27% 39%%
No 41% 69% 73% 60%
Don’t Know/ Refused 1% <1% <1% 2%

Table HI-8D displays the percent of households with income above 150 percent of poverty who were
unemployed during the year, in 2003, 2008, and 2009. The table shows that there was a large increase in
the percentage of these households who were unemployed in 2009, from the previous year. The percent

increased from 17 percent to 39 percent.

Table III-8D
Unenployed During the Year
Poverty Level >150%6

2003 2008 2009
Number of Respondents 130 77 312
Yes 25% 17% 3%
No 71% 83% 60%
Don’t Know/ Refused 0% 0% 2%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95%level from

2003 and 2008 are underlined.
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Respondents were asked several questions about different medical conditions that members of their
households had. Table TI-9 shows that 46 percent had asthima, 21 percent had breathing-related
conditions, 51 percent had heart disease, and 54 percent had allergies.

Table II-9A

Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had or
Had Symptoms of These Medical Conditions

Asthma or Symptons | Chronic Bronchitis, | Hypertension, Heart Disease, Allergies or
of Asthima Emphysema, COPD Heart Attack, or Stroke Synptoms of Allergies
Yes 46% 21% 51% 54%
No 54% 78% 48% 45%
Dot Row 1% 1% 1% 1%

Table IIT-9B displays the percent of respondents who had each of these medical conditions, by vulnerable
group. The table shows that the rates of these conditions vary by vulnerable group. Disabled households
are most likely to have asthma and breathing conditions. Seniors are most likely to have heart disease.
Households with disabled members and households with children are most likely to have allergies.

Table IT1-9B

Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or
Had Symptons of These Medical Conditions

By Vulnerable Group
. . Child Non-
Senior | Disabled | {43118 | Vulnerable

Nurmber of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Asthma or Symiptoms of Asthma 42% 60% 49% 29%
Chronic Bronchitis, Enphysema, COPD 22% 35% 17% 12%
Hypertension, Heart Disease, Heart o . o
Attack, or Stroke 75% 66% 32% 40%
Allergies or Symptoms of Allergies 48% 66% 60% 34%

Table I-9C displays the percent of respondents who had medical conditions by poverty level. The table

shows that there is not a clear relationship between poverty level and these symmptors.

Table III-9C

Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or
Had Symptoms of These Medical Conditions

By Poverty Level
Poverty Level
0-30% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =>150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Asthma or Symptomss of Asthmma 45% 49% 42% 44%
Chronic Bronchitis, Emphyserma, COPD 18% 24% 22% 14%
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Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
Hypertension, Heart Disease, Heart o o o
X, or Stroke 3%% 54% 57% 48%
Allergies or Symptoms of Allergies 59% 55% 52% 46%

Table II-10A displays the percent of respondents who reported that they had any of these conditions.
The table shows that 82 percent reported that someone in the household had at least one of these
conditions.

Table ITI-10A
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptoms of Allergies,
Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD,
High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke

Presence of
Medical Condition
Yes 82%
No 17%
Don’t Know/ Refused <1%

Table II-10B shows the percent of respondents who reported any of these conditions by vulnerable
group. The table shows that households with seniors and disabled household members were most likely
to report these conditions. Ninety percent of households with a senior reported that they had one of these
conditions and 94 percent with a disabled household member reported that they had one of these
conditions.

, Table III-10B
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptoms of Allergies,
Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD,
High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke

By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled Uncdhel:'dIS Vmingle
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Yes 90% 94% 77% 65%
No 10% 6% 23% 31%
Don’t Know/Refused 0% 0% <1% 4%

Table III-10C displays the percent of respondents who reported any of these conditions by poverty group.
The table shows that households in the middle poverty level groups are more likely to have these
conditions.
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Table HI-10C
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptons of Allergies,
Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD,
High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke

By Poverty Level
Poverty Level
0-50% 51-100% 101-150% | >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Yes 76% 86% 84% T77%
No 23% 14% 15% 23%
Don’t Know/Refused 1% <1% 1% 1%

Table TTI-11 displays the percent of respondents who had a breathing condition and who needed to go to
the hospital for the condition during the past year. This table shows that about one half of the households
had asthma or another breathing problem, and about 19 percent had the condition and needed to go to the

‘ hospital for the condition.

Table ITI-11 .
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had Asthma, Symptoms of Asthma, or had
Chronic Bronchitis, Emiphysema, or Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD)
And Needed to Go to the Hospital for This Health Problem in the Past Year

Brmﬂi‘n‘.iﬁf Enpﬂ“m’h;srem Needed to Go to
or COPD Hospital
Yes 49% 19%
No 50% 30%
Don’t Know / Refused 1% : <1%
Does Not Have Condition - 50%

Respondents were asked whether they use any medical equipment that requires the use of electricity.
Table [II-12A shows that 25 percent of respondents reported that they use such equiprment.

Table ITI-12A
Someone in the Household Utilizes Necessary Medical Equipment that Uses Electricity
Someone in the Household
Utilizes Necessary Medical Percent of Respondents
Equipment that Uses Flectricity
Yes 25%
No 75%
Don’t Know/Refused <1%

Table HI-12B displays the percent who reported the use of such medical equipment by vulnerable group.
The table shows that 38 percent of households with a disabled member and 29 percent of households with
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children reported that they use this equipment. Households that did not have vulnerable members were
least likely to report the use of this equiprrent. :

Table III-12B
Member of Household Utilizes Medical Equipment that Requires Flectricity
By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Yes 21% 38% 29% )
No 79% 62% 71% 86%
Don’t Know/ Refused <1% 0% 0% 5%

Table III-13A displays the respondent’s self-reported health condition. The table shows that despite the
reported presence of the medical conditions displayed earlier, 37 percent said that they were very healthy,
and 43 percent said that they were somewhat healthy.

unhealthy.

Table ITI-13A
Respondent’s Health Condition
Respondent’s Health Condition Percent of Respondents
Very Healthy 37%
Somewhat Healthy 43%
Somewhat Unhealthy 12%
Very Unhealthy 6%
Don’t Know/Refused 1%

Only six percent said that they were very

Table II-13B displays the respondent’s health condition by vulnerable group. The table shows that
households with disabled members were mostly likely to say that they were unhealthy. One third of
respondents with disabled members said that they were somewhat or very unhealthy, 22 percent of
respondents with seniors in the household, 11 percent of households with no vulnerable members, and
nine percent of households with children said that they were somewhat or very unhealthy.

Table ITI-13B
Respondent’s Health Condition
By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Very Healthy 29% 23% 50% 39%
Somewhat Healthy 48% 42% 41% 46%
Somewhat Unhealthy 14% 20% 7% 8%.
Very Unhealthy 8% 13% 2% 3%
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Non-Vulnerable
4%

‘Child Under 18
1%

Disabled
2%

Senior
1%

Don’t Know/Refused

Table II-13C displays the respondent’s health condition by poverty level. The table shows that there is
not a significant relationship between poverty level and reported health condition.

Table III-13C
Respondent’s Health Condition
By Poverty Level
Poverty Level

0-50% 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Very Healthy 41% 38% 36% 34%
Somewhat Healthy 42% 41% 45% 4%%
Somewhat Unhealthy 11% 13% 13% 7%
Very Unhealthy 4% 7% 6% %
Don’t Know / Refused 2% 1% <1% 1%

Respondents were asked several questions about home behaviors and home conditions that could affect
their health. Table III-14A shows that 21 percent of respondents reported that they smoke in the home.

Table III-14A
Healthy Homes: Someone Smokes Inside the House

Health Homes: Someone
Smokes Inside the House

Yes
No
Don’t Know/Refused

Percent of Respondents

21%
79%
<1%

Table II-14B displays the percent who reported that they smoke in the home by vulnerable
group. Households with no vulnerable members and households with disabled members were

most likely to report that they smoke in the home.

Table II1-14B
Healthy Homes: Someone Smokes Inside the House
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable

Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152

Yes 15% 26% 18% 31%

No 85% 74% 82% 66%

Don’t Know/Refused 0% 0% 0% 4% ’
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Table ITI-14C displays the percent who smoke in the home by poverty level. The table shows that the
percent does not vary by poverty level.

Table I-14C
Healthy Homes: Someone Smokes Inside the House
By Poverty Level
Poverty Level

0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Yes 19% 22% 20% 19%
No ' 80% 78% 80% 80%
Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% <1% 1%

Respondents were asked how often they use their bathroom exhaust when showering or bathing
and how often they use their kitchen exhaust when cooking. Table III-15 shows that about half
of the respondents said that they never use the bathroom exhaust or don’t have one, and 39
percent said that they never use their kitchen exhaust or don’t have one.

Table ITI-15
Healthy Homes: Members of Household Use Exhaust Fan
Members of Houschold Use Exhaust Fan | o S‘;‘O?;;nlhrg‘:)‘f'm ehing Wlh":fgo‘(‘flggg_
‘Always 30% 22%
Sometimes 11% 21%
Rarely 8% 16%
Never/Don’t Have One 49% 3%%%
Don’t Know/Refused 2% 1%

Respondents were asked whether they have had mold or pests in their home in the past year. Table II-
16A shows that 23 percent reported that they had mold and 42 percent reported that they had pests.

Table III-16A
Healthy Home Issue: Mold or Pests in Home in Past Year
Mold Pests
Yes 23% 42%
No 76% 57%
Don’t Know/Refused 1% <1%

Table MI-16B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they have mold or pests by
vulnerable group. The table shows that households with children were more likely to report these
problens.
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Table 111-16B
Healthy Homes Issue: Had Most or Pests in Home in Past Year
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled Under 18 Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Mold 16% 24% 31% 20%
Pests 41% 44% 48% 40%

Table MI-16C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they had mold or pests by poverty
level. The table does not show a clear relationship between poverty group and these problerss.

Table ITI-17 displays the presence of respiratory conditions by whether healthy home behaviors
are practiced. The table shows that 57 percent of respondents who have someone smoke in the
home have someone in the home with asthma, compared to 43 percent who do not and 39
percent have someone in the home with bronchitis, emphysema, or COPD compared to 16
percent who do not have someone who smokes in the home. The table also shows that
respondents who use the bathroom and kitchen exhausts are somewhat less likely to have

Table HHI-16C
Healthy Homes: Had Mold or Pests in Home in Past Year
By Poverty Level
Poverty Level

0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =>150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Mold 24% 22% 21% 28%
Pests 46% 40% 45% 38%

someone in the home with these medical conditions.

Table ITI-17
Presence of Respiratory Condition
By Healthy Home Conditions
Chronic
Astl or Broxsx’chm
Symptons
of Asthma physe
ma or
COPD
Yes Yes
Smokes in Home 57% 39%
Does Not Smoke in Home 43% 16%
Uses Bathroom Exhaust 44% 20%
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Chronic
Astl or Bl'OIsl’chltl
Symptomms E
of Asthmma hyse
ma or
COPD
Yes Yes
Does Not Use Bathroom o
Exhaust 49% 23%
Uses Kitchen Exhaust 44% 20%
Does uNs(t)t Use Kitchen 49% 239

Respondents were asked to report the primary fuel used to heat their home. Table II1-18 shows that 43
percent use natural gas, 24 percent use electricity, 17 percent use fuel oil or kerosene, and 10 percent use
LPG.

Table IIT-18

Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating
Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating | Percent of Respondents
Natural Gas 43%
Electricity 24%
Fuel Oil or Kerosene 17%%
Bottled Gas (PG or Propane) 10%
Wood 2%
Coal or Coke <1%
Other Fuel <1%
No Fuel Used <1%
Solar Energy 0%
Don’t Know/Refused 3%

Table ITI-19 shows that six percent of respondents have their heat included in their rent.

Table III-19
Heat included in Rent

Heat included in Rent Percent of Respondents
Yes 6%

No/ Own Home 93%

Do Not Pay Rent 1%

Don’t Know/Refused <1%
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Table III-20 displays the primary method of sumimer cooling. The table shows that 36 percent have use
window or wall air conditioning, 26 percent use central air conditioning, and 24 percent use fans.

Table IT1-20
Primary Method of Sunmmer Cooling

Primary Method of Summmer Cooling Percent of Respondents
‘Window or Wall Air Conditioning 36%

Central Air Conditioning 26%

Fans 24%
Evaporative or Swanp Cooling 2%

No Cooling Method Used 11%

Don’t Know <1%
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IV. Problens Faced by Low-Income Households in Meeting
Their Energy Needs

This section examines the financial challenges and difficult choices made the IIHEAP recipients to
manage their total residential energy costs. Tables presented in this section may not total to 100 percent
due to rounding,

A Increased Ukility Bills and Increased Need

Respondents were asked to report their annual energy costs. Table IV-1 shows that 37 percent of the
respondents reported that their bills were over $2,000.

Table IV-1
Annual Total Residential Energy Costs
gﬁg;%e@ Costs Percent of Respondents
Less than $500 7%
$501 - $1,000 13%
$1,001 - $1,500 14%
$1,501 - $2,000 16%
Over $2,000 37%
1 Don’t Know/Refused 14%

Table IV-2A displays the distribution of total ILTHEAP benefits for 2008 and 2009 LIHEAP recipients.
The table shows that benefits increased in FY 2009 due to the increased program funding. While 12
percent had total benefits of greater than $750 in 2008, 21 percent had total benefits of greater than $750
in 2009.

Table IV-2A
Total LIHEAP Benefits Distribution
Heating, Cooling, and Cxisis Benefits

Percent Received
2008 2009
Number of Respondents 1,256 1,828
< $100 » %6 4%
$101-$250 27% 11%
$251-8500 40% 41%
$501-$750 13% 2%
$751-$1,000 7% 10%
NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report : Page 21
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Percent Received
2008 2009
Number of Respondents 1,256 1,828
2 $1,000 5% 11%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95%
level from 2008 are underlined.

Table IV-2B displays the distribution of LIHEAP heating benefits in FY 2008 and FY 2009.
Heating benefits also increased.

Table IV-2B
LIHEAP Heating Benefits Distribution

Percent Received
Benefit Amount 2008 2009
Number of Respondents 1,256 1,828
< $100 6% 5%
$101-$250 25% 13%
$251-$500 3% 45%
$501-$750 11% 21%
$751-$1,000 6% 7%
Z $1,000 3% 6%
Did Not Receive Heating Benefit % _ 4%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level

from 2008 are vnderlined.

Table IV-2C displays mean total LTHEAP benefits by poverty level. The table shows that
households with income below 100 percent of the poverty level receive greater average benefit
amounts.

Table IV22C
Mean Total LTHEAP Benefits
Heating, Cooling, and Crisis Benefits
By Poverty Level
Poverty I evel

0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =>150%
Nummber of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Mean Benefit Received $562 $570 $524 $478

Table IV-2D displays mean total LITHEAP benefits by vulnerable group. The table shows that households
with young children have the greatest average benefits, followed by households with children under 18
and all single parent households. Households without vulnerable members receive the lowest average

benefits.
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Table I'V-2D
Mean Total L THEAP Benefits
Heating, Cooling, and Crisis Benefits
By Vulnerability Group
Senior Disabled | Under 18 | Under 6 | Single Parent | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 362 299 152
Mean Benefit Received $548 $533 $578 3608 $560 $502

Table IV-2E displays the type of benefit received and the mean benefit level for 2008 and 2009.

The table shows that a greater percentage of respondents received heating benefits and a greater
percentage received crisis benefits in FY 2009 than in FY 2008. Mean benefits were also

significantly greater in FY 2009 for all three types of benefits.

Table IV-2E
Type of LIHEAP Benefits and Mean Benefit Amounts
2008 Survey 2009 Survey
. . Mean Benefit R ° . Mean Benefit
Type of Benefit # Received | %o Received Received # Received %o Received Received
Heating 1144 91% $388 1752 96% $483
Cooling 13 1% $218 37 2% $231
Crisis 158 13% $402 302 17% $448

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95%% level from 2008 are underlined.

Pre-LIHEAP encrgy burden was calculated by dividing the respondents energy costs by their total
household income and post-I ITHEAP energy burden was calculated by subtracting I ITHEAP benefits from
energy costs and then dividing these net energy costs by total household income. Table IV-3A shows that
IIHEAP benefits had a big impact on the households’ energy burden. Prior to receiving LIHEAP, 22
percent of households had an energy burden of 20 percent or more. After receiving LIHEAP, 12 percent
had an energy burden that was this high. Additionally, ILTHEAP benefits increased the percentage with
burdens below five percent from 13 percent of recipients to 37 percent.

Table IV-3A
Total Residential Energy Burden

Total Residential Energy Burden

Pre-1THEAP Post-LIHEAP
Number of Respondents 1533 1533
0-5% ' 13% 37%
6%-10% 32% 29%
11-15% 19% 17%
16-20% 15% 8%
21-25% 7% 4%
>25% 14% 7%
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Table IV-3B displays pre and post LIHEAP average energy burdens by vulnerable group. The table
shows that single parent households have the greatest pre-LIHEAP energy burdens, averaging 20 percent.
LIHEAP benefits reduces mean energy burden by between four and six percentage points for all groups of
households. While the pre-LIHEAP energy burden average ranged from 14 percent to 20 percent, the
post-LIHEAP energy burden average ranged fromnine percent to 14 percent.

Table IV-3B
Mean Total Residential Energy Burden
By Vulnerable Group
. . Child Child Single Non-
All | Senior | Disabled | {53018 | Under6 | Parent | Vulnerable

Number of Respondents 1533 630 665 678 308 261 117
Pre-LTHEAP Burden 16% 14% 17% 16% 17% 20% 16%
Post-LIHEAP Burden 11% % 11% 12% 12% 14% 106%

Table IV-3C displays the energy burden distribution by vulnerable group. The table shows that nearly 40
percent of each group have energy burdens that are below five percent after receipt of LIHEAP.
However, there are still seven to twelve percent of all groups who have energy burden of more than 20

percent even after receipt of LIHEAP.

Table IV-3C
Residential Energy Burden Distribution
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable
Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- . Post- Pre- Post-
ITHEAP | ILIHFAP | LIHEAP | 1JTHEAP | LIHEAP | LIHEAP | LIHEAP | LIHEAP
Number of
T o 630 630 665 665 678 678 117 117
Respondents
0-5% 11% 37% 15% 36% 15% 38% 14% 3%%
6%:-10% 31% 30% 28% 25% 36% 29% 32% 26%
11-15% 23% 18% 18% 17% 17% 14% 15% 20%
16-20% 17% 8% 16% 10%%0 11% 7% 18% 5%
21-25% 8% 4% % 4% 5% 3% 7% 3%
>25% 10% 3% 15% 8% 16% 8% 14% 7%

Respondents were asked whether their energy bills had increased, decreased, or renmained the same since
the previous year. Table IV4 shows that 35 percent said their bills had increased and 21 percent said

their bills had declined.
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Table IV4
Change in Energy Bills

Change in Energy Bills

Percent of Respondents

Same

37%

Lower

21%

Higher

35%

Don’t Know/Refused

8%

Respondents who said that their energy bills were higher were asked why they thought their bills had
mcreased. Table IV-5 shows that 63 percent said it was because energy prices were higher, five percent

said it was due to increased energy usage, and four percent said it was due to a colder winter.

Table IV-5
‘Why Energy Bills are Higher

‘Why Energy Bills are Higher

Percent of Respondents

Number of Respondents

660

Prices were Higher

63%

Increased Energy Usage

5%

‘Winter was Colder

4%

Sununer was Warmer

2%

FEnergy Inefficient Home

2%

Health or Safety Reasons

2%

Bad Economy

1%

Moved to Different Home

1%

Added Members to Household

1%

Other

3%

Don’t Know/Refused

16%

were also asked whether their financial situation had improved or worsened in the past year.
Table IV-6A shows that 39 percent said their financial situation was worse and 12 percent said it was

better than the past year.

Table IV-6A
Change in Financial Situation

Change in Financial Situation

Percent of Respondents

Same

47%

Worse

3%%

Better

12%

Don’t Know/Refused

1%
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Table IV-6B examines responses to the change in financial situation by vulnerable group. The table
shows that households with children were most likely to say that their financial situation had worsened,
and households with senior members were least likely to say that their financial situation had worsened.

Table IV-6B
Change in Financial Situation
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Same 56% 47% 39% 47%
Worse 34% 40%% 46% 39%
Better 5% 11% 13% 14%
Don’t Know/ Refused 1% 1% 2% 1%

Respondents were asked whether they had a more or less difficult time paying their energy bills the past
year, as conpared to the previous year. Table TV-7A shows that 40 percent said they had a more difficult
time and 13 percent said they had a less difficult time.

Table IV-7A
Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills
g:angﬁn;gﬁgn? in Percent of Respondents
Same 4%
More Difficult 40%
Less Difficult 13%
Don’t Know/Refused 3%

Table IV-7B displays the change in difficulty paying energy bills by vulnerable group. The table shows
that households with children were most likely to say they had a more difficult time and houscholds with
seniors were least likely to say they had a more difficult time.

Table IV-7B
Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills
Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Same ' 54% 41% 36% 40%
More Difficult 33% 44% 47% 43%
Less Difficuit 10% 11% 14% 16%
Don’t Know/ Refused 3% 4% 3% 2%
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Respondents who said that they had a more difficult time paying their energy bills were asked why it was
nore difficult. - Table IV-8A shows that 60 percent said it was due to a worse financial situation and 21
percent said it was due to an increased energy bill.

Table IV-8A
Reasons for Increased Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills

Miin Reason

(Unprompted)
Number of Respondents , 747
Lower Income/Lost Job/Worse 60%
Economic Situation ]
Increased Energy Bill 21%
Increased Other Bills 7%
Increased Medical Expenses 4%
Increased Expenses/Cost of Living 3%
No/Less Energy Assistance 2%
Increased Rent 1%
Increased Property Taxes <1%
Increased Prescription Drugs <1%
Other 2%
Don’t Know/Refused 1%

Table IV-8B compares responses for 2008 and 2009 and highlights the fact that households faced a rough
time in FY 2009 more due to the financial clirmate than to increasing energy bills. Table IV-8B shows
that 37 percent said they had increased difficulty paying their energy bills due to their economic situation
in FY 2008 and 60 percent said they had increased difficulty paying their energy bills due to financial
reasons in FY 2009. Conversely, households were much more likely to say the cause of their difficulty
was their high bills in FY 2008 than in FY 2009.

Table IV-8B
Reasons for Increased Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills
2008 2009
Number of Respondents 543 74T
Lower Income/Lost Job/Worse o
Economic Situation 37% 0%
Increased Energy Bill 50% 21%

Note: Differences are statistically significant at the 99 percent level.

B Signs of the Problem

Respondents were asked several questions about difficulties that they faced in meeting their
energy needs during the past year. Table IV-9A shows that 73 percent of respondents said that
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they worried about paying their home energy bill due to not having enough money to pay the bill

during the past year.
Table

IV-9A

Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having

Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

| Percent of Respondents
1 Almost Every Month 30%
| Some Months 27%

1 or 2 Months 16%

Never / No 26%

Don’t Know <1%

Table IV-9B displays responses to this question by vulnerable group. The table shows that households
with children and households without vulnerable rmermbers were most likely to say that they worried about

paying their energy bill.

Table IV-9B
‘Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having
Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Norn-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Almost Every Month 20% 33% 38% 37%
Some Months 25% 27% 32% 28%
1 or 2 Months 14% 14% 17% 26%
Never / No 41% 25% 12% 10%
Don’t Know <1% <1% <1% 0%

Table IV-9C displays responses to whether the household worried about paying the home energy bill by
poverty group. The table shows that households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level were
most likely to say that they worried about paying their energy bill. Fighty-four percent of these

households said that they worried about paying their energy bill.

Table IV-9C
‘Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having

| Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year
| By Poverty Group

Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Almost Every Month 36% 31% 26% 25%
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Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% >150%
Some Months 30% | 24% 29% 32%
1 or 2 Months 18% 17% 14% 16%
Never / No 15% 28% 31% 27%
Don’t Know <1% | <1% <1% <1%

Respondents were asked whether they reduced expenses for household necessities due to not having
enough money to pay their energy bill during the past year. Table IV-10A shows that 78 percent said that
they took this action. '

Table IV-10A
Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

Percent of Respondents
Almost Every Month 41%
Some Months 27%
1 or 2 Months 10%
Never / No 21%
Don’t Know <1%

Table IV-10B shows that households with children and households without vulnerable merrbers were
most likely to report that they reduced expenses for household necessities. The table shows that 87
percent of households with children and 93 percent of households without vulnerable members said that
they faced this problem

Table IV-10B
Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not Having
Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Nummber of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Almost Every Month 32% 2% 47% 52%
Some Months 23% 28% 30% 31%
1 or 2 Months 12% 10% 10% 10%
Never / No 33% 20% 12% 7%
Don’t Know <1% <1% <1% 0%

Table IV-10C shows that households with income below 50 percent of poverty and households with
income above 50 percent of poverty were most likely to say that they reduced expenses for household
necessities. Fighty-four percent of those with income below 50 percent and 82 percent of those with
income above 150 percent of poverty said that they reduced these expenses.
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Table IV-10C
Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not Having Enough
Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =>150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Almost Every Month 49% 3%% 36% 49%
Some Months 26% 26% 28% 26%
1 or 2 Months %o 10% 13% 8%
Never / No 16% 25% 23% 17%
Don’t Know/ Refused <1% <1% <1% <1%

Respondents were asked whether they borrowed from a friend or relative to pay their home energy bill
during the past year. Table IV-11A shows that 46 percent of respondents said that they needed to take
this action.

Table IV-11A
Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

Percent of Respondents
Almost Every Month 5%
Some Months 21%
1 or 2 Months 205
Never / No 54%
Don’t Know <1%

“Table TV-11B shows that households with no vulnerable members were most likely to report that they
needed to take this action. Sixty-four percent of households without vulnerable members reported that
they borrowed for a friend or relative to pay their energy bill in the past year.

Table IV-11B
Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having
Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Numnber of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Almost Every Month 2% 5% 6% 6%
Some Months 13% 20% 27% 28%
1 or 2 Months 12% 18% 24% 30%
Never/ No 73% 56% 43% 36%
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Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Don’t Know <1% <1% 1% 0%

Table IV-11C shows that households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level were most likely
to borrow from a friend or relative. The table shows that 61 percent of these households reported that
they borrowed froma friend or relative, compared to about 40 percent of the other poverty groups.

Table IV-11C
Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having
Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Almost Every Month 7% 4% 3% 3%
Some Months 30% 20% 15% 21%
1 or 2 Months 24% 19% 18% 20%
Never / No 39% 56% 63% 56%
Don’t Know/ Refused 0% <1% C <1% <1%

‘ Table IV-12 compares responses to questions about signs of unaffordable energy bills for the 2003, 2008,
\‘ and 2009 surveys. The table shows that approximately the same percentage of respondents faced these
| ;
|

problems in all three years.
Table I'V-12
Signs of the Problem
Comparison of Survey Results
2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey
Number of Responderits 2,161 1,256 1,828
‘Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill 72% 2% 74%
Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities 78% 80% 79%
Borrowed From a Friend or Relative 46% 43% 46%

C Responses to the Problem

This section examines how housecholds have responded to the problem of unaffordable energy bills.
Respondents were asked whether they closed off part of their home during the past year because they
could not afford to heat or to cool it. Table IV-13A shows that 36 percent of respondents said that they
took this action.
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Table IV-13A
Closed Off Part of Hoime Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

Percent of Respondents
Almost Every Month 12%
Some Months 18%
1 or 2 Months 6%
Never / No 64%
Don’t Know / Refused <1%

Table I'V-13B displays the percent of respondents who said that they closed off part of their home because
they could not afford to heat or to cool it. The table shows that households with children were most likely
to say that they took this action. Thirty-one percent of these respondents said that they closed off part of
their horre.

Table IV-13B
Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 ’ 152
Almost Every Month 13% 13% %% 19%%
Some Months 21% 20% 15% 19%
1 or 2 Months 5% 7% 7% 6%
Never / No 61% 60% 65% 57%
Don’t Know/Refused <1% <1% 1% 0%

Table ITV-13C shows that the percent of respondents who closed off part of their home does not vary by
poverty level.

Table IV-13C
Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Almost Every Month 11% 11% 13% 13%
Some Months 17% 18% 17% 19%
1 or 2 Months 6% 7% 5% 5%
Never / No 65% 64% 64% 63%
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Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% ; 101-150% >150%
Don’t Know <1% 0% <1% <1%

Respondents were asked whether they kept their home at a temperature that they felt was unsafe or
unhealthy due to not having enough money for the energy bill during the past year. The table shows that
about one quarter of the respondents said that they took this action.

Table IV-14A
Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

Percent of Respondents
Almost Every Month 6%
Some Months 14%
1 or 2 Months 6%
Never / No 73%
Don’t Know/ Refused 1%

Table 1V-14B shows that about one third of households with disabled members and one third of
households with no vulnerable members said that they kept their home at an unsafe or unhealthy

tenmperature.

Table IV-14B
Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Almost Every Month 5% 8% 5% 7%
Some Months 12% 17% 13% 18%
1 or 2 Months 4% 7% 8% 7%
Never / No 78% 67% 73% 67%
Don’t Know/Refused 1% 1% 1% 0%

Table IV-14C shows that there is not much variation in the percent of households who kept their home at
an wmsafe or unhealthy temperature by poverty group.
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Table IV-14C ‘
Kept Home at Teniperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =>150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Almost Every Month 4% 7% 6% 6%
Some Months 16% 15% 11% 15%
1 or 2 Months 7% 7% 4% 7%
Never / No 71% 71% 78% 70%
Don’t Know/Refused <1% <1% 1% 2%

Table IV-15A shows that twenty percent of respondents said that they left their home for part of the day
because it was too hot or too cold in the past year.

Table IV-15A
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

Left Home for Part of the Day Because
Home was Too Hot or Too Cold
Almost Every Month 1%
Some Months %
1 or 2 Months 10%% ‘
Never / No 7%
Don’t Know / Refused 0%

Table I'V-15B shows that there is not nmich variability by vulnerable group in this action.

Table IV-15B
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Almost Every Month 1% 2% 1% 1%
Some Months 7% 11% 10% ' 12%
1 or 2 Months 6% 10% 14% 14%
Never / No 86% 76% 75% 73%
Don’t Know 0% 0% 0% 0%
NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 34

April 2010




Problems Meeting Energy Needs

Table IV-15C
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold

Due to Not Having Encugh Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Almost Every Month 0% 2% 1% 2%
Some Months 12% 10% 6% 6%
1 or 2 Months 14% 11% % 6%
Never / No 74% 77% 84% 86%
Don’t Know 0% <1% <1% <1%

Table IV-16A
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

Percent of Respondents

Almost Every Month

2%

Some Mbonths

15%

1 or 2 Months

16%

Never / No

67%

Don’t Know

<1%

Table IV-16B
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152

Households with income below the poverty level are more likely to say that they left their home because
it 'was too hot or too cold. Table IV-15C shows that 26 percent of those with incorme below 50 percent of
the poverty level and 23 percent of those with income between 51 and 100 percent of the poverty level
said that they took this action.

Households sometitres take the dangerous action of using their kitchen oven or stove to provide heat
when they cannot afford their energy bill. Table IV-16A shows that one third of respondents said that
they took this action during the past year.

Table TV-16B shows that households without vulnerable members were most likely to report that they
took this action. Forty-six percent of these households said that they used their kitchen stove or oven for
heat in the past year.
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Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Almost Every Month 2% 2% 3% 3%
Some Months 10% 19% 17% 20%
1 or 2 Months 13% 17% 18% 23%
Never / No 75% 61% 62% 53%
Don’t Know/Refused <1% <1% <1% 2%

Table IV-16C shows that households with income below 50 percent of poverty were most likely to report
that they used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat during the past year. Thirty-nine percent of
these households said that they used their kitchen stove or oven for heat in the past year.

Table IV-16C
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =>150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Almost Every Month 5% 2% 1% 1%
Some Months 18% 16%% 12% 13%
1 or 2 Months 16% 16% 16% 13%
Never / No _ 61% 66% 70% 73%
Don’t Know 0% 1% <1% <1%

Table IV-17 conypares responses to these questions between the 2003, 2008, and 2009 surveys. The table
shows that in FY 2009, respondents were less likely to close off their hormes and they were less likely to
leave their home for part of the day because they could not afford their energy bill.

Table I'V-17
Responses to the Problem
Comparison of Survey Results
2003 Survey | 2008 Survey | 2009 Survey
Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828
Closed Off Part of Home 39% 44% 36%
Kept Home at Tenperature You Felt was Unsafe or Unhealthy 25% 28% 26%
Left Home for Part of the Day 24% 23% 20%
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat 31% 33% 33%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 36
April 2010



Problems Meeting Energy Needs

D. Inability to Pay Energy Bills

Respondents were asked several questions about the inability to pay their home energy bill. Table IV-
18A. shows that 49 percent of respondents said that they skipped paying or paid less than their entire
home energy bill during the past year due to not having enough money to pay the bill.

_ Table IV-18A
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

Percent of Respondents
Almost Every Month 11%
Some Months 21%
1 or 2 Months 17%
Never / No 50%
Don’t Know <1%

Table IV-18B shows that households with children were most likely to say that they skipped paying their
home energy bill. Sixty-five percent of households with children said that they skipped paying their
home energy bill.

Table IV-18B
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year

By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Almost Every Month 6% 12% 15% %
Some Months 13% 19% 30% 27%
1 or 2 Months 12% 18% 20% 21%
Never / No 68% 51% 34% 43%
Don’t Know/Refused <1% 1% 1% 0%

Table I'V-18C shows that households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level were most likely
to say that they skipped paying the home energy bill. Sixty-two percent of these households said that they

skipped paying their bill.
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Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

Table IV-18C
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill

By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Almost Every Month 12% 12% 7% 13%
Some Months 29% 21% 17% 17%
1 or 2 Months 21% 16% 18% 14%
Never / No 37% 51% 57% 55%
Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% <1%

Respondents were asked whether they received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their
electricity or home heating fuel due to not having enough money for the energy bill during the past year.
The table shows that 35 percent said that they received a notice or threat.

Table IV-19A
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home
Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

Percent of Respondents
Almost Every Month 5%
Some Months 12%
1 or 2 Months : 18%
Never / No 64%
‘| Don’t Know ’ <1%

Table TV-19B shows the percent who received a threat of service termination by vulnerable group. The
table shows that households with children were most likely to face this problemw Nearly half of these
households received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their service in the past year.

: Table 1V-19B
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home
Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Biil During Past Year

By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Almost Every Month 2% 5% 8% 6%
Some Months 6% 14% 16% 14%
1 or 2 Months 10% 19%% 25% 16%
Never / No 81% 62% 50% 64%
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Senior Disabled Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Don’t Know 0% <1% <1% %%

Table IV-19C shows that households with income below 50 percent of poverty were most likely to report
that they received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their electricity or home heating fuel.
The table shows that 44 percent of these households said that they faced this problem in the past year.

_ Table IV-19C
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home
Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year

By Poverty Group
Poverty I evel
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =>150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Almost Every Month 8% 6% 3% 6%
Some Months 14% 13% % 12%
1 or 2 Months 2% 19% 15% 14%
Never / No 56% 62% 73% 68%
Don’t Know/ Refused <1% 0% <1% 1%

Table TV-20A shows that nine percent of respondents had their electricity shut off’ due to nonpayment,
seven percent had their gas service shut off, and 12 percent had one of the two shut off during the past
year.

Table IV-20A
Utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year

Percent of Respondents
FHlectricity %o
Gas 7%
Hectricity or Gas 12%

Table IV-20B displays the percent that had their utility service shut off by vulnerable group. The table
shows that households with children were most likely to face these problems. Eighteen percent of
households with children had their electricity or gas shut off due to nonpayrment in the past year.
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Table IV-20B
Utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable

Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Electricity 2% %% 13% %
Gas 3% 8% 10% %o
Hlectricity or Gas 5% 15% 18% 12%

Table TV-20C displays the percent of households who had utility service terminated by poverty group.
The table shows that the lower poverty level households were most likely to have had their service
terminated. Eighteen percent of households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level had their
service terminated in the past year.

Table IV-20C
Utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =>150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Hectricity 14% 9% 6% 3%
Gas 9% 8% 3% 4%
Electricity or Gas 18% 14% 8% 6%

Table IV-21A shows the percent of households who were unable to use their main source of heat during
the past year. The table shows that 13 percent were unable to use their main source of heat due to the
system being broken, 11 percent due to an inability to pay for a fuel delivery, and 11 percent due to an
electric or gas service termination.

Table IV-21A
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year
Percent of Respondents
Heating System Broken 13%
Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 11%
Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 11%
Any of the Three Reasons 27%

Table IV-21B displays the percent of respondents who said that they were unable to use their nain source
of heat during the past year by vulnerable group. The table shows that households with children were
most likely to face this problem.  Thirty-six percent of households with children could not use their main
source of heat during the past year because their heating system was broken, they were unable to pay for a
fuel delivery, or their gas or electric service was discontinued due to nonpayment.
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Table IV-21B
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year
By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Heating System Broken 11% 14% 16% 11%
Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 7% 13% 13% 15%
Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 5% 13% 17% %
Any of the Three Reasons 19% 31% 36% 27%

Table IV-21C displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their nmin source of heat
during the past year by poverty group. The table shows that households with income below the poverty
level were most likely to face this problem Thirty percent of households with income below the poverty
level were unable to use their main source of heat at some point during the past year.

Table IV-21C
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Heating System Broken 13% 13% 12% 11%
Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 11% 11% %% 14%
Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 15% 13% 7% 7%
Any of the Three Reasons 30% 30% 21% 25%

Table IV-22A displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their air conditioner during the
past year because it was broken or they had their electric service discontinued for nonpayment. The table
shows that 12 percent could not use their air conditioner because it was broken and eight percent could
not use it because their electric service was discontinued. Seventeen percent could not use their air
conditioner for one of those two reasons.

Table IV:222A
Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year

Percent of Respondents
Air Conditioner Broken 12%

Electric Service Discontinued 8%

Fither Reason 17%

Table IV-22B displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their air conditioner in the past
year by vulnerable group. The table shows that households with disabled mengbers and households with
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children were most likely to face this problem. Twenty-one percent of both of these groups were unable
to use their air conditioner at some point during the past year because it was broken or their electric
service was discontinued for nonpayment.

Table TV-22B
Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year

By Vulnerable Group

Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Air Conditioner Broken 8% 15% 13% 11%
Electric Service Discontinued 4% 11% 11% 7%
Fither Reason 11% 21% 21% 15%

Table IV-22C displays the percent of households who were unable to use their air conditioner during the
past year by poverty group. The table shows that households in the lower poverty groups were most
likely to face this problem. Twenty-five percent of households with income below 50 percent of poverty
were unable to use their air conditioner at some point during the past year.

Table IV-22C
Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level )

0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Air Conditioner Broken 18% 11% 10 9%
Electric Service Discontinued 12% 8% 5% 3%
Either Reason 25% 16% 13% 11%

Table TV-23A displays the percent of respondents who had to go without showers due to lack of hot
water, had to go without hot meals due to lack of cooking fuel, or had to use candles or lanterns due to
lack of lights. The table shows that seven to ten percent of respondents faced these problerrs.

Table IV-23A :
Had to Go Without Showers, Hot Meals, or Lights During the Past Year

Percent of Respondents

Had to Go Without Showers or
Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water
Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due
to Lack of Cooking Fuel

Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due
to Lack of Lights

10%

7%

8%
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Table TV-23B displays the percent of respondents who had to go without showers, hot meals, or
lights during the past year by vulnerable group. The table shows that households with children
and households without vulnerable members were most likely to face these problenss.

Table IV-23B
Had to Go Without Showers, Hot Meals, or Lights During the Past Year
By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Had to Go Without Showers or o o
Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water % 12% 13% 147
Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due o o
to Lack of Cooking Fuel 3% 8% 10% 10%
Had to Use Candles or Lanterns ° o o
Due to Lack of Lights 4% v % 12% 13%

Table IV-23C displays the percent of houscholds who had these problens by poverty group. The table
shows that households in the lower poverty groups are most likely to face these problers.

Table IV-23C
Had to Go Without Showers, Hot Meals, or Lights During the Past Year
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% >150%

Nurmber of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Had to Go Without Showers or
Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water 14% 11% 5% 10%
Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due o o o
to Lack of Cooking Fuel 12% 8% 3% 6%
Had to Use Candles or Lanterns
Due to Lack of Lights 14% 4G 7% %

Table IV-24A displays the percent of respondents who had their utility service shut off at the tine of the
survey. The table shows that two percent of respondents had their electricity or gas shut off.

. Table TV-24A
Utility Service Shut Off at Time of Survey
Percent of Respondents
Hlectricity <1%
Gas 1%
Flectricity or Gas 2%

Table IV-24B shows that three percent of households without vulnerable members had their electricity or
gas service shut off at the time of the survey.
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Table IV-24B
Utility Service Shut Off at Time of Survey
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
HElectricity <1% 1% 1% 0%
Gas 1% 1% 2% 3%
Electricity or Gas 1% 2% 2% 3%

Table IV-24C shows that lower poverty group houscholds are not significantly more likely to have their

utility service shut off at the time of the survey.

Table IV-24C
Utility Service Shut Off at Time of Survey
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level

0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Hectricity <1% 1% <1% 0%
Gas 2% 1% 1% <1%
Electricity or Gas 2% 2% 1% <1%

Table I'V-25 compares the responses about service disruptions across the 2003, 2008, and 2009 surveys.
The table shows that some of the rates are higher in 2009 than in 2003, but there has not been an increase

in these problenrs in the past year.
Table IV-25
Inability to Pay Energy Bills During Past Year
Comparison of Survey Results
, 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey

Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill 52% 47% 50%
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue o o o
Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 38% 3776 36%
Electricity Shut off Due to Nonpayment 8% %% %
Heating System Broken and Unable to Pay for Repair or 10% 13% 13%
Replacement = =
Unable t.o Use Main Source of Heat Because Unable to Pay for a 10% 13% 11%
Fuel Delivery
Unable to Use Viain Source of Heat Because Utility Company 119% 1324 1%
Discontinued Gas or Electric Service Due to Nonpayment ° 270 °
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2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey

Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because it was Broken and o o o
Unable to Pay for Repair or Replacement 12% 127 12%
Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because Utility Conmpany 6% 7 Y
Discontinued Electric Service Due to Nonpayment =0 ° =20
Had to Go Without Showers or Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water %% 10% 10%
Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due to Lack of Cooking Fuel 5% 7% 7%
Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights 8% 7% 8%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

E  Housing Problents

This section examines housing problemss that respondents have faced in the past five years due to
unaffordable energy bills. Table IV-26A shows that 31 percent skipped a mortgage paymment, five percent
were evicted, four percent had a mortgage foreclosure, twelve percent moved in with friends or family,

and three percent moved into a shelter or were homeless.

Table IV-26A

Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years

Percent of Respondents

Did not Miake Full Rent or Mortgage Payment

31%

Evicted from Home or Apartment

5%

Had Mortgage Foreclosure

4%

Moved in With Friends or Family

12%

Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless

3%

Table IV-26B displays the results by vulnerable group. The table shows that households with children
were nost likely to face these problens. Forty-five percent of these households skipped a mortgage
payment, eight percent were evicted, and 17 percent moved in with friends or farmily.

Table IV-26B
Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years
By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable

Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152

Did not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 16% 32% 45% 39%
Evicted from Home or Apartment 3% 5% 8% 3%

Had Mortgage Foreclosure 2% 4% 6% 2%
Moved in With Friends or Fanily 6% 12% 17% 15%
Moved into Shelter or Was Honeless 1% 4% 5% 3%
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Table IV-26C displays the results by poverty group. The table shows that the lowest poverty group was
most likely to face these problens.

Table I'V-26C
Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Did not Miake Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 38% 35% 23% 28%
Evicted from Home or Apartment 8% 5% 3% 6%
Had Mortgage Foreclosure 6% 3% 3% 4%
Moved in With Friends or Family 20% 13% 6% 10%
Mboved into Shelter or Was Homeless 5% 3% 3% 2%

Table TV-26D displays the percent of respondents with housing problenms be whether or not they own
their home. The table shows that respondents who do not own their homes were more likely to face these
problems. ,

Table I'V-26D
Housing Problens Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years
By Home Ownership
Own Home Does Not Own Home
Number of Respondents 826 990
Did not Viake Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 27% 36%
Evicted from Home or Apartment 3% 7%
Had Mortgage Foreclosure 4% 3%
Moved in With Friends or Family 7% 16%
Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 1% 6%

Table IV-27 compares results with respect to housing problerrs from the 2003, 2008, and 2009 surveys.
The table shows that some of the housing problens have become somewhat more prevalent since the
2003 survey.

Table IV-27
Housing Problems During Past Five Years
Comparison of Survey Results
2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey
Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828
Did Not Miake Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 28% 28% 31%
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2003 Survey

2008 Survey

2009 Survey

Evicted from Home or Apartment

4%

4%

5%

Moved in with Friends or Family

X%

11%

12%

Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless

4%

3%

3%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

F. Financial Problems

This section examines financial problens that respondents faced in the past five years due to their energy
bills. Table IV-28A shows that 17 percent reported that they took out a payday loan and two percent
reported that they filed for bankruptcy.

Table IV-28A
Financial Problems Due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years

Percent of Respondents
Payday Loan 17%%6
Bankruptcy | - 2%

Table IV-28B displays the percent of respondents who had financial problems in the past five years due to
wnaffordable energy bills by vulnerable group. The table shows that households without vulnerable
rermbers were most likely to report that they obtained a payday loan.

Table IV-28B
Financial Problems Due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years
By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable

Naanber of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Payday Loan %% 17% 23% 27%
Bankruptcy 1% 3% 4% 1%

Table IV-28C displays the percent of respondents who had financial problefns in the past five years due to
unaffordable energy bills by poverty level. The table shows that households with incorre below 50
percent of the poverty level were most likely to report that they obtained a payday loan.
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Table IV-28C
Financial Problens Due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =>1350%
Nummber of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Payday Loan 21% 17% 16% 16%
Bankruptcy 3% 2% 2% 4%

G Medical and Health Problens

This section examines the medical and health problens that respondents faced in the past five years due
to unaffordable energy bills. Table IV-29A shows that 30 percent went without food for at least one day,
41 percent went without medical or dental care, 33 percent did not fill a prescription or took less than
their full dose of prescribed medication, and 22 percent were unable to pay their energy bill due to
medical expenses.
Table IV-29A
Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years

Percent of Respondents

‘Went Without Food for at
Least One Day

‘Went Without Medical or
Dental Care

Didn’t Fill Prescription or
Took Less Than Full Dose
Unable to Pay Energy Bill
Due to Medical Expenses

30%

41%

33%

22%

Table IV-29B examines medical and health problems by vulnerable group. The table shows that
households without vulnerable members are most likely to go without food and to go without medical or
dental care. Almost three quarters of this group said that they went without medical or dental care in the

past five years.

Table IV-29B
Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills

In the Past Five Years
By Vulnerable Group

. . Child Non-

Senior | Disabled | ys 40 18 | Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
| prent gfl';hl‘;‘;; Foodforat | 5, 36% 33% 49%
NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 48

April 2010




Problems Meeting Energy Needs

Senior | Disabled lmC:;d1s Vullszrr:ble
Xiﬁ‘;"é‘;ﬁg‘“ Medicalor | yo0,, 41% 45% 2%
%illf gfslgf; ;ﬁﬁ‘ﬁ‘; 2676 40% 37% 40%
e v by o | 16 | 2 | 2% 24%

Table TV-29C displays responses to questions about medical and health problems by poverty group. The
table shows that there is not a strong relationship between poverty level and the presence of these

problems.

Table IV-29C
Medical and Health Problens Due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level

0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
‘Went &Vi;hgg; Food for at 33% 33% 230, 30%
Prent Wvithout Medical or 43% 40% 40% 2%
Didn’t Fill Prescription or 0 ~0 ~m0 o
Took Less Than Full D 33% 33% 32% 35%
Unable to Pay Energy Bill 0 o o
Due to Medical Expenses 2% =% 20% 2%

Table TV-30A displays the percent of respondents who didn’t take prescribed medication by the presence
of a serious medical condition. The table shows that 37 percent of households with a serious medical
condition skipped taking their prescription medication, corrpared to 16 percent without a serious medical
condition.

Table IV-30A
Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of
Prescribed Medicine Due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years
By Presence of Serious Medical Conditions

Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of Prescribed Medicine
Household Member with Serious No Household Member With Serious
Medical Condition Medical Condition
Number of Respondents 1,509 307
Yes 37% ' 16%
No 63% 84%
Don’t Know/ No Answer <1% 0%
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Table TV-30B displays the percent of respondents who skipped taking prescription medication by the
presence of necessary medical equipment that uses electricity. The table shows that 45 percent of those
with medical equipment skipped taking their medication, compared to 29 percent without the equipment.

Table IV-30B
Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of
Prescribed Medicine due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years
By Presence of Necessary Medical Equipment the Uses Electricity

Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the
Full Dose of Prescribed Medicine
Necessary Medical Equipment No Necessary Medical Equipment
That Uses Electricity That Uses Electricity
Number of Respondents 448 1,364
Yes 45% 29%
No 55% 70%
Don’t Know/ No Answer <1% <1%

Table I'V-31A displays the percent of respondents who said that they were unable to pay their energy bill
due to medical expenses by the presence of a serious medical condition. The table shows that 25 percent
of those with a serious medical condition were unable to pay their energy bill and nine percent without a
serious medical condition were unable to pay their energy bill due to medical expenses.

Table IV-31A
Unable to Pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses
In the Past Five Years
By Presence of Serious Medical Conditions

Unable to Pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses
Household Member with Serious No Household Member With Serious
Medical Condition Medical Condition
Number of Respondents 1,509 307
Yes 25% %%
No 74% 89%
Don’t Know/ No Answer 1% 2%

Table IV-31B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they were unable to pay their energy
bill due to medical expenses by the presence of medical equipment that uses electricity. The table shows
that 34 percent of those with medical equipment said they were unable to pay their energy bill and 19
percent without medical equipment said they were unable to pay their energy bill due to medical

expenses.
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Table IV-31B
Unable to Pay Energy Bill due to Medical Expenses
In the Past Five Years
By Presence of Necessary Medical Equipment the Uses Electricity
Unable to Pay Energy Bill due to Medical Fxpenses
Necessary Medical Equipment No Necessary Medical Equipment
That Uses Electricity That Uses Electricity

Number of Respondents 448 1,364
Yes 34% 19%
No 65% ' 81%
Don’t Know/ No Answer 2% <1%

Table IV-32A displays the percent of respondents who became sick and needed to go to the doctor or
hospital because the home was too cold. The table shows that 17 percent became sick and needed to go to
the doctor or hospital because the home was too cold, and three percent becamme sick and needed to go to
the doctor or hospital because the home was too hot.

Table IV-32A
Someone in Houschold Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold or Too Hot
In the Past Five Years :
Became Sick and
Became Sick Needed to Go to the
] Doctor or Hospital
Home Was Too Cold 25% 17%
Home Was Too Hot 4% 3%

Table IV-32B displays the percent who became sick and needed to go to the doctor or hospital because
the home was too cold by vulnerable group. The table shows that households without vulnerable
members were most likely to become sick, but that households with disabled members, households with
children and households with no vulnerable members were most likely to become sick and need to go to

the doctor or hospital because the home was too cold.

Table IV-32B
Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold
In the Past Five Years
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable

Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Became Sick 15% 28% 31% 38%
Became Sick and Needed to _ o o o
Go to the Doctor or Hospital 10% 2% 2% 21%

Table IV-32C displays the percent of respondents with a serious medical condition who got sick because
the home was too hot or too cold and need to go to the doctor or hospital. The table shows that 26 percent

NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 51
April 2010




Problems Meeting Energy Needs

of respondents with a serious medical condition became sick because their home was too hot or too cold
and 18 percent needed to go to a doctor or to the hospital due to this illness.

Table IV-51
Household Member With Allergies, Asthma, Emphysema, or COPD,
High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, or Stroke
Got Sick Because the Household was Too Hot or Too Cold
and Needed to Go to the Doctor or Hospital

In the Past Year
Number of Respondents 1,509 1,509
Yes 26% 18%
No 74% 8%
Don’t Know <1% 0%
Did not Become Sick - 74%

Table IV-33 displays the percent of respondents who became sick and needed to go to the doctor or
hospital because the home was too hot or too cold in the 2003, 2008, and 2009 surveys. The table shows
that the percentage who faced these problens was approximately the sarme in all three surveys.

Table I'V-33
Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot or Too Cold
And Had to Go to the Hospital in the Past Five Years

Conmparison of Survey Results
2003 2008 2009
Needed to Go Needed to Go Needed to Go
Became Sick | to the Doctor | Became Sick | to the Doctor Became Sick to the Doctor
or Hospital or Hospital or Hospital
Number of
Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828
Yes 24% 17% 26% 18% 26% 18%
No 75% 7% 74% 8% 74% 8%
Don’t Know 1% 0% <1% (0,73 <1% 0%
Did not o o o
Become Sick - 76% - 74% - 74%

Table TV-34A compares the percent of respondents with seniors in the household who had medical and
health problens in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey. The table shows that a few of
the indicators were higher than in the 2003 survey.
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Table IV-34A
Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years
Comparison of Survey Results
By Vulnerable Group — Senior Member in Household
2003 Survey | 2008 Survey | 2009 Survey
Number of Respondents 888 542 757
‘Went Without Food for At Least One Day 11% 24% 20%
‘Went Without Medical or Dental Care 29% 32% 29%
Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 23% 31% 26%
Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 16% 15% 16%
Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 11% 15% 15%
Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 6% 5% 4%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95%level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

Table IV-34B compares the percent of respondents with disabled household mermbers who had medical
and health problems in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey. The table shows that a
few of the indicators were higher than in the 2003 survey.

Table IV-34B ‘
Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Y.
Comparison of Survey Results
By Vulnerable Group —Disabled Member in Household

2003 Survey | 2008 Survey | 2009 Survey

Number of Respondents 1,013 627 788

‘Went Without Food for At Least One Day 25% 39%% 36%
‘Went Without Medical or Dental Care 3%% 44% 41%
Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 32% 42% 40%
Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Fxpenses 19% 26% 28%
Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 29% 26% 28%
Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 7% %% 7%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95%% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

Table I'V-34C compares the percent of respondents with children who had medical and health problerns in
the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey. The table shows that a few of the indicators were
higher than in the 2003 survey.
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Table IV-34C
Medical and Health Problens During the Past Five Years
Comparison of Survey Results
By Vulnerable Group — Child Under 18 in Household
2003 Survey | 2008 Survey | 2009 Survey
Number of Respondents ' 919 503 778
‘Went Without Food for At Least One Day 28% 36% 33%
‘Went Without Medical or Dental Care 40% 48% 45%
Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 34% 42% 37%
Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 24% 28% 26%
Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 24% 28% 31%
Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot % 8% 4%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are undertined.

Table IV-34D compares the percent of respondents with no vulnerable household members who had
medical and health problems in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey. The table shows
that a few of the indicators were higher than in the 2003 and 2008 surveys. Households with no
vulnerable members appear to have had the greatest increase in these problemnss since last year.

Table IV-34D

Medical and Health Problenms During the Past Five Years

Conmparison of Survey Results
By Vulnerable Group —No Vulnerable Members in Household
2003 Survey | 2008 Survey | 2009 Survey
Number of Respondents 476 87 152
‘Went Without Food for At Least One Day 24% 32% 49%
‘Went Without Medical or Dental Care 4%% 65% 72%
Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 38% 47% 40%
Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 18% 13% 24%
Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 21% 13% 38%
Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 4% 3% 1%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined
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V. The Need For LIHEAP

This section examines the history of LIHEAP receipt, utility bill payment problemrs and payment
arrangements, and the importance of LIHEAP in helping recipients meet their needs.

A, History of LIHEAP Receipt

Respondents were asked whether they had received LIHEAP benefits in the year prior to the survey.
Since the survey sample was drawn from state TIHEAP databases of past year ITHEAP recipients, all
respondents received LIHEAP in the past year. However, because LTHEAP is often paid directly on the
household’s utility bill, respondents are often not aware that they received these benefits. Table V-1A
shows that only 86 percent of the respondents reported that they had received LIHEAP in the past year.

Table V-1A
Received LTHEAP During Past Year®

Percent of Respondents
Yes 86%
No , 12%
Don’t Know 3%

Table V-1B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they received LIHEAP during the past
year by vulnerable group. Households with no vulnerable members were more likely than some of the
other groups to report that they received LIHEAP, perhaps because they are less likely to have received
these benefits automatically through participation in another program

Table V-1B
Received L IHEAP During Past Year
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable
Numnber of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Yes 83% 85% 87% 89%
No 13% 12% 10% 8%
Don’t Know / Refused 4% 3% 2% 3%

Table V-1C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they received LIHEAP in the past year'
by poverty level. The table shows that all poverty groups have the same likelihood of being aware of
benefit receipt.

¥ Interviewers used the name for the L.THEAP program particular to the state of the recipient interviewed. If the
respondent was initially confused or did not recall the program based on the state-designated narre, interviewers
were trained to assist their memory by describing energy assistance benefits, and using the term energy assistance
throughout the survey instead of the state-designated LTHEAP name.
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Table V-1C
Received LIHEAP During Past Year
By Poverty Level
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | =150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Yes 86% 86% 86% 85%
No T 12% 12% . 11% 12%
Don’t Know/ Refused 2% 2% 4% 3%

Respondents were asked to report the number of times in the past five years that they received LIHEAP.
Table V-2A shows that about one quarter said they only received benefits in one of the past five years,
and about one quarter said that they received benefits in each of the past five years.

Table V-2A
Number of Years Received LIHEAP in the Past Five Years

Number of Years

Received I IHEAP Percent of Respondents

26%
18%
15%

8%
25%
Don’t Know / Refused 8%

N{R W N =

Table V-2B displays the murber of years that respondents reported they received LIHEAP by vulnerable
group. The table shows that households without vulnerable mermbers are most likely to report that they
only received benefits in one of the past five years and are least likely to report that they received
LIHEAP in each of the past five years. These households appear to be more likely to be facing temporary
financial problems. '

Table V-2B
Number of Years Received LIHEAP
In the Past Five Years
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Nummber of Respondents 757 788 778 152
22% 21% 30% 44%
2 13% 18% 22% 20%
3 16% 16% 15% 11%
4 8% 8% 8% 6%
5 31% 2% 19% 16%
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Senior Disabled Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Don’t Know / Refused 10%% 8% 7% 3%

Table V-2C displays the nurmber of years that respondents reported they received LIHEAP by poverty
group. The table shows that households with income below 50 percent of poverty and households with
income above 150 percent of poverty were most likely to report that they received LIHEAP in only one of
the past five years. ,

Table V-2C
Number of Years Received LIHEAP In the Past Five Years
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
1 34% 20% 28% 34%
2 21% 16% 17% 23%
3 10% 16% 18% 12%
4 7% 8% %o 6%
5 20% 30% 25% 18%
Dor’t Know / Refused 8% 10% 5% 6%

Respondents were asked whether they applied or planmed to apply for LIHEAP in the current year. The
table shows that 88 percent reported that they did so.

Table V-3A
Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year

Percent of Respondents
Yes 88%
No 9%
Don’t Know 3%

Table V-3B shows that households with disabled members are most likely to report that they applied or
plan to apply for LIHEAP in the current year.
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Table V-3B
Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year
By Vulnerable Group
Senior | Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152
Yes 839% 91% 86% 86%
No 7% 7% 1096 14%
Don’t Know 4% 3% 4% 1%

Table V-3C shows that households between 50 and 150 percent of the poverty level are most likely to
report that they applied or plan to apply for LIHEAP this year.

Table V-3C
Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year
By Poverty Group
Poverty Level
0-50% 51-100% | 101-150% | =>150%
Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312
Yes 84% 0% 0% 83%
No 12% 7% 7% 13%
Don’t Know 3% 3% 3% 4%

Table V-4 compares information about LTHEAP receipt in the 2003, 2008 and 2009 surveys. The table
shows that respondents in 2009 were somewhat more likely than in 2003 to report that they received
LIHEAP in each of the past five years and to report that they applied or plan to apply for LIHEAP this
year.

Table V4
LIHEAP Receipt
Comparison of Survey Results
2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey
Numnber of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828
Recalled Receipt of LIHEAP 84% 86% 86%
Percent That Reported They Received o o o
LIHEAP in Each of the Past Five Years 21% 26% 25%
Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year 83% 88% 88%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

B Utility Payment
This section examines respondents’ need for utility payment arrangements and resources
available to assist them in preventing service termination. Table V-5 shows that 51 percent of
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respondents tried to work out a payment arrangement in the past year, and 86 percent of those
who tried to work out a payment arrangement were able to do so.

Table V-5
Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company
In the Past Year
2008 Survey 2009 Survey
Tried to Work Out ‘Was Able to Work Out Tried to Work Out ‘Was Able to Work Out

Payment Arrangement | Payment Arrangement | Payment Arrangement Payment Arrangement
Number of
Respondents 1,256 682 1,828 976
Yes 54% 84% 51% 86%
No 45% 15% 48% 14%
Don’t Know 1% 1% 1% 1%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

Table V-6 shows that 56 percent of respondents who tried to make a payment arrangerment contacted a
fuel fimd or social services agency for assistance, and 79 percent of those who applied for assistance
received some form of assistance. Respondents were more likely to apply and received assistance in FY
2009 than in the previous year.

Table V-6

Contacted a Fuel Fund or Social Services Agency for Assistance

‘When Tried to Work Out a Payment Arrangement with Gas or Flectric Company

2008 Survey 2009 Survey
Contacted Fuel Fund or Si‘;sici“‘gg;cy S"c‘W‘;ls Contacted Fuel Fund or ;“rjic]f;’rfgg; cs}?&zls
Social Services Agency Able to Help Sodial Services Agency Able to Help

Number of

Respondents 682 340 976 551

Yes 50% 2% 56% 79%

No 49% 25% 43% 18%

Don’t Know 2% 4% 1%%6 3%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

Table V-7 shows that 70 percent who tried to work out a payment arrangement with their utility applied
for assistance from TIHEAP and 82 percent of those who applied for IIHEAP assistance received
LIHEAP assistance. This is an increase from the previous year when only 75 percent of those who tried
to work out a payment arrangement and applied for LIHEAP assistance received that assistance.
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Table V-7
Applied for Assistance from LIHEAP
‘When Tried to Work Out a Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company

2008 Survey 2009 Survey
Applied for Assistance Received Assistance Applied for Assistance Received Assistance
from LIHEAP from LIHEAP from LIHEAP from I IHEAP
mﬁfm 622 458 976 670
Yes 67% 75% 70% 82%
No 29% 22% 27% 16%
Don’t Know 4% 2% 3% 2%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

Table V-8 shows that 61 percent of those who tried to work out a payment arrangement received
assistance that was sufficient to prevent service termination, 73 percent of those who applied for
assistance received assistance that was sufficient to prevent service termination, and 86 percent of those
who received assistance obtained assistance that was sufficient to prevent service terminatiorn.

Table V-8
Assistance from LIHEAP or Social Services Was
Sufficient to Prevent Termination of Gas or Electric Service

| 2008Survey | 2009 Survey
Tried to Work Out Payment Arrangement
Number of Respondents 682 976
LIHFEAP Was Sufficient 54% 61%
Applied for Assistance
Number of Respondents 541 794
LTHEAP Was Sufficient 69% 73%
Received LIHEAP or Social Services Assistance
Number of Respondents 431 688
LIHEAP Was Sufficient 87% 86%

C Problens that Would Have Been Faced in the Absence of LIHEAP

Respondents who said that they did not face some problems with their energy bills were asked whether
they felt they would have faced such problens if LIHEAP assistance had not been available. Table V-9
shows that 76 percent said they would have worried about their energy bill if ILIHEAP had not been
available, 64 percent said they would have had to keep their home at an unsafe or unhealthy temperature
if LIHEAP assistance had not been available, and 53 percent said they would have had their electricity or
home heating fuel discontinued if TIHEAP assistance had not been available.
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Table V-
If LIHEAP Had Not Been Available, Prot9)le1m that Viay Have Been Faced
Worried About Paying | Kept Home at Unsafe or Had Electricity or Home
Home Energy Bill Unhealthy Tenperatire | Heating Fuel Discontinued
Number of Respondents 389 1,134 1,175
Yes T76% 64% 53%
No 23% 32% 41%
Don’t Know/ Refused 1% 4%. 6%

Table V-10 compares responses about problems that would have been faced in the absence of LIHEAP
between 2003, 2008, and 2009. The table shows that respondents were more than in 2009 than in 2003 to
say that they would have faced these problens.

If LITHEAP Had Not Been AvﬂZba?etePY;giem that IViay Have Been Faced
Conyparison of Survey Results
2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey
Respondents Rl;:;f;i:lte(:xt;s Respondents RI:;ixrge(x)xfts Respondents Rl;e;?;efts
g;’;:egn‘:;ﬁamg 511 66% 204 7% 389 76%
ﬁggllfh';’elfvg‘s‘s“fe or 1,39 54% 761 63% 1,134 64%
g&ﬁ;‘ggﬂgﬂ": . 1,555 48% 845 59% 1,175 53%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

D. LIHEAP Restored Heat

Respondents were asked whether LTHEAP helped to restore heat due to shutoff or broken equiprrent.
The table shows that 12 percent said that LIHEAP restored heat due to a shitoff and seven percent said
that TIHEAP restored heat due to broken equiprment.

Table V-11
LIHEAP Helped to Restore Heat Due to Shutoff or Broken Equipment
Restored Heat Due to Shutoff Restored Heat Due to Broken Equipment

2008 2009 2008 2009
Yes 12% 12% %% 7%
No 8% 6% 5% 5%
Don’t Know <1% <1% <1% <1%
Did Not Experience
Loss of Heat/or Did 81% 81% 86% 87%
Not Receive LIHEAP

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2008 are underlined.
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E. Importance of LIHEAP

: Respondents were asked to report how important LIHEAP was in helping them to meet their needs.
Table V-12A shows that 93 percent of respondents said that LIHEAP was very important, an increase
over the previous surveys.

Table V-12A
Importance of LIHEAP
2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey
Number of Respondents 957 1,082 1,537
Very Important 74% A% 98B%
Somewhat Important 6% 8% 5%
Of Little Importance 3% 1% 1%
Not At All Important 1% 1% <1%
Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% 1%

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined.

Table V-12B shows that households with disabled members were most likely to say that ILTHEAP was
very irmportant in helping them meet their needs.

Table V-12B
Importance of LIHEAP.
By Vulnerable Group
Senior Disabled | Child Under 18 | Non-Vulnerable
Number of Respondents 617 650 673 135
Very Important 91% 96% 93% 91%
Somewhat Important 6% 3% 5% 4%
Of Little Importance 1% <1% 1% ' 4%
Not At All Important <1% <1% 0% 07
Don’t Know 1% 1% <1% 0%

Table V-12C shows that households with income below 100 percent of the poverty level were most likely
to say that LIHEAP was very inmportant in helping them meet their needs.

Table V-12C
Importance of LIHEAP
By Poverty Group

‘ Poverty Level
i 050% | 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
|
‘ Number of Respondents 240 574 464 259

Very Important 95% 95% N% 83%
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Poverty Level
0-50% | 51-100% | 101-150% | >150%
Somewhat Important 3% 4% 1% %%
Of Little Inmportance 1% 1% 1% 6%
Not At All Important % <1% <1% <1%
Don’t Know 1% 1% <1% 2%
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VI. Regjonal Analysis

This section provides a regional analysis of some of the information that was presented in this report.

A. Demographic Characteristics

Table VI-1 displays the percent of respondents with children and the percent in single family households.

The table shows that households in the northeast are most likely to include children

Table VI-1
Presence of Children Under 18 and Single-Parent Households
By Region
Northeast Midwest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Percent with Children 49% 43% 3%% 46%
Percent in Single-Parent Households 18% 19% 15% 16%

Table VI-2 displays the poverty level of LIHEAP recipients by region. The table shows that houscholds

in the Northeast are most likely to have income above 150 percent of the poverty level.

Table VI-2
Poverty Level
By Region
Northeast Midwest South West
Number of Respondents 869 . 305 336 318
0%-50% 21% 18% 21% 23%
51%-100% 2% 3%% 51% 40%
101%-150% 24% 34% 2% 31%
>150% 13% % 6% 6%

Table VI-3 shows that recipients in the West are most likely to have employment income, recipients in the
South and West are most likely to have retirement income, recipients in the West are most likely to
receive public assistance, and recipients in the South are most likely to receive non-cash benefits.

Table VI-3
Types of Income and Benefits Received
By Region
Northeast Midwest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
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Northeast Midwest South ‘West
Wages or Self-Enmployment Income 32% 30% 27% 37%
Retirement Income 33% 41% 3%% 35%
Public Assistance 40% 3%% 36% 46%
Non-Cash Benefits 61% 55% 71% 62%

Table VI4 displays the percent of respondents who were unemployed during the year. The table shows
that LIHEAP recipients in the West were most likely to be unemployed.

Table VI4
Unenployed During the Year
By Region
Northeast Midwest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Yes 33% 36% 37% 42%
No 65% 64% 63% 57%
Don’t Know / Refused 2% 0% <1% 1%

B. Ernergy Burden and Energy Bill Paymerit Problents

Table VI-5 displays mean pre and post-LIHEAP energy burden by region. The table shows that
recipients in the West have lower energy burdens on average than those in the other regions.

TableVI-S
Mean Energy Burden
By Region
Northeast - Midwest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 715 255 299 264
PreLTHEAP 16% 16% 16% 14%
Post-LTHEAP 10% 12% 13% 8%

Table VI-6 shows that recipients in the Northeast and in the South were most likely to report that they
worried about paying their home energy bill during the past year.

Table VI-6
‘Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to
Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill

During Past Year
By Region
Northeast Midwest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
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Northeast MEdwest South West
Almost Every Month 31% 28% 33% 31%
Some Months 31% - 25% 28% 25%
1 or 2 Months 15% 15% 1% 17%
Never / No 23% 32% 20% 27%
Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% <1%

Table VI-7 shows that recipients in the South were most likely to report that they borrowed from
a filend or relative to pay their home energy bill during the past year. Fifty-six percent of
LIHEAP recipients in the South reported that they did so.

Table VI-7
Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to
Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill

During Past Year
By Region

Northeast Midwest South West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Almost Every Month 4% 3% 8% 5%
Some Months 22% 17% 26% 21%
1 or 2 Months 21% 16% 22% 23%
Never / No 53% 63% 44% 51%
Don’t Know / Refused <1% - <1% <1% 0%

Table VI-8 shows that LIHEAP recipients in the West and South were most likely to report that they left
their home for part of the day because it was too hot or too cold.

‘Table VI-8
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill

During Past Year
By Region

Northeast Midwest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Almost Every Month 1% 1% 1% 2%
Some Months 7% 7% 13% 13%
1 or 2 Months 12% 9% 10% 12%
Never / No 80% 83% 75% 73%
Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% <1%
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Regional Analysis

Table VI-9 shows that the percentage of respondents who reported that they used their kitchen
oven or stove to provide heat in the past year ranged from 30 percent in the Midwest to 37

percent in the West.
Table VI-9
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill
During Past Year
By Region
Northeast Midwvest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Almost Every Month 3% 2% 2% 4%
Some Months 15% 13% 19% 13%
1 or 2 Months 16% 15% 14% 20%
Never / No 66% 70% 65% 62%

Table VI-10 shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report that they skipped paying or
paid less than their entire home energy bill during the past year.

Table VI-10
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill

|
|
Don’t Know/ Refused 1% <1% 0% <1%

During Past Year
By Region

Northeast Midwest South West

Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318

Almost Every Month % ) 13% 16%

| Some Months 24% - 18% 22% 22%
| 1 or 2 Months 16% 19% 15% 19%
Never / No 50% 54% 50% 42%

Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 0%

Table VI-11 shows that respondents in the Northeast, South, and West were more likely than those in the
Midwest to report that they received a notice or threat to discormect their electricity or home heating fuel
in the past year.
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Regional Analysis

Table VI-11
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home Heating Fuel
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill

During Past Year
By Region

Northeast Midwest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Almost Every Month 5% 5% 8% 4%
Some Months 14% 8% 16% 13%
1 or 2 Months 20% 18% 15% 19%
Never / No 61% 70% 62% 63%
Don’t Know/ Refused <1% 0% 0% <1%

Table VI-12 displays the percent of respondents who had their electricity and gas utility service
termminated during the past year. The table shows that there is not much variation in service-terminations
by region. '

Table VI-12
Utility Service Terminations
During Past Year
By Region

Northeast Midwest South West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Electricity 10% 7% %) 8%
Gas 7% 8% 6% 5%
Electricity or Gas 13% 11% 13% 11%

C. Housing, Health, and Medical Problents

Table VI-13 displays the percent who did not make their full rent or mortgage payment in the past five
years. The table shows that respondents in the South were most likely to report this problem, and
respondents in the Midwest were least likely to report this problem
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Regional Analysis

Table VI-13
Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment Due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years
By Region

Northeast Midwest South West
Number of Respondents 865 305 336 318
Yes 33% 25% 37% 34%
No , 66% 75% 62% 65%
Don’t Know /Refused 1% <1% 1% 1%

Table VI-14 displays the percent of respondents who reported that they went without food for at least ane
day in the past five years. The table shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report this
problem

Table VI-14
‘Went Without Food for at Least One Day Due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years
By Region

Northeast Midwest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Yes 29% 27% 30% 3%%
No 71% 73% 70% 60%
Don’t Know/ Refused <1% 0% 0% <1%

Table VI-15 shows that respondents in the South and in the West were most likely to report that they went
without medical or dental care due to their energy bills in the past five years.

Table VI-15
‘Went Without Medical or Dental Care Due to Energy Bills
In the Past Five Years
By Region

Northeast Midwest South West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Yes 37% 36% 51% 48%
No 63% 64% 48% 52%
Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 0%

Table VI-16 shows that respondents in the South were most likely to report that they did not fill
their prescription or took less than the full dose of a prescribed medication due to their energy
bills in the past five years.
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Regional Analysis

Didn’t Fll Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of
Prescribed Medicine Due to Energy Bills

Table VI-16

In the Past Five Years
By Region
Northeast Midwest South ‘West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Yes 33% 27% 43% 33%
No 66% 73% 56% 67%
Don’t Know / Refused 1%% 0% <1% <1%

Table VI-17 shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report that someone in the
home becamme sick because the home was too cold and respondents in the Midwest were least

likely to report this problem.
Table VI-17
Someone in Houschold Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold
In the Past Five Years
- By Region

Northeast Midwest South West
Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318
Yes 26% 18% 27% 35%
No 73% 81% 73% 4%
Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% 1% 1%

D. LIHEAP Receipt

Table VI-18 displays the murber of years that respondents reported they received LIHEAP in the
past five years. The table shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report that they
received LIHEAP in only one of the past five years and respondents in the Midwest were most
likely to report that they received LIHEAP in each of the past five years.

Table VI-18

By Region

Number of Years Received LIHEAP
In the Past Five Years

2009 Survey

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

Number of Respondents

869

305

336

318

1

27%

19%

30%

36%

2

200

16%

16%

18%
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Regional Analysis

2009 Survey
Northeast Midwest South ‘West
3 16% 15% 12% 16%
4 7% 10% 7% 5%
5 21% 35% 17% 20%
Don’t Know / Refused 7% 5% 17% 4%
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Conclusion

VII. Conclusion

The 2009 NEADA study confinmed that ITHEAP recipient households are likely to be vuinerable to
temperature extrermes. They are likely to have seniors, disabled members, or children in the home. Over
90 percent of LIHEAP recipients had at least one of these vulnerable household members. The study also
showed that these households face nmany challenges in addition to their energy bills, including
unemployment, unhealthy home conditions, and medical issues.

Energy Costs

LIHEAP recipients reported that they faced high energy costs. Over one third of the respondents reported
energy costs over $2,000 in the past year and 35 percent said that their energy bills had increased over the
previous year. The majority of those who said that their energy bills were more difficult to pay, said that
the increased difficulty was due to a worsened financial situation.

Responses to High Energy Costs

Households reported that they took several actions to make ends meet, including closing off part of the
home and leaving the home for part of the day. Some of the actions were unsafe and could lead to injury
or illness, such as keeping the hone at a temperature that was unsafe or unhealthy or using the kitchen
stove or oven to provide heat.

Inability to Pay Energy Bills

Despite the assistance that they received, meny LIHEAP recipients were unable to pay their energy bills.
Almost half of the respondents reported that they had skipped paying or paid less than their entire home
energy bill in the past year and more than one third said that they received a notice or threat to discormect
or discontinue their electricity or home heating fuel.

Households went without utility service and sacrificed heating and cooling their home. Over ten percent
had their electric or natural gas service shut off in the past year due to nonpayment. More than one
quarter reported that they were unable to use their main source of heat in the past year because their fuel
was shut off, they could not pay for fuel delivery, or their heating system was broken and they could not
afford to fix it. Almost one fifth reported that they were unable to use their air conditioner in the past year
because their electricity was shut off or their air conditioner was broken and they could not afford to fix it.

Housing and Financial Problems

Many LIHEAP recipients had problems paying for housing in the past five years, due at least partly to
their energy bills. Over one quarter did not make their full mortgage or rent payment. Five percent were
evicted from their home or apartment and four percent had a foreclosure on their mortgage.

They faced other significant financial problens as well, inclhuding taking out payday loans and going into
bankruptcy.

Medical and Health Problemns

Many of the ITHEAP recipients faced significant medical and health problens in the past five years,
partly as a result of high energy costs. Nearly one third reported that they went without food, over 40
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percent sacrificed medical care, and one quarter had someone in the horme become sick because the home
was too cold.

The Need for LIHEAP

Households reported enormous challenges despite the fact that they received LIHEAP. However, they
reported that LZIHEAP was extremely important. Many reported that they would have kept their home at
unsafe or unhealthy temperatures and/or had their electricity or home heating fuel discontinued if it had
not been for ILTHEAP. Ninety-eight percent said that ILTHEAP was very or somewhat important in
helping them to meet their needs.

Tt is clear that many of these households will continue to need IIHEAP to meet their energy and other
essential needs. Almost ninety percent said that they have or plan to apply for LIHEAP in the next year.
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Southwest Gas

Disconnections
State fiscal year (June - July) for the years ending 2008, 2009 and 2010

DATE AZ Total Comp DATE AZ Total Comp DATE AZ Total Comp DATE AZ Total Comp
2007 2008 2009 2010

Jan Jan 3039 Jan 1909 Jan 1951
Feb Feb 2919 Feb 3820 Feb 3280
Mar Mar 4126 Mar 5825 Mar 4525
Apr Apr 4857 Apr 4744 Apr 4172
May May 3325 May 3146 May 3195
Jun Jun 2792 Jun 2685 Jun 2744
Jul Jul 2543 Jul 2804 Jul 2933
Aug Aug 2184 Aug 3603 Aug 2844
Sept Sept 2175 Sept 3167

Oct 2449 Oct 2806

Nov 1576 Nov 1957

Dec Dec 2040

2272
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