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Annex 1 - Household Survey Data and Poverty Lines

Data

The main data sources for the study were household budget surveys conducted in ECA countries in 1996-1999.  The survey instruments were designed for poverty assessment purposes and hence have very detailed data on household income and consumption as well as on basic demographic and labor market characteristics (the instruments were based on or similar to the Living Standard Measurement Survey, a standardized tool developed by the World Bank for poverty assessment).

	Table A1-1. Household Surveys Used for the Analysis

	
	

Name of the Survey
	

Agency Conducting the Survey
	Sample Size: number of households

	Russia, 1996
	Longitudinal Monitoring Survey
	Research Triangle Institute (North Carolina), Institute of Sociology (Moscow)
	3,750

	Hungary, 1997
	Household Budget Survey
	Central Statistics Office
	7,560

	Kyrgyz Republic, 1999
	Household Energy Survey
	London Economics and National Statistics Committee
	3,006

	Ukraine, 1996
	"Ukraina-96" Project
	Kiev International Institute of Sociology
	2,322

	Latvia, 1997
	Household Budget Survey
	Central Statistical Bureau
	7,707

	Moldova, 1997 and Q4, 1998
	Household Budget Survey
	Department of Statistics 
	1,584

	Croatia, 1998
	Household Budget Survey
	Central Bureau of Statistics
	3.123

	Armenia, 1996
	Living Standards Survey
	State Department of Statistics
	4,920


The surveys typically combine a household expenditure diary and questionnaires for all family members.  The diary is used to keep track of everyday household expenditures and provide basic data for measuring household consumption. The questionnaires are used to obtain information on income, investment, certain types of consumption that are different from those that are recorded in the diary.  

The samples are representative, based on the method of stratified sampling.  For some of the surveys (when the sample could not be fully stratified at the time of the interviews), we used the sampling weights provided by the survey teams (Ukraine, Moldova, Hungary, Latvia). 

All the surveys that we used include a section on utilities. Unfortunately, because the questionnaires were designed for poverty assessment purposes and not for subsidy estimation, these sections sometimes contain incomplete data. 

Methodology

a) Main definitions

Poverty is the status of a person who falls short of a level of economic welfare deemed to constitute a reasonable minimum, either in some absolute sense or relative to the standards of a specific society. The general concepts of (i) measuring the well-being (using income or consumption), (ii) choosing the unit of analysis (individuals or households), and (iii) setting the poverty line (defining the level of income or consumption below which the household is considered poor) are briefly discussed below.

b) Measuring well-being

The main issue in measuring well-being is to select an appropriate household welfare indicator. Typical measures of well-being are income and consumption. We used as an indicator of household living standard a comprehensive measure of current consumption. 

The current consumption indicator for measuring living standards and poverty based on household data includes:

· monetary non-business and non-investment expenditures

· gifts, earnings and transfers in-kind 

· consumption from stock-piled goods (when the information is available)

· consumption from own production 

The current consumption aggregate does not include imputed rent for owner-occupied housing and does not reflect the market value of subsidized goods, leading to the underestimation of consumption and overestimation of absolute poverty incidence. Since we rely on relative poverty lines, these problems probably did not have a significant impact on the quality of the analysis.

c) Unit of analysis and poverty line

The analysis in this paper focuses on poverty among households; if a household is deemed to be poor, all its members are counted as poor.  The implicit assumption here is that all individual members of a household benefit equally (or in a constant proportion, depending on their age and gender, called equivalence scale) from the household's expenditure or income.

Although we use relative poverty lines for the analysis in the paper, absolute poverty lines are also mentioned for illustration purposes. Absolute poverty line gives poverty estimate that makes international comparison possible, but is less relevant for country-specific policy analysis. Absolute poverty line was calculated as the cost in local currency of the basket of goods that is equivalent of US$2.15 per day per capita (in 1996 PPP terms). 

We set the relative poverty line for each country at 2/3 of the monthly median expenditure per equivalent adult.  Households with monthly consumption (divided by their effective size) that is less than  the corresponding relative poverty line are called relatively poor.

There are some economies of scale in consumption, therefore the per capita cost of reaching a certain welfare level is lower in large households than in small ones. The parameter q was used to measure such economies of scale. We assumed that the effective number of household members that share a certain welfare should be adjusted using this economies of scale parameter, that is welfare per member (w) in a household with N members equals total household welfare (W) divided by N to the power of  q, i.e.,
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In countries where joint multigenerational families are not rare, taking into account the economies of scale is crucial. For the purpose of this study, following the methodology adopted in Making Transition Work for Everyone: Poverty and Inequality in Europe and Central Asia, World Bank, 2000, we set the value of q at 0.75.

The following summarizes the approaches used to measure poverty:
	
	Welfare aggregate
	Welfare measure per household member
	Poverty line

	Relative poverty
	Current consumption
	Household consumption/N0.75
	2/3 of the national median consumption per equivalent adult

	Absolute poverty
	Current consumption
	Household consumption/N
	$2.15 per day (in 1996 PPP terms)


Annex 2 - Privileges and Poverty Status in Moldova and Ukraine

In order to evaluate the system of utility price discounts for privileged consumers that is in effect in many former Soviet Union countries, we estimated the coverage and targeting ratios of the poor achieved through this subsidy mechanism in the electricity sector in Moldova and Ukraine. The calculations were based on data received from Ukrainian and Moldovan government agencies overseeing the electricity sector, and also on data obtained from household surveys (see Annex 1 for general information on household surveys). The data provided by the authorities included the number of beneficiaries, their estimated electricity consumption, electricity tariffs, and the percentage of price reduction for these privileged groups. The incidence of poverty among the privileged groups was estimated using household survey data, as described below. 
Household surveys provided detailed information on the social and economic status of respondents. Using this information, we constructed sub-samples of respondents representative of privileged groups (i.e., the groups that receive electricity price discounts in Ukraine and Moldova), and calculated the incidence of poverty within these sub-samples. In cases when the questionnaire contained a question on the respondent’s affiliation with a certain privileged group, the sub-sample was constructed using responses to this question. For example, to construct a sub-sample of disabled people from the Ukraine data set, the question “Did you receive disability or sickness pension during the last 30 days?” was used. In other cases, when such a question was not asked in the survey, we constructed sub-samples based on proxies, i.e., we selected groups from the survey that we assumed had characteristics similar to the characteristics of privileged groups. Tables A2-1 and A2-2 list the groups from the surveys that were used that way. The data received from the authorities and the calculation of coverage and targeting ratios are presented in Tables A2-3 and A2-4.

Table A2-1. Ukraine: Representative/Proxy Groups for Privileged Households
Household Survey, 1996

	Privileged Groups
	Groups from the survey used as representative/proxy for privileged groups

	Militia workers and military officers
	Military servicemen

	Veterans of military service and war veterans
	Receive elderly age pension on privileged terms

	Veterinarians (health care + rural)
	Work in health care, or physical culture, or social security and live in rural area

	Disabled
	Receive disability or sickness pension

	Victims of Chernobyl catastrophe
	Receive compensation for Chernobyl accident 

	Firemen
	Employees of municipal utilities and municipal services


Table A2-2.  Moldova: Representative/Proxy Groups for Privileged Households
Household Survey, 1997

	Privileged categories
	Groups from the survey used as representative/proxy for privileged groups

	Invalids
	Invalids

	Second world war participants, fascist camps victims, victims of Leningrad blockade, victims of political repression’s
	Invalids, age 65 and above

	Families with an invalid, families of Chernobyl victims, families of Transnistria victims, children of the military deceased while on duty
	Families that receive compensation

	Afganistan war participants, Transnistria events participants
	Military servants

	Public workers
	Employees of education, healthcare, and social service institutions

	Police personnel, military police, firemen, judges, security staff
	Employees of defense and military services, state management


	Table A2-3.  Moldova: Electricity Privileges, Distribution Between Poor And Non-Poor *

	
	Categories of Beneficiaries
	Benefits, % of tariff 
	Number of beneficiaries 
	Average monthly consumption, kWh
	Tariff, lei/kWh
	Annual price of electricity provided to beneficiaries (lei)
	Annual sum of benefits, (lei)
	Below poverty line, % of people in the group
	Annual subsidies received by the poor, lei 

	
	
	
	
	
	full tariff
	amount billed
	price at full tariff
	amount billed
	
	

	1
	Invalids
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	I Group
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Families consisting of disabled people with minor children
	100%
	             2,166 
	60
	0.42
	0
	        654,998 
	0 
	        654,998 
	
	

	
	Labor invalids
	50%
	17,124 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     5,178,298 
	2,589,149 
	     2,589,149 
	
	

	
	Invalids who were disabled since childhood
	50%
	             3,602 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     1,089,245 
	544,622 
	        544,622 
	
	

	
	Army invalids
	50%
	                  98 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	          29,635 
	14,818 
	          14,818 
	
	

	
	Second world war invalids
	50%
	                530 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        160,272 
	80,136 
	          80,136 
	
	

	
	Transnistria invalids
	50%
	                  19 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	            5,746 
	2,873 
	            2,873 
	
	

	
	Cernobil invalids
	50%
	             1,300 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        393,120 
	196,560 
	        196,560 
	
	

	
	Afganistan invalids
	50%
	                  12 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	            3,629 
	1,814 
	            1,814 
	
	

	
	Subtotal 
	
	           24,851 
	
	
	
	
	
	     4,084,970 
	30%
	1,227,848

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	II Group
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Labor invalids
	25%
	           83,008 
	60
	0.42
	0.315
	   25,101,619 
	18,826,214 
	     6,275,405 
	
	

	
	Invalids who were disabled since childhood
	25%
	           12,404 
	60
	0.42
	0.315
	     3,750,970 
	2,813,227 
	        937,742 
	
	

	
	Army invalids
	50%
	                807 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        244,037 
	122,018 
	        122,018 
	
	

	
	Second world war invalids
	50%
	             4,679 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     1,414,930 
	707,465 
	        707,465 
	
	

	
	Transnistria invalids
	50%
	                145 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	          43,848 
	21,924 
	          21,924 
	
	

	
	Members of the high risk subdivisions, who rendered sick of actin diseases or became invalids 
	50%
	                250 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	          75,600 
	37,800 
	          37,800 
	
	

	
	Afganistan invalids
	50%
	                138 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	          41,731 
	20,866 
	          20,866 
	
	

	
	Subtotal 
	
	          101,431 
	
	
	
	
	
	     8,123,220 
	28%
	2,242,627


	
	Categories of Beneficiaries
	Benefits, % of tariff 
	Number of beneficiaries 
	Average monthly consumption, kWh
	Tariff, lei/kWh
	Annual price of electricity provided to beneficiaries (lei)
	Annual sum of benefits, (lei)
	Below poverty line, % of people in the group
	Annual subsidies received by the poor, lei 

	
	
	
	
	
	full tariff
	amount billed
	price at full tariff
	amount billed
	
	

	
	III Group
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Labor invalids
	25%
	83008
	60
	42
	31.5
	   25,101,619 
	   18,826,214 
	     6,275,405 
	
	

	
	Army invalids
	50%
	                337 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        101,909 
	50,954 
	          50,954 
	
	

	
	Second world war invalids
	50%
	                333 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        100,699 
	50,350 
	          50,350 
	
	

	
	Transnistria invalids
	50%
	                  24 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	            7,258 
	3,629 
	            3,629 
	
	

	
	Members of the high risk subdivisions, who rendered sick of actin diseases or became invalids 
	50%
	             8,071 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     2,440,670 
	1,220,335 
	     1,220,335 
	
	

	
	Afganistan invalids
	50%
	                  39 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	          11,794 
	5,897 
	            5,897 
	
	

	
	Subtotal 
	
	           91,812 
	
	
	
	
	
	     1,331,165 
	18%
	240,013

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Police personnel
	50%
	           17,512 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     5,295,629 
	2,647,814 
	     2,647,814 
	8%
	218,325

	3
	Carabineers (military police)
	50%
	             1,488 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        449,971 
	224,986 
	        224,986 
	8%
	18,551

	4
	Firemen
	50%
	             1,900 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        574,560 
	287,280 
	        287,280 
	8%
	23,688

	5
	Judges
	50%
	                291 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	          87,998 
	43,999 
	          43,999 
	8%
	3,628

	6
	Penitentiary system staff
	50%
	             1,900 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        574,560 
	287,280 
	        287,280 
	26%
	74,865

	7
	Public workers
	50%
	           10,000 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     3,024,000 
	1,512,000 
	     1,512,000 
	16%
	236,976

	8
	Second world war participants
	50%
	           23,879 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     7,221,010 
	3,610,505 
	     3,610,505 
	29%
	1,043,620

	9
	Families that have one group I invalid or a child invalid
	50%
	           10,000 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     3,024,000 
	1,512,000 
	     1,512,000 
	24%
	360,687

	10
	Participants to the Transnistria events
	50%
	           25,000 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     7,560,000 
	3,780,000 
	     3,780,000 
	20%
	746,963

	11
	Afganistan war participants
	50%
	             8,071 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     2,440,670 
	1,220,335 
	     1,220,335 
	20%
	241,150

	12
	Fascism camps victims
	50%
	             1,074 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        324,778 
	162,389 
	        162,389 
	29%
	46,939

	13
	Families of deceased second world war  invalids
	50%
	             5,546 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     1,677,110 
	838,555 
	        838,555 
	26%
	218,527

	14
	Families of deceased Transnistria events invalids
	50%
	                234 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	          70,762 
	35,381 
	          35,381 
	24%
	8,440

	15
	Children of the military deceased during the second world war or while on military duty, who became invalids before coming of age
	50%
	                800 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        241,920 
	120,960 
	        120,960 
	24%
	28,855


	
	Categories of Beneficiaries
	Benefits, % of tariff 
	Number of beneficiaries 
	Average monthly consumption, kWh
	Tariff, lei/kWh
	Annual price of electricity provided to beneficiaries (lei)
	Annual sum of benefits, (lei)
	Below poverty line, % of people in the group
	Annual subsidies received by the poor, lei 

	
	
	
	
	
	full tariff
	amount billed
	price at full tariff
	amount billed
	
	

	16
	Families of those who deceased during the Chernobyl catastrophe and who deceased as a result of the actinic disease
	50%
	                  39 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	          11,794 
	5,897 
	            5,897 
	24%
	1,407

	17
	Victims of Leningrad blockade 
	50%
	                200 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	          60,480 
	30,240 
	          30,240 
	29%
	8,741

	18
	Participants to the liquidation of the Chernobyl catastrophe
	50%
	             1,050 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        317,520 
	158,760 
	        158,760 
	24%
	37,872

	19
	Victims of political repressions of the communist regime (pensioners and invalids)
	50%
	           10,440 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	     3,157,056 
	1,578,528 
	     1,578,528 
	29%
	456,275

	20
	Security staff
	50%
	                950 
	60
	0.42
	0.21
	        287,280 
	143,640 
	        143,640 
	8%
	11,844

	21
	Low income pensioners
	30%
	           45,327 
	60
	0.42
	0.294
	   13,706,885 
	9,594,819 
	     4,112,065 
	100%
	4,112,065

	
	TOTAL
	
	         383,795 
	
	
	
	
	
	   35,851,969 
	35%
	11,609,906


* Data on number of beneficiaries, consumption, tariffs, and percentage of price reduction for privileged groups were provided by the staff of Moldova Resident Mission. Data on poverty incidence for privileged groups was calculated for this paper using household survey data.

	Table A2-4.  Ukraine: Electricity Privileges, Distribution Between Poor And Non-Poor *

	Privileged categories
	Number of beneficiaries 
	Average monthly consumption kWh
	Average tariff, UAH/kWh
	Benefits, % of tariff
	Monthly sum of benefits, UAH
	Months of tariff usage
	Annual sum of benefits, UAH
	Below poverty line, % of people in the group
	Annual subsidies received by the poor, UAH 

	1. Militia workers
	207,196
	135
	0.1252
	50
	1,751,013
	12
	21,012,161
	34%
	
	7,163,237

	2. Veterans of military service
	71,430
	90
	0.1252
	50
	402,437
	12
	4,829,239
	23%
	****
	1,114,440

	З. Judges
	3,312
	135
	0.1252
	50
	27,990
	12
	335,877
	0
	**
	0

	4. Investigators and prosecutors
	5,440
	135
	0.1252
	50
	45,973
	12
	551,681
	0
	**
	0

	5. Military officers
	209,288
	90
	0.1252
	50
	1,179,129
	12
	14,149,543
	34%
	***
	4,823,708

	6. Veterinary workers
	7,044
	135
	0.1252
	100
	119,058
	12
	1,428,692
	4%
	
	57,148

	7. Firemen
	30,344
	135
	0.1252
	50
	256,437
	12
	3,077,246
	26%
	
	800,084

	8. War Veterans
	4,344,087
	90
	0.1252
	58
	28,412,992
	12
	340,955,905
	23%
	****
	78,682,132

	      War/labor heroes
	6,877
	135
	0.1252
	100
	116,235
	12
	1,394,821
	
	
	

	      100% privileges 
	385,667
	90
	0.1252
	100
	4,345,696
	12
	52,148,349
	
	
	

	      75% privileges
	676,549
	90
	0.1252
	75
	5,717,516
	12
	68,610,187
	
	
	

	      50% privileges
	3,274,994
	90
	0.1252
	50
	18,451,316
	12
	221,415,794
	
	
	

	9. Disabled (as per Crimea’s VR order)
	36,339
	135
	0.1252
	50
	307,101
	12
	3,685,211
	34%
	
	1,256,322

	10. Victims of political repressions of the communist regime
	51,891
	90
	0.1252
	50
	292,354
	12
	3,508,247
	25%
	
	877,062

	11. Chornobyl victims
	246,319
	135
	0.1252
	50
	2,081,642
	12
	24,979,702
	14%
	
	3,497,158

	12. Chernobyl 30 km zone residents
	225,974
	135
	0.1252
	25
	954,853
	12
	11,458,238
	14%
	
	1,604,153

	13. Employees of protection plants (Chernobyl)
	
	
	100
	
	
	
	NA
	
	

	Total privileged consumers
	5,438,664
	
	
	
	35,830,978
	
	      429,971,741 
	23%
	
	      99,875,443 


* Data on number of beneficiaries, consumption, tariffs, and percentage of price reduction for privileged groups were provided by the staff of Moldova Resident Mission (original source - Minenergo. Data on poverty incidence for privileged groups was calculated for this paper using household survey data.

** assumption

*** categories 1 and 5 are grouped together

**** categories 2 and 8 grouped together
	ANNEX 3 - ADDITIONAL TABLES

Table A3-1.  Russia: Answers to the question "Does your family have unpaid bills for housing?"

	Poverty Groups 
	Have unpaid bills
	Do not have unpaid bills
	Total

	Non-Poor
	26.4%
	73.6%
	100.0%

	Poor
	38.7%
	61.3%
	100.0%

	Total
	30.1%
	69.9%
	100.0%


Source: Household Survey, 1996.

	Table A3-2.  Russia: Answers to the question 
"Does your family have unpaid bills for housing?" 

	Poverty Groups 
	Mean arrears
	Number of Households
	Distribution of Arrears

	Non-Poor
	242,888
	479
	60%

	Poor
	261,782
	302
	40%

	Total
	250,194
	781
	100%


Source: Household Survey, 1996.
 Only households that reported the amount of their arrears

	Table A3-3.  Ukraine: Use of Gas for Space Heating by Poverty Groups.

	Households
	number of households
	% of these households represented in each poverty group
	% of poor and
non-poor among these households

	Non-poor
	565.0
	33.6%
	77.0%

	Poor
	169.0
	27.7%
	23.0%

	Total
	734.0
	32.0%
	100.0%



Source: Household Survey, 1996

	Table A3-4.  Ukraine: Apartment  and Family Size by Poverty Groups.

	Households
	
	mean apartment size, total area (m2)
	mean family size

	
	
	households using gas for heating
	households connected to district heating
	

	Non-poor
	
	65.8
	51.3
	3.2

	Poor
	
	51.6
	47.5
	2.9



Source: Household Survey, 1996

	Table A3-5  Russia:  Water and Wastewater Tariffs and Consumption, 1997

	Indices
	Units
	Values

	Consumption – total

   of which:  
household


enterprises

Revenues - total

  Of which:  
main activity

  Of which:
from households


From enterprises

Revenues from other activities

Expenditures - total

  Of which:
expenditures from main activity

  Of which:
materials expenditures
	t hs.m3

t hs.m3

t hs.m3

mln.rub.

mln.rub.

mln.rub.

mln.rub.

mln.rub.

mln.rub.

mln.rub.

mln.rub.
	17,434,500.40

10,129,526.80

4,890,672.40

22,839,017.20

20,599,125.60

4,956,115.20

9,631,462.40

2,239,891.60

25,173,092.80

22,191,088.40

10,530,388.80

	Average tariff for households

Average tariff for enterprises
	rub/m3

rub/m3
	489

1969


Source:  State Statistics Committee

	Table A3-6.  Russia: Residential Water Subsidies, 1996

	
	residential customers, consumer classes
	Total
	Total, %

	
	no connection to water supply
	single house with water, no gas
	single house with water and gas
	apartment with water and sewerage, no gas
	apartment with water, gas, sewerage
	apartment with water, gas, sewerage, central heating
	
	

	I. Poverty Groupsa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-poor
	1,128
	265
	403
	1,004
	384
	2,606
	5,790
	70.2%

	Poor
	775
	150
	204
	245
	268
	819
	2,461
	29.8%

	Total
	1,903
	415
	607
	1,249
	652
	3,425
	8,251
	100.0%

	II. Residential Consumption Norms (liters/capita/day) b
	35.0
	45.0
	70.0
	117.5
	148.3
	260.0
	na
	na

	III. Residential Subsidy (rubles per cubic meter) c 
	554.0
	554.0
	554.0
	554.0
	554.0
	554.0
	554.0
	na

	IV. Residential Subsidy (rubles per capita per day)
	19.4
	24.9
	38.8
	65.1
	82.2
	144.0
	na
	na

	V. Distribution of Subsidy between Poverty Groupsa
	
	
	

	Amount of Subsidy that Goes to Non-Poor 
	21,871.92
	6,606.45
	15,628.34
	65,355.38
	31,555.84
	375,368.24
	516,386.17
	73.9%

	Amount of Subsidy that Goes to Poor 
	15,027.25
	3,739.50
	7,911.12
	15,948.28
	22,023.35
	117,968.76
	182,618.25
	26.1%


a Source: Household Survey, 1996.

b Source: PADCO, Inc., 1996, Technical Assistance for Local Level, Communal Services Pricing in Russia, p.13

c Subsidy is calculated as difference between budget organizations' tariff, which is set at cost recovery level, and residential tariff. As of January 1996, tariffs for residential customers were 370 rubles/m3, for budget organizations - 924 rubles/cu meter, and for industrial customers - 2,691 rubles/cu meter.

Source: PADCO, Inc.1996, Technical Assistance for Local Level, Communal Services Pricing in Russia, p.10

	Table A3-7.  Croatia: Electricity Subsidies by Poverty Groups (for all surveyed households)a

	Households
	mean household income
	mean monthly electricity bill
	mean monthly consumption of electricity (kWh)
	mean electricity subsidy 
	number of households 
	total electricity subsidy for surveyed households 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	HRK (kunas)
	%

	Non-poor
	7,174.4
	160.1
	485.1
	48.5
	2,441.6
	118,432.2
	90.4%

	Poor
	2,718.7
	102.8
	227.2
	22.7
	553.9
	12,584.4
	9.6%

	Total
	6,350.5
	149.5
	437.4
	43.7
	2,995.5
	131,016.5
	100.0%


a Consumption of electricity for households that did not report consumption is imputed. Imputations are based on reported household electricity bill (same survey) and price of electricity.

Source: Household Survey, 1998

	Table A3-8.  Hungary: Monthly Electricity Subsidies by Poverty Groups a

	Poverty Groups
	Mean subsidy (HUF)
	Number of cases
	Total Subsidy (HUF)
	Share of Total Subsidy
	Number of Households Receiving Negative or Zero Subsidy
	Share of Households Receiving Negative or Zero Subsidy

	non-poor
	82
	6,295
	515,942
	80.1%
	476
	7.6%

	poor
	101
	1,265
	128,395
	19.9%
	67
	5.3%

	Total
	85
	7,560
	644,337
	100.0%
	543
	7.2%


a Full cost recovery at the second block's price. Energy usage limit for the first tariff block is 50 kWh and for the second block is 300kWh.
Source: Household Budget Survey, 1997.

	Table A3-9.  Hungary: Monthly Electricity Subsidies by Poverty Groups. a

	Poverty Groups
	Mean Subsidy (HUF)
	Number of Cases
	Total Subsidy (HUF)
	Share of Total Subsidy
	Mean Total Household Expenditure 
	Share of Total Subsidy in Total Household Expenditure

	non-poor
	116
	6,295
	728,224
	83.9%
	51,390
	0.23%

	poor
	110
	1,265
	139,771
	16.1%
	23,027
	0.48%

	Total
	115
	7,560
	867,995
	100.0%
	46,644
	0.25%


a Full cost recovery at the second block's price. No penalty for the third-block customers assumed. Energy usage limit for the first tariff block is 50 kWh
Source: Household Budget Survey, 1997.

	Table A3-10.  Hungary: Monthly Electricity Subsidies by Poverty Groups a

	Poverty Groups
	Mean Subsidy (HUF)
	Number of Cases
	Total Subsidy (HUF)
	Share of Total Subsidy
	Number of Households Receiving Negative or Zero Subsidy
	Share of Households Receiving Negative or Zero Subsidy

	non-poor
	-6
	6,295
	-35,073
	-96.4%
	2,094
	33.3%

	poor
	56
	1,265
	71,468
	196.4%
	243
	19.2%

	Total
	5
	7,560
	36,395
	100.0%
	2,337
	30.9%


a Full cost recovery at the second block's price. Energy usage limit for the first tariff block is 50 kWh and for the second block is 150 kWh
Source: Household Budget Survey, 1997.

	Table A3-11.  Moldova: District Heating Subsidy, lifeline = 12m2
(only households with central heat connection)

	Poverty Groups 
	Mean subsidy
	Total Household Expenditure
	Number of Households
	Subsidy as Share of Total Household Expenditure
	Distribution of Total Subsidy

	Non-Poor
	67.72
	511.48
	343,087
	13.2%
	84%

	Poor
	68.12
	120.96
	64,742
	56.3%
	16%

	Total
	67.78
	449.49
	407,829
	15.1%
	100%


Source: Household Survey, 1998

	Table A3-12.  Hungary: Monthly Electricity Subsidies by Poverty Groups a

	Poverty Groups
	Mean Subsidy (HUF)
	Number of Cases
	Total Subsidy (HUF)
	Share of Total Subsidy
	Mean Total Household Expenditure 
	Share of Total Subsidy in Total Household Expenditure

	non-poor
	121
	6,295
	761,786
	82.3%
	51,390
	0.24%

	poor
	130
	1,265
	164,153
	17.7%
	23,027
	0.56%

	Total
	122
	7,560
	925,939
	100.0%
	46,644
	0.26%


a Full cost recovery at the second block's price. No penalty for the third-block customers assumed. Energy usage limit for the first tariff block is 20 kWh*family size
Source:  Household Budget Survey, 1997.

	Table A3-13.  Ukraine: Reported Housing Subsidy by Poverty Groups. 

	Poverty Groups
	households that received the subsidy
	mean subsidy (karb.)

	non-poor
	72%
	1993

	poor
	28%
	1958


Source: Household Survey, 1996.

	Table A3-14.  Ukraine: Rent and Utility Subsidy by Poverty Groups. Burden Limit Equals 15% of Household Incomea

	Poverty groups
	Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, UAH 
	Number of Households 
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy 

	
	
	
	UAH
	%

	above poverty line
	1,784.5
	342
	610,289.5
	77.6%

	below poverty line
	1,268.6
	139
	176,331.1
	22.4%

	Total
	1,635.4
	481
	786,620.6
	100.0%


asub-sample of 481 respondents, who gave an answer (either "yes" or "no") to the question "Have you received a housing subsidy?"
Source: Household Survey, 1996.

	Table A3-15.  Ukraine: Rent and Utility Subsidy by Poverty Groups
Burden Limit Equals 25% of Household Incomea

	Poverty groups
	Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, UAH 
	Number of Households 
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy 

	
	
	
	UAH
	%

	above poverty line
	1,268.1
	342
	433,681.1
	77.5%

	below poverty line
	906.2
	139
	125,968.2
	22.5%

	Total
	1,163.5
	481
	559,649.3
	100.0%


asub-sample of 481 respondents, who gave an answer (either "yes" or "no") to the question "Have you received a housing subsidy?"
Source: Household Survey, 1996.

	Table A3-16.  Ukraine: Rent and Utility Subsidy by Poverty Groups
Burden Limit Equals 35% of Household Income a

	Poverty groups
	 Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, UAH
	Number of Surveyed Householdsa
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy 

	
	
	
	UAH
	%

	above poverty line
	919.7
	342
	314,545.1
	77.3%

	below poverty line
	666.0
	139
	92,575.4
	22.7%

	Total
	846.4
	481
	407,120.5
	100.0%


asub-sample of 481 respondents, who gave an answer (either "yes" or "no") to the question "Have you received a housing subsidy?"
Source: Household Survey, 1996.

	Table A3-17.  Ukraine: Rent and Utility Subsidy by Poverty Groups. 
Burden Limit Equals 45% of Household Incomea

	Poverty groups
	Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, UAH 
	Number of Households 
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy 

	
	
	
	UAH
	%

	above poverty line
	668.3
	342
	228,561.9
	76.1%

	below poverty line
	516.6
	139
	71,804.6
	23.9%

	Total
	624.5
	481
	300,366.5
	100.0%


asub-sample of 481 respondents, who gave an answer (either "yes" or "no") to the question "Have you received a housing subsidy?"
Source: Household Survey, 1996.

A3-18 Ukraine. Household Survey 1996
Regression of Share of Rent and Utility Expenditure in Total Household Income
 on Per Equivalent Adult Income
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A3-19 Ukraine. Household Survey 1996
Regression of Share of Rent and Utility Expenditure in Total Household
Expenditure on Per Equivalent Adult Expenditure
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	Table A3-20.  Latvia: Rent and Utility Subsidy by Poverty Groups
Burden Limit Equals 15% of Household Income.

	Poverty groups
	Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, LAT
	Number of Households
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy for all Surveyed Households

	
	
	
	LAT
	%

	Non poor
	22.1
	538,198.0
	11,869,305.7
	86.2%

	Poor
	13.6
	140,163.0
	1,904,299.4
	13.8%

	Total
	20.3
	678,361.0
	13,773,605.0
	100.0%


Source: Household Survey, 1997.

	Table A3-21.  Latvia: Rent and Utility Subsidy by Poverty Groups
 Burden Limit Equals 45% of Household Income.

	Poverty groups
	Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, LAT
	Number of Households
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy for all Surveyed Households

	
	
	
	LAT
	%

	Non poor
	5.0
	538,198.0
	2,710,043.3
	83.1%

	Poor
	3.9
	140,163.0
	552,196.8
	16.9%

	Total
	4.8
	678,361.0
	3,262,240.1
	100.0%


Source: Household Survey, 1997

Table A 3-22 - Latvia. Household Survey 1997.
Regression of Share of Utilities in Total Household Income on 
Household Per Equivalent Adult Income
 fit    zz_shrui zz_inpea    

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    7579  

---------+------------------------------               F(  1,  7577) =  718.09  

   Model |  376.864962     1  376.864962               Prob > F      =  0.0000  

Residual |  3976.53774  7577  .524816912               R-squared     =  0.0866  

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.0864  

   Total |   4353.4027  7578  .574479111               Root MSE      =  .72444  

 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

zz_shrui |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]  

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------  

zz_inpea |  -.0055547   .0002073    -26.797   0.000      -.0059611   -.0051484  

   _cons |   .8001751   .0148165     54.006   0.000       .7711306    .8292195  

Source: Bank staff calculations
Table A3-23 Latvia. Household Survey 1997.
Regression of Share of Utilities in Total Household Expenditure
on Household Per Equivalent Adult Expenditure

fit zz_shrue zz_expea                                                        

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    7704  

---------+------------------------------               F(  1,  7702) = 1299.42  

   Model |  28.3191217     1  28.3191217               Prob > F      =  0.0000  

Residual |  167.855359  7702  .021793737               R-squared     =  0.1444  

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.1442  

   Total |  196.174481  7703  .025467283               Root MSE      =  .14763  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

zz_shrue |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]  

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------  

zz_expea |  -.0015165   .0000421    -36.047   0.000       -.001599    -.001434  

   _cons |   .4168721    .003319    125.601   0.000       .4103659    .4233782  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Source: Bank staff calculations
Table A3-24 Hungary, Regression of Household Expenditure on Household Income

 Source  |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    7560  

---------+------------------------------               F(  1,  7558) = 7595.22  

   Model |  5.8030e+14     1  5.8030e+14               Prob > F      =  0.0000  

Residual |  5.7746e+14  7558  7.6403e+10               R-squared     =  0.5012  

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.5012  

   Total |  1.1578e+15  7559  1.5316e+11               Root MSE      =  2.8e+05 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

hh expend|      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]  

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------  

hh income|   .7022839   .0080583     87.151   0.000       .6864875    .7180804  

   _cons |   148110.1   6351.204     23.320   0.000         135660    160560.2 

Source: Bank staff calculations
Table A3-25 Latvia: Regression of Household Expenditure on Household Income

Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    7707  

---------+------------------------------               F(  1,  7705) = 3958.07  

   Model |  24654648.6     1  24654648.6               Prob > F      =  0.0000  

Residual |  47994139.1  7705   6228.9603               R-squared     =  0.3394  

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.3393  

   Total |  72648787.8  7706  9427.56135               Root MSE      =  78.924  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

  xtotal |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]  

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------  

  totinc |   .5651015   .0089822     62.913   0.000       .5474938    .5827091  

   _cons |   73.58304   1.434549     51.294   0.000       70.77094    76.39515

Source: Bank staff calculations
Table A3-26 Ukraine: Regression for household expenditure on household income
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Source: Bank staff calculations
A-3-27  Hungary. Household Survey 1997.
Regression of Share of Utility Expenditure in Total Household Income on 
Household Per Equivalent Adult Income

fit   zz_shuin zz_inpea                                                       

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    7560  

---------+------------------------------               F(  1,7558) =   10.47  

   Model |  1.46038194     1  1.46038194               Prob > F      =  0.0012  

Residual |  1054.35477  7558  .139501822               R-squared     =  0.0014  

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.0013  

   Total |  1055.81516  7559  .139676565               Root MSE      =   .3735  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

zz_shuin |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]  

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------  

zz_inpea |  -9.20e-08   2.84e-08     -3.236   0.001      -1.48e-07   -3.63e-08  

   _cons |   .0473854   .0105771      4.480   0.000       .0266513    .0681194  

Source: Bank staff calculations
A3-28  Hungary. Household Survey 1997.
Regression of Share of Utility Expenditure in Total Household Expenditure on 
Household Per Equivalent Adult Expenditure

fit   zz_shuex zz_w                                                           

   Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    7560  

---------+------------------------------               F(  1,  7558) =  101.43  

   Model |   .00644649     1   .00644649               Prob > F      =  0.0000  

Residual |  .480344924  7558  .000063555               R-squared     =  0.0132  

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.0131  

   Total |  .486791414  7559  .000064399               Root MSE      =  .00797  

 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------  

zz_shuex |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]  

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------  

    zz_w |  -5.88e-08   5.84e-09    -10.071   0.000      -7.02e-08   -4.73e-08  

   _cons |   .0127693   .0001783     71.624   0.000       .0124198    .0131188  
Source: Bank staff calculations
	Table A3-29: Kyrgyz Republic: Burden Limit Scenarios.
 Burden Limit Equals 23% of Household Income. For utility bill calculation the 
formula that is utilized by Housing Allowance Program in Bishkek was used. a

	Poverty groups
	Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, som
	Number of Households
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy for all Surveyed Households

	
	
	
	som
	%

	Non poor
	764.0
	296,595
	226,605,508.5
	81.3%

	Poor
	1162.9
	44,744
	52,031,941.2
	18.7%

	Total
	816.3
	341,339
	278,637,449.7
	100.0%


Household Energy Survey, 1999.
a Subsidy = utility bill - burden limit rate * total household income


Utility bill in this case is calculated using Housing Allowance Program formula and consists of norm-based expenditures on district heat, gas, cold water, hot water, maintenance, and refuse. 





	Table A3-30: Kyrgyz Republic: Burden Limit Scenarios
 Burden Limit Equals 23% of Household Income. For utility bill calculation the formula that is utilized by Housing Allowance Program in Bishkek was used with modifications a

	Poverty groups
	Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, som
	Number of Households
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy for all Surveyed Households

	
	
	
	som
	%

	Non poor
	547.8
	296,595
	162,488,276.4
	82.2%

	Poor
	787.4
	44,744
	35,232,156.7
	17.8%

	Total
	579.2
	341,339
	197,720,433.1
	100.0%


Household Energy Survey, 1999.
a Subsidy = utility bill - burden limit rate * total household income





Utility bill in this case consists of the same list of expenditures as used by Housing Allowance program for subsidy eligibility formula, but calculated in a different way. The difference is that expenses on district heat and gas are not based on norms. These are actual expenses reported by the household for the survey. Expenditures on cold water, hot water, maintenance, and refuse are calculated using the same norm-based formula that is utilized by Housing Allowance

	Table A3-31: Kyrgyz Republic: Burden Limit Scenarios. 
Burden Limit Equals 23% of Household Income. For utility bill calculation the formula that is utilized by Housing Allowance Program in Bishkek was used with modifications. a

	Poverty groups
	Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, som
	Number of Households
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy for all Surveyed Households

	
	
	
	som
	%

	Non poor
	767.9
	296,595
	227,760,878.3
	83.3%

	Poor
	1017.9
	44,744
	45,543,644.7
	16.7%

	Total
	800.7
	341,339
	273,304,523.1
	100.0%


Household Energy Survey, 1999.
a Subsidy = utility bill - burden limit rate * total household income





The formula used for utility bill calculation is similar to Housing Allowance program's subsidy eligibility formula. However, there are two differences: electricity expenditure is added to the list and expenses on electricity, district heat and gas are not based on norms. These are actual expenses reported by the household for the survey. Expenditures on cold water, hot water, maintenance, and refuse are calculated using the same norm-based formula that is utilized by Housing Allowance Program.


	Table A3-32: Kyrgyz Republic: Burden Limit Scenarios. 
Burden Limit Equals 45% of Household Income. For utility bill calculation the formula 
that is utilized by Housing Allowance Program in Bishkek was used. a

	Poverty groups
	Mean Rent and Utility Subsidy, som
	Number of Households
	Total Rent and Utility Subsidy for all Surveyed Households

	
	
	
	som
	%

	Non poor
	329.6
	296,595
	97,765,307.3
	78.1%

	Poor
	614.1
	44,744
	27,477,276.2
	21.9%

	Total
	366.9
	341,339
	125,242,583.5
	100.0%


Household Energy Survey, 1999.
a Subsidy = utility bill - burden limit rate  total household income





Utility bill in this case is calculated using Housing Allowance Program formula and consists of norm-based expenditures on district heat, gas, cold water, hot water, maintenance, and refuse. 


	Table A3-33.  Ukraine: Coverage of Population by Rent and Utility Subsidy
 under different Burden Limit Scenarios, % of households

	Poverty groups
	Burden Limit

	
	15%
	25%
	35%
	45%

	above poverty line
	43%
	41%
	36%
	31%

	below poverty line
	58%
	55%
	47%
	42%

	Total
	47%
	45%
	40%
	34%


Source: Household Survey, 1996.

	Table A3-34.  Latvia: Eligibility for Rent and Utility 
Subsidies by Poverty Groups

	Poverty Groups
	total number of households
	number of households eligible for subsidies
	coverage of households by subsidies

	Non poor
	538,198.0
	202,248.0
	37.6%

	Poor
	140,163.0
	80,427.0
	57.4%

	Total
	678,361.0
	282,675.0
	41.7%


Source: Household Survey, 1997

	Table A3-35.  Latvia: Rent and Utility Subsidies by Poverty Groups

	Households
	mean household income
	mean rent and utility subsidy 
	number of households 
	total rent and utility subsidy for surveyed households 

	
	
	
	
	LATS
	%

	Non-poor
	114.3
	14.2
	538,198.0
	7,653,374.7
	66.7%

	Poor
	80.0
	27.2
	140,163.0
	3,818,546.1
	33.3%

	Total
	107.9
	16.9
	678,361.0
	11,471,925.7
	100.0%


Source: Household Survey, 1997
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