
1 
 

NY-GEO Request of the Commission in 

Proceeding 20-G-0131: 

As our initial response to the Commission’s Proceeding in Regard to Gas Planning 
Procedures (20-G-0131), NY-GEO requests the Commission, as it begins the 
proceeding, to develop a format for utilities to report their costs under the 100-foot rule 
and to order utilities to begin collecting data in that format, as well as to file a report in 
that format to the best of their ability by December 31, 2020, and each subsequent year 
thereafter.  
 
Such cost data should include, and to the degree practical, break down costs by main 
line, service line, service connections, appurtenant facilities, permits, risers, 

landscaping/grade finishing, meters, regulators, negative salvage value, labor, all 
paving charges that are legally imposed by any governmental authority for the repair 
or replacement of any street or sidewalk disturbed in the course of the installation, 
and any other cost to the corporation to provide the service.   
 
These data should be presented in total and broken down by residential, non- 
residential and any other classes deemed informative by the Commission. 
 
The report should include the average, mean and per foot cost of ratepayer subsidy 
provided under the 100-foot rule for various classes required by the Commission. 
 
The report should also include projections, as well as historical data, of the number of 
services installed and to be installed under the 100-foot rule, along with the utility’s 
estimate of how many of these customers would still request (or have requested) 
service if the incentive of free infrastructure under the 100-foot rule had not been part of 
the transaction.   
 
Further, the report should include an analysis of the impact that the potential repeal of 
the 100-foot rule may have on other items that are part of Capital Expenditure (Capex) 
budgets. 
 
NY-GEO makes this request as part of this proceeding because we contend the 100-
foot rule is the lynchpin of gas expansion in New York State.  This subsidy distorts the 
market and creates an unlevel playing field that discourages consumers from properly 
considering other heating and cooling alternatives.  In that context, it is important to 
understand the cost of that lynchpin for ratepayers.  
 
Of course. there are several other issues of importance to consider and address in this 
proceeding.  These include u tare not limited to: 

• Rolling back regulations that generously interpret the 100-foot rule 
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• Carrying out the Commission’s instruction to minimize gas infrastructure 
investments in a way that does least damage to New York’s low and moderate-
income residents and to the economy in general 

• Squaring depreciation practices with the need to decapitalize gas utilities in line 
with the GHG goals made law by the Climate Leadership and Community 
Protection Act   

• Developing a realistic glide path for gas utilities to provide an adequate 
contribution to meeting the GHG goals made law by the Climate Leadership and 
Community Protection Act 

• Exploring the role of gas utilities, and the impact of their potential decline on low 
and moderate residents as gas use is greatly diminished in the face of the 
climate crisis challenge  

 
We have chosen to focus this initial filing on the costs of the 100-foot rule because this 
is an issue that can and should be addressed immediately in order to set the stage for a 
transparent and fully informed discussion as other issues are grappled with. 
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The Cost of the 100-Foot Rule 

We submit this report both to document some of the costs we have identified that flow 
from the 100-foot rule and to illustrate the difficulty of accurately documenting those 
costs under current reporting procedures.   
 
In the opening “background” statement in its order, the Commission calls on utilities,  
 

…to meet current customer needs and expectations in a transparent 
and equitable way while minimizing infrastructure investments and 
maintaining safe and reliable service. Additionally, planning must be 
conducted in a manner consistent with the recently enacted Climate 
Leadership and Community Protection Act (CLCPA).1   
 

The 100-foot rule is a key impediment to minimizing gas infrastructure investments.  
While Section 30 of Article 2 of the Public Service Law mandates utilities to provide gas 
service to those who request it, Section 31 makes it advantageous and even lucrative 
for New York’s citizens to request this service.  Section 31.4 provides 100 feet of 
service line – and, as practice has evolved, up to 200 feet of infrastructure – for free to 
those who request it, paid by other ratepayers.  As this report will show, the cost of this 
subsidy, while substantial, is currently very difficult to document.   
 
The Commission’s requirement of consistency with the CLCPA, as well as its emphasis 
on transparency and fairness, underlines the importance of developing accurate cost 
data on the 100-foot rule.  The CLCPA requires New York to reduce greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions 40% by 2030 and 85% by 2050.  It is clear that if the State’s ambitious 
climate goals are to be met, transitioning away from burning fossil fuels will be an 
important key to success.  As stated in the Commission’s December 2018 
Comprehensive Energy Efficiency Order: 2 
 

As discussed in the stakeholder forum, the potential of heat pumps 
to contribute to energy efficiency and carbon reduction goals is very 
large. Heating and cooling of buildings causes one-third of the 
state’s GHG emissions, and heat pumps are more efficient than 
many other heating and cooling methods. As the electric system 
evolves to a low-carbon generation mix, electrification of heating and 
cooling becomes a critically important way to reduce GHG 
emissions. 

 
1  Order Instituting Proceeding – Item #1 - 102_20-G-0131.pdf – page 2  
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?MatterCaseNo=20-G-
0131&submit=Search accessed 2020 04 24 
2  CASE 18-M-0084 - In the Matter of a Comprehensive Energy Efficiency Initiative. ORDER ADOPTING 
ACCELERATED ENERGY EFFICIENCY TARGETS – Issued and Effective, December 13, 2018 – Item #77 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?Mattercaseno=18-M-0084 – Accessed 
2020 40 24 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?MatterCaseNo=20-G-0131&submit=Search
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?MatterCaseNo=20-G-0131&submit=Search
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?Mattercaseno=18-M-0084
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Heat pumps can also be one of the most cost-effective means of 
achieving TBtu reductions. NYSERDA estimates that heat pumps 
can deliver carbon reduction at a cost of approximately $30 per ton. 
 

The 100-foot rule reinforces New York’s historic policy of promoting gas expansion, set 
in place before heat pumps were as market-ready as they are today, and when other 
heating fuels such as propane and fuel oil were seen as far inferior relative to the 
environment and public health.  While propane and oil are still dirtier fuels for particulate 
matter and other criteria pollutants than gas, the CLCPA throws into question the notion 
that burning gas produces lower GHG emissions than oil or propane.   
 
The CLCPA includes a more accurate way of measuring the Global Warming Potential 
of fossil fuels by measuring their impact over a 20-year period and counting all the 
leaked methane from drilling, producing, transmitting, compressing and delivering gas to 
our homes.3 
 
This more scientific, comprehensive and accurate way of measuring climate impacts 
means that burning gas to heat our homes may actually cause more climate warming 
than heating with oil or propane.  For example, Cornell scientist Robert Howarth stated 
in testimony in the ongoing NYSEG/RG&E rate case.4 “…The total emissions for natural 
gas are 119 g CO2-e per MJ compared to total emissions of 81 g CO2-e for fuel oil and 
propane. The emissions for natural gas are almost 50% greater”. 
 
Heat Pumps are now a market-ready alternative to gas expansion that produce no on-
site emissions and are declared by the Commission to be a “critically important way to 
reduce GHG emissions”.  The CLCPA treatment of GHGs makes it clear that replacing 
oil or propane with gas heating can no longer be considered a step forward for the 
climate.  Incentivizing gas expansion through the 100-foot rule is an obsolete practice 
that distorts the market and creates an unlevel playing field.  When a homeowner looks 
to install a geothermal system, there is no 100-foot rule that supplies a guaranteed, 
ratepayer-funded loop field. 
 
If the Legislature and the Governor are to consider changing the 100-foot rule, it is 
inevitable that the actual cost to ratepayers and the degree of the subsidy will be part of 
the discussion.  The transparency called for in the Commission’s order should dictate 
that the cost of this driving element of gas expansion in New York state be quantified in 
a Commission sanctioned manner and exposed to the light of day.  
 
For the past year NY-GEO has endeavored to find or develop accurate data on the cost 
to ratepayers of the 100-foot rule defined in Article 2, Sections 30 and 31 of New York’s 

 
3  S6599  https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2019/s6599 - see definition 2 for the 20 year term and 
13 for leak sources - accessed 2019 09 05 
4  2019 09 20 – Testimony on behalf of Fossil Free Tompkins in the NYSEG/RGE rate case – page 19 
https://cdn.shopify.com/s/files/1/0326/2837/files/2019_09_20_Howarth_NYSEG_testimony.pdf?625   
Accessed 2019 10 18 

https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2019/s6599
https://cdn.shopify.com/s/files/1/0326/2837/files/2019_09_20_Howarth_NYSEG_testimony.pdf?625
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Public Service law.  NY-GEO has extensively investigated the data, requested accurate 
data in rate cases, and worked with Department of Public Service staff to uncover cost 
data.  We have not succeeded in finding accurate, complete, apples-to-apples, 
consensus data.  .   
 
In this document we present the data we have found and believe to be relevant, both to 
illustrate the difficulty of presenting an accurate picture of the costs and to provide our 
input to those we hope will be tasked with compiling a good data set under this 
proceeding.  
 
In the chart below we present a model for a 5-year projection of the cost of the 100-foot 
rule.  This chart includes our best estimate of the costs based on the data points we 
present in this report.  It shows a total 5-year cost to ratepayers of more than $961 
million.  There are weaknesses in the data used to prepare the chart that prevent it from 
being a good, apples to apples comparison and we challenge the utilities and DPS staff 
to do better.  
 

Rough Estimate of the 5-Year Cost of the 100-Foot Rule: 

 
 
Ideally, an official NYS report on the cost of the 100-foot rule would include at least a 5-
year table similar to the one above with at least 3 years of historical data and at least 2 
years of budgeted data, as well as a table showing current average costs per 
installation for each utility.  Data on current average costs per installation are currently 
so scattered that we won’t venture to produce even an illustrative, per installation table 
at this point. 
 
Among the weaknesses in the table above that we request to see addressed are: 

• The cost data we were able to find is on a scattered timeline.  It would be 
important for the same years to be presented for each utility 

• There is no report we are aware of that integrates a common language, common 
format, and common parameters to accurately describe the full cost of the 100-
foot rule.   
The PSC accepted the settlement of National Grid’s upstate rate case in March 
of 2018.  The breakout of capital expenses by “Growth”, “Mandated” and 
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“Reliability” in the capital budget5 of the settlement offered some promise that the 
Growth segment includes the correct cost figures, but we were unable to find any 
text that would provide assurance that this is the case.  We also then searched 
for a similar “Growth” category in other rate case capex data and were unable to 
find it. 

• The table for the most part does not include major capital expenses that are 
dependent on the obligation that the 100-foot rule creates.  For example, the 
proposed NESE pipeline is projected by National Grid to cost $1 Billion 6.  
Actually, as explained in National Grid’s filing, the expense to rate payers will be 
more like $2.895 billion, as National Grid will be paying the Williams Company 
$193 million per year over a 15-year term.  This pipeline is meant to help meet a 
projected peak downstate gas demand caused at least in part by the 11,000+ 
new customers National Grid projects they will add annually.  How many of these 
customers would be switching to gas if they had to pay the full cost of 
infrastructure to bring gas to their home or business?  How would the loss of 
those customers impact the rationale for the NESE proposal?. 
Similarly, Orange and Rockland (ORU) has proposed to use ratepayer funds to 
bring gas infrastructure to a 494-unit housing development known as Tuxedo 
Farms.  In testimony, NY-GEO projected the cost to bring gas to those 494 
homes to total $10,196,122.7  It was not clear to us from the testimony in that 
case if the developer would be required to pay any of the costs associated with 
lines and mains outside the 100-200 foot range.  Neither the cost of Tuxedo 
Farms nor other large gas expansion projects are included in the conservative 
estimates we used to calculate ORU’s contribution to total 100-foot costs in the 
table above.  To the degree that the developer would be unwilling to proceed with 
this project if responsible for its full costs, those costs should be included. 

• Another cost that ratepayers will be picking up will be the life cycle cost of the 
gas infrastructure, including maintaining or replacing meters and other 
equipment, as well as the cost of reading meters – an expense that is eliminated 
with alternative technology such as heat pumps. 

• Marketing costs should be included if they are employed to encourage growth 
that is made possible by the ratepayer incentive provided by the 100-foot rule. 

• We don’t believe the negative salvage value is included in any of the figures in 
the table.  We look forward to the Commission’s treatment of this cost in valuing 
the cost of the 100-foot rule.  These are funds collected from ratepayers in 
anticipation of the removal costs of infrastructure minus the anticipated salvage 

 
5  Attachments to order in cases 17-E-0238, 17-g-0239 – March 15, 2018 – pdf page 226 of 861 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={34A11C2D-2B19-4460-AC8C-
8C744E4F8A60} Accessed 2020 04 19 
6  National Grid - Natural Gas Long-Term Capacity Report for Brooklyn, Queens, Staten Island and Long 
Island (“Downstate NY”) February 2020 page 61- 
https://millawesome.s3.amazonaws.com/Downstate_NY_Long-
Term_Natural_Gas_Capacity_Report_February_24_2020.pdf?d=1582744315651  Accessed 2020 04 19 
7  Testimony of the New York Geothermal Energy Organization – Item 36 in case 18-e-0067 – page 6   
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={9B53E7B7-B5A6-458D-8029-
06F27FC27288} – accessed 2020 04 19 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b34A11C2D-2B19-4460-AC8C-8C744E4F8A60%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b34A11C2D-2B19-4460-AC8C-8C744E4F8A60%7d
https://millawesome.s3.amazonaws.com/Downstate_NY_Long-Term_Natural_Gas_Capacity_Report_February_24_2020.pdf?d=1582744315651
https://millawesome.s3.amazonaws.com/Downstate_NY_Long-Term_Natural_Gas_Capacity_Report_February_24_2020.pdf?d=1582744315651
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b9B53E7B7-B5A6-458D-8029-06F27FC27288%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b9B53E7B7-B5A6-458D-8029-06F27FC27288%7d


8 
 

value of the infrastructure. As an example, in the Orange & Rockland rate case8, 
Bob Wyman, as a party to the case, filed testimony noting:  

 
…using Account 380 – Services as an example, the company 
estimates that the cost of removing or decommissioning 
services will be 80% of the initial nominal dollar cost of installing 
those assets. The company also expects there to be little actual 
salvage value since the bulk of retired services are simply left in 
the ground and not salvaged. Thus, for every dollar invested in 
new services, at least $1.80 is added to the depreciation base, 
and thus to the rate base.   

 
Wyman went on to note that the 80% figure was actually low compared to 
historic performance.  
 
 

As we have noted, we have done extensive research in an attempt to uncover the 
cost of the 100-foot rule.  We have made progress but we have not succeeded.  
Our best estimate is that almost $1 billion will be spent in a 5-year period to 
incentivize gas expansion at precisely the point when New York has come to 
realize that burning fossil fuels to heat buildings can no longer be supported. 
 
We are the first to admit that this $1 billion figure is no more than an educated 
estimate.  But most of the weaknesses listed in the data above would indicate the 
number might be far higher.  In any case, times are crying out for a truly accurate 
number, unassailable from any quarter. 
  
The data we present here, while extensive and fully documented, is not clear, 
comprehensive or comparable.  It is better described as a series of data points 
framed by data gaps and incompatible methodology.  We present it to make clear 
that Commission intervention is required to develop accurate cost data on the 100-
foot rule.  

 

  

 
8  Direct Testimony of Bob Wyman - Case 18-G-0068 – May 25, 2018 – pp 48-51 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={BE297296-9267-48A0-B02D-
55974E3EBF99} Accessed 2020 04 19 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7bBE297296-9267-48A0-B02D-55974E3EBF99%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7bBE297296-9267-48A0-B02D-55974E3EBF99%7d
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Gas Utilities in New York State: 

Below is a listing of gas utilities regulated by the NY Public Service Commission taken 
from the Commission’s website, with ones that were not included in this report 
highlighted in yellow.9  We anticipate these utilities would add to total ratepayer 
contributions attributable to the 100-foot rule.  It would be helpful to have their data 
included in the report called for by this filing.   
 

 
  

 
9  Natural Gas Utilities Regulated by the PSC  
http://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/All/AF91A30E4F00289785257687006F3A53?OpenDocument – 
Accessed 2020 04 19 

http://www3.dps.ny.gov/W/PSCWeb.nsf/All/AF91A30E4F00289785257687006F3A53?OpenDocument
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Data Points on the Cost of the 100-Foot Rule 

Central Hudson Gas & Electric 

Central Hudson – General - Data Point 1 
In the PSC’s Expansion of Gas Service proceeding (Case 12-G-0297), which started in 
2012, Central Hudson Gas & Electric testified: “Often times the tariff requirement of 
installing 100 feet of main and 100 feet of service is not supported by the 
revenue received on such an extension.”10 
 
Central Hudson – Per Installation - Data Point 1 
Central Hudson’s website is still promoting the switch to natural gas.  The slide below, 
from a downloadable “Community Presentation” on the Switch to Natural Gas/How to 
Switch page, pegs the value of a free gas service line at a minimum of $4,500.11  The 
slide notes that in addition to a minimum of a $4,500 service line “Central Hudson 
Covers” a rough grade finish, the installation of a meter and the maintenance of the 
meter and service line.  

 

 
10  Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Examine Policies Regarding the Expansion of Natural 
Gas Service  Case 12-G-0297 – Comment of Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corporation 2013 08 05 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7BE01CC4C0-F448-411C-
8FAE-EF9CC08A696B%7D  Accessed 2020 03 29 
11  https://www.cenhud.com/globalassets/pdf/simply-better-presentation.pdf page 16 of 24 – Accessed 
2020 03 29 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7BE01CC4C0-F448-411C-8FAE-EF9CC08A696B%7D
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7BE01CC4C0-F448-411C-8FAE-EF9CC08A696B%7D
https://www.cenhud.com/globalassets/pdf/simply-better-presentation.pdf
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Central Hudson – Total Cost - Data Point 1 
 
In July of 2018, Central Hudson published their annual Corporate Capital Forecast for 
2019-2023 that contains the following:12  We have not seen it made explicit in any of the 
utility filed materials which expenses are directly required by the 100-foot rule.  In the 
case of the materials below it would seem to be a combination of “new business and 
meters” – a total of $64,922,000 over 5 years or an average of $12.984,400 per year.   
 

 
 
Central Hudson – Total Cost - Data Point 2 
 
The graph below,13 from the same document, shows New Business spending at more 
than $60 Million, indicating they may be including meters used in new installations.  The 
difference in the new business figure is not explained.   
 

 

 
12  Central Hudson Gas & Electric 2019-2023 Corporate Capital Forecast July 1, 2018 – page 25  
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B3ABF98B7-65C5-4743-8562-
D7337AC7B5AF%7D accessed 2020 04 01  
13  Ibid., page 26 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B3ABF98B7-65C5-4743-8562-D7337AC7B5AF%7D
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B3ABF98B7-65C5-4743-8562-D7337AC7B5AF%7D
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In addition, the term “Study Based Load Growth” was not defined in a pdf search of the 
document, but in tables at the end of the document it appears to refer to expansion into 
new areas or neighborhoods.  This would appear to add approximately another $15 
million to the $64.9 million number resulting in average costs of more than $15.98 M per 
year.   
 
The forecast provides the following level of detail in tables excerpted here from pages 
484 and 485.14 

 
 
The document defines New Business and Meters as follows15: 

 
 
As a positive, it should be noted that CHG&E’s 2018 report contains lower growth 
forecast numbers than the 2017 report, explained by the company as follows16:  

 

  

 
14  Ibid. – pages 484-5 
15  Ibid. – page 29 
16  Ibid. – page 7 
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Consolidated Edison 

Con Edison – General - Data Point 1 
 
 
Con Edison – Per Installation Data Point 1 
In the most recent Con Edison rate case that was settled in January of 2020, the 
company filed data that NY-GEO member Bob Wyman analyzed, which indicates an 
average cost of $33,000 that ratepayers are required to pay to install a “free” service 
line to new customers.17  Customers rehabbing buildings paid considerably more 
($87,286) in the #4/#6 Oil to Gas Program and less ($26,513) in the #2 oil to gas 
program. 
 

 
 
Note from Mr. Wyman18  
 

The weighted average cost per new service, based on partial data, not 
including cost of meters, some regulators, etc. was: 

 
17  Calculated by Bob Wyman, a party to the Con Ed rate case, who worked from this document filed by 
the company https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1cB7eFUKqmdzrYgmCNsY1tYjmDLOIFBaZ  
accessed 2019 09 05 
18  2019 06 02 Email from Bob Wyman (NY-GEO member)  
 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1cB7eFUKqmdzrYgmCNsY1tYjmDLOIFBaZ
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• $87,286 for #6/#4 Oil to gas conversions. These are mostly large 
buildings addressed by the Clean Heat Program. 

• $26,513 for #2 Oil to gas conversions. These are also large buildings, 
but not those addressed in Clean Heat Program. 

• $33,046 for all other new gas services. These include small residential 
buildings (i.e. single family as well as 2 to 5 family, etc.) that were not part 
of the Clean Heat programs. Note: ConEd doesn't provide very detailed 
cost breakdowns. Thus, we can't see the cost for a single category of 
buildings such as "single-family." In general, ConEd has very little 
information on the characteristics of their customers... This causes many 
issues with analyses. 

This data was culled from ConEd responses to discovery: DPS-1-138 Supp 
1 and DPS-1-123 Supp 1. 
 
If we assume that a new geothermal heat pump installation will cost about 
$35,000 before incentives and tax credits, the cost of the geothermal 
installation is similar to the subsidy required of ratepayers under the 100-
foot rule. 

 
Con Edison – Per Installation Data Point 2 
The chart below from Con Ed’s 2019 annual capital expense report to the Public 
Service Commission details replacement costs for cast iron and steel mains in 4 
locations – Manhattan, the Bronx Queens and Westchester.19  For new business, they 
range from $135,700 per hundred feet in Manhattan to $47,800 per hundred feet in 
Westchester with an average of $66,200.   
 
There is no indication in the report of how expenses compare between installations of 
mains and service lines.  Nor is there a way of delineating how much of the footage 
documented is required under the 100-foot rule.  

 

 
19  Gas Capital Expenditures 2019 – filed 2020 02 28 -  DMM 19-G-0066 – page 17    
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={FB37DF2C-02B1-4707-94BA-
8F5FD8E04FAB} Accessed 2020, 04 13 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1cB7eFUKqmdzrYgmCNsY1tYjmDLOIFBaZ
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1cB7eFUKqmdzrYgmCNsY1tYjmDLOIFBaZ
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1MKb6M9vgH9lYdO-GNg5Mk6htLjPnJDPd
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7bFB37DF2C-02B1-4707-94BA-8F5FD8E04FAB%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7bFB37DF2C-02B1-4707-94BA-8F5FD8E04FAB%7d
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Con Edison – Per Installation Data Point 3 
The Chart below, from the same Capital Expense Report, shows “Actual Capital/Mile” 
figures that translate into a range of $152,594 per hundred feet in Manhattan to $85,020 
in Westchester.  The difference between these two charts is not explained.  The “Actual” 
figures are substantially higher, especially in Queens (134% more) and Westchester 
(178% more).   

 
 
Con Edison – Total Cost - Data Point 1 
 

From Mr. Wyman’s spreadsheet, $599,864,000 over 5 years comes out to an average 

of $119,973,000 per year  
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Corning Natural Gas  

Corning Natural Gas – Per Installation Data Point 1 

In its current rate fining, Corning Natural Gas has presented the following table of 

additions to its system in 2019.20 

 

 
20  Case 20-G-0101 - Corning Natural Gas Corporation Responses to Department of Public Service Staff 
Interrogatories DPS-245 Update  
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This table is one of the more detailed and transparent examples of gas expansion filed 

by a utility.  At the same time, it raises several questions.  For the additions where 

footage is listed, the cost per 100 feet ranges from 95 cents to $43,193, an improbable 

difference.  The average of the 40 additions for which footage is listed comes to $4,995 

per 100-feet.   

 

Corning Natural Gas – Total Cost Data Point 1 

For the purposes of a total to enter into the Rough Estimate Cost table on page 5, we 

have used the $3.931 M figure in the table above.  

  



18 
 

National Fuel Gas 

National Fuel Gas – General - Data Point 1 
 
National Fuel Gas (NFG) is fairly unique among New York’s utilities.  There are several 
other gas utilities that aren’t also coupled with an electric utility, but all are far smaller 
than NFG.  In addition, NFG Distribution is a division of the larger National Fuel Gas 
Company which includes gas exploration and production companies in Pennsylvania, 
New York and California.  The chart below from a 2012 presentation to investors21 
shows utility operations contribute around a quarter of the company’s earnings before 
interest, taxes, depreciation and amortization. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
21  National Fuel Gas Company – Investor Presentation – AGA Financial Forum MAY 6-8, 2012 – Slide 5 
of Exhibit #99 https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/70145/000119312512211878/d346799dex99.htm 
Accessed 2020 04 27 

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/70145/000119312512211878/d346799dex99.htm
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Lastly, National Fuel operates as a gas utility in both New York and Pennsylvania.22 

 
 
National Fuel Gas – Per Installation - Data Point 1 
 
NFG files quarterly New Service Install Reports, redacted to hide the address of new 
installs.  In the latest full year report the company shows 219 non-residential and 1818 
residential new installations from April 1, 2018 to March 31, 2019.23.  These reports 
simply list installations and contain no cost data. 
 
National Fuel Gas - Total Cost - Data Point 1 
 

 
22  Ibid.  slide 22 
23  New Service Install Report Q4 2018 Redacted – filed 2019 05 15 – Item 239 - 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={02DA3707-ABB6-44BA-8149-
324A6A7941B8} Accessed 2020 04 27 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b02DA3707-ABB6-44BA-8149-324A6A7941B8%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b02DA3707-ABB6-44BA-8149-324A6A7941B8%7d


20 
 

Shown below is NFG’s FY2019 Capital Budget Summary by Program.24   

 
The Actual spending is redacted, but the budgeted figures for account 380 – Services 
are $17,850,000 in Distributions Plant and $900,000 in Special Projects.  The total of 
$18,750,000 might be the amount budgeted for new services installed with ratepayer 
funds under the 100-foot rule.  Without further explanation it is impossible to tell and it 
would certainly be more accurate to be using actual spending figures. 
 
National Fuel Gas - Total Cost - Data Point 2 
Given the limitations of using the filed capital report noted above, a more conservative 
approach might be to take the 2018-19 number of 2,038 installations and multiply them 
by $5,000 as an estimate derived from National Grid’s 2013 upstate estimate of $3,500 
updated for inflation, combined with Central Hudson’s recent estimation of a minimum of 
$4,500.  We settled on the resulting number of $10.19 million per year for the estimate 
used in our total cost table in the opening section of this document.  However, this, like 
so much of the data we’ve uncovered, is at best an inexact substitute for uniform, 
Commission ordered reporting designed to reflect the true costs of the 100-foot rule. 
 

  

 
24  NFGDC FY2019 Capital Budget Summary by Program Redacted – Item 258 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={9B0736B4-CD4A-4136-A7EE-
D5A33C0DB347} Accessed 2020 04 27 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b9B0736B4-CD4A-4136-A7EE-D5A33C0DB347%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b9B0736B4-CD4A-4136-A7EE-D5A33C0DB347%7d
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National Grid  

National Grid has a bifurcated structure in New York State.  Upstate it operates as 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation (NMPC) with a huge electric service territory 
running from the Albany area west to Syracuse and north to cover most of the 
Adirondacks, along with a substantial swath of Western New York.   

 
 
NMPC’s gas territory is much smaller and runs from the Albany area in a narrower band 
west to Syracuse and then north to Watertown in another narrow band.   

 



22 
 

National Grid’s downstate territory is further bifurcated into KEDNY – Brooklyn Union 
Gas (serving Brooklyn, Queens and Staten Island) , and KEDLI – KeySpan Gas East 
(serving Long Island).  25 

 
For the purpose of this document, we will combine National Grid’s Upstate and 
Downstate operations for general data and per installation data points and examine 
them separately for total cost data points.   
 
National Grid – General - Data Point 1 
In the State’s “Expansion of Natural Gas Service” proceeding, started in 2012, National 
Grid stated:   

In National Grid’s territories, the 100-foot entitlement of main to connect a new 
residential customer is not cost-justified by the typical residential customer’s 
delivery revenue. The issue is especially true with respect to residential non-
heating applicants who provide little revenue to cost-justify the 100 feet.  
Nevertheless, National Grid supports providing 100 feet of main to each applicant 
as a means to foster expansion and access to gas. National Grid believes it is 
good public policy to provide entitlements even though some of the costs may be 
socialized because all customers benefit from the expansion of gas, including 
economic development benefits, indirect environmental benefits associated with 
increased natural gas usage and the retirement of inefficient heating equipment, 
and enhanced security of supply realized from developing the gas system.26 

 
25  National Grid - Natural Gas Long-Term Capacity Report for Brooklyn, Queens, Staten Island and Long 
Island (“Downstate NY”) February 2020 page 22- 
https://millawesome.s3.amazonaws.com/Downstate_NY_Long-
Term_Natural_Gas_Capacity_Report_February_24_2020.pdf?d=1582744315651  Accessed 2020 04 19  
26  2013 08 05 Letter from National Grid in 12-G-0297 - Proceeding on Motion of the Commission To 

Examine Policies Regarding the Expansion of Natural Gas Service  - page 2 

https://millawesome.s3.amazonaws.com/Downstate_NY_Long-Term_Natural_Gas_Capacity_Report_February_24_2020.pdf?d=1582744315651
https://millawesome.s3.amazonaws.com/Downstate_NY_Long-Term_Natural_Gas_Capacity_Report_February_24_2020.pdf?d=1582744315651
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National Grid – Per Installation - Data Point 1 
 
In 2013, National Grid testified: 

…the average cost of service of $5,000 (in KEDNY and KEDLI’s service 
territories) and $3,500 (in NMPC’s service territory) for a residential customer 
is often not justified by customer revenue. Because the average service cost 
itself is not cost justified, and all customers will require service, National Grid is 
typically not able to cost-justify any of the first 100 feet of main to residential 
customers.27  
 

(Note: this testimony was filed in 2013.  Costs have undoubtedly risen since then.) 
 

National Grid Upstate – Total Cost - Data Point 1 
 
In March of 2020, National Grid posted their Annual Capital Plan Report for NMPC, 
which contains this chart:28 
 

 
 

 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B7B1F6ADF-4111-4DB1-
80CD-B797C72CF6D9%7D – accessed 2019 09 05  
27  2013 08 05 Letter from National Grid in 12-G-0297 - Proceeding on Motion of the Commission To 
Examine Policies Regarding the Expansion of Natural Gas Service  - page 4 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B7B1F6ADF-4111-4DB1-
80CD-B797C72CF6D9%7D accessed 2019 09 06 
28  Annual LPP, Type 3 Leak and Capital Plan Report – page 4 of 5 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={4367F267-1B3A-4311-8776-
27AC4E842367} accessed 2020 04 01  

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B7B1F6ADF-4111-4DB1-80CD-B797C72CF6D9%7D
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B7B1F6ADF-4111-4DB1-80CD-B797C72CF6D9%7D
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B7B1F6ADF-4111-4DB1-80CD-B797C72CF6D9%7D
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B7B1F6ADF-4111-4DB1-80CD-B797C72CF6D9%7D
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b4367F267-1B3A-4311-8776-27AC4E842367%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b4367F267-1B3A-4311-8776-27AC4E842367%7d
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National Grid Upstate – Total Cost - Data Point 2 
The capital budget adopted as part of the 2018 PSC ordered settlement of National 
Grid’s rate case29 lists “Growth” as a category in the Capex budget.  This category 
seems to include many of the expenses related to the 100-foot rule, but as noted above, 
it is never explicitly identified as covering all of those expenses. 
 

 
 
National Grid Downstate – Total Cost - Data Point 1 
National Grid’s 2020 Downstate Capacity Report30 contains the following data relative to 
gas expansion: 
 
Regarding the obligation to provide gas service per the sections of law that govern the 
100-foot rule:31 

 
 

 
29  Attachments to order in cases 17-E-0238, 17-g-0239 – March 15, 2018 – pdf page 226 of 861 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={34A11C2D-2B19-4460-AC8C-
8C744E4F8A60} Accessed 2020 04 19 
30  National Grid - Natural Gas Long-Term Capacity Report for Brooklyn, Queens, Staten Island and Long 
Island (“Downstate NY”) February 2020 page 22- 
https://millawesome.s3.amazonaws.com/Downstate_NY_Long-
Term_Natural_Gas_Capacity_Report_February_24_2020.pdf?d=1582744315651  Accessed 2020 04 19 
31  Ibid.  page 26 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b34A11C2D-2B19-4460-AC8C-8C744E4F8A60%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b34A11C2D-2B19-4460-AC8C-8C744E4F8A60%7d
https://millawesome.s3.amazonaws.com/Downstate_NY_Long-Term_Natural_Gas_Capacity_Report_February_24_2020.pdf?d=1582744315651
https://millawesome.s3.amazonaws.com/Downstate_NY_Long-Term_Natural_Gas_Capacity_Report_February_24_2020.pdf?d=1582744315651
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Regarding the number of new gas installations:32 “Over the last 10 years, the number of 
natural gas customers that National Grid serves has grown by more than 115,000, and 
gas demand during peak usage periods has grown by 2.4%/year.” 
 

From Section 5.  Projected Natural Gas Demand Through 2035 in Downstate New York: 
 

The number of customers grew 0.6% (11,634 customers) per year, 
driven by population growth, business and economic growth, and 
continued conversions from oil to gas. Within the specific customer 
categories, the greatest increases have come from residential heat 
and multi-family, offset by reductions in residential non-heat and 
temperature-controlled customers as these customers switched to 
firm gas heat.33 

 

 
If we assume the bulk of National Grid’s residential non-heat and temperature-controlled 
gas customers did not need new infrastructure under the 100-foot rule to convert to gas 
heat, we are left with 11,634 customers converting and receiving ratepayer funded 
infrastructure each year.   
  
The passage below appears to break down the 17,436 figure but accounts for only 
12,400 of those customers and repeats the trope, which evidence suggests is no longer 
true under the terms of NY’s Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act, that 
gas produces less GHG emissions than oil. 34 
 

Continued conversions from oil to gas – ~5,400 new customers per 
year join National Grid by converting from non-gas fuels to gas, in 
addition to an existing ~7,000 non-heat customers becoming heat 
customers. These conversions from oil to gas were fueled by 
significant gas advantages over oil when it comes to commodity cost 
(~50% cheaper), convenience and environmental advantages 
(estimated 43% less GHG emissions8). These advantages have made 
gas a fuel of choice for new construction and retrofits, resulting in gas 

 
32  Ibid.  page 27 
33  Ibid.  page 29  
34  Ibid.  page 30 
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heating increasing its space heating market share from 64.5% to 
67.5% between 2012 and 2019. 

 
In the Baseline Demand scenario, this conversion trend is expected to 
continue, with almost 33% of building space in the Downstate NY area 
still heated by non-gas sources – 23% from oil heating and 10% from 
electric resistance, propane and other fuels. 

 
This chart shows the room for growth in National Grid’s downstate territory within 
existing building stock.35 
 

 
 
Going forward, National Grid cites a 2018 McKinsey report that projects a slight 
decrease in total number of customers added each year through 2035, without 
explanation of how this trend could square with New York’s greenhouse gas reduction 
goal of an 85% reduction in emissions by 2050.36 
 

 

 
35  Ibid.  page 31 
36  Ibid.  page 33 
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Despite the wealth of data shown here from National Grid’s 2020 Downstate Long-Term 
Capacity report on the number and type of gas conversions projected, we were unable 
to find a dollar figure connected to these conversions.  But if we use the minimal 2013 
figure (cited in per installation data point 1 above) of $5,000 per system – not adjusted 
for inflation – times the 11,259 annual conversions from page 33 of the 2020 report, it is 
possible to project $56,295,000 per year going forward and using the historical 2010-
2019 average of 11,634 customers per year, $57,180,000 for recent years.  
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NYSEG & RG&E 

NYSEG & RG&E- General - Data Point 1  
In Plattsburgh, NYSEG proposed a gas expansion project costing $8,222,908 for 443 
new customers 37– an average of $18,562 per new customer.  In addition to this, 
NYSEG proposed to charge customers an $850 per year, 10-year surcharge, totaling 
$8,500.  In addition, the customer would spend an average of $8,700 for the equipment 
conversion cost to switch to natural gas.   
 
In this scheme, customers would pay $17,200 and ratepayers would pay $18,561 – a 
total $35,762 investment for a greenhouse gas spewing system.  With dollars to spare, 
the same investment in Plattsburgh, which receives clean hydropower from the NYPA 
project at Massena, could have brought zero emission geothermal heating and cooling 
to 443 homes. 
 
 
NYSEG & RG&E – Per Installation - Data Point 1  
 
In a February 12 2020 response to a Request for Information in Rate Case 19-E-0378, 
19-G-0379, 19-E-380, 19-G-381 (NYSEG/RG&E rate case) from The Alliance for a 
Green Economy, Mike Purtell from the companies stated: 
 

 
 
NYSEG NYSEG & RG&E – Per Installation - Data Point 2  

 
37  April 17, 2013 filing in Case 12-G-0499 – Petition of New York State Electric & Gas Corporation for 
Authority to Exercise a Gas Franchise in the Town of Plattsburgh  
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B32E54817-6418-47F5-8C63-
8DF68C76E12C%7D – accessed 2019 09 05  

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B32E54817-6418-47F5-8C63-8DF68C76E12C%7D
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7B32E54817-6418-47F5-8C63-8DF68C76E12C%7D
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Bob Wyman submitted several Information Requests as part of the NYSEG RG&E rate 
case, with the one below yielding relevant data for consideration here: 

  
The Attachments referred to are included the spreadsheet below. 
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Multiplying the Average Cost of New services by OpCo & Year by the Number of New 
services by OpCo & Year, results in the table in the NYSEG – Total Cost Data Point 1 
below. 
 
 
NYSEG NYSEG & RG&E – Per Installation - Data Point 3  
In a February 14 2020 response to a Request for Information in Rate Case 19-E-0378, 
19-G-0379, 19-E-380, 19-G-381 (NYSEG/RG&E rate case) from The Alliance for a 
Green Economy (AGREE), Yvette Labombard from the companies stated: 
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Clean energy parties to this case found these numbers to be very low.  In parallel with 
AGREE’s request NY-GEO had submitted an IR seeking to ensure data on the cost of 
the 100-foot rule is complete, by naming each of the elements that would be part of a 
complete number.  NYSEG responded that these cost elements are neither tracked nor 
available at this level of detail.  We believe utilities should accurately track this data and 
request the Commission to correct this deficiency in this proceeding by setting a 
protocol for reporting this data, with the first report due no later than December 31, 
2020.   
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NYSEG NYSEG & RG&E – Total Cost - Data Point 1  
 
From Installation Cost Data Point 2 above: 
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Orange & Rockland  

Orange & Rockland – General - Data Point 1 
 
 
Orange & Rockland – Per Installation - Data Point 1 
In May of 2018, the New York Geothermal Energy Organization (NY-GEO) presented 
testimony in the Orange & Rockland rate case38 regarding Tuxedo Farms, a 494-unit 
new housing project the company was looking to provide gas for.  NY-GEO used 
company data to project $37,000 per home in ratepayer investments.  NY-GEO also 
projected “$5,000 for the purchase and installation of the furnace, $1,500 for the 
purchase and installation of a water heater and $3,500 for a central air conditioner, to 
add another $10,000 the homeowner would be responsible for.  NY-GEO concluded it 
would be far less expensive to provide geothermal heating and cooling to the Tuxedo 
Farm homes.  The fact that the developer would be responsible for only a fraction of the 
costs, while ratepayers would be footing the rest, provides an unlevel playing field 
between the gas and geothermal technologies.  
 
Orange & Rockland – Per Installation - Data Point 2 
The Company’s February 2019 Annual Report on Strategic Plan for Gas Conversions39 
lists 130 gas conversions from November of 2017 through October of 2018, 11 of which 
were commercial and 119 residential.  For each conversion, the table lists type of fuel 
replaced, several dates, including the service initiation date and the customer 
contribution, which totaled $20,295 for the 13 conversions where the customer paid a 
share.  Missing is the footage and the cost of each conversion – data which would have 
been very helpful for this analysis. 
 
 
Orange & Rockland – Total Cost - Data Point 1 
Orange and Rockland’s 2019 Capex report40 uses an entirely different format than 
National Grid’s or Central Hudson’ which lay out a level of detail related to new 
installations.   
 
It may be logical to assume that most installations required by the 100-foot Law are 
included under “Blankets”, but there is no indication what percentage of those Blanket 
expenses would be those required by the Law.  Blankets are defined by ORU as “an 

 
38  Testimony of the New York Geothermal Energy Organization 2019 05 29 – item 278  pp. 6-10 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?MatterCaseNo=18-E-
0067&submit=Search  accessed 2019 09 03 
39  Annual Report on Strategic Plan for Gas Conversions 2019 02 26 - 
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={151725AE-A6A8-
4E13-9364-A62E0F5217C2} accessed 2020 04 08   
40  Cases 18-E-0067 and 18-G-0068 – Orange & Rockland Electric & Gas Rate Cases – Annual Capital 
Expenditure Report RY1   Page 13 0f 19  
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={D501389D-3089-479C-B4EA-
230A7673A5D6} Accessed 2020 04 06 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?MatterCaseNo=18-E-0067&submit=Search
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?MatterCaseNo=18-E-0067&submit=Search
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b151725AE-A6A8-4E13-9364-A62E0F5217C2%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b151725AE-A6A8-4E13-9364-A62E0F5217C2%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7bD501389D-3089-479C-B4EA-230A7673A5D6%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7bD501389D-3089-479C-B4EA-230A7673A5D6%7d
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accounting convention, long accepted by the Commission and its Staff, whereby for the 
sake of convenience, the costs of certain recurring labor and equipment are grouped 
together.” 41  If gas installations required under the 100-foot law are not included under 
blankets, where else are they accounted for in the capital report? 

 
 
For the Total 5 Year Cost chart at the beginning of this document, the lack of clarity and 
detail in ORU’s data led us to merely multiply the 130 installations detailed in the 
installation data point 2 by $5,000, resulting in an annual cost of $650,000.  The $5,000 
figure uses the “minimal” figure of $4,500 from Central Hudson’s installation data point 
and rounds up to include the riser, meter and rough grade finish.  This figure is likely to 
be low, and the total cost figure is likely to be very low as it doesn’t include substantial 
main work the company is doing per the charts below, that New York’s utilities also 
interpret as mandated by PSL Article 2 Section 30.  
 

 
41  Item # 2 in DMM for Case 14-G-0494 – Filing letter & Testimony - OR Gas Testimony 2014 page 37  
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId={52C443F8-9C32-48B0-BF03-
95E21CD8A60B} accessed 2020 0408 

http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b52C443F8-9C32-48B0-BF03-95E21CD8A60B%7d
http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/Common/ViewDoc.aspx?DocRefId=%7b52C443F8-9C32-48B0-BF03-95E21CD8A60B%7d
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The Law and Its Interpretation 

Section 31.4 below is the key language.  After the text below we include the example of 

National Fuel Gas Company’s policy set under the law and attendant PSC regulations.  

Public Service Law Article 2 – Sections 30 

and 31 – aka the 100-Foot Rule 

 

PBS § 30. Residential gas, electric and steam service policy 

This article shall apply to the provision of all or any part of the gas, electric or steam 

service provided to any residential customer by any gas, electric or steam and 

municipalities corporation or municipality.  It is hereby declared to be the policy of this 

state that the continued provision of all or any part of such gas, electric and steam 

service to all residential customers without unreasonable qualifications or lengthy delays 

is necessary for the preservation of the health and general welfare and is in the public 

interest. 

 

PBS § 31. Applications for service 

1. Every gas corporation, electric corporation or municipality shall provide residential 
service upon the oral or written request of an applicant, provided that the commission 
may require that requests for service be in writing under circumstances as it deems 
necessary and proper as set forth by regulation, and provided further that the applicant: 

(a) makes full payment for residential utility service provided to a prior account in his 
name;  or 

(b) agrees to make payments under a deferred payment plan of any amounts due for 
service to a prior account in his name and makes a down payment based on criteria to 
be established by the commission.  No such down payment shall exceed one-half of 
any money due from an applicant for residential utility service, or three months average 
billing, whichever is less;  or 

(c) is a recipient of public assistance, supplemental security income or additional state 
payments pursuant to the social services law, or is an applicant for such assistance, 
income or payments, and the utility corporation or the municipality receives payment 
from, or is notified of the applicant's eligibility for utility payments by the social services 
official of the social services district in which such person resides for amounts due for 
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service to a prior account in the applicant's name, together with guarantee of future 
payments to the extent authorized by the social services law. 

2. In the event a utility corporation or municipality denies an applicant's application for 
service it shall provide prompt written notice to such applicant of its reasons for denying 
service, specify what the applicant must do to qualify for service, and advise the 
applicant of his right to investigation and review of the denial of service by the 
department if the applicant considers such denial to be without justification.  Any such 
notice denying service shall be sent to an applicant within three business days after 
either a completed oral or written application for service is received, provided however, 
the commission may specify a different period for good cause.  The commission may 
also establish such additional notice requirements upon a utility corporation or 
municipality as it believes necessary to assure reasonable notification and protection for 
applicants. 

3. Subject to the requirements of subdivisions four and five of this section, whenever a 
residential customer moves to a new residence within the service territory of the same 
utility corporation or municipality, he shall be eligible to receive service at the new 
residence and such service shall be considered a continuation of service in all respects, 
with any deferred payment agreement honored, and with all rights of such customer and 
such utility corporation provided by this article unimpaired. 

4. In the case of any application for service to a building which is not supplied with 
electricity or gas, a utility corporation or municipality shall be obligated to provide 
service to such a building, provided however, that the commission may require 
applicants for service to buildings located in excess of one hundred feet from gas or 
electric transmission lines to pay or agree in writing to pay material and installation 
costs relating to the applicant's proportion of the pipe, conduit, duct or wire, or other 
facilities to be installed. 

5. A utility corporation or municipality shall institute service to any applicant who meets 
the requirement of subdivision one of this section, within five business days after such 
applicant applies for service, provided however, such requirement shall not apply where 
the institution of service within five business days is prevented by adverse weather 
conditions, serious physical impediments, construction requirements, labor disputes or 
law.  A utility corporation or municipality shall initiate service promptly to applicants, and 
any such corporation or municipality which fails to provide timely service to an applicant 
as required by this subdivision without good cause as determined by the commission, 
shall forfeit and pay to such applicant the sum of twenty-five dollars per day for each 
day that such service is not supplied.  The chairman shall designate such officers and 
employees as he deems necessary to act on complaints relating to applications for 
service. 

6. In the event the service sought in applications submitted pursuant to this section is 
comprised of the provision of gas or electricity commodity only, nothing in this section 
shall require the provision of such service to any and all such applicants;  provided, 
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however, that nothing in this subdivision shall prevent or preclude the commission or a 
court from ordering the provision of such service to all such applicants if such order is 
authorized pursuant to or required to implement a provision of law other than this article. 
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Example – NFG 100-Foot Rule Policy:42  

 

 

 
42  National Fuel Gas Distribution Company – Schedule for Gas Service Applicable in the Entire Territory   
Pdf page 21 of 253   https://www.natfuel.com/marketers/nyrates/current.pdf  Accessed 2020 04 26 

https://www.natfuel.com/marketers/nyrates/current.pdf
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Data Points From Beyond New York State:  

 

 

Ontario 

 
In 2016, the Ontario Energy Board initiated a generic proceeding to consider natural gas 
community expansions in Ontario.  The Ontario Geothermal Association (OGA) 
challenged this proceeding.  From OGA’s testimony:43 
 

The essence of this proceeding is that the utilities, and perhaps some 
other parties, propose that a longstanding policy of the Board 
prohibiting cross-subsidization of natural gas community expansion 
projects should be overturned. Those parties believe – with other 
parties disagreeing - that the government of Ontario has asked the 
Ontario Energy Board to authorize subsidies by existing ratepayers of 
uneconomic community expansion projects (called “UCE projects” 
throughout these Submissions) by the natural gas distributors. The 
Board in this proceeding is considering whether to amend its current 
community expansion framework to allow such subsidies, and, if so, on 
what terms.   
 
Further, these issues are being considered against the backdrop of a 
supervening event: the government’s announcement of an aggressive, 
forward-thinking Climate Change Action Plan3 that will affect every 
aspect of the use of carbon-based fuels in this province. Among other 
things, the Action Plan contemplates a shift away from fossil fuels in 
space heating.   
 

The transcript below is of Jay Shepherd, Counsel for the Ontario Geothermal 
Association, questioning Steve McGill, Sr. Manager Business Development for Enbridge 
Gas Distribution.44 

 
43   ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD - IN THE MATTER OF the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998, S.O. 1998, 

c. 15, Sch.B, as amended; AND IN THE MATTER OF a proceeding on the motion of the Ontario Energy 
Board to consider amendments to the framework for expansion of natural gas service into new 
communities FIRST ROUND SUBMISSIONS OF THE ONTARIO GEOTHERMAL ASSOCIATION June 
20, 2016 JAY SHEPHERD PROFESSIONAL CORP.  page 3 
44  EB-2016 -0004 pp. 204-205  Transcript_Generic Volume 1_20160505 - 
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=CaseNumber%3Deb-2016-

http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record/527384/File/document
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=CaseNumber%3Deb-2016-0004%20And%20WebDocumentType%3Dtranscripts&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400
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MR. SHEPHERD: So if I could ask you to turn to BOMA 25, which is at page 21 
of our materials, this says the average cost to connect the homes in your 
proposal is $25,625; right? 
MR. MCGILL: Yes. 
MR. SHEPHERD: And that's just the cost of the pipe; right? 
MR. MCGILL: No. That's the all-in cost, including an allocation of overheads for 
the transmission main and, in the case of the LNG communities, the LNG 
facilities, the gas distribution mains, the services and the meters. 
MR. SHEPHERD: It's up to the customers -- 
MR. MCGILL: Up to the wall of the house. 
MR. SHEPHERD: The wall, yes. And then, after that, they still have to have more 
money 
they have to spend; right? 
MR. MCGILL: Yes. 
MR. SHEPHERD: So, typically, it's going to be $30,000 or more to have gas 
service? 
MR. MCGILL: No. 
MR. SHEPHERD: Well, $25,600 plus a furnace plus a water heater. 
MR. MCGILL: Okay. Yes. If you are including -- yes, the capital cost of the 
distribution system. 
MR. SHEPHERD: And, of course, if they already had -- if right now they had 
resistance heat, duct work too; right? 
MR. MCGILL: Possibly. There's different solutions that wouldn't require duct 
work. 
MR. SHEPHERD: So if you went to these customers and said to them, "The bill 
is $30,000, and you can have gas all in," would any of them choose gas? 
MR. MCGILL: I don't know. We haven't asked the question.  

 
0004%20And%20WebDocumentType%3Dtranscripts&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400  
Accessed 2020 04 09 
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Rocky Mountain Institute 

RMI has produced a study45  that was also inconclusive yielding gas service extension 
costs ranging from 1K to 24K, with a median value of $8,800: 
 

ELECTRIFICATION IS MORE COST-EFFECTIVE THAN EXPANDING 
GAS INFRASTRUCTURE TO MORE HOMES - Extending gas service to 
more homes is expensive. These costs can vary widely depending on a 
building’s proximity to existing gas mains and other factors. We compiled 
utility-provided cost data from regulatory filings or customer quotes in 12 
cases across five states, ranging from $1,000 to more than $24,000 per 
single-family home, with a median value of $8,800.In Figure 26 we include 
this cost in comparing two Oakland retrofit scenarios: natural gas and 
electrification with default TOU for a home that does not already have gas 
service, showing that the heat pump scenario becomes more cost-effective 
than natural gas expansion. Note that a portion of the gas distribution cost is 
covered by the customer’s gas bill payments (45% of gas bills, or $1,400 
over 15 years based on PG&E’s 2016 revenue requirement29), so we only 
show the incremental cost above this amount: $7,400. In the electrification 
scenario, there may be additional electric distribution infrastructure costs not 
shown here. While customer-specific factors will vary, we expect in most 
cases that heating electrification will cost less than extending gas service to 
homes not yet served by gas, and that electrification of newly constructed 
homes will become even more attractive when developers and ratepayers 
can avoid the cost of gas mains and services. 

 

  

 
45  The Economics of Electrifying Buildings – Rocky Mountain Institute age 48 https://rmi.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/06/RMI_Economics_of_Electrifying_Buildings_2018.pdf accessed 2020 04 06 

https://rmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/RMI_Economics_of_Electrifying_Buildings_2018.pdf
https://rmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/RMI_Economics_of_Electrifying_Buildings_2018.pdf
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UC Davis Study on Gas Transmission Costs  

 
Nathan Parker of the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California at 
Davis published a study entitled Using Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline Costs to 
Estimate Hydrogen Pipeline Costs.46   While transmission pipeline costs may vary from 
distribution pipeline costs, Parker’s data provides us with a look into how the costs 
break down in the transmission sector: 
 

In this report, I use construction cost projections for over 20,000 miles of 
natural gas, oil, and petroleum product pipelines in 893 projects in the 
US over 13 years°  to produce an acceptable equation estimating costs 
of the construction of a pipeline of a given length and diameter…The 
construction costs are broken into four categories. Materials costs 
account for approximately 26% of the total construction costs on 
average. Labor, right of way, and miscellaneous costs make up 45%, 
22%, and 7% of the total cost on average, respectively. Miscellaneous 
costs are all costs not included in labor, material, or right of way. They 
generally include surveying, engineering, supervision, contingencies, 
allowances, overhead, and filing fees. There is significant scatter in the 
cost breakdown. The labor cost consistently averages between 40 and 
50% while rest vary greatly depending on diameter.  
 

Page 24 of the document shows a chart that includes this section related to smaller 
pipes like those used in service lines. 

 
At the high end $486,492 translates to $92 per foot or $9,200 per 100 feet. 
At the low end, $306,925 translates to $58 per foot or $5,800 per 100 feet. 
  

 
46  Using Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline Costs to Estimate 

Hydrogen Pipeline Costs, Nathan Parker 
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/#search/UC+Davis/WhctKJVqttSlKXtLwLClSgDLggShZlqQGzvdhzCmbT
tbrcMkbkXGDHsPgmNRFWCQvWdfZBL?projector=1&messagePartId=0.1 accessed 2020 04 10 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/#search/UC+Davis/WhctKJVqttSlKXtLwLClSgDLggShZlqQGzvdhzCmbTtbrcMkbkXGDHsPgmNRFWCQvWdfZBL?projector=1&messagePartId=0.1
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/#search/UC+Davis/WhctKJVqttSlKXtLwLClSgDLggShZlqQGzvdhzCmbTtbrcMkbkXGDHsPgmNRFWCQvWdfZBL?projector=1&messagePartId=0.1
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2nd National Analysis  

A different national analysis, using data compiled from submissions to the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, found pipeline costs averaging $765 million per mile, 
which translates to $144,886 per 100 feet.  Presumably these are interstate pipelines of 
larger diameter, using expensive materials, but the difference in costs from the UC 
Davis study are so significant that we include them here for perspective.  From the 
Hanging H Company website:47 
 

What Does Natural Gas Pipeline Construction Cost per Mile? 

Running a Natural Gas (NG) pipeline is a time intensive and expensive 
undertaking.  Before starting any project, care must be taken to 
determine whether or not the project will be profitable.  Large projects 
are calculated on a cost per mile basis, and this data is submitted to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Committee, otherwise known as FERC. 
 
So what does natural gas pipeline construction cost per mile?  The Oil 
and Gas Journal compiled the data submitted to FERC and found 
that the cost of running a mile of onshore pipeline between 2015 
and 2016 was $7.65 million per mile.  
 

How Is the Cost per Mile Determined? 

To determine the cost per mile of a NG pipeline, a calculation of inches 
per mile must be done first. This is accomplished by multiplying the 
distance of the pipe by the diameter of the pipe.  For instance, a pipeline 
with a diameter of 30-inches will cost less than one with a diameter of 
36-inches. 
 
According to NaturalGas.org, the average diameter of an interstate 
pipeline is between 24 inches and 36 inches, or an average of 30 
inches.  If you divide the $7.65 million per mile by the 30-inch average 
diameter, you’ll find that this puts the average cost per mile of NG 
pipeline construction at $255,000 per inch of diameter. 
 

The Dictating Cost Factors 

There are many factors that dictate the cost of installing a natural gas 
pipeline.  Material and labor typically account for only 60% – 70% of the 
total costs.  However, depending on legal factors, materials and labor 

 
47  Hanging H describes themselves “As an experienced pipeline construction company, we at Hanging H 
have decades of experience installing and maintaining all diameters of pipeline in all types of terrain.  For 
more information on our pipeline construction services, we invite you to visit 
https://hanginghco.com/pipeline-construction-services/.       https://hanginghco.com/natural-gas-pipeline-
construction-cost-per-mile/  Accessed 2020 04 26 

https://www.ogj.com/articles/print/volume-114/issue-9/special-report-pipeline-economics/natural-gas-pipeline-profits-construction-both-up.html
https://www.ogj.com/articles/print/volume-114/issue-9/special-report-pipeline-economics/natural-gas-pipeline-profits-construction-both-up.html
http://naturalgas.org/naturalgas/transport/
https://hanginghco.com/pipeline-construction-services/
https://hanginghco.com/natural-gas-pipeline-construction-cost-per-mile/
https://hanginghco.com/natural-gas-pipeline-construction-cost-per-mile/
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might even account for less than half of the total cost of running a mile of 
NG pipeline. 
 
Here are the factors that dictate the cost of constructing a mile of 
natural gas pipeline: 
• Materials and Labor 
• Rights of Way 
• Professional Services 
• Nature’s Challenges 
Let’s take a closer look at each of these factors: 
 

Cost of Materials and Labor 

The American Petroleum Institute sets standards for interstate pipeline 
construction materials.  To meet these standards, interstate pipelines are 
created from a strong carbon steel material.  Carbon steel works great 
for pipeline projects because it can be heat-treated to increase its 
durability, tensile strength, and impact resistance. 
 
Labor costs consist of any costs associated with physically placing the 
pipeline in place.  This can include excavation costs, inspections, and 
any risk mitigation work that must be done.  It also includes the costs 
associated with making sure the environment is well taken care of. 
 
These costs can often vary by state and locality.  For instance, it may 
cost more to hire an excavation crew in Boston, Massachusetts than it 
would cost to hire one in Portland, Maine. 
 

Cost for Attaining Rights-Of-Way 

Another element that plays a role in the final cost of running a pipeline is 
right of way, otherwise known as ROW.  ROW is the legal right to run the 
pipeline through property that is owned by someone else. 
 
A pipeline may run through state, local, or federal land as well as land 
owned by private citizens and businesses.  The company running the 
pipeline will need to get legal permission to run through these lands 
before any pipeline project can even be approved.  Frequently the 
company running the pipeline will need to pay a fee to the landowner in 
exchange for using their property. 
 

Costs of Professional Services 

To accomplish all of this, a lot of planning and preparation must be 
done.  Teams of lawyers, accountants, surveyors, and engineers will be 
employed at various stages of the project. 
 

https://www.api.org/
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Costs Affected by Nature’s Challenges 

Nature can also play a significant role in how much it costs to run a mile 
of pipeline.  For example, it requires more money to operate in areas 
that are hard to access.  Materials and equipment may need to be flown 
into the construction site, roads may have to be built, and harsh 
environments may need to be navigated. 
 
The weather can also be a cost factor.  Hurricanes, tropical storms, and 
blizzards can all slow projects down and cause cost overruns.  When 
projecting costs, estimators and project cost controllers must factor in 
these variable circumstances. 
 

Costs Associated with Environmental Protection 

Additionally, steps must be taken to protect the natural 
environment.  The installation of the pipeline may cause changes to the 
surrounding landscapes. 
 
For example, the flow of water in the area may change.  Engineers will 
have to create plans to ensure the water flow is returned to its natural 
state.  Alternatively, they may need to establish a new route and ensure 
this does not cause any adverse effects.  They may do this by restoring 
the natural terrain consulting with geo-engineers, by installing drainage 
ditches, living walls, and other devices to slow, stop, restore or change 
the flow of water. 
 
Another example would be slip or landslide mitigation.  Landslides and 
other natural disasters can destroy pipelines, and it’s always best to take 
measures to prevent them before this happens.  Cut slopes, fill slopes, 
and retaining walls can all be employed to take care of the natural 
grades surrounding the newly installed pipeline. 
 

Profitability of a Natural Gas Pipeline 

Once costs are projected, it stands to reason that the company will want 
to know what the profitability of the pipeline will be.  This will be 
important to the company’s stakeholders as well as to the government 
agencies that will need to approve the pipeline project. It is obvious why 
stakeholders have an interest in the profitability of the project.  However, 
the reason for the government wanting to know if the project will be 
profitable may not be so apparent. 
 
A government’s interest in the profitability of the project comes from their 
need to ensure that the pipeline project will ultimately be 
maintained.  Governments want to know that the company will have the 
resources to protect and maintain the pipeline for the rest of its lifespan.  
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Utah: Ratepayer Funding of Gas Expansion 

From the Salt Lake Tribune - published 2020 04 2248  See the full article here.  
 

Utah energy group says rate hike will help bring natural gas to rural 

towns 

For years, leaders in the historic Utah mining town of Eureka have sought 
natural gas service, hoping it would stabilize residents’ energy costs, while 
attracting businesses, spurring growth and possibly helping to resurrect 
mining operations. 
 
Thanks to a new state-backed program that spreads the high capital costs 
for such projects to existing customers across Utah, Dominion Energy 
may soon be serving the town of 360 homes to the delight of Mayor Nick 
Castleton, who believes it “will change the future for the city.”… 
 
The program is intended to benefit Utah’s out-of-the-way rural pockets, but 
the propane industry is challenging the premise, arguing that the costs far 
outweigh the benefits. It says the undertaking amounts to an unfair 
subsidy that penalizes small businesses that deliver propane by truck to 
residential tanks around the state… 
 
Getting gas to Eureka will require running a buried pipe, 6 inches in 
diameter, 9 miles from the Juab County town of 700 residents to an 
interconnection tapping the Kern River interstate transmission line near 
Goshen, in Utah County, as well as installing another nine miles of 
distribution lines around the town at a total tab of about $20 million… 
 
Under two recent pieces of legislation facilitating the extension of natural 
gas service to rural communities, Dominion would recoup most of the cost 
through rate hikes on existing customers. Under 2018′s HB422, Eureka’s 
share would be covered by a surcharge on residents’ monthly bills. 
Adopted last session without a single nay vote, HB129 expanded the 
program to include service lines in addition to extending main lines to 
unserved towns… 
 
The propane industry sees the idea much differently, of course, arguing it 
gives an unfair advantage to a major corporation. Its benefits are being 

 

48  Utah energy group says rate hike will help bring natural gas to rural towns  2020 04 22 

https://www.sltrib.com/news/environment/2020/04/22/program-would-bring/ Accessed 2020 04 24   
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exaggerated, while its true costs are being buried, the Rocky Mountain 
Propane Association wrote in an April 2 filing with the PSC… 
 
The Utah Division of Public Utilities has yet to be convinced that the 
project is in the public interest, citing numerous deficiencies in the 
information provided by the utility. For starters, the division insists Eureka 
residents be fully informed of the costs and risks they face by switching to 
natural gas… 
 
Is it worth spending $20 million so Eureka’s 700 residents and its 
businesses can have access to natural gas? The answer to this big 
question, now pending before Utah utility regulators, depends on many 
factors, but it has already been determined who would pay: Everyone in 
Utah who uses natural gas. 

 
Note $20 million for Eureka’s 360 homes = $55,556 per home. 
 
 

https://rmpropane.org/
https://rmpropane.org/
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NY Utility Distribution Pipe Data 

The charts below are extracted from a spreadsheet available on the American Gas Association website.49  These charts 
don’t directly impact the calculations in this report but are included as background indicating the status of pipes for NY’s 
utilities.   The charts delineate installation service pipes by decade by utility, main pipes by decade by utility and material 
and sizes of pipes by utility.  Together they show historic trends and the relative status of the state’s gas utility’s pipe 
infrastructure. 

 
Service Pipes by utility: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
49  Distribution Pipe by Company Annual Data 1990-2016 -  American Gas Association https://www.aga.org/research/data/distribution-pipe-by-
company-annual-data-1990--2016/ Accessed 2020 04 09 

https://www.aga.org/research/data/distribution-pipe-by-company-annual-data-1990--2016/
https://www.aga.org/research/data/distribution-pipe-by-company-annual-data-1990--2016/
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Main pipes by utility by decade: 
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Material and size of pipes by utility: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


