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A. What one mill per kWh of efficiency will buy

This is an analysis of electricity and non-electricity benefits
 from a standard utility low-income electricity efficiency program, funded by a charge of one mill per kilowatthour (kWh) assessed on all kWhs sold in the U.S., and operated in all 50 states. 

One mill (one-tenth of a cent) per kWh -- for a typical residential customer about $1.00 a month
 -- would raise about $3.8 billion nationally, $120 million in the Entergy territories, for a low-income efficiency program. (This is in addition to whatever is already spent currently in some of the states, including DOE programs in the Entergy states.) Over time, the investment would be returned almost seven-fold. Here is what it would buy (undiscounted) for each year of spending on a typical low-income program:

	Benefits of one mill for low-income efficiency
	US
	Entergy

	Low-income homes served
	3,500,000
	110,000

	KWH saved (life of measures)
	84B
	2.7B

	 
	
	 

	Participating Customer bill savings
	$6.9B
	$215M

	Savings to other ratepayers (arrears, shut-offs)
	$1.4B
	$45M

	Saved moving costs
	$540M
	$17M

	Increased earnings of children
	
	 

	    (from staying in school without being homeless)
	$28M
	$910,000 

	Avoided fire damage
	$2.7B
	$88M

	Saved uninsured medical costs & lost work
	$2.9B
	$93M

	Increased property values
	$8.9B
	$288M

	Net GDP gain
	$280M
	$9.0M

	Net wage & salary gain
	$1.4B
	$45M

	Water saved 
	$1.6B
	$52M

	Total of these savings (life of measures)
	$26.6B
	$850M

	     as multiple of cost
	7.0
	6.9

	 
	
	 

	Families saved from homelessness
	1,100,000
	35,000

	Net new jobs
	75,303
	2,437

	Gallons of water saved
	400B
	13B

	CO2 saved (Tons)
	52M
	1.8M

	Equivalent to removing cars
	1.3M
	42,000

	Natural gas saved (MCF)
	941M
	30M


Savings are computed for the lifetime of the measures installed, which averages about 16 years. The savings displayed represent the total savings for one year of program investment. For example, a $629 efficient refrigerator will save, on average, 750 kWh per year for each of 20 years, totaling 15,000 kWh.
 All savings are stated on this lifetime basis.

Low-income efficiency measures
 assumed include efficient refrigerators, compact fluorescent lights
 and torchieres,
 water heater wrap, pipe wrap, faucet aerators, showerheads,
 and building shell insulation and sealing (weatherization).
 To be conservative and to simplify the analysis, the value of only electricity and water end-use savings were considered.
 Average expenditure per treated home was assumed to be about $1100 (although all possible measures would cost about $2800 if all were installed).

Electric utility savings displayed include kWh, bill savings to the customer (undiscounted), and savings to utilities (i.e., ratepayers) due to reduced costs of carrying arrears and disconnecting and reconnecting customers.

There are two components of costs related to unpaid utility bills. One is the cost of non-payment of bills that is recovered through rates. The second is the administration of these non-payment-related activities (shut-offs, payment plans, etc), discussed in the next sub-section.  Low-income customers are more likely to be in arrears due to lack of funds with which to pay utility bills than are non-low-income customers.  Since studies show these customers want to pay their bills if they can,
 DSM measures that release funds are more likely to result in arrearage payments from low-income customers than from others.  

Arrearage reduction (cost of money, uncollectibles, collection costs).
  A review of studies of arrearage reduction benefits conducted for the Boston Edison Settlement Board by the Tellus Institute shows that energy efficiency programs generate reductions in arrearages ranging from $0 to $469 per participating household.
  An Oak Ridge National Laboratory study, for example, found an average reduced arrearage value of $32 per weatherized low-income household relative to program costs of  $1,550.
  Similarly, a study of a Pacific Gas and Electric low-income weatherization and education program found that reduced carrying charges on arrearages range between $4 and $63 per weatherized household.

In Colorado write-offs dropped 18 percent at weatherized homes. Further, arrearages dropped 26 percent, emergency gas assistance calls dropped 74 percent, and bills were reduced 22 percent.  Total annual benefit to the utility is estimated at $30.56 per participating household on a $2417 per household cost, not counting reductions in complaints and collection costs, increases in comfort and health, and increases in discretionary income.
   Another study found that all benefits associated with reduced uncollectibles range between $16 and $58 per weatherized household.
 

Massachusetts Electric Co.’s (MECo’s) impact evaluation of non-energy benefits from its Appliance Management Program
 includes a broad review of the non-energy benefits at efficiency programs that target customers in arrears as opposed to those programs that do not so target.
 The study found that arrearages are reduced as a result of both kinds of programs but that the targeted programs produce about 9.5 times the benefit as non-targeted programs. The evaluation also found that MECO’s non-targeted program resulted in average arrearage reductions of $7.60. Weatherized homes, with larger savings, will reap greater benefits, $22 (not targeted) to $210 (targeted), on average. For this analysis, we used the conservative results of an Oak Ridge National Laboratory Study, $32 savings on a $1550 investment (about two percent).

Site visits for terminations, reconnections..
 At least two site visits are required each time a customer is terminated for non-payment and then reconnected. Typically, such site visits cost at least $35. Total savings, then, are the number of terminations avoided as a result of the program times $35. MECo assumes the incidence of low-income termination is twice that of other residential customers, which is 3 percent. Thus we compute this benefit (per average participant) as 6 percent times $35, or $2.10.

Other participant benefits
 relate to both safety
 and economic well-being.

Moving expenses, homelessness.
 Research shows that termination of utility service is a frequent cause of a low-income family’s moving to other shelter or even to homelessness. For example, a Philadelphia study found that 32 percent of low-income households move after utility termination. 
  Similarly, a study of homelessness in Northern Kentucky indicates that utility shutoffs were among the primary causes of homelessness in that region.

An analysis conducted by the Upjohn Institute of the determinants of the decision of low-income renters to move out of their dwellings reveals that low-income renters are willing to pay sizable portions of their annual incomes to avoid moving.
  The study further reveals that there is a very high psychological and financial cost of mobility among low-income renters, particularly those who are elderly or whose households include children.  The study found average moving costs for "typical" low-income households to be between ten percent and 20 percent of annual income.
  Thus there is high value to programs that reduce the need of low-income households to move.  

Low-income energy efficiency improvements reduce forced mobility by reducing the level of energy/utility expenditure required to attain a minimal living standard, thus freeing up funds to pay rent or other required housing costs while also paying the utility bill.  In addition, weatherization improvements ameliorate dangerous or substandard conditions in heating equipment or building shell that might otherwise force a household to relocate. 

Thus reducing terminations for non-payment reduces the need for families to move. The benefit of avoiding this cost could be computed as the number of avoided annual terminations times average moving cost times the 32 percent incidence of terminations causing forced mobility.  One study
 computes this value as $50 per household annually. We conservatively assumed a $500 (avoided) moving cost, multiplied by the above-mentioned 6 percent termination rate times the above-mentioned 32 percent of terminations resulting in a move.  We also included a conservative computation of the lost value of education, $26.06, which reflects the lost earning power of children who lose education due to homelessness.
  Computed this way, the total comes to $10.10 per average participant per year.

Fire.  Many low-income households have old and poorly maintained space and water heating systems that present safety risks to occupants.  High utility bills and service disconnections lead to use of fire-hazardous alternative heating sources, such as electric space heaters or gas grills.

The danger of fire in low-income homes can be reduced, at least by elimination of the use of electric space heaters that cause fires both from contact and from overuse on inadequate wiring. Reduced lighting wattage also reduces fires due to inadequate wiring. Estimates of this value are as high as $425.78.
 We assume a quarter of this value for the 25 percent of homes that are assumed to be weatherized.

Illness. 25  Considerable research shows that there are substantial low-income health problems caused by lack of heat.
 The elderly poor are particularly susceptible to weather-induced health problems.  Indeed, hypothermia and hyperthermia are examples of potentially fatal health conditions that are most common among elderly people with limited ability to pay for adequate levels of energy service.
  For example, among those most likely to develop hypothermia are the poor who cannot afford to pay for adequate home heating.
 Older people living in poverty are more likely than their non-poor counterparts to experience rapidly declining health and to develop difficulties performing routine daily activities as they age.  Thus, low-income individuals are at a much higher risk of requiring nursing home care as they age.
  Finally, high energy burdens cause low-income households to forego expenditures on preventive health measures and nutritional food items.

A modest estimate of the cost of lost work days and over-the-counter medicine is $150 per weatherized home per year, which does not include the intrinsic value of lost good health and other medical care costs such as nursing homes. Also not accounted for here are health benefits that result from increased disposable income due to lower utility bills, which can be devoted to improved nutrition and preventive medical care. 

Property value.  Studies confirm that efficiency investments increase the value of a home, proportionately to the energy and utility savings achieved. The value of these energy savings in increased property value has been established as $20.70 for each dollar in annual energy savings.
 For this purpose, landlords are considered program participants.

Value of continued service (reduced service termination.
  Customers place a high value on continuous electricity service.  Valuation of lost service due to outages has been performed in connection with service quality cases.  Skumatz estimates, based on survey research, a value of $13.03 per participant.
 To be conservative, we do not include this value here.

Comfort. Customers used to old, noisy refrigerators are understandably thrilled with the comparative ease of use of a new one.  Similarly, customers place a high value on the elimination of drafts and other benefits of a fully weatherized home. 

This inherently subjective value has also been estimated by Skumatz, based on survey techniques, at 12 percent of the total benefit. 
  Skumatz survey results show that customers value this comfort almost as highly as the bill savings themselves, the midpoint ranging between 75 percent and 92 percent of bill savings.
  To be conservative, we do not use this value here.  

Water costs about six mills per gallon in places such as Washington, D.C. We assumed an average value of water of four mills per gallon.

Other benefits of efficiency spread benefits across the society and the economy 

Economic development benefits have been shown to increase both annual wages and salaries and Gross Domestic Product (GDP) over time.
 Investments in energy efficiency lower consumer energy expenditures, thereby allowing increased spending in other sectors of the economy.  While specific changes in total employment generated by energy efficiency expenditures depend on the structure of a local or regional economy, research has generally demonstrated that increased non-energy expenditures produce net employment gains as well as other contributions to economic well being.
 Energy expenditures typically represent cash outflows from a regional economy.  Efficiency-based expenditure reductions are generally redirected in a manner that, particularly after accounting for multiplier effects, produce significant net employment and income gains.  Furthermore, the electric industry is among the most capital-intensive in the economy.  Redirecting expenditures away from these industries and toward more labor-intensive sectors, such as retail trade or services, results in total employment and income gains.
 Finally, there is also an incremental economic development benefit associated with energy efficiency investment that benefits low-income households.  As income declines there is an increasing propensity to spend and a proportionate decreasing propensity to save.
 Therefore, in the case of low-income households, savings stemming from energy efficiency improvements are likely to be immediately redirected into the local economy.  Higher income households are more likely to save a portion of the savings, thus reducing the economic "ripple effect" that re-spending creates.

Environmental savings (emission reductions) and fuel savings have been quantified but not monetarily in this analysis. Water savings were developed in the context of a utility efficiency program.
 Carbon dioxide savings are based on US Environmental Protection Agency data.
 To translate CO2 savings into an equivalent number of cars removed from the road, we assumed averages of 12,000 miles at 20 miles per gallon and an average life for cars of seven years.

There are also categories of benefit from low-income efficiency programs that have not been quantified due to a paucity of data or the lack of agreement on a calculation methodology. These include:

1. Contribution to fixed costs by sales retained rather than lost due to turn-offs for non-payment. These contributions are similar to those used to justify economic development rates in many jurisdictions to prevent loss of large business customers.

2. Value in the electricity wholesale marketplace of demand reductions that lower total demand and thus lower the highest bid accepted, which (for example) in the PJM pool has been estimated to be 14-24 cents per kWh during heavy load summer hours.
 

3. Although there is much agreement that low-income efficiency programs reduce utility administrative and regulatory costs,
 there has been no quantification of this benefit.

4. Taxpayer benefits from cost reductions due to efficiency programs, including:

a. reduced fire department costs due to reduction in fires; 

b. reduced Medicaid costs due to improvements in health;

c. reduced building and health department costs due to improvements in structures;

d. reduced homeless shelter costs due to reductions in terminations that cause homelessness; 
 and

e. increases in the real estate tax base due to increases in property values.

5. The societal benefit of increasing the level of equity in society.  The energy cost burden
 of a low-income household is as much as five times higher than that of a median income household.
  Paying energy and utility bills requires that other necessities must be foregone.  This energy budget dilemma is faced uniquely by the poor.
  For example, expenditures for electricity by low-income households represent, on average, 7.7 percent of their total income; the very poor, living at less than 50 percent of the federally-determined poverty level spend 23 percent.  In contrast, the average residential consumer spends only 2.4 percent of income on electricity.
  The societal benefit stemming from the reduction of this gap is reflected not only by increased fairness, but also by the reduced requirement of low-income households to forego other necessities.  The public, in recognition of the benefit associated with reduction of the energy burden gap, has shown strong support for taking care of the energy needs of low-income households.
  

Conclusion

Low-income energy efficiency is one of the most cost-effective investments a utility can make from the standpoint of program participants, non-participant customers, and society as a whole. Nationwide, a one mill per kWh investment will conservatively return more than $26B over the average 16-year life of the investment, a benefit:cost ratio of about 7.

B. The Socioeconomic Context

1. Gaps in the federal response (LIHEAP and Medicaid) while low-income families struggle to pay their utility bills before winter.

To date, the Administration has refused to release $300 million ($300M) in emergency LIHEAP funds appropriated for the last fiscal year despite the urgent need to cover unmet needs from last year’s difficult winter. As we enter another winter, thousands of families face utility shut-offs as they struggle with the fall-out from last winter, which featured:

· Natural gas prices 42 per cent higher than the winter before;

· Oil prices 36 per cent higher than the winter before; and

· A winter that was ten percent colder than the winter before.

As a result, low-income families had to allocate 20 percent of their small incomes for energy -- five times the four percent spent by other households.

The number of families receiving LIHEAP assistance increased 30 percent, though LIHEAP could still only serve 17 percent of the 29 million eligible households.

Families threatened with shut-offs of winter heat include:

· At least 64,000 in Georgia, where some customers have unpaid winter bills of as much as $2000;

· About 34,000 in Delaware, where the average back bill has doubled;

· In Massachusetts, where arrearages increased as much as 30 percent;

· In Arkansas, where 34,000 homes are without gas service and another 6,000 are close to shut-off;
 and

· In Rhode Island, where more than 7,000 have been unable to afford to restore their shut-off utility service.

Not only may LIHEAP funds decline, but Medicaid funding is projected to drop by $565M. The formula for federal funding is based on the last three years of economic activity in each state and so does not immediately reflect the current downturn. The losses include:


Arkansas

$ 7.6M


Louisiana

$10.0M


Mississippi

$19.1M


Texas


$52.7M


4 STATE TOTAL
$89.4M

Similarly, funding shortfalls for the Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) feeding program may fall short by as many as 345,000 participants.

All of these adverse impacts on low-income families are, of course, made worse by the sinking economy.

Total unemployment had jumped to 13.6 million workers in October, representing 9.5 percent of the work force. (Press reports were based on the “officially” unemployed, or 5.4 percent of the workforce, the highest since December 1996 and the largest one-month increase since February 1986.
)  The October total is comprised of:

· the officially unemployed 






7.7M

· the underemployed







4.5M

· the discouraged and others not counted in the official estimate
1.4M

(Note that the official “discouraged” category only includes those who have looked for work in the past 12 months. There is a total of about four million out-of-work workers who report that they want a job.)

The October total unemployed is 3.8 million more than just one year before, which was the unemployment rate low-point. (The breakdown of this increase:  2.2 million official, 1.2 million underemployed, 0.4 million others not counted.)

More than a quarter of the unemployed have been out of work for 15 weeks or longer. (This fraction is rising and reached 28 percent in December.) November logged the largest increase in long-term unemployment since World War II – those out-of-work for 27 weeks or longer, thus running out of unemployment benefits.
 By December, more than 13 percent of the officially unemployed had reached this point. The service sector, on which many low-income people depend for work, lost 111,000 jobs in October – the largest one-month loss on record, which goes back to 1939. The private sector eliminated 439,000 jobs in October, the most in one month since February 1975.
 

At an average of 2.59 persons per household,
 the impact of the failure of the economy to provide full employment touches more than 36 million people, about the combined population (men, women, and children) of the entire metropolitan areas of New York City (Bridgeport, Connecticut to Trenton) and Los Angeles (including Orange County) or of the 32 largest cities (New York City through Kansas City, Missouri).

Even using conservative assumptions that two-thirds of the unemployed would work at the federal minimum wage ($5.15/hour) while the rest worked at the average wage ($491.98/week), lost wages to the unemployed total $216 billion per year.

It has been projected that unemployment will rise to seven percent in this recession,
 which would be the highest since 1992’s average of 7.5 percent.
 That would raise the total unemployment totals to about 15.9 million unemployed, losing wages of $249 billion per year.

The rise in unemployment probably reflects the fact that a recession has been underway since last March.
 Industrial production in this recession has dropped more sharply than usual.
 The 0.4 percent gross domestic product (GDP) decline in the third quarter is the largest decline in ten years. Business investment dropped more than ten percent in two consecutive quarters (12 percent in the third quarter) for the first time since 1982. Exports fell for four consecutive months (17% in September), the largest decline since 1957.

The “interior South” (Arkansas, Louisiana, and Mississippi, as well as Alabama, Kentucky and Tennessee), relatively dependent on the volatile manufacturing sector, has lost twice as many jobs per capita as the rest of the nation.

Impact of September 11

The change from September to October provides some idea of the impact of September 11, although BLS statisticians are careful to point out that they cannot untangle the impact of September 11 from the economic decline that was already started. Total unemployment increase in the one month: 1,118,000 individuals.

In just that one month, 732,000 people were added to the officially unemployed – the highest percentage increase since December 1996 – along with 274,000 underemployed and 112,000 who dropped out of the official work force. 

Lost wages (on the same conservative basis as above) just from the net 415,000 jobs that disappeared was $125M per year. In addition, hours of work and overtime available to employed workers declined, at a cost to workers in additional lost wages of $4.4 billion ($4.4B).

2. Estimates of potential increases in poverty and the shreds in the safety net.

Although poverty was recently reported at the lowest levels since 1979,
 11.5 percent nationwide, the economic downturn made that report instantly obsolete. (Note that these data are described as poverty statistics but would be better described as measures of destitution since the official poverty line is so low.) Furthermore, the dissolving of the safety net that existed in past recessions could make the impact of this recession much more severe on low-income families than past recessions.
 The national Hunger in America 2001 survey reports 50 percent more elderly Americans seeking the help of food pantries compared to three years ago.
 Forty-five percent of families using food pantries must choose between paying for food or utilities.

· Workers for small businesses and other businesses that do not offer health insurance are not eligible for COBRA health insurance coverage when they lose their jobs. This is estimated to affect 43 percent of workers.

· Even before the downturn, increased employment earnings by single low-income mothers was totally offset by reductions in benefits, including cash assistance and food stamps. In fact, working poor families headed by single mothers grew poorer during the last boom.

· Arkansas and Louisiana even tax the incomes of poor and working poor families. Of the 42 states with an income tax, Arkansas levies the 6th highest on a family of four at the poverty line and 7th highest at 125 percent of the poverty line; Louisiana is 13th and 16th, respectively. (For a family of three, Arkansas is 16th and 7th, respectively, while Louisiana is 9th and 12th.) Mississippi does not tax families at the poverty line; at 125 percent of poverty, it is 16th lowest for a family of four, 22nd lowest for a family of three. Texas has no income tax.

· The gap between the highest quintile of income and the lowest grew significantly during the 1990’s, with the greatest Entergy-state gaps in Louisiana and Texas.  The latest Census report on poverty includes national data showing that income gaps remained at these levels, which are at or near the greatest they have been since before World War II. In 2000, the share of the national household income received by the poorest fifth of households was at the lowest level on record (i.e., since 1967).  Those who were poor in 2000 fell farther below the poverty line than in any year since that statistic was kept (1979).  For elderly Americans, the poverty rate actually rose slightly.

· Although there have been economic improvements, the overwhelming economic reality of the Entergy states, compared to the rest of the nation, is substantial levels of poverty. Depending on the measure used and the state observed, poverty rates in the Entergy states are 13 percent to 62 percent higher than the national average.

· Unemployment and cash assistance benefits have declined sharply.  Unemployment insurance covered only 36 percent of workers on average – less in 26 states --  compared with more than 40 per cent in the past. For example, steady part-time workers are often denied unemployment benefits.
 From 1990- to 1999, the fraction of lost income replaced by unemployment benefits has fallen from 38 percent to a third.
 Research shows that a family cuts food spending by 22 percent when its head becomes unemployed – seven percent even with unemployment benefits.
 In a typical state, under the Aid for Families with Dependent Children program (which has been supplanted by the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, or TANF, program) for a family of three with no other income, inflation-adjusted benefits fell 40 percent between 1975 and 1996.  Since 1998, many more families have been subject to the “two years’ of TANF benefits and you’re out” rule imposed in some states. (The TANF lifetime maximum is five years.) The number of families receiving assistance has been cut in half by “welfare reform” – 59 per cent; a quarter to a half of those dropped do not find permanent work. 

Recessions add to the numbers of families that fall into poverty. For example, in the boomtime of fiscal 2000, about 7.2 million women, infants and children participated in the WIC feeding program. By August 2001, participation had risen to 7.455 million, an increase of more than 250,000 as unemployment was rising. Unemployment sustained at current levels could add another 100,000 participants to the WIC rolls; unemployment at 7 percent could add 600,000.  And, as noted above, funding will not be adequate to support this level of need. 

In 1993, after the last recession (1990-91), the poverty rate was 15.1 percent. If the current recession caused the poverty rate to reach similar levels, the recession would add more than ten million people to the poverty (destitution) rolls.

3. Some of the direct losses as a result of September 11.

US Government budget impacts (with interest, 2001-2010)

Economic slowdown





$719B

Assumed $100B stimulus package



$152B

$20B one-time emergency funding, $20B annual defense and security measures, airline assistance, victim compensation

$286B

The current amounts (average 2001-2002):

Economic slowdown


$120B

Stimulus




$ 33B

Emergency




$ 16B

Additional specific budget costs, probably included in the above:

Victim compensation, up to

$15B

New York City Police overtime this year , compared to last year (and not including effect on higher pensions later) $1.4B

Airline assistance



$15B

Losses in other parts of the economy

The combination of economic recession, stock market declines, and diversion of funds to the September 11 catastrophe has been devastating for other charities. Nonprofit directors estimate donations are falling as much as 20 percent this year,
 although the Red Cross has collected $542M.

The six largest airlines lost $2.7B in the third quarter after federal aid
 -- that is $30M a day.

The Postal Service estimates it has lost $3B to $4B due to the attacks.

Insurance losses from September 11 are estimated at $40B to $70B.

The New York City Partnership estimates the city’s economic loss from September 11 at $16B to $33B more than insurance and Federal payments.

4. Summary of changes in socioeconomic indicators in the last year

While the poor bear a heavy burden even in good economic times, when recessions or disasters (natural or otherwise) hit the economy, the poor are usually the first to face often dire impacts on their lives and the last to recover – if they ever can.  The federal, state, and local governments should increase assistance during these times of need, not cut back even further.  As more and more families are affected by increased unemployment, high utility bills, less food and medical assistance, and time limits on cash assistance, we will see sharply increasing rates of homelessness, illness, and despair.

The tables and charts that follow update and add to the data presented to the Entergy Low-Income Summit in November 2000. In summary, low-income families in the Entergy states have been hurt in the past year by energy prices that have risen sharply while their incomes have failed to keep pace and, in two of the four states, have actually dropped. The data reflect the position of low-income families after the longest boom in American economic history. Economic recession, such as the one now starting, hits low-income families first and most. 

Electricity burdens continue to be two to three times greater for Entergy’s low-income families than for median income households. The year 2000 was particularly difficult as gas prices reached record levels; Entergy residential electricity prices jumped as much as 18% and residential bills rose as much as 22%. Gas prices have eased off in 2001 but for most of the year have remained at levels above those seen over the past 25 years.

Although Entergy rates remain below U.S. averages, consumption requirements and therefore bills remain above average. 

Although there have been economic improvements, the overwhelming economic reality of the Entergy states, compared to the rest of the nation, is substantial levels of poverty. Depending on the measure used and the state observed, poverty rates in the Entergy states are 23% to 62% higher than the national average. Perhaps more seriously, the gap between the richest and poorest fifths of the population is growing in every state.

Inflation-adjusted incomes of the poorest fifth did grow in Arkansas and Mississippi over the last 20 years, while the national trend is down. However incomes of the richest fifth grew much faster (though not as much faster as the rest of the country, so the income gap in the Entergy states widened at a slower-than-average pace). Further, income declines for the poorest fifth in Louisiana and Texas were worse than the national average.

The context for this growing inequality includes median incomes ranked 48, 49, and 50 out of 51 – Louisiana, Mississippi, and Arkansas, respectively; Texas is 31st. Median incomes grew at about the average national rate in Arkansas and Texas but lagged in Louisiana and actually declined in Mississippi. The four states rank at or near the bottom of the nation in indicators of social well-being such as infant mortality,
 children in poverty, families without health insurance, unobligated federal funds for Transitional Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), and what the U.S. Agriculture Department continues to euphemistically call “food insecurity.”

	Entergy Electricity Burden
	Arkansas
	Louisiana
	New Orleans
	Mississippi
	Texas
	US

	Median income
	
	3.4%
	4.1%
	4.1%
	3.2%
	3.1%
	2.0%

	Federal Minimum Wage
	7.9%
	9.5%
	8.5%
	7.7%
	9.6%
	7.1%


Sources: US Census, DOE, DOL, Entergy
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Entergy Electricity Prices and Bills
	Entergy State Electricity Bills
	Res. KWH
	Rank
	State vs. U.S.
	Entergy KWH
	Entergy v State

	Arkansas
	1009
	14
	117%
	999
	99%
	 

	Louisiana
	1229
	2
	142%
	1225
	100%
	 

	Mississippi
	1180
	4
	136%
	1188
	101%
	 

	Texas
	1155
	5
	133%
	1290
	112%
	 

	U.S.
	
	
	866
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Avg.Bill
	Rank
	State vs. US
	Entergy
	Entergy v. State

	Arkansas
	$74.94
	18
	106%
	$82.06
	109%
	 

	Louisiana
	$87.54
	2
	124%
	$89.65
	102%
	 

	Mississippi
	$79.70
	14
	113%
	$77.72
	98%
	 

	Texas
	$87.26
	3
	123%
	$84.78
	97%
	 

	U.S.
	 
	 
	$70.68
	 
	 
	 


Source: US DOE EIA (1999, latest available)

Entergy state electricity prices

	 


	res. price per kwh
	rank
	% below US avg

	Arkansas            
	7.48
	30
	9%

	Louisiana           
	7.91
	23
	4%

	Mississippi         
	7.03
	38
	15%

	Texas               
	7.90
	24
	4%

	U.S.
	8.23
	 
	 


Source: US DOE EIA (2000)

	Entergy average residential bills

	 
	1999
	2000
	increase

	Arkansas            
	$985
	$1,029
	4%

	Louisiana           
	
	 

	  -GSI
	$1,116
	$1,184
	6%

	  -La.
	$1,084
	$1,272
	17%

	  -NO
	$932
	$1,102
	18%

	Mississippi         
	$933
	$1,005
	8%

	Texas               
	$1,017
	$1,246
	22%


	Entergy average residential rates

	 
	1999
	2000
	increase

	Arkansas            
	0.0821
	0.0827
	1%

	Louisiana           
	 
	
	 

	  -GSI
	0.0706
	0.0748
	6%

	  -La.
	0.0742
	0.0829
	12%

	  -NO
	0.0756
	0.0865
	14%

	Mississippi         
	0.0654
	0.0685
	5%

	Texas               
	0.0657
	0.0777
	18%


Source: Entergy

Inequality Indicators

	Inequality of inflation-adjusted incomes of families
	 
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	 
	
	1978-1980
	1988-1990
	1996-1998
	change
	

	Arkansas
	bottom 20%
	$9,408
	$9,066
	$10,771
	14%
	

	 
	top 20%
	$80,538
	$84,336
	$99,519
	24%
	

	Louisiana
	bottom 20%
	$10,757
	$7,360
	$9,289
	-14%
	

	 
	top 20%
	$98,077
	$114,910
	$111,441
	14%
	

	Mississippi
	bottom 20%
	$9,402
	$8,163
	$10,279
	9%
	

	 
	top 20%
	$83,595
	$89,350
	$105,612
	26%
	

	Texas
	bottom 20%
	$12,350
	$10,862
	$11,200
	-9%
	

	 
	top 20%
	$105,867
	$111,755
	$130,302
	23%
	

	U.S.
	bottom 20%
	$13,883
	$12,883
	$12,986
	-6%
	

	 
	top 20%
	$103,120
	$119,618
	$137,485
	33%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gap widening
	
	
	
	
	
	

	top/bottom ratio
	1978-1980
	1988-1990
	1996-1998
	increase
	inequality rank (1=most)

	Arkansas
	
	8.6
	9.3
	9.2
	8%
	28

	Louisiana
	
	9.1
	15.6
	12.0
	32%
	4

	Mississippi
	
	8.9
	10.9
	10.3
	16%
	15

	Texas
	
	8.6
	10.3
	11.6
	36%
	7

	U.S.
	 
	7.4
	9.3
	10.6
	43%
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities from U.S. Census
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Poverty rates
	1998-2000
	vs. U.S.
	
	
	

	Arkansas
	
	15.8%
	133%
	
	
	

	Louisiana
	
	18.6%
	156%
	
	
	

	Mississippi
	
	15.5%
	130%
	
	
	

	Texas
	
	14.9%
	125%
	
	
	

	U.S.
	 
	11.9%
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source: U.S. Census, Poverty in the United States 2000 (2001)
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+14%

+24%
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+14%
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+9%



+26%

+26%

-9%

+23%

-6%

+33%


Socioeconomic Indicators

	State/Jurisdiction:
	Arkansas
	Louisiana
	NOrleans
	Mississippi
	Texas
	US
	Sources

	Child welfare rank (1998)
	47
	49
	
	50
	38
	
	Annie E. Casey Fdn from US data

	Low birth weight (1998)
	8.9%
	10.1%
	 
	10.1%
	7.4%
	7.6%
	Children’s

	 -compared to US avg
	117%
	133%
	 
	133%
	97%
	
	 Defense Fund

	 -rank
	44
	49
	 
	49
	21
	
	 from US data

	.(1994)
	
	 
	12.2%
	 
	 
	
	 

	Infant mortality (1998)
	8.9%
	9.1%
	
	10.1%
	6.4%
	
	

	 -compared to US avg
	124%
	126%
	
	140%
	89%
	
	

	 -rank
	43
	44
	
	49
	11
	
	

	Children in poverty (1997)
	25%
	36%
	
	25%
	24%
	20%
	Children’s Defense Fund from US data

	 -rank
	48
	49
	
	44
	41
	
	 

	.(1989)
	
	
	46%
	
	
	18.3%
	Casey Fdn. 

	 
	
	
	(up fr 36% in 1969)
	
	
	

	 -compared to US avg
	126%
	131%
	231%
	123%
	119%
	
	 

	Children (under 19) Without Health Insurance (1997-1999)
	19.9%
	21.9%
	
	18.2%
	25.2%
	
	Children’s 

	-rank
	46
	47
	
	40
	50
	
	Defense Fund

	Working poor parents w/o health ins (1995-97)
	61.1%
	54.4%
	 
	41.7%
	63.1%
	46.1%
	Ctr. on Budget & Policy Priorities

	 -compared to US avg
	133%
	118%
	 
	90%
	137%
	
	(CBPP) fr. US Census Mar. CPS

	"Food Insecurity" (1996-98) 
	13%
	13%
	
	14%
	13%
	10%
	USDA

	 -rank (of 51)
	46
	47
	
	50
	49
	
	 

	 -compared to US avg
	130%
	132%
	
	144%
	133%
	
	 

	Elderly poor despite Social Security (1993-97)
	20%
	19%
	 
	21%
	17%
	13%
	CBPP from Census

	 -compared to US avg
	154%
	146%
	 
	162%
	131%
	
	 

	TANF recipients (Jan. 1993 to June 2000)
	-62%
	-70%
	
	-81%
	-56%
	-59%
	US HHS

	 -compared to US avg
	105%
	119%
	
	137%
	95%
	
	 

	Percent of TANF funds not obligated (Fed. FY 1997-2000)
	11%
	26%
	
	17%
	7%
	
	CBPP from 

	-rank (of 51)
	39
	49
	
	46
	35
	
	 HHS

	Below Federal Poverty Line (FPL) (1999)
	14.7%
	19.2%
	35.7%
	16.1%
	15.0%
	11.8%
	US Census CPS*

	 -compared to US avg
	125%
	163%
	259%
	136%
	127%
	
	 

	.(1995)
	 
	 
	33.6%
	 
	 
	13.8%
	 

	 -compared to US avg
	 
	 
	243%
	 
	 
	
	 

	Below 125% Federal Poverty Line (FPL) (2000)
	24.5%
	25.6%
	
	19.5%
	20.3%
	15.8%
	

	-compared to US avg.
	156%
	162%
	
	123%
	128%
	
	

	Below 125% FPL (1999)
	20.2%
	23.8%
	41.4%
	20.4%
	19.6%
	16.2%
	US Census CPS*

	 -compared to US avg.
	125%
	147%
	255%
	126%
	121%
	
	 

	Median Household Income (2000)
	$30,293
	$30,219
	$27,153
	$31,528
	$39,842
	$42,148
	US Census 

	-compared to US avg.
	72%
	72%
	64%
	75%
	95%
	
	CPS*

	-rank
	50
	48
	
	49
	31
	
	

	-compared to 1997-1999
	107%
	103%
	103%
	91%
	107%
	106%
	

	Median Household Income (1997-99)
	$28,398
	$33,218
	$26,362
	$30,628
	$37,320
	$39,657
	US Census CPS*

	 -compared to US avg
	72%
	84%
	66%
	77%
	94%
	
	 

	.(1995)
	 
	 
	$22,285 
	 
	 
	$34,076
	(* New Orleans estimated fr. 1989-

	 -compared to US avg
	 
	 
	65%
	 
	 
	
	95 poverty, 1989-99 La. Incomes)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	


� See generally J. Howat and J. Oppenheim, “Analysis of Low-Income Benefits in Determining Cost-Effectiveness of Energy Efficiency Programs” (National Consumer Law Center, April 1999), filed in Mass. D.T.E. 98-100 (August 27, 1999) by a coalition of 20 parties that included 11 utilities – every electric utility in Massachusetts but one, covering 98% of the Commonwealth, as well as gas utilities covering about three-quarters of the Commonwealth.  Some research first assembled in the Howat-Oppenheim paper is referenced here, as well as additional research and computation.


� Average U.S. residential consumption in 2000 was 10,331 kwh per year (EIA).


� Fifty percent saturation assumed.


� In addition to administration, evaluation, and education. Costs and savings are based on studies by Oak Ridge National Laboratory and experience in Massachusetts.


� 4.3 per home at $14 each, saving 70 kwh each per year.


� In 9.8 percent of homes at $50, saving 375 kwh per year.


� Water measures in 42% of homes at $62.50, saving 350 kwh per year.


� In 25 percent of homes at $2000, saving 2177 kwh per year.


� The natural gas savings are due to reduced electricity generation.


�  R. Grosse, "Win-Win Alternatives to Credit & Collections" (Wisconsin Public Service Co. 1997).


� See e.g., Mass. DTE 98-100 Guideline 3.3.2(e)(i,ii,iv). The Massachusetts commission has established guidelines for assessing cost-effectiveness of utility efficiency programs.


� Biewald, et.al., "Non-Price Factors of Boston Edison's Demand-Side Management Programs: A Review of the Societal Benefits of Energy Efficiency," (1995), at pp. 14-2 - 14-5.  The authors issue numerous caveats regarding the comparison of results from different studies. For example, they cite differences in the measures installed and information provided through different programs, other administrative and programmatic distinctions, and variations of benefit measurement methodologies.


� Linda G. Berry, et al., "Progress Report of the National Weatherization Assistance Program," at 38, 45 (Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 1997).


� Lisa A. Skumatz, Chris Ann Dickerson, "Extra! Extra! Non-Energy Benefits Swamp Load Impacts for PG&E Program!" 1998 Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings Proceeding, pp. 8.301-8.307 (American Council for and Energy Efficient Economy, 1998).  (Present values were calculated based on a ten year lifetime, discounted at four percent annually.)  


� J.K. Magouirk, "Evaluation of Non-energy benefits from the Energy $avings Partners Program," 1995 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Chicago, pp. 155-175 (1995).


� Lisa A. Skumatz (Skumatz Economic Research Associates), Chris Ann Dickerson (PG&E), "Extra! Extra! Non-Energy Benefits Swamp Load Impacts for PG&E Program!" 1998 Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings Proceeding, p. 8.307 (American Council for and Energy Efficient Economy, 1998).


� Jane Peters, et al., “Final Report: Non-Energy Benefits Accruing to Massachusetts Electric Company From the Appliance Management Program” (Research Into Action, Dec. 1999).


� At pp. 8-15.


� L. Berry, M. Brown, L Kinney, “Progress Report of the National Weatherization Assistance Program” (1997).


� See e.g., DTE 98-100 Guideline 3.3.2(e)(iii) (Mass.).


� See e.g., DTE 98-100 Guideline 3.3.3(a) (Mass.).


� See e.g., DTE 98-100 Guideline 3.3.3(a)(iii) (Mass.).


� See e.g., DTE 98-100 Guideline 3.3.3(a)(iv) (Mass.).


� Liz Robinson, "An Examination of the Relationship between Utility Terminations, Housing Abandonments and Homelessness," pp. 1, 2 (Energy Coordinating Agency of Philadelphia, 1991). (A Maine survey found 42%.) Through a name match between Philadelphia Electric Company's list of termination notices and lists of homeless adults served by the City of Philadelphia, the study found a discernable relationship between utility termination and homelessness.  In surveys of individuals living in emergency shelters, 7.9 percent of respondents cited utility terminations as the reason for their homelessness.  (Higher percentages cited related causes, such as "eviction for non-payment" and lack of housing in the income range as the causal factors.)  The study noted that of the many factors contributing to homelessness, mitigation of high energy costs is among those "most susceptible to remedy."


� William K. Woods, et al., "Homelessness and Low-Cost Housing in Northern Kentucky," p. 2 (Northern Kentucky Coalition for the Homeless and Applied Information Resources, 1990).


� Bartik, et al., "Maximum Score Estimates of the Determinants of Mobility: Implications for the Value of Residential Attachment and Neighborhood Amenities," Upjohn Institute Staff Working Paper 90-01, pp. 1, 10-11(1990).


� Id. at 10-11.  A "typical" low-income household, based on overall means of the sample population, consisted of  a non-minority household, with no spouse present, two children, and a head age 44, which had been at its current residence for 48 months.


� J. Riggert et al., “An Evaluation of the Energy and Non-energy impacts of Vermont’s Weatherization Assistance Program” (TecMRKT Works, 1999).


� The midpoint of the lower of two studies summarized in Skumatz and Dickerson, “What Do Customers Value? What Benefits Utilities? Designing to Maximize Non-Energy Benefits From  Efficiency Programs in the Residential Sector,” 1999Energy Program Evaluation Conference (Denver) 415. See Lisa A. Skumatz (Skumatz Economic Research Associates), Chris Ann Dickerson (PG&E), "Extra! Extra! Non-Energy Benefits Swamp Load Impacts for PG&E Program!" 1998 Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings Proceeding, p. 8.307 (American Council for and Energy Efficient Economy, 1998);  L. Skumatz and C. A. Dickerson, “Recognizing All Program Benefits: Estimating the Non-Energy Benefits of PG&E’s Venture Partners Pilot Program (VPP),” 1997 Energy Evaluation Conference (Chicago) 279.


� Spade, et al., "The Energy Affordability Crisis of Older Americans: An Examination of the Hazards to Health and Well-being Posed by the Growing Incidence of Unmet Home Energy Needs," p. 36 (National Consumer Law Center, 1995).


� J. Riggert et al., “An Evaluation of the Energy and Non-energy impacts of Vermont’s Weatherization Assistance Program” (TecMRKT Works, 1999).


� See e.g., J. Riggert et al., “An Evaluation of the Energy and Non-energy impacts of Vermont’s Weatherization Assistance Program” (TecMRKT Works, 1999).


� Spade, et al., "The Energy Affordability Crisis of Older Americans: An Examination of the Hazards to Health and Well-being Posed by the Growing Incidence of Unmet Home Energy Needs," p. 28 (National Consumer Law Center, 1995).


� Bonnie Guiton, "Special Report on Cold Stress and Heat Stress," p. 1 (U.S. Office of Consumer Affairs).


� Interview with Raymond Coward, Dean of the School of Health and Human Services, University of New Hampshire from "USA Today Magazine," April 1998, v 126 n2635 p. 5.


� Cambridge Systematics, Inc., "Hard to Quantify Benefits and Costs Scoping Study" (Prepared for the New York Low-Income Evaluation Task Force, 1994).


� Lisa A. Skumatz (Skumatz Economic Research Associates), Chris Ann Dickerson (PG&E), "Extra! Extra! Non-Energy Benefits Swamp Load Impacts for PG&E Program!" 1998 Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings Proceeding, p. 8.307 (American Council for and Energy Efficient Economy, 1998).  Because of its narrow scope, we use the high end of this estimate. L. Skumatz and C. A. Dickerson, “Recognizing All Program Benefits: Estimating the Non-Energy Benefits of PG&E’s Venture Partners Pilot Program (VPP),” 1997 Energy Evaluation Conference (Chicago) 279; Skumatz and Dickerson, “What Do Customers Value? What Benefits Utilities? Designing to Maximize Non-Energy Benefits From  Efficiency Programs in the Residential Sector,” 1999Energy Program Evaluation Conference (Denver) 415. 


� Nevin, et al., "Evidence of Rational Market Valuations for Home Energy Efficiency," The Appraisal Journal, p. 403 (Appraisal Institute, 1998).


� See e.g., DTE 98-100 Guideline 3.3.3(a)(iv) (Mass.).


� The midpoint of the lower of two studies summarized in Skumatz and Dickerson, “What Do Customers Value? What Benefits Utilities? Designing to Maximize Non-Energy Benefits From  Efficiency Programs in the Residential Sector, 1999Energy Program Evaluation Conference (Denver) 415. See Lisa A. Skumatz (Skumatz Economic Research Associates), Chris Ann Dickerson (PG&E), "Extra! Extra! Non-Energy Benefits Swamp Load Impacts for PG&E Program!" 1998 Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings Proceeding, p. 8.307 (American Council for and Energy Efficient Economy, 1998);  L. Skumatz and C. A. Dickerson, “Recognizing All Program Benefits: Estimating the Non-Energy Benefits of PG&E’s Venture Partners Pilot Program (VPP),” 1997 Energy Evaluation Conference (Chicago) 279.


� The lower result of two studies summarized in Skumatz and Dickerson, “What Do Customers Value? What Benefits Utilities? Designing to Maximize Non-Energy Benefits From  Efficiency Programs in the Residential Sector,” 1999Energy Program Evaluation Conference (Denver) 415. See Lisa A. Skumatz (Skumatz Economic Research Associates), Chris Ann Dickerson (PG&E), "Extra! Extra! Non-Energy Benefits Swamp Load Impacts for PG&E Program!" 1998 Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings Proceeding, p. 8.307 (American Council for and Energy Efficient Economy, 1998);  L. Skumatz and C. A. Dickerson, “Recognizing All Program Benefits: Estimating the Non-Energy Benefits of PG&E’s Venture Partners Pilot Program (VPP),” 1997 Energy Evaluation Conference (Chicago) 279.


� Not surprisingly, this high value translates to high marks for the utility among program participants, who are 14% more likely to rate their utility highly than non-participants. Jane Peters, et al., “Process and Impact Evaluation of New England Power Service Company’s Appliance Management Program” (Research Into Action, July 1998) at 15.


� E.g., Skip Laitner et al., “Employment and other macroeconomic benefits of an innovation-led climate strategy for the United States,” 26 Energy Policy 425 (1998). We use the multipliers in this paper, which models the economic effects of an efficiency program.


� E.g., Skip Laitner, et al., "Energy Efficiency as an Investment in Ohio's Future," p. 30 (American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy, 1994).


� Id. at 31.


� E.g., Paul A. Samuelson, Economics, pp. 210 - 215 (McGraw-Hill, 1976).


� Optimal Energy, screening tool for NStar Electric.


� E-Grid 2000 (v. 2.0). Confirmed by a computer model run by Steve Bernow, Tellus Institute (Nov. 1, 2001). In the case of Entergy, the gas/oil heat rate was provided by the Company. As a conservatism, we assumed only gas would be displaced at the margin by efficiency.


� Because of cap and trade systems, SOx and NOx reductions are small or negligible, although the costs of compliance are reduced.


� Thus, for example, Niagara Mohawk's Affordable Payment and Arrearage Forgiveness Program was designed with the objectives of improving both relations with "payment-troubled" customers and company profitability.  The Program's goals were to increase the regularity and total amount of payments by participating customers, increase the use of available assistance through programs such as the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), decrease the number of collection actions for participating customers, and eliminate arrearages of participating customers.  The program reduced billing shortfalls and bad debt write-offs while retaining customers paying a portion of their monthly bills. Response Analysis Corporation, "Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation Affordable Payment and Arrearage Forgiveness Program," p. 1-3 (1992). The evaluators noted that as an alternative to the program, the company could terminate service to customers with payment problems.  However "…from an economic perspective, as long as customers can cover variable costs, it makes economic sense to serve them.” Id. at p. 3-9. Fixed costs are incurred whether or not a customer consumes electricity.  Maintaining a customer who pays enough to cover all allocated variable costs plus makes some contribution to fixed costs contributes more to net income than does termination of service to that customer.  


� William Marcus, et al., “Mid-Atlantic States Cost Curve Analysis” (National Assn. of Energy Service Companies and Pace Law School Energy Project, 2000).


� See e.g., DTE 98-100 Guideline 3.3.2(e)(ii) (Mass.). For example, the Columbia Gas Company reported that, accounting for time of customer service representatives and clerical workers along with associated overhead, in 1989 it incurred a cost of $14.64 for each individual payment plan negotiation. R. Colton, "Identifying Savings Arising from Low-Income Programs" (National Consumer Law Center, 1994) at p. 7.


� See the discussion of moving and homelessness, above.


� See the discussion of property values, above.


� The energy burden refers to percentage of household income devoted to home energy costs.


� E.g., Sense of the Senate resolution (Oct. 31, 2001), Cong. Rec. p. S11269, Amend. No. 2050 to Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2002;  Meg Power, “The Winter Energy Outlook for the Poor” (Economic Opportunity Studies, Dec. 2000); Tannenbaum, et. al. "Low-Income Energy Services in a Competitive Environment," Energy Center of Wisconsin. 1998;   Argonne National Laboratory, "Residential Energy Consumption Survey" reported in Rabago, et. al. "An Alternative Framework for Low-Income Electric Ratepayer Service" at 2 (1992). 


� The concept of "Shelter Poverty" was developed initially by Michael E. Stone in the mid-1970s and more recently in Shelter Poverty: New Ideas on Housing Affordability, (Temple University Press, 1993).  Shelter Poverty is a framework used to demonstrate that non-shelter necessities must compete for left-over dollars after shelter (housing and utility) costs are paid in order to avoid homelessness.


� Computed by J. Oppenheim in "The Utilities," Access to Utility Service, National Consumer Law Center, 1998 Supplement, pp. 30-31, from U.S. Department of Energy/Energy Information Administration, "Electric Sales and Revenue, 1996," Table 14 (1997); U.S. Census, March 1998; "Current Population Survey," Table H-8; U.S. Census, 1990 summary tape, file 3A, Tables H3, P3, P80, P121.  Note that all energy burdens rose sharply with recent spikes in the price of natural gas. Meg Power, “The Winter Energy Outlook for the Poor” (Economic Opportunity Studies, Dec. 2000).


� There is overwhelming public support for programs to ensure that all households have their basic energy needs met.  For example, a national survey found that 89 percent of those with an opinion favor federal low-income energy payment assistance and 79 percent of those with an opinion favor an increase in such funding.  Behavior Research Center, "Public Opinion National Survey on Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program," p. 2 (1998).  In a 1997 survey conducted by El Paso Electric Company, respondents in aggregate rated the factor of meeting everyone's basic energy needs as highly important.  This factor received an aggregate rating of 8.9 on a scale of 0 (not at all important) to 10 (extremely important).  Guild, et al., "Southwest Town Meeting on Electricity Issues" (El Paso Electric Company, 1997).  In addition, results of a 1987 residential survey of Connecticut residents demonstrate strong public support for energy cost assistance to low-income and elderly persons.  Further, the study identified strong public support for the notion that access to energy for residential use is a right in our society.  John M. Kennedy, "Public Support for Residential Energy Assistance," 71 Sociology and Social Research 308 (1987).


� Sense of the Senate resolution (Oct. 31, 2001), Cong. Rec. p. S11269, Amend. No. 2050 to Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2002.


� LIHEAP Clearinghouse, LIHEAP Newsletter #40 (October 2001).


� Testimony of Elliot Jacobson, Action, Inc., to Senate Labor Committee (Oct. 30, 2001).


� Elisa Crouch, “Social service agencies’ coffers dwindle as many need gas bill help,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette (October 12, 2001).


� “Limits Sought on Rules for Power Shutoffs,” The Providence Journal (October 23, 2001).


� L. Ku and E. Park, “Federal Aid to State Medicaid Programs is Falling While the Economy Weakens” (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, October 26, 2001), based in part on J. Holahan and B. Garrett, “Rising Unemployment and Medicaid” (The Urban Institute, October 16, 2001).


� Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, “Due to Deterioration of the Economy, Agriculture Appropriation Bills Would Result in Large Numbers of Women, Infants, and Children Being Turned Away from WIC Program,” (October 3, 2001).


� J. Bernstein, “Steep losses spread to all sectors” (Economic Policy Institute, Nov. 1, 2001).


� Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, “Increase in Number of Unemployed Over past 12 Months was Largest in Nearly 20 Years” (Dec. 7, 2001).


� J. Bernstein, “Steep losses spread to all sectors” (Economic Policy Institute, Nov. 1, 2001).


� 2000 U.S. Census.


� Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, “Due to Deterioration of the Economy, Agriculture Appropriation Bills Would Result in Large Numbers of Women, Infants, and Children Being Turned Away from WIC Program,” (October 3, 2001) citing Washington Post quote of forecasts (Sept, 23, 2001). See also C. M. Ford and J. E. Hilsenrath, “Economic Forecasters Expect Moderate Recovery in 2002,” Wall St. Journal at A2 (Jan. 4, 2002) (forecasts for May 2002 unemployment range to 6.7%).


� U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, ftp:/ftp.bls.gov./pub/special requests/lfaat1.txt.


� Business Cycle Dating Committee, Robert Hall, Chair (National Bureau of Economic Research, release dated Dec. 13, 2001).


� Id.


� C. Weller, “Negative growth reflects pre-attack weakness” (Economic Policy Institute, Oct. 31, 2001).


� D. Leonhardt, “The Rust belt with a Drawl,” New York Times at C1 (Nov. 13, 2001).


� J. Dalaker, U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Reports, “Poverty in the United States 2000” (Sept. 2001).


� Sec. 1, above.


� M. Daniel, “Survey shows hunger on rise since Sept. 11,” Boston Globe at B3 (Nov. 15, 2001); America’s Second Harvest, Hunger in America 2001.


� America’s Second Harvest, Hunger in America 2001.


� S. Parrott, “Unemployed Workers Need Help with Health Insurance” (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Oct. 25, 2001).


� “Poverty Rate Among Working Single-Mother Families Remained Stagnant in Late 1990s Despite Strong Economy” (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities Aug. 16, 2001).
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Income data

		Inequality of inflation-adjusted incomes of families

						1978-1980		1988-1990		1996-1998		change

		Arkansas		bottom 20%		$9,408		$9,066		$10,771		14%

				top 20%		$80,538		$84,336		$99,519		24%

		Louisiana		bottom 20%		$10,757		$7,360		$9,289		-14%

				top 20%		$98,077		$114,910		$111,441		14%

		Mississippi		bottom 20%		$9,402		$8,163		$10,279		9%

				top 20%		$83,595		$89,350		$105,612		26%

		Texas		bottom 20%		$12,350		$10,862		$11,200		-9%

				top 20%		$105,867		$111,755		$130,302		23%

		U.S.		bottom 20%		$13,883		$12,883		$12,986		-6%

				top 20%		$103,120		$119,618		$137,485		33%

		top/bottom ratio				1978-1980		1988-1990		1996-1998		increase		inequality rank (1=most)

		Arkansas				8.6		9.3		9.2		8%		28

		Louisiana				9.1		15.6		12.0		32%		4

		Mississippi				8.9		10.9		10.3		16%		15

		Texas				8.6		10.3		11.6		36%		7

		U.S.				7.4		9.3		10.6		43%

		Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities from U.S. Census

		Poverty rates				1998-2000		vs. U.S.
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		Louisiana				18.6%		156%

		Mississippi				15.5%		130%
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		Source: U.S. Census, Poverty in the United States 2000 (2001)
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		Texas		bottom 20%		$12,350		$10,862		$11,200		-9%

				top 20%		$105,867		$111,755		$130,302		23%

		U.S.		bottom 20%		$13,883		$12,883		$12,986		-6%

				top 20%		$103,120		$119,618		$137,485		33%

		top/bottom ratio				1978-1980		1988-1990		1996-1998		increase		inequality rank (1=most)

		Arkansas				8.6		9.3		9.2		8%		28

		Louisiana				9.1		15.6		12.0		32%		4

		Mississippi				8.9		10.9		10.3		16%		15

		Texas				8.6		10.3		11.6		36%		7

		U.S.				7.4		9.3		10.6		43%

		Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities from U.S. Census
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Unobligated TANF

		Unobligated TANF

		Funds as of

		September 30, 2000

		Unobligated Funds as a

		Percent of TANF Funds

		Available*

		($ figures in millions)

		Alabama						$69.20		17%

		$69.20

		17%

		Alaska						$2.90		1%

		2.9

		1
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		35.1

		4
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		11
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		0

		0
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		18.2

		5

		Florida						$3.60		0%
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		U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration
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		Contact		Data Administrator		(202)586-8800		infoctr@eia.doe.gov

		Disclaimer: These data are extracted from a database that is designed to contain the information that is released in hard copy publications.  The official numbers are contained in the publications.

		Any questions should be directed to the above contact.
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		34074

		34104

		34135

		34165

		34196

		34227

		34257

		34288

		34318

		34349

		34380

		34408

		34439

		34469

		34500

		34530

		34561

		34592

		34622

		34653

		34683
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		34773

		34804
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		34957
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		35018
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		35110

		35139

		35170
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		35292
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		35626
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		35841
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		35900

		35930
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		35991
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		36114

		36144

		36175

		36206

		36234

		36265

		36295

		36326

		36356

		36387

		36418

		36448

		36479

		36509

		36540

		36571

		36600

		36631

		36661

		36692

		36722

		36753

		36784

		36814

		36845

		36875

		36906

		36937

		36965

		36996

		37026

		37057

		37087
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U.S. Natural Gas Wellhead Price ($/Mcf)
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Avg NG Prices

				N9190US3

		Date		U.S. Natural Gas Wellhead Price ($/Mcf)

		Jan-76		$0.54

		Feb-76		$0.54

		Mar-76		$0.54

		Apr-76		$0.55

		May-76		$0.55

		Jun-76		$0.58

		Jul-76		$0.58

		Aug-76		$0.60

		Sep-76		$0.60

		Oct-76		$0.62

		Nov-76		$0.63

		Dec-76		$0.64

		Jan-77		$0.67

		Feb-77		$0.71

		Mar-77		$0.75

		Apr-77		$0.77

		May-77		$0.77

		Jun-77		$0.82

		Jul-77		$0.83

		Aug-77		$0.82

		Sep-77		$0.83

		Oct-77		$0.84

		Nov-77		$0.83

		Dec-77		$0.84

		Jan-78		$0.87

		Feb-78		$0.88

		Mar-78		$0.89

		Apr-78		$0.88

		May-78		$0.91

		Jun-78		$0.91

		Jul-78		$0.89

		Aug-78		$0.91

		Sep-78		$0.92

		Oct-78		$0.92

		Nov-78		$0.93

		Dec-78		$0.96

		Jan-79		$1.02

		Feb-79		$1.05

		Mar-79		$1.10

		Apr-79		$1.11

		May-79		$1.15

		Jun-79		$1.17

		Jul-79		$1.20

		Aug-79		$1.24

		Sep-79		$1.24

		Oct-79		$1.28

		Nov-79		$1.29

		Dec-79		$1.31

		Jan-80		$1.37

		Feb-80		$1.42

		Mar-80		$1.46

		Apr-80		$1.51

		May-80		$1.56

		Jun-80		$1.57

		Jul-80		$1.64

		Aug-80		$1.64

		Sep-80		$1.69

		Oct-80		$1.71

		Nov-80		$1.76

		Dec-80		$1.74

		Jan-81		$1.77

		Feb-81		$1.81

		Mar-81		$1.86

		Apr-81		$1.93

		May-81		$1.95

		Jun-81		$1.95

		Jul-81		$2.01

		Aug-81		$2.02

		Sep-81		$2.08

		Oct-81		$2.11

		Nov-81		$2.15

		Dec-81		$2.16

		Jan-82		$2.23

		Feb-82		$2.30

		Mar-82		$2.35

		Apr-82		$2.40

		May-82		$2.45

		Jun-82		$2.45

		Jul-82		$2.47

		Aug-82		$2.53

		Sep-82		$2.56

		Oct-82		$2.60

		Nov-82		$2.62

		Dec-82		$2.62

		Jan-83		$2.66

		Feb-83		$2.66

		Mar-83		$2.58

		Apr-83		$2.53

		May-83		$2.53

		Jun-83		$2.59

		Jul-83		$2.52

		Aug-83		$2.58

		Sep-83		$2.67

		Oct-83		$2.58

		Nov-83		$2.60

		Dec-83		$2.61

		Jan-84		$2.67

		Feb-84		$2.71

		Mar-84		$2.67

		Apr-84		$2.64

		May-84		$2.67

		Jun-84		$2.70

		Jul-84		$2.68

		Aug-84		$2.69

		Sep-84		$2.62

		Oct-84		$2.63

		Nov-84		$2.61

		Dec-84		$2.57

		Jan-85		$2.64

		Feb-85		$2.71

		Mar-85		$2.62

		Apr-85		$2.64

		May-85		$2.53

		Jun-85		$2.58

		Jul-85		$2.51

		Aug-85		$2.47

		Sep-85		$2.42

		Oct-85		$2.37

		Nov-85		$2.36

		Dec-85		$2.28

		Jan-86		$2.28

		Feb-86		$2.26

		Mar-86		$2.16

		Apr-86		$2.10

		May-86		$1.96

		Jun-86		$1.85

		Jul-86		$1.80

		Aug-86		$1.77

		Sep-86		$1.78

		Oct-86		$1.73

		Nov-86		$1.77

		Dec-86		$1.76

		Jan-87		$1.74

		Feb-87		$1.73

		Mar-87		$1.73

		Apr-87		$1.69

		May-87		$1.65

		Jun-87		$1.65

		Jul-87		$1.66

		Aug-87		$1.63

		Sep-87		$1.56

		Oct-87		$1.57

		Nov-87		$1.64

		Dec-87		$1.70

		Jan-88		$1.96

		Feb-88		$1.84

		Mar-88		$1.70

		Apr-88		$1.59

		May-88		$1.52

		Jun-88		$1.53

		Jul-88		$1.56

		Aug-88		$1.62

		Sep-88		$1.53

		Oct-88		$1.68

		Nov-88		$1.76

		Dec-88		$1.89

		Jan-89		$1.99

		Feb-89		$1.81

		Mar-89		$1.69

		Apr-89		$1.56

		May-89		$1.61

		Jun-89		$1.65

		Jul-89		$1.65

		Aug-89		$1.61

		Sep-89		$1.55

		Oct-89		$1.58

		Nov-89		$1.66

		Dec-89		$1.92

		Jan-90		$2.23

		Feb-90		$1.85

		Mar-90		$1.55

		Apr-90		$1.49

		May-90		$1.47

		Jun-90		$1.48

		Jul-90		$1.49

		Aug-90		$1.51

		Sep-90		$1.56

		Oct-90		$1.76

		Nov-90		$1.94

		Dec-90		$2.04

		Jan-91		$1.96

		Feb-91		$1.62

		Mar-91		$1.49

		Apr-91		$1.50

		May-91		$1.48

		Jun-91		$1.43

		Jul-91		$1.34

		Aug-91		$1.43

		Sep-91		$1.59

		Oct-91		$1.82

		Nov-91		$1.89

		Dec-91		$2.00

		Jan-92		$1.74

		Feb-92		$1.26

		Mar-92		$1.35

		Apr-92		$1.42

		May-92		$1.51

		Jun-92		$1.62

		Jul-92		$1.55

		Aug-92		$1.84

		Sep-92		$1.92

		Oct-92		$2.38

		Nov-92		$2.13

		Dec-92		$2.07

		Jan-93		$2.03

		Feb-93		$1.76

		Mar-93		$2.00

		Apr-93		$2.06

		May-93		$2.18

		Jun-93		$1.98

		Jul-93		$1.99

		Aug-93		$2.04

		Sep-93		$2.09

		Oct-93		$2.02

		Nov-93		$2.03

		Dec-93		$2.15

		Jan-94		$1.93

		Feb-94		$1.88

		Mar-94		$1.93

		Apr-94		$1.91

		May-94		$2.00

		Jun-94		$1.80

		Jul-94		$1.81

		Aug-94		$1.83

		Sep-94		$1.78

		Oct-94		$1.70

		Nov-94		$1.75

		Dec-94		$1.88

		Jan-95		$1.62

		Feb-95		$1.48

		Mar-95		$1.47

		Apr-95		$1.52

		May-95		$1.55

		Jun-95		$1.58

		Jul-95		$1.43

		Aug-95		$1.43

		Sep-95		$1.52

		Oct-95		$1.54

		Nov-95		$1.61

		Dec-95		$1.84

		Jan-96		$2.05

		Feb-96		$1.89

		Mar-96		$1.95

		Apr-96		$2.08

		May-96		$2.01

		Jun-96		$2.08

		Jul-96		$2.25

		Aug-96		$2.10

		Sep-96		$1.85

		Oct-96		$1.94

		Nov-96		$2.50

		Dec-96		$3.26

		Jan-97		$3.40

		Feb-97		$2.49

		Mar-97		$1.79

		Apr-97		$1.81

		May-97		$2.00

		Jun-97		$2.08

		Jul-97		$2.00

		Aug-97		$2.08

		Sep-97		$2.33

		Oct-97		$2.68

		Nov-97		$2.92

		Dec-97		$2.28

		Jan-98		$1.95

		Feb-98		$1.95

		Mar-98		$2.05

		Apr-98		$2.15

		May-98		$2.04

		Jun-98		$1.90

		Jul-98		$2.08

		Aug-98		$1.81

		Sep-98		$1.69

		Oct-98		$1.85

		Nov-98		$1.93

		Dec-98		$1.94

		Jan-99		$1.84

		Feb-99		$1.75

		Mar-99		$1.68

		Apr-99		$1.86

		May-99		$2.16

		Jun-99		$2.12

		Jul-99		$2.18

		Aug-99		$2.49

		Sep-99		$2.61

		Oct-99		$2.50

		Nov-99		$2.67

		Dec-99		$2.20

		Jan-00		$2.12

		Feb-00		$2.30

		Mar-00		$2.36

		Apr-00		$2.55

		May-00		$2.90

		Jun-00		$3.73

		Jul-00		$3.70

		Aug-00		$3.67

		Sep-00		$4.26

		Oct-00		$4.61

		Nov-00		$4.62

		Dec-00		$6.35

		Jan-01		$8.06

		Feb-01		$5.84

		Mar-01		$5.15

		Apr-01		$5.21

		May-01		$4.56

		Jun-01		$3.88

		Jul-01		$3.39

		Aug-01

		Sep-01






