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Massachusetts, like much of the rest of the country, faces an energy crisis. Skyrocketing prices are not limited to the gas industry. Or the electric industry. Or oil. And as energy industries converge, the price of gas, for example has an impact on the price of electricity. And vice-versa. Furthermore, the remedies to this crisis cut across fuel industries:

· Efficiency to lower prices by cutting demand,

· Help with bills, and

· Improved retailer acquisition.

The Low-Income Weatherization and Fuel Assistance Program Network, described in St. 1997, c. 164; Sec.37; G.L. c. 25. Sec. 19, implements about $20M a year of low-income efficiency measures pursuant to programs sponsored by every Massachusetts electric utility, nearly every Massachusetts gas utility, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), and the Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD). The community action programs that comprise most of the network are deeply rooted in low-income communities and in this country’s commitment to battling poverty.

The 24% or more of Massachusetts families who do have enough income to live at a subsistence level have suffered a 14% drop in income despite the economic boom that rewarded those on top with 45% income jumps. Now electricity, natural gas, and oil prices are doubling and more, in some cases overnight. The price of Electricity Default Service, much of it generated by natural gas, is increasing as much as 137%. This winter’s gas bills will be at least 70% higher than last winter’s. Heating oil prices have doubled. Similar price hikes are occurring across the country, just as they have when other public utilities were restructured or deregulated in the last 17 years. 

To address this crisis, the Network recommends:

· Permanent, well-funded comprehensive efficiency programs to lower prices by cutting demand.

· Increased assistance for struggling families to help them pay their bills. This should include an extended moratorium on utility terminations, expanded discounts and other cash assistance, permanent and comprehensive efficiency programs at the few utilities that do not have them, financing of residential bills, and effective outreach that informs people of the help they can get.

· Mandated construction of high efficient electricity generating plants by Massachusetts electric utilities to serve as cost-of-service benchmarks against which to measure the performance of the wholesale marketplace.

According to the Massachusetts census data center, Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research (MISER), there are more than 560,000 families in Massachusetts who meet the General Court’s definition of low-income. That is about 24% of our neighbors. (Others, such as the Women's Educational and Industrial Union and the Center on Budget Policy and Priorities, put the number much higher.)

These are people without the money to be able to provide shelter for their families while also feeding them, clothing them, and providing medicine when required. Doubling of all Massachusetts energy prices now literally forces them to choose between heating and eating:

· The price for electric generation in Massachusetts has increased by as much as double and more since restructuring was enacted to bring prices down. “Default Service” is now the monopoly service for the quarter of residential customers who have moved since 1997, and eventually for everyone -- there are literally zero competitive alternatives for residential customers. Prices for Default Service are jumping 67% to 137% this month and next, depending on the utility. Standard Offer, which will disappear in 2005, has doubled in price since restructuring. Altogether, Default Service customers have seen their restructuring discount wiped out; for Standard Offer customers, the restructuring discount is just about gone.

· The price for commodity natural gas hit a record earlier this month, quadrupling in a year. According to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) – which may be understating the matter for New England -- retail bills are going to be 70% higher this winter as compared to the less cold winter we had last year. Massachusetts gas utility prices are fifth highest in the country.
[image: image1.wmf]Wellhead price of gas is rising sharply

1.5

2.5

3.5

4.5

5.5

6.5

7.5

8.5

9.5

10.5

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

Jan-

01

2001

(Source: DOE, 2001 projected)

· The price for home heating oil has about doubled in the last two years, including a 48% increase this winter (based on comparative beginning-of-winter price surveys by the Massachusetts Division of Energy Resources DOER).

For Massachusetts families, especially those with low incomes, this is a catastrophe. U.S. Census data confirm that the period from the mid-1970s to the mid-1990s has brought remarkable prosperity to the top 20% on the economic ladder; their incomes jumped 45%. But the Census also shows that the poorest 20% of Massachusetts families have actually lost ground – in the same period, their incomes fell 14%. And, indeed, faced with this catastrophe, fuel assistance applications over the past two winters have increased an estimated 26% (based on this year’s applications during October through December).
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Alarmingly, this energy crisis is part of a national trend.

· Oil and natural gas are national markets. Similar price jumps have occurred across the nation. The price of crude oil more than tripled over the last two years.

· Natural gas that sold a year ago at $2.12 per million British Thermal Units (MMBTUs, a measure of heat) sold recently for $10.34. That is about equivalent to oil at $63 a barrel.

· Electric generation that used to be priced at an average of about three cents a kWh in California sold for 40 cents last month, according to the Wall St. Journal. That is like paying $10.00 for a 75¢ can of Coke. San Diego retail bills tripled and more. In Central and Northern California, where the restructuring deal does not allow pass-through of these increases because the utilities already received other benefits, the utilities paying these charges say they face bankruptcy. California Governor Gray Davis sums it up this way: “California’s deregulation scheme is a colossal and dangerous failure. … It has resulted in skyrocketing prices, price gouging, and an unreliable supply of electricity,. In short, an energy nightmare.”

· New York City electricity bills jumped 43% last June, reflecting Con Ed’s pass-through of electric generation price increases.

· In the Midwest in the previous summer, wholesale prices peaked at $9.00 per kWh.

· Average wholesale prices last October in Alberta were 17¢ per kWh.

· Here in New England, average electric generation prices have more than doubled since opening of the so-called competitive marketplace. What used to be three-cent electricity peaked at $6.00 per kWh for four hours last May -- $150.00 for that 75¢ can of Coke. So far this month, according to ISO-New England, the average wholesale price of electricity is 7.1¢.

Some economic analysts assert that today’s high prices will come down and eventually average out to be less than they were in the regulated past. While this may not appear likely, even if it turns out to be true it describes a serious economic problem for average families. Arguing that volatile pricing is good for consumers is like asserting that the person with one arm in a freezer and the other in an oven is perfectly alright, on average.

Electric industry restructuring and gas tariff unbundling were not supposed to be like this. Competitive suppliers were supposed to appear and offer lower prices. For the 7% of Massachusetts large commercial and industrial customers that have found an alternative, the theory seems to have worked. But only 0.1% of residential customers have found an alternative and there are no competitors in the residential market right now.

Such market segmentation that penalizes relatively small residential customers is not an unusual result of utility deregulation:

· Residential local telephone rates rose as much as 50% in Massachusetts after long distance rates were deregulated in 1984. The long distance prices primarily paid by business customers dropped more than 50%.

· Since wholesale natural gas prices were deregulated in 1986, Massachusetts residential gas prices have increased 28% while industrial prices have been below their 1986 levels in most years and have never increased as much relative to 1986 as have residential rates.
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· Deregulation brought almost-overnight increases of 12% to cable TV subscribers and 150% to pay phone users.

Indeed, states that had started down the path to electric industry restructuring have decided to take another look, especially since the debacle in California. Just one recent edition of DOE’s “Restructuring Weekly Update” announced pullbacks in Georgia, New Mexico, Nevada, North Carolina, and West Virginia.

Among residential customers, the economy is especially cruel to low-income consumers:

· One study found that supermarkets (when they locate in low-income neighborhoods at all) charge 36 percent more for produce of a quality that would never sell in a middle-class suburb.

· Some vocational schools pay more attention to student loan paperwork than to education.

· Indeed, some industries seem to exist only for the purpose of making their way by exploiting low-income consumers, such as with short-term payday loans at 531 percent interest; rent-to-own stores that in effect charge similar credit fees; check cashing agencies that (at two to six percent of the face value of a check) charge more than it would cost to operate a bank account; used car dealers with warranties such as “five minutes or fifty feet.”

In New England, wholesale oil and gas price increases are often blamed for the electricity price run-up. According to DOE, utilities paid 77% more for oil and 67% more for gas in 2000 compared to 1999. However, at Massachusetts Electric Co. (MECo), for example, only about a third of the Standard Offer power is fueled by oil and gas. The balance is generated with fuels the prices of which have not changed at all, such as coal, uranium, and hydropower. Thus the difference in overall generation price for MECo, 2000 vs. 1999, that was due to oil and gas prices is about 21% -- considerably less than the 67% increase in the price of MECo Default Service. On the other hand, wholesale spot electricity prices in New England have risen sharply – also not fully explainable by the price of oil and gas. Thus the real cause of the retail electricity price hikes is wholesale electricity price jumps over and above those caused by jumps in the prices of gas and oil.

So what is going on? The Union of Concerned Scientists and Synapse Energy Economics suggested one possibility in a recent report: outages in the first year of the market were 47% higher than in the last year before the market, suggesting the possibility that suppliers have been withholding output in order to raise market prices. But whatever the cause of high electricity prices, it is time for the Commonwealth to act on behalf of its citizens to bring prices back to a just and reasonable level.

What can we do?

1. Efficiency. As a nation, we broke the back of the OPEC cartel with energy efficiency. Supply shortages – a culprit in all the energy price hikes this year – cannot be exploited by price gougers such as OPEC when demand reductions eliminate the shortage. In the 1970s, we made our homes and cars more efficient, we turned down the heat at night when we did not need it, and we drove our cars at 55.

In 2001, we can use more efficient appliances and tighter homes to break the back of the current-day electricity, gas, and oil cartels with no change in comfort levels. Compact fluorescent light bulbs use 75% less electricity than conventional bulbs. Efficient refrigerators use at least 30% less than typical units. A computer in “sleep” mode reduces its electricity consumption by 40%. Weatherstripping and insulation can cut a heating bill by 20% or more. 

Using such technologies, the Massachusetts electric utilities operate the most effective efficiency programs in the country. 

In a system that California Gov. Davis describes as “crazy,” about 15% of wholesale electricity (100% in California) is sold in an auction process under which all kWhs get the highest bid price that is accepted. Each generator submits a bid and the Operator accepts bids, in ascending order of price, only up to the point where demand is met. Imagine a trucker asking for bids for diesel fuel. The low bidder can only provide a third of the trucker’s requirements; higher bidders provide the rest – and all bidders get the highest price accepted. Under such a system, lowering demand can lower the price for all kWhs sold in the auction by reducing the demand below the increment supplied by the highest accepted bid. Preliminary analysis by the Division of Energy Resources (DOER) confirms that potential savings from more efficient use of electricity are in the millions of dollars.

Furthermore, reducing the demand for electricity also reduces the demand for the gas used to generate electricity. Thus, for both gas and electricity (as well as for oil), concerted demand reductions can be used to force down prices.

Utility-funded efficiency more than pays for itself. The electricity restructuring act established a utility-funded efficiency program that shrinks each year and is to be reviewed by the General Court after five years. That review should be conducted now, with consideration of an increase in efficiency funding to address the price crisis. Furthermore, gas utilities should be mandated by law to join electricity industry efforts.

Rates should also be redesigned to reflect the fact that increased usage is costly because it raises prices for everyone. Price schedules should be inverted, as electricity prices are in Houston, so that higher per-unit prices are paid for larger amounts of consumption.

Finally, development is needed of new technologies that sip fuel, such as fuel cells to generate electricity. These technologies are costly now, but the General Court created a Renewables Trust Fund to help make such technologies cost-effective.

2. Help with bills. Massachusetts families need immediate help. Several excellent programs are already in place:

· The Department of Telecommunications and Energy (DTE) recently broadened eligibility for protection under its rules restricting utility terminations in the winter.

· The General Court enacted low-income electricity bill discounts and the DTE has established similar discounts for gas.

· All Massachusetts electric utilities and most gas utilities (Key Span, NStar, Fitchburg Gas & Electric, Berkshire Gas, and Fall River Gas) conduct high quality, comprehensive low-income efficiency programs together with community action programs. 

Targeted expansion of these programs would make them even more useful to people in need. For example, the winter moratorium should be extended past March 15 to allow hard-pressed families time to pay their winter bills. 

Comprehensive low-income efficiency programs are now mandated for all electric utilities in the Commonwealth. They should be mandated as well for all gas utilities. Currently, the size and quality of gas efficiency programs must be negotiated periodically, which means that a determined utility – such as Bay State Gas Co. – can avoid this responsibility by refusing to agree to a high quality, comprehensive program. A clear mandate would also send an important message to the out-of-state corporations that have recently purchased every Massachusetts gas utility.

Another step that would help is automatic levelized billing to smooth out seasonal increases. Similarly, consideration should be given to utilities financing all residential bills by deferring payment over a reasonable period. Also, although federal fuel assistance payments, at up to $1000, are relatively high this year, there may still be need for additional state assistance or emergency increases to the low-income discount.

Most important, however, is outreach. The electricity discount, for example, reaches only about 26% of the families eligible for it, according to data recently released by the DOER. Better enforcement is needed of the statutory requirement that electric utilities “conduct substantial outreach efforts” to promote the low-income discount.
3. Purchasing practices. Investigation is needed about gas and electric purchasing practices to determine whether sufficient hedging and long-term contracting is being conducted. Spot and short-term prices are typically higher and most volatile during times of relative shortage, as now. For example, the  current practice of purchasing electricity only for six-month periods may be contributing to price increases. In reviewing the California debacle, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) was critical of that state’s failure to require that virtually all purchase contracts be for terms of two to five years.

However, the cheapest utility acquisition of electricity may not be a purchase. Electric utilities can build plant to produce electricity more cheaply than they can currently buy it. Indeed, utility-constructed plant may be a legally more prudent means of acquiring electricity than paying robber baron prices. Such utility plants, the output of which should be priced on the basis of costs, will provide a benchmark for the wholesale market to meet. (As part of this process, wholesale bids should no longer be held in their current secrecy. They should be posted in public.) California Gov. Davis – with the approval of a California utility regulator who describes himself as “a free market economist” -- proposed state-owned generating facilities to accomplish this, but we need not go that far. 

The FERC recently turned jurisdiction of California’s utility-owned plants back to the state’s regulators in an example of the best solution to that state’s restructuring nightmare. (It also announced in advance what it would consider to be a reasonable price for five-year purchase contracts.) Indeed, Southern California Edison has demanded in pending litigation that FERC itself return to cost-of-service regulation for wholesale transactions. Similarly, Rhode Island Attorney General Sheldon Whitehouse has proposed cost-based standards for FERC oversight of New England prices.

Wholesale energy markets are producing windfall profits and not operating efficiently. Massachusetts families need their government to protect them. This should include: 

· Permanent, well-funded comprehensive efficiency programs to lower prices by cutting demand.

· Increased assistance for struggling families to help them pay their bills. This should include an extended moratorium on utility terminations, expanded discounts and other cash assistance, permanent and comprehensive efficiency programs at the few utilities that do not have them, financing of residential bills, and effective outreach that informs people of the help they can get.

· Mandated construction of high efficient electricity generating plants by Massachusetts electric utilities to serve as cost-of-service benchmarks against which to measure the performance of the wholesale marketplace.
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Socioec data

		State/Jurisdiction:		Arkansas		Louisiana		NOrleans		Mississippi		Texas		US		Sources

		Child welfare rank (1997)		48		50				49		37				Annie E. Casey Fdn from US data

		Low birth weight (1997)		8.4%		10.2%				10.1%		7.3%		7.5%		(same)

		-compared to US avg		112%		136%				135%		97%

		-rank		39		50				49		21

		.(1994)						12.2%

		Children in poverty (1996)		26%		30%				30%		26%		21%		(same)

		-rank		44		48				48		44

		.(1989)						46%						18.3%

								(up fr 36% in 1969)

		-compared to US avg		124%		143%		251%		143%		124%

		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" (Hunger) (1996-98) (approx.)		13%		13%				14%		13%		9%		USDA

		-rank (of 51)		46		47				50		49

		-compared to US avg		144%		144%				156%		144%

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

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

		TANF caseload (Jan. 1993 to Dec. 1999)		-58%		-64%				-80%		-56%		-56%		US HHS

		-compared to US avg		104%		114%				143%		100%

		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%

								243%

		Below 125% Federal Poverty Line (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 (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-

								65%								95 poverty, 1989-99 La. Incomes)
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Income Inequality chart
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Income trends

		Median Household Income		Arkansas		Louisiana		NOrleans		Mississippi		Texas		US

		1997-99		$28,398		$33,218				$30,628		$37,230		$39,657		USCensus

		1995		$26,515		$27,265		$22,285		$26,501		$31,488		$34,076

		1989		$21,147		$21,949		$18,477		$20,136		$27,016		$30,056

		"Poverty"

		1999		14.7%		19.2%				16.1%		15.0%		11.8%

		1995		18.2%		21.2%		33.6%		21.4%		18.5%		13.8%

		1989		19.1%		23.6%		31.6%		25.2%		18.1%		13.1%

		Note: 1993						37.9%

		Children in "poverty"

		1996		26%		30%				30%		26%		21%

		1995		27%		31%		52%		31%		27%		21%

		1989		25%		31%		46%		34%		24%		18%

																		Inequality

		Inequality of Inflation-adjusted incomes of families with children is growing																top/bottom ratio----------------------------------------						change in ratio

								1978-80		1985-87		1994-96						1978-80		1985-87		1994-96		70s-90s

		Arkansas		bottom 20%				$7,969		$6,445		$8,995						9.2		12.0		9.3		101%

				top 20%				$73,325		$77,362		$83,434

		Louisiana		bottom 20%				$9,312		$5,766		$6,430						9.4		16.7		15.9		169%

				top 20%				$87,823		$96,252		$102,330

		Mississippi		bottom 20%				$8,631		$6,424		$6,257						9.0		12.2		12.9		143%

				top 20%				$77,866		$78,639		$80,980

		Texas		bottom 20%				$10,301		$8,906		$8,642						9.1		11.5		13.1		143%

				top 20%				$94,031		$102,517		$113,140

		U.S.		bottom 20%				$11,759		$9,529		$9,254						7.7		10.6		12.7		165%

				top 20%				$90,728		$101,035		$117,499

		CBPP fr Census

		New Orleans estimates										La

				1997-99		1995		1993		1989		1997-99		1995		1989

		median income		$26,362		$22,285				$18,477		$33,218		$27,265		$21,949

		vs. 1989				120.61%								124.22%

		vs. 1995		118.29%								121.83%

		<125% FPL		41.4%		38.9%				36.6%		23.8%				28.8%

		<FPL		35.7%		33.6%		37.9%		31.6%		19.2%		21.2%		23.6%

		vs. 1989				106.33%		119.94%

		vs. 1995		106.33%

		population (1990, 1999)		460913						496938

		vs. 1989		-7.25%

		# households		174058						187662

		persons/HH		2.6480480865						2.6480480865

		no. HH at 125% FPL		71984

		no. HH at FPL		62185

		Census data

		computed

		estimated





Energy Burden Chart

		Median Income		Median Income		Median Income		Median Income		Median Income

		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3

		Average Social Security couple		Average Social Security couple		Average Social Security couple		Average Social Security couple		Average Social Security couple

		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)

		Minimum wage		Minimum wage		Minimum wage		Minimum wage		Minimum wage

		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL

		SSI - Disability (Individual)		SSI - Disability (Individual)		SSI - Disability (Individual)		SSI - Disability (Individual)		SSI - Disability (Individual)
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 (20% for avg low-inc, 25% SSI)
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Elec Burden

		Median Income		Median Income		Median Income		Median Income		Median Income		Median Income

		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3

		Average Social Security couple		Average Social Security couple		Average Social Security couple		Average Social Security couple		Average Social Security couple		Average Social Security couple

		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)

		Minimum wage		Minimum wage		Minimum wage		Minimum wage		Minimum wage		Minimum wage

		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL

		SSI - Disability (Individual)		SSI - Disability (Individual)		SSI - Disability (Individual)		SSI - Disability (Individual)		SSI - Disability (Individual)		SSI - Disability (Individual)
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 November 2000&CSources: US Census,
DOE, HHS, SSA, EORI&RReflects  14% less expenditure at lower income 
(21% for avg low-inc, 28% SSI)

Arkansas

Ark-elec ht

Louisiana

Mississippi

Texas

US

Percent of Income

ENTERGY ELECTRICITY BURDEN

0.0346741573

0.0418530119

0.0323866838

0.0304520318

0.0273270464

0.0219633356

0.0480647738

0.0580159896

0.0525137696

0.045526907

0.0620767506

0.0531448763

0.058309032

0.0703811945

0.063706262

0.0552302584

0.0602459548

0.0515775034

0.0600809673

0.072519987

0.065642212

0.0569086337

0.0620767506

0.0531448763

0.0825384162

0.0996269724

0.0901783786

0.0781803075

0.0852801962

0.0730097087

0.0897662812

0.1083512773

0.0980752729

0.0850265342

0.0927481581

0.0794031476

0.1187038526

0.1432800142

0.1296913783

0.1124361736

0.1226469843

0.105



Burdens

				Arkansas		Louisiana		NOrleans		Mississippi		Texas		US

		Median Household Income 1997-99		$28,398		$33,218		$26,362		$30,628		$37,230		$39,657		US Census

		Minimum wage (40 hours, 50 weeks)												$10,300		US DOL

		SSI (Supplemental Security Income - Disability) - Individual (1999)												$6,000		US SSA

		Average Social Security couple (1999)												$14,580		US SSA

		Federal Poverty Line - family of 3 (2000)												$14,150		HHS

		125% FPL (2000)												$17,688		HHS

		Avg HH in region < 125% FPL (1997)												$8,612		W So in RECS per Meg

		Total State Energy $ per person		2,304		3,473				2,183		2,841		2,119		DOE EIA SEPER

		-compared to US average		109%		164%				103%		134%

		Persons per household (1990)		2.57		2.74				2.75		2.73		2.63		Census

		Total State Energy $ per HH		$5,921		$9,516				$6,003		$7,756		$5,573

		-compared to US average		106%		171%				108%		139%

		Total State Energy Burden		Arkansas		Louisiana				Mississippi		Texas		US

		Median Income		21%		29%				20%		21%		14%

		Average Social Security couple		41%		65%				41%		53%		38%

		Minimum wage		57%		92%				58%		75%		54%

		SSI - Disability (Individual)		99%		159%				100%		129%		93%

		Residential Energy Expenditures ('97)		$1,363		$2,237				$1,334		$9,509		$138,691		SEPER		x$M

		No. of People		2480121		4327978				2690788		18679706		262803276		Census

		Energy $ per HH		$1,412		$1,416				$1,363		$1,390		$1,388

		-compared to average U.S.		102%		102%				98%		100%

		Energy Burden		Arkansas		Louisiana		Mississippi		Texas		US		Energy use * avg at inc (US per RECS)								Avg. Energy Expenditures (W So RECS per Meg)												10839023		$1,381.23

		Median Income		5.0%		4.3%		4.5%		3.7%		3.5%												no elec ht		elec ht		# no		# yes		wt avg		#		wt avg all

		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		6.9%		6.9%		6.7%		6.8%		6.8%		0.8632286996								non LI		$1,524.18		$1,341.49		5304224		3216394		$1,455.22		8520618

		Average Social Security couple		8.4%		8.4%		8.1%		8.2%		8.2%		0.8632286996														0.622516348		0.377483652				0.7861057219

		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		8.6%		8.6%		8.3%		8.5%		8.5%		0.8632286996								< 125%		$1,125.00		$1,088.00		1334830		983575		$1,109.30		2318405

		Minimum wage		11.8%		11.9%		11.4%		11.6%		11.6%		0.8632286996														0.5757535892		0.4242464108				0.2138942781

		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		13.2%		13.2%		12.7%		13.0%		12.9%		0.8031277966		W So>>>

		SSI - Disability (Individual)		17.5%		17.6%		16.9%		17.3%		17.2%		0.745142003								LI/avg										0.8031277966

		THIS CHART IS BASE FOR GRAPH; NEXT CHART INCLUDES N.O.

		Entergy Electricity Burden		Arkansas		Ark-elec ht		Louisiana		Mississippi		Texas		US		LI elec use

		Median Income		3.5%		4.2%		3.2%		3.0%		2.7%		2.2%														compare usage						compare usage

		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		4.8%		5.8%		5.3%		4.6%		6.2%		5.3%		0.8633754305						Elec.						Etrgy-Ark						Etrgy-Ark

		Average Social Security couple		5.8%		7.0%		6.4%		5.5%		6.0%		5.2%		0.8633754305						non LI		$1,045.01		$1,256.47						$1,124.83

		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		6.0%		7.3%		6.6%		5.7%		6.2%		5.3%		0.8633754305								sp ht incr		1.2023521306		1.481786134				1.1170283436		1.26861167

		Minimum wage		8.3%		10.0%		9.0%		7.8%		8.5%		7.3%		0.8633754305						< 125%		$707.00		$1,007.00						$834.27

		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		9.0%		10.8%		9.8%		8.5%		9.3%		7.9%		0.7850631542		W So >>						sp ht incr		1.4243281471						1.2070376071

		SSI - Disability (Individual)		11.9%		14.3%		13.0%		11.2%		12.3%		10.5%		0.7233065442						all (wt'd avg)										$1,062.68		LI/avg:		0.7850631542

		% res. customers w/elec heat				0.347562163		0.149030588		0.2536962851				0.291550873		Entergy (US fr RECS/Meg)						Mississippi Power res avg bill						$84.76		LI:		$66.54		cus chg		8.55

								N Orleans/\						0.377483652		W So - RECS.Meg						LI burden		on inc =												12.85%

		Avg < 125%/median inc		2.6		2.6		3.0		2.8		3.4		3.6														# no ac		# yes

		if cut burden 20%		2.1		2.1		2.4		2.2		2.7		2.9		80%

		if cut burden 40%		1.5		1.5		1.5		1.5		1.2		1.2		60%

		WITH NEW ORLEANS:

		Entergy Electricity Burden		Arkansas		Ark-elec ht		Louisiana		New Orleans		Mississippi		Texas		US

		Median Income		3.5%		4.2%		3.2%		3.5%		3.0%		2.7%		2.2%

		At 125% Federal Poverty Line for 3		4.8%		5.8%		5.3%		4.5%		4.6%		6.2%		5.3%

		Average Social Security couple		5.8%		7.0%		6.4%		5.5%		5.5%		6.0%		5.2%

		At Federal Poverty Line (3 people)		6.0%		7.3%		6.6%		5.7%		5.7%		6.2%		5.3%

		Minimum wage		8.3%		10.0%		9.0%		7.8%		7.8%		8.5%		7.3%

		Average HH in Region < 125% FPL		9.0%		10.8%		9.8%		8.5%		8.5%		9.3%		7.9%

		SSI - Disability (Individual)		11.9%		14.3%		13.0%		11.2%		11.2%		12.3%		10.5%

		Avg < 125%/median inc		2.6		2.6		3.0		2.4		2.8		3.4		3.6

		if cut burden 20%		2.1		2.1		2.4		1.92		2.2		2.7		2.9

		if cut burden 40%		1.5		1.5		1.5		1.4		1.5		1.2		1.2

		LI Burden if LI 2x median		6.9%		8.4%		6.5%		7.1%		6.1%		5.5%		4.4%		2

		discount req to achieve 2x		22.75%		22.75%		33.96%		16.78%		28.37%		41.07%		44.68%

				Wellhead price of gas is rising sharply																				$9,692		$8,404		373723		1944682		$8,611.62

						$/MCF		incr fr 1999																				0.1611983238		0.8388016762

				1990		1.71																LI energy burden										0.1288146063

				1991		1.64																but Meg's						10%		20%		0.1838801676

				1992		1.74

				1993		2.04

				1994		1.85

				1995		1.55

				1996		2.17

				1997		2.32

				1998		1.94

				1999		2.08

				2000		3.73		0.7932692308

				Jan-01		10.34		3.9711538462

				2001		5.22		1.5096153846

		Cap the Gap		EIA

				Arkansas				Louisiana				Gulf States -Louisiana				New Orleans				Mississippi				Texas

				Res		Ind		Res		Ind		Res		Ind		Res		Ind		Res		Ind		Res		Ind

		1992		9.4		5.9		7.4		3.9		8		4.6		7.6		5.2		8.5		6.4		8.4		4.3

		1995		9.25		5.75		7.43		3.78		7.62		4.13		6.9		4.26		7.94		5.86		7.28		3.65

		1999		8.21		4.76		7.42		4.3		7.06		4.08		7.56		4.98		6.54		4.67		6.57		4.04

				AP&L				LP&L												MP&L

		99 vs 92		-12.7%		-19.3%		0.3%		10.3%		-11.8%		-11.3%		-0.5%		-4.2%		-23.1%		-27.0%		-21.8%		-6.0%

		Entergy State		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
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		Texas																				Entergy		rate		kWh		program $		rev $		% of rev

		Wzn		0.12%		x revenues		$766,320,464		is						$919,585								$0.00050		14832656000		7416328		767996000		0.97%

				DOE wzn		$3,753,569		year 2001		1,200,000		LI so $/LI =				$3.13								$0.00065		14832656000		9641226.4		767996000		1.26%

				Entergy		0.0423874553		Tx res sales				$159,104.24		which is/LI cus		$2.73

				so SBF is DOE wzn x				4.0818095217

		Disc		res cus		297383		% @125%		0.196		is		58287.068

				avg bill/yr		1017.3859366541		low inc decrement				21%

						so avg low inc bill				798.7122124891

				cost of		20%		discount		if reach		0.3333333333				$3,103,640

		Total cost of program														$4,023,230

		Cost per low-income customer														$69

		Apply				Ark		LA		EGS-LA		NOPSI		Miss		Total								La wt avg

		Res. Customers				541543		555754		281717		170401		333449										1007872

		% @125%				20.2%		23.8%		23.8%		41.4%		20.4%								LA		0.5514132747

		% @ FPL										33.6%										EGS		0.279516645

		LI Cus				109392		132269		67049		70472		68024		447205						NOPSI		0.1690700803

		% of system				24%		30%		15%		16%		15%		100%

		Cost at Texas cost																						1

		per low-inc cus				$7,550,696		$9,129,820		$4,627,993		$4,864,277		$4,695,288		$30,868,073

		Avg res bill				$985		$1,116		$1,084		$932		$933		Sp ht not split out								$1,075.82

		Low inc decr														RECS W So (Meg)				0.7850631542

		Avg low-inc bill/yr				$773		$876		$851		$732		$732										$844.59

		Cost of 20% disc				$5,637,562		$7,724,750		$3,803,185		$3,437,698		$3,320,533		0.2		saturation		0.3333333333		Total:		$23,923,728

		discount to achieve				22.75%		33.96%		33.96%		20.00%		28.37%		LI=2x median

		wt>>wt avg				5.56%		10.04%		5.09%		3.15%		4.32%		28.16%

		(La: Co res sales)						8354190		4325731

		(La: % of E-La+EGS-La)						0.6588518966		0.3411481034

		(La.: Co LI cus)						132269		67049

		(La: % of E-La+EGS-La)						0.6636098444		0.3363901556

		avg LI bill wt'd on # cus, E-La and EGS-LA														$867.55

		% abv/below avg						1.0097644955		0.9807372028						so use La avg

		Cost of disc @2x med				$6,411,514		$13,114,871		$6,456,944		$3,437,698		$4,710,263		at same saturation

		Cost@full saturation				$12,823,028		$26,229,741		$12,913,888		$6,875,396		$9,420,526		0.6666666667

		DOE wzn (2001)				1394048		1165702		1165702		1165702		1109916		6001070

		x share of res sales				644420		368525		190819		92709		323245		1619718

		(La res sales)						26425618		26425618		26425618

		(La: Co res sales)						8354190		4325731		2101652

		x Tx mult		4		$2,577,681		$1,474,099		$763,276		$370,837		$1,292,978		$6,478,873		RAMP UP

		DOE wzn/LI cus				$5.89		$2.79		$2.85		$1.32		$4.75		$3.62

		Total revenues				$1,172,352,381		$1,686,442,613		$1,019,099,397		$393,927,583		$737,119,306		$5,008,941,280

		0.12%				$1,406,823		$2,023,731		$1,222,919		$472,713		$884,543		$6,010,730

		0.17%				$1,992,999										$6,596,906

		x DOE wzn				3.1		5.5		6.4		5.1		2.7		3.7

		tot HH yr @		$3,000		1,129.0		1,063.1		796.2		546.1		664.8		4,003.9

		years to serve all  LI				96.9		124.4		84.2		129.0		102.3		111.7

		cost to serve 10 yrs				$15,434,134		$22,768,642		$11,501,538		$13,167,276		$10,372,273		$73,243,863		10		saturation:

																				0.6666666667

		Total cost of program				$7,630,561		$9,748,481		$5,026,104		$3,910,411		$4,205,076		$30,520,634		20% disc+0.12%

		Total cost as % rev				0.65%		0.58%		0.49%		0.99%		0.57%		0.61%

		kwh				18663671000		29095658000		19515257000		5896732000		12517845000		85689163000

		Cost per kwh				$0.00041		$0.00034		$0.00026		$0.00066		$0.00034		$0.00036

		Cost per mwh				$0.40885		$0.33505		$0.25755		$0.66315		$0.33593		$0.35618		1000

		Avg res kwh/mo				999		1253		1290		1028		1188		5,757				1225.0445927988

		Avg ind kwh/mo				26302		180579		113203		44098		84439		448,621

		Avg res cost/mo				$0.41		$0.42		$0.33		$0.68		$0.40		$0.44

		Avg indus cost/mo				$10.75		$60.50		$29.16		$29.24		$28.37		$40.55

		kwh %		res		17.35%		21.76%		22.40%		17.85%		20.63%		100.00%

				ind		5.86%		40.25%		25.23%		9.83%		18.82%		100.00%

						Ark		LA		EGS-LA		NOPSI		Miss

		Some comparisons:

		Grand total cost of program								$30,520,634

		Value of 10/27/00 increased dividend						$0.06		$14,830,334		247172239		shares outstanding

										$30,000,000		500000000		authorized

		3Q increase in compv sub net								$3,396,000

		3Q increase in consol net								$13,716,000

								Cost of Texas Model:

						Discount of 20% at 125% FPL (1); 0.12% of revenues for efficiency

						Arkansas (2)		Entergy-La.		EGS-LA		NOPSI		Mississippi		Total

		Total cost of program				$7,630,561		$9,748,481		$5,026,104		$3,910,411		$4,205,076		$30,520,634

		Efficiency				$1,992,999		$2,023,731		$1,222,919		$472,713		$884,543		$6,596,906

		Discounts				$5,637,562		$7,724,750		$3,803,185		$3,437,698		$3,320,533		$23,923,728

		Total cost as % rev				0.65%		0.58%		0.49%		0.99%		0.57%		0.61%

		Cost per kwh (mills)				0.41		0.34		0.26		0.66		0.34		0.36

		Cents per mWh				41		34		26		66		34		36

		Avg res cost/mo				$0.41		$0.42		$0.33		$0.68		$0.40		$0.44

		Avg indus cost/mo				$10.75		$60.50		$29.16		$29.24		$28.37		$40.55

		(1) Participation rate 33%

		(2) 0.17% of revenues for efficiency

		add if Ark pgm at 0.5 mills

						1701274.56946651		0.15%		of rev

		effcy wd become				$3,108,097

		which is DOE wzn x				2.23

								Cost to Meet Need*:

				Discount (min. 20%) to bring low-income burden to 2x median-income burden;

								weatherize homes in 10 years

						Arkansas		Entergy-La.		EGS-LA		NOPSI		Mississippi		Total		EE share

		Discount				23%		34%		34%		20%		28%		28%

		Total cost of program				$28,257,161		$48,998,383		$24,415,426		$20,042,672		$19,792,799		$141,506,442

		Efficiency				$15,434,134		$22,768,642		$11,501,538		$13,167,276		$10,372,273		$73,243,863		51.8%

		Discount				$12,823,028		$26,229,741		$12,913,888		$6,875,396		$9,420,526		$68,262,579

		Total cost as % rev				2.41%		2.91%		2.40%		5.09%		2.69%		2.83%		1.46%

		Cost per kwh (mills)				1.51		1.68		1.25		3.40		1.58		1.65		0.85

		Avg res cost/mo				$1.51		$2.11		$1.61		$3.49		$1.88		$2.09		$1.08

		Avg indus cost/mo				$39.82		$304.10		$141.63		$149.89		$133.51		$200.34		$103.70

		* Participation rate = 67%
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&LWages decrease 14%


&LJerrold Oppenheim
July 2000&RSource: Economic Report of the President, in Miringoff, The Social Health of the Nation (Oxford 1999)
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&L&UIncome of bottom quintile falls 2% while top quintile's jumps 46%


&LJerrold Oppenheim
July 2000&RSource: U.S. Census Bureau, in Miringoff, The Social Health of the Nation (Oxford 1999)
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Elec

		Gas price index per Mass. elec. Utils (FG&E), based on spot												EIA(1Q)		yr/proj		EIA (Jan)

				Jan-00		2.34								2.26		3.73		2.12

				Jan-01		6.41		forecast		2.7393162393		x		4.82		5.22		9.7		?

												x		2.1327433628		1.399463807		4.5754716981

		NEPOOL per WMECo				avg		wt/d avg				NEPOOL per NEPOOL 1/15/01

				Oct-99		24.78		25.65						Jan-01		71.07

				Oct-00		50.32		51.51						Jan-00		37.15		1.9130551817

						2.0306698951		2.0081871345		x				May-99		28.2		2.520212766		x, fr inception

												equiv basis, 1 yr prior				30.84		2.3044747082

		elec default				the price we will all pay soon -- unid'd poor pay it now										all about double				S.O.1998		2001		x

				WMECo		4.557		Jan-01		9.32		Feb-01		2.0452051788		x				2.8		7.258		2.5921428571

				FGE		3.8		Dec-00		9.021		Feb-01		2.3739473684		x				2.8		5.121		1.8289285714

				Camb		3.8		Nov-00		6.671		1H2001		1.7555263158		x				2.8		5.121		1.8289285714

				Com		3.8		Nov-00		6.985		1H2001		1.8381578947		x				2.8		5.121		1.8289285714

				ME		3.8		Nov-00		6.37		1H2001		1.6763157895		x				3.2		5.401		1.6878125

				BE		3.8		1999		7.032				1.8505263158		x				3.2		6.215		1.9421875

								1997		usage/mo		Jan-01

				total bill:MECo				10.82		570.5295189703		10.1531835222		S.O.		0.9383718597		restruc disc almost wiped out

												11.1221835222		Dflt		1.0279282368		restruc disc wiped out

				customers on default				res		lg c&I		customers w/compv svc						res		lg c&I

				DOER at 11/00				530213		1208								2843		438

						total cus		2173838		6211

						% deflt		24.4%		19.4%								0.1%		7.1%

				in year after dereg, NEPOOL outages up 47% vs year before (Synapse & UCS)

				Mass. was already #7 in elec. Price in US (1997) EIA

		crude oil		Jan-99		Nov-00

				10		35		3.5		x, wsj

						34.3		3.43		EIA

		BUT PRICES TO UTILITIES (EIA)

				1999		2000				SO Mix (MECo label 6/00)						wt avg incr				2000		2001proj				wt avg incr

		coal		1.22		1.2		-0.0163934426		44%						-0.0072131148				1.2		1.2		0		0

		oil		2.39		4.23		0.769874477		8%		) approx. 1/3				0.0615899582				4.23		4.17		-0.01		-0.0011347518

		gas		2.57		4.28		0.6653696498		24%		)				0.159688716				4.28		5.53		0.2920560748		0.0700934579

								0		13%						0								0		0

																0.2140655594										0.0689587062

		compare:		default (MECo 2001 v 2000)												0.6763157895

				NEPOOL (increase over year 2000)												0.9130551817

		so:		utility price incr not explained by fuel, which affects about 1/3 of supply

				but is explained by NEPOOL increase, which is also not explained by fuel





Gas

		Mass gas

				already #5 in US				1.3826606876		x US avg		res. price (1999) EIA

		(earlier spsht)		Last Winter		This Winter		increase

		Berkshire Gas		48.55		72.08		48%

		Boston Gas		48.02		68.53		43%

		Essex Gas		39.13		54.92		40%

		Fitchburg G&E (gas)		53.8		64.9		21%

		Gas price index per Mass. elec. Utils (FG&E), based on spot												EIA(1Q)		yr/proj

				Jan-00		2.34								2.26		3.73

				Jan-01		6.41		forecast		2.7393162393		x		4.82		5.22

												x		2.1327433628		1.399463807

				wellhead spot hit $10.34 in Jan 2001 (EIA)

		EIA proj (based on Midwest)

		price		46%

		bills		70%

		Year		Res.		Ind.		$/MMBTU

		1986		7.23		4.88

		1987		6.45		4.13

		1988		6.28		3.91

		1989		6.91		3.93

		1990		7.56		4.00

		1991		7.81		3.84

		1992		7.63		3.99

		1993		8.02		4.89

		1994		8.73		5.12

		1995		8.81		4.32

		1996		8.66		5.24

		1997		9.24		5.67

				Res.		Ind.		Index

		1986		1.00		1.00

		1987		0.89		0.85

		1988		0.87		0.80

		1989		0.96		0.81

		1990		1.05		0.82

		1991		1.08		0.79

		1992		1.06		0.82

		1993		1.11		1.00

		1994		1.21		1.05

		1995		1.22		0.89

		1996		1.20		1.07

		1997		1.28		1.16
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oil

		(earlier spsht)		Last Winter		This Winter

		Oil, beginning of winter		0.95		1.41		48%		DOER

		EIA proj, Northeast

		price		1.18		1.48		25%		+ spikes if cold

		bill		760		1061		40%





LIHEAP

		FY		Total		% Gas		Gas		% incr fr prev yr		$		% change		Fed$B		% change

		1989		128081		46.5%		59527				55060730				1383		-9.7%

		1990		133872		46.8%		62707		4.5%		61568254		0.118188117		1443		4.3%

		1991		136266		47.5%		64728		1.8%		56402750		-0.0838988223		1610		11.6%

		1992		144811		48.0%		69529		6.3%		57932750		0.0271263369		1500		-6.8%

		1993		150508		48.7%		73223		3.9%		52470321		-0.094289137		1346		-10.3%

		1994		150797		50.2%		75642		0.2%		60734379		0.1574996654		1737		29.0%

		1995		140178		50.6%		70881		-7.0%		45977942		-0.2429667882		1419		-18.3%

		1996		125221		51.6%		64640		-10.7%		40687505		-0.115064676		1080		-23.9%

		1997		119017		52.1%		61991		-5.0%		38156327		-0.0622102043		1215		12.5%

		1998		112621		53.4%		60163		-5.4%		33216060		-0.1294743857		1160		-4.5%

		1999		105665		54.1%		57181		-6.2%		34972298		0.0528731583		1280		10.3%

		2000		113408		51.7%		58627		7.3%		53410808		0.5272318679		1844		44.1%

		2001		132687												1856		0.7%

		1/16/00		Ken Rauseo: FY 2001 Oct-Dec +17% (Dec.: +30%)

				so		25.6%		in 2 yrs		at current rate		132687.36

				Source: DHCD (FY 2001 estimated based on October-December)
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Elec

		Gas price index per Mass. elec. Utils (FG&E), based on spot												EIA(1Q)		yr/proj		EIA (Jan)

				Jan-00		2.34								2.26		3.73		2.12

				Jan-01		6.41		forecast		2.7393162393		x		4.82		5.22		9.7		?

												x		2.1327433628		1.399463807		4.5754716981

		NEPOOL per WMECo				avg		wt/d avg				NEPOOL per NEPOOL 1/15/01

				Oct-99		24.78		25.65						Jan-01		71.07

				Oct-00		50.32		51.51						Jan-00		37.15		1.9130551817

						2.0306698951		2.0081871345		x				May-99		28.2		2.520212766		x, fr inception

												equiv basis, 1 yr prior				30.84		2.3044747082

		elec default				the price we will all pay soon -- unid'd poor pay it now										all about double				S.O.1998		2001		x

				WMECo		4.557		Jan-01		9.32		Feb-01		2.0452051788		x				2.8		7.258		2.5921428571

				FGE		3.8		Dec-00		9.021		Feb-01		2.3739473684		x				2.8		5.121		1.8289285714

				Camb		3.8		Nov-00		6.671		1H2001		1.7555263158		x				2.8		5.121		1.8289285714

				Com		3.8		Nov-00		6.985		1H2001		1.8381578947		x				2.8		5.121		1.8289285714

				ME		3.8		Nov-00		6.37		1H2001		1.6763157895		x				3.2		5.401		1.6878125

				BE		3.8		1999		7.032				1.8505263158		x				3.2		6.215		1.9421875

								1997		usage/mo		Jan-01

				total bill:MECo				10.82		570.5295189703		10.1531835222		S.O.		0.9383718597		restruc disc almost wiped out

												11.1221835222		Dflt		1.0279282368		restruc disc wiped out

				customers on default				res		lg c&I		customers w/compv svc						res		lg c&I

				DOER at 11/00				530213		1208								2843		438

						total cus		2173838		6211

						% deflt		24.4%		19.4%								0.1%		7.1%

				in year after dereg, NEPOOL outages up 47% vs year before (Synapse & UCS)

				Mass. was already #7 in elec. Price in US (1997) EIA

		crude oil		Jan-99		Nov-00

				10		35		3.5		x, wsj

						34.3		3.43		EIA

		BUT PRICES TO UTILITIES (EIA)

				1999		2000				SO Mix (MECo label 6/00)						wt avg incr				2000		2001proj				wt avg incr

		coal		1.22		1.2		-0.0163934426		44%						-0.0072131148				1.2		1.2		0		0

		oil		2.39		4.23		0.769874477		8%		) approx. 1/3				0.0615899582				4.23		4.17		-0.01		-0.0011347518

		gas		2.57		4.28		0.6653696498		24%		)				0.159688716				4.28		5.53		0.2920560748		0.0700934579

								0		13%						0								0		0

																0.2140655594										0.0689587062

		compare:		default (MECo 2001 v 2000)												0.6763157895

				NEPOOL (increase over year 2000)												0.9130551817

		so:		utility price incr not explained by fuel, which affects about 1/3 of supply

				but is explained by NEPOOL increase, which is also not explained by fuel





Gas

		Mass gas

				already #5 in US				1.3826606876		x US avg		res. price (1999) EIA

		(earlier spsht)		Last Winter		This Winter		increase

		Berkshire Gas		48.55		72.08		48%

		Boston Gas		48.02		68.53		43%

		Essex Gas		39.13		54.92		40%

		Fitchburg G&E (gas)		53.8		64.9		21%

		Gas price index per Mass. elec. Utils (FG&E), based on spot												EIA(1Q)		yr/proj

				Jan-00		2.34								2.26		3.73

				Jan-01		6.41		forecast		2.7393162393		x		4.82		5.22

												x		2.1327433628		1.399463807

				wellhead spot hit $10.34 in Jan 2001 (EIA)

		EIA proj (based on Midwest)

		price		46%

		bills		70%

		Year		Res.		Ind.		$/MMBTU

		1986		7.23		4.88

		1987		6.45		4.13

		1988		6.28		3.91

		1989		6.91		3.93

		1990		7.56		4.00

		1991		7.81		3.84

		1992		7.63		3.99

		1993		8.02		4.89

		1994		8.73		5.12

		1995		8.81		4.32

		1996		8.66		5.24

		1997		9.24		5.67

				Res.		Ind.		Index

		1986		1.00		1.00

		1987		0.89		0.85

		1988		0.87		0.80

		1989		0.96		0.81

		1990		1.05		0.82

		1991		1.08		0.79

		1992		1.06		0.82

		1993		1.11		1.00

		1994		1.21		1.05

		1995		1.22		0.89

		1996		1.20		1.07

		1997		1.28		1.16





Gas

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Res.

Ind.

$/MMBTU

Massachusetts Natural Gas Prices



Gas Prices After Dereg

		





Gas Prices After Dereg

		1986		1986

		1987		1987

		1988		1988

		1989		1989

		1990		1990

		1991		1991

		1992		1992

		1993		1993

		1994		1994

		1995		1995

		1996		1996

		1997		1997



Residential

Industrial

Res.

Ind.

Massachusetts Natural Gas Prices (1986 = 1.00)

1

1

0.8921161826

0.8463114754

0.8686030429

0.8012295082

0.9557399723

0.8053278689

1.0456431535

0.8196721311

1.0802213001

0.7868852459

1.0553250346

0.8176229508

1.1092669433

1.0020491803

1.2074688797

1.0491803279

1.2185338866

0.8852459016

1.1977869986

1.0737704918

1.2780082988

1.1618852459



oil

		(earlier spsht)		Last Winter		This Winter

		Oil, beginning of winter		0.95		1.41		48%		DOER

		EIA proj, Northeast

		price		1.18		1.48		25%		+ spikes if cold

		bill		760		1061		40%






