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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Western Resources, Inc. and ) 
Kansas City Power & Light Company ) Docket No. EC97-_-000 

I. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 
OF 

ROBERT M. SPANN 

Vice President 
Charles River Associates Incorporated 

ON BEHALF OF APPLICANTS 

INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Robert M. Spann. My business address is Charles River Associates 

Incorporated, 1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 750 North, Washington, 

DC 20004. 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED? 

I am a Vice President of Charles River Associates Incorporated, an economics 

consulting firm with offices in Washington, DC; Boston, MA; and Palo Alto, CA. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND 

PRIOR WORK EXPERIENCE. 

I received both my Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Economics from North 

Carolina State University in 1970. I received my Ph.D. in Economics, with a 

co-major in Statistics, from the same university in 1973. While doing graduate 
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work at North Carolina State, I taught courses in the principles of economics. I 

2 was also the recipient of a National Science Foundation Fellowship and a 

3 Resources for the Future Dissertation Fellowship. I have served on the faculties 

4 of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, Montana State University, 

5 the University of Chicago, and George Washington University. I have taught 

6 courses in econometrics, economic theory, applied microeconomics, and 

7 regulatory economics. 

8 During the period 1975-1989, I was a Principal of !CF Incorporated, a 

9 Washington, DC, consulting firm. I have been actively involved as a consultant 

IO in the areas of energy, utility, and antitrust economics since 1972. During the last 

11 25 years, I have performed consulting assignments for state regulatory bodies, 

12 federal government agencies, regulated utilities, energy companies, and utility 

13 consumers. I have testified before state and federal regulatory bodies and courts 

14 on numerous occasions. I also have assisted in the competitive analysis of 

15 mergers in a wide range of industries including banking, glass containers, natural 

16 gas, utilities, and frozen foods for presentation to the Department of Justice (DOJ) 

17 and Federal Trade Commission (FTC). 

18 I am a member of both the American Economic Association and the 

I 9 American Statistical Association, and an associate member of the American Bar 

20 Association Section on Antitrust. 

21 I have published numerous articles on regulatory economics m 

22 professional journals. Exhibit _(RMS- I) is my resume. 
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HA VE YOU ANALYZED OR TESTIFIED REGARDING MARKET 

POWER IN OTHER RECENT PROCEEDINGS INVOLVING ELECTRIC 

UTILITIES? 

Yes. In August of 1997, I filed testimony at the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (FERC, or the Commission) regarding the competitive effects of the 

Long Island Power Authority acquiring Long Island Lighting Company's 

transmission and distribution assets, as well as certain other assets. In March of 

1997, I filed testimony at both FERC and the New York Public Service 

Commission on behalf of Long Island Lighting Company regarding the 

competitive effects of the proposed business combination of Long Island Lighting 

Company and the Brooklyn Union Gas Company. I filed testimony at FERC in 

February 1997 on behalf of Duke Power Company and PanEnergy Corp. 

regarding the competitive effects of their proposed merger. I testified at FERC in 

1996 on behalf of Southwestern Public Service (SPS) and Public Service 

Company of Colorado (PSCo) regarding the competitive effects of their proposed 

merger. I also testified in 1996 on behalf of SPS and PSCo in merger-related 

proceedings in Texas, and I filed testimony in New Mexico regarding the 

competitive effects of their proposed merger. I filed testimony at FERC in 1996 

as part ofWestern Resources' application for approval of its acquisition of Kansas 

City Power & Light. In 1995, I analyzed market power for Duke Power Company 

and for PSCo in connection with their applications to FERC in support of market­

based rates. Also in 1995, I testified regarding antitrust issues on behalf of Texas 

Utilities Electric Company in a complaint proceeding before the Public Utility 
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Commission of Texas. In 1994, I filed testimony at FERC on behalf of 

Washington Water Power and Sierra Pacific Power Company regarding the 

competitive effects of their proposed merger. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

I have been asked by Western Resources and KCPL ("Applicants") to conduct an 

economic analysis of the competitive effects of their proposed merger. In 

addition to my direct testimony and exhibits, I have also prepared a substantial 

amount of material that has been provided on CD-ROM. This information 

includes electronic versions of all of my exhibits and supporting databases, as 

well as system load and lambda data from Form 714 filings and the 1997 

Southwest Power Pool (SPP) peak transmission assessments. This information is 

being provided in response to the data requirements of Appendix B of the Merger 

Policy Statement. 

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 

A. Overview of Approach and Conclusions 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE ANALYSIS YOU HA VE CONDUCTED. 

I have analyzed the competitive effects of the proposed merger following the 

approach outlined by FERC in its Order No. 592, Merger Policy Statement 

Establishing Factors the Commission Will Consider in Evaluating Whether a 

Proposed Merger Is Consistent with the Public Interest (Merger Policy 

Statement). In its Merger Policy Statement, the Commission states that it has 

adopted the Department of Justice/Federal Trade Commission Merger Guidelines 
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(Merger Guidelines) as the analytical framework for evaluating the effects of a 

merger on competition. Thus, I also have drawn on my understanding of the 

Merger Guidelines in performing my analysis. 

The Merger Policy Statement screen analysis involves evaluating market 

concentration as measured by the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index ("HHI") and 

·changes in market concentration due to a merger for the relevant geographic 

market. If the post-merger level of market concentration (post-merger HHI) and 

the change in market concentration are below specified threshold or "safe harbor" 

levels, the merger is deemed to have no adverse effect on competition, and no 

further analysis is required. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE GENERALLY WHERE THE APPLICANTS 

OPERATE. 

Western Resources operates a utility system in the eastern half of Kansas. KCPL 

operates a utility system in Kansas City, Missouri; east-central Kansas; and 

central Missouri. Both Western Resources and KCPL are members of the 

Southwest Power Pool (SPP). Members of the SPP include utilities in Kansas, 

Missouri, Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and parts of Texas and Mississippi. 

Western Resources and KCPL sell wholesale power to entities throughout the 

SPP. Both merging parties also sell wholesale power to Union Electric Company 

(Union), which is located in eastern Missouri. Union is part of the MidAmerican 

Interconnected Network (MAIN). Union sells power to wholesale customers of 

the merging parties. The merging parties sell some power in the Mid-Continent 
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Area Power Pool (MAPP), the reliability council that includes Nebraska, Iowa, 

Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, and parts of Montana, Wisconsin, 

Saskatchewan, and Manitoba. However, power generally flows from north to 

south in this region, and MAPP utilities are competitors to the merging parties 

more than they are customers of the merging parties. Finally, the merging parties 

sell significant amounts of wholesale power to power marketers, who resell that 

power to other utilities in the SPP as well as to neighboring reliability councils. 

Exhibit __ (RMS-9), page I of 2, is a map showing the service areas of 

wholesale utility customers of the merging parties. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS. 

Based on my analysis of this merger using the approach outlined in the Merger 

Policy Statement and in the Merger Guidelines, I conclude that the proposed 

merger of Western Resources and KCPL does not raise any competitive concerns. 

My conclusions from the formal analysis are reinforced by an examination of the 

nature of competition in the relevant geographic market. 

Entities directly interconnected with the merging parties have purchased 

power from as far east as Carolina Power and Light and Kentucky Utilities, as far 

south as Louisiana, as far southwest as the Texas Panhandle, and as far north as 

Minnesota. One Tier l entity to both merging parties, Union, and one Tier 2 

entity, Entergy, which is a major customer of the merging parties, are 

interconnected with the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) and purchase 

significant amounts of power from TV A. 
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The merging parties face numerous competitors. Many wholesale 

customers of the merging parties can substitute their own generation for purchases 

from the merging parties. Many members of the SPP can purchase power from 

any other SPP member by incurring one or two wheeling charges. Several 

members of the SPP have significant interconnections with other reliability 

councils. 

B. Overview of Methodology 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE METHODOLOGY YOU FOLLOWED IN 

YOUR FORMAL ANALYSIS. 

The major elements of the analysis outlined in Appendix A to the Merger Policy 

Statement are as follows: 1) define the relevant product market(s); 2) define the 

relevant geographic market; 3) analyze concentration in these markets by 

calculating market shares, the HHI, and the change in the HHI occasioned by the 

merger and comparing these results to thresholds set forth in the Merger 

Guidelines and adopted in the Merger Policy Statement; and 4) address other 

considerations and remedial measures if necessary (Merger Policy Statement, 

Appendix A, pp. 1-24). I implemented each of these steps. 

C. Product Market 

WHAT IS THE RELEVANT PRODUCT MARKET? 

The relevant product is non-firm and short-term firm energy. As I explain later in 

my testimony, there is no need to measure concentration in long-term capacity. If 

a firm is unable to exercise market power in the short run, it will be unable to 
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exercise market power in the longer run. Focusing the analysis on non-firm and 

short-term firm energy is consistent with FERC's methodology in Ohio Edison 

(Docket Nos. EC97-5-000). 

D. Geographic Market 

HOW DID YOU DEFINE THE RELEVANT GEOGRAPHIC MARKET? 

I have calculated HHis using two different approaches to geographic market 

definition. Under my first approach I define the relevant regional geographic 

market. In the second I treat individual customers as distinct "markets." In my 

opinion, the first approach is the appropriate method for analyzing this merger. 

As I discuss below, the second approach -- treating destination utilities as if they 

were antitrust markets -- does not reflect the realities of today's wholesale power 

markets. 

WHY HA VE YOU PRESENTED HHls BASED ON THESE TWO 

APPROACHES? 

In the past, when analyzing the competitive effects of electric utility mergers, the 

Commission sometimes has treated individual destination utilities as distinct 

geographic markets. While this may have been appropriate in the past, recent 

changes in wholesale power markets -- brought about largely in response to 

FERC's Order No. 888 -- have significantly diminished the usefulness of this 

approach. Specifically, open transmission access and greatly increased trading in 

electricity by both utilities and power marketers mean that it is now possible and 
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more economically appropriate to follow the approach to market definition set 

forth in the Merger Guidelines .1 

Under the Merger Guidelines, 

Absent price discrimination, the Agency will delineate the 
geographic market to be a region such that a hypothetical 
monopolist that was the only present or future producer of the 
relevant product at locations in that region would profitably impose 
at least a "small but significant and nontransitory" increase in 
price, holding constant the terms of sale for all products produced 
elsewhere. That is, assuming that buyers likely would respond to a 
price increase on products produced within the tentatively 
identified region only by shifting to products produced at locations 
of production outside the region, what would happen? If those 
locations of production outside the region were, in the aggregate, 
sufficiently attractive at their existing terms of sale, an attempt to 
raise price would result in a reduction in sales large enough that the 
price increase would not prove profitable, and the tentatively 
identified geographic area would prove to be too narrow. (Merger 
Guidelines, §1.21) 

Following the standards outlined in the Merger Guidelines, the relevant 

geographic market should be defined as the region that includes the capacity that 

constrains the ability of the merged entity to increase prices. Relevant geographic 

markets tend to be regional in scope. Individual destination utilities will be 

distinct geographic markets only if it can be shown that the merged entity could 

engage in price discrimination and target specific buyers for price increases. 

Systematic and sustained price discrimination is unlikely in the post-Order No. 

888 world. However, at the request of the Applicants, I calculated HHis based on 

1 As noted above, the Commission states in the Merger Policy Statement that it has adopted the analytical 
framework laid out in the DOJ/FTC Merger Guidelines. 
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individual destination utilities. Appendix I to my testimony discusses the 

principles relevant to geographic market definition and provides several 

illustrative examples. 

DID YOU CONSIDER WHETHER INDIVIDUAL BUYERS COULD BE 

TARGETED FOR PRICE INCREASES BY THE MERGED COMPANY? 

Yes. I considered whether the merged firm could raise prices to some buyers but 

not to others. While such price discrimination (i.e., targeted price increases) may 

have been possible in the past, it is unlikely today. Order No. 888 substantially 

increased transmission access. As my testimony explains, the increased 

transmission access and the increased trading in electricity that have occurred in 

the last year have reduced significantly any ability utilities might have once had to 

selectively increase prices to individual buyers. In many cases, when Western 

Resources or KCPL sells power, the buyer is a power marketer and the seller does 

not know the ultimate purchaser of the power. Entities purchasing power from 

Western Resources have altered the delivery points during the course of a 

transaction. When Western Resources or KCPL offers to sell power on the 

Continental Power Exchange ( discussed in more detail below), it does not know 

the potential buyer's identity until after an offer to sell is accepted. If the merged 

entity attempted to selectively increase prices to some buyers, power marketers 

and/or customers of the merged entity whose prices were not increased would 

simply resell power purchased from the merged entity to the buyer whose prices 

10 
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had been increased. Such arbitrage possibilities substantially reduce or eliminate 

the ability of firms to engage in selective price increases. 

Power marketers have grown very rapidly. Sales by power marketers 

increased eight-fold from 1995 to 1996. Total sales by power marketers in the 

second quarter of 1997 (216 million MWH) almost equaled total sales by power 

marketers for the entire year in 1996 (see Power Markets Week, August 18, 1997, 

pp. I, 7). I discuss this point in greater detail later in my testimony. 

In light of these facts, I have determined that the geographic market 

relevant to the analysis of the proposed merger is regional in scope, and I have 

consequently calculated HHis in that regional market. I believe this is the most 

economically appropriate way to analyze concentration in this case, and most of 

my testimony focuses on those calculations. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE REGIONAL MARKET YOU BELIEVE IS 

RELEVANT FOR THE ANTITRUST ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED 

MERGER. 

Defining the relevant geographic market involves determining the customers that 

might be affected by the merger and the suppliers that compete with the merging 

parties to serve those customers. The merging parties sell wholesale power 

primarily to customers in the SPP and also to Union. Union is in the Eastern 

Missouri portion of MAIN. These are the customers that might be affected by the 

merger. 
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Under the DOJ/FTC Merger Guidelines, the relevant geographic market 

for purposes of analyzing a merger should be defined to include the capacity 

owned by others that constrains the ability of the merged entity to increase prices. 

This means that the relevant geographic market should be defined to include the 

capacity that might supply additional output if the merged entity reduced output 

and attempted to increase prices. At a minimum, for purposes of analyzing this 

merger, the suppliers in the relevant market must include all of the other entities 

that own generating capacity in the SPP. In addition, Union can substitute its own 

generation for purchases from the merging parties. Union also sells power to 

other customers of the merging parties. Capacity owned by Union constrains the 

ability of the merging firms to raise prices and, thus, is part of the relevant market. 

Utilities in MAPP own low-cost coal capacity and sell power to customers of the 

merging parties in the SPP. Capacity owned by utilities in MAPP competes with 

the merging parties and is also part of the relevant market, subject to transmission 

availability between MAPP and the SPP. TVA sells significant amounts of power 

to two major customers of the merging parties, and its capacity constrains prices 

in the relevant market. In 1996 TVA's sales of non-firm and short-term firm 

power in the SPP/Union area exceeded the combined sales of non-firm and short­

term firm power by the Applicants. TV A's capacity is part of the relevant market. 

The Southern Company (Southern) is a Tier 2 entity to many of the utilities that 

are directly interconnected with the merging parties. In 1996, Southern 

Company's sales to Entergy were about three times as large as KCPL's sales to 

Entergy. Entergy was one ofKCPL 's ten largest customers of non-firm and short-

12 
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tenn finn power in 1996. As I describe in more detail below, I report HHI 

statistics both with and without inclusion of capacity from TV A and Southern. 

HAVE YOU ALSO ANALYZED CONCENTRATION TREATING 

INDIVIDUAL CUSTOMERS AS DISTINCT GEOGRAPHIC 

"MARKETS"? 

Yes. At the request of the Applicants, I have calculated HHis assuming that 

individual destination utilities are relevant antitrust markets. The results of those 

calculations are presented in Exhibit _(RMS-25). However, I do not believe 

that the destination utility analysis should be used to evaluate the competitive 

effects of the proposed merger. Destination utilities are too narrow to be 

considered relevant antitrust markets. 

DO YOUR CONCLUSIONS CHANGE IF YOU TREAT INDIVIDUAL 

CUSTOMERS AS DISTINCT GEOGRAPHIC "MARKETS" RATHER 

THAN ANALYZING THE REGIONAL MARKET YOU HAVE DEFINED? 

No. Using either approach to market definition, it is clear that the proposed 

merger poses no threat to competition. I have calculated HHis for the relevant 

regional geographic market using numerous alternative measures of capacity. The 

overall conclusion from those calculations is that the Applicants have a small 

share of a broad market. In virtually all cases, the post-merger HHis indicate that 

the market is either moderately concentrated or unconcentrated. The changes in 

the HHis are generally within the range for which no further antitrust analysis is 

required. 
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In most cases, the level of the post-merger HHI and the change in the HHI 

for each individual destination "market" are well within the safe-harbor limits of 

the Merger Policy Statement. In almost all cases, the post-merger HHis indicate 

that the market is either moderately concentrated or unconcentrated. In the 

instances in which the change in the HHI exceeds the safe-harbor levels, other 

factors clearly indicate that this merger raises no competitive concerns. More 

importantly, as I discuss in more detail below, individual destination utilities are 

too narrow to be relevant antitrust markets in today's electric market. The results 

for destination markets are shown in Exhibit _(RMS-25). The details of the 

calculations are contained in my workpapers, supplied on CD-ROM with this 

testimony. 

E. Analysis of Concentration 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR ANALYSIS OF CONCENTRATION 

BASED ON TOTAL CAPACITY. 

I analyzed concentration for a number of different types of capacity. The first 

measure I examined was total capacity. Total capacity in the relevant regional 

market as just defined is at least 76,279 MW. This amount excludes capacity 

from TV A and Southern. It includes only a small amount of capacity from MAPP 

and the southwestern part of the SPP because of transmission limitations. 

Western Resources owns 5,333 MW of generating capacity while KCPL 

owns 3,134 MW of generating capacity. Western Resources' share of the total 

capacity of the SPP plus Union plus the capacity of MAPP I included in the 
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market is 7.0 percent and KCPL's share is 4.1 percent. The post-merger market 

share of the combined entity is 11.1 percent; the change in the HHI is 57 .2 

Including TV A and Southern capacity would result in an even lower change in the 

HHI. 

The post-merger HHI for total capacity in the relevant market is 1,399. 

These calculations are shown in Exhibit __ (RMS-15). The level of this post­

merger HHI combined with a change in the HHI of 57 is well within the safe­

harbor provisions of the Merger Policy Statement and the DOJ/FTC Merger 

Guidelines. This means that the merger is unlikely to adversely affect 

competition, and no further analysis is required. 

DID YOU CONSIDER THE EFFECT OF THE MERGER ON ANY 

SPECIFIC COMPONENTS OF TOTAL CAPACITY? 

Yes. I also have considered the impact of the merger based on baseload capacity 

versus peaking capacity. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR ANALYSIS OF CONCENTRATION FOR 

BASELOAD CAPACITY. 

Coal-fired plants represent about 45 percent of total capacity in the market 

consisting of the SPP, Union, and the constrained amount of MAPP capacity I 

include. Nuclear plants account for about 7 percent of total capacity in that 

market. The vast majority of the remaining 48 percent is gas-fired. A substantial 

2 As discussed below, the change in the HHI due to a merger is computed as two times the product of the 
merging firms' market shares. Two times the product of 7.0 percent and 4.1 percent is approximately 57. 
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amount of wholesale power market activity in the SPP involves utilities that own 

baseload coal or nuclear capacity selling power to other entities that have 

significant amounts of gas-fired capacity when coal-fired capacity is available to 

displace generation from higher-cost, gas-fired capacity. During off-peak periods 

and during lower load hours of peak periods, coal-fired capacity can be the 

marginal generation source in the SPP, and so it is coal-fired capacity that 

determines prices during those time periods. As a result, one possible concern 

might be that if the merger substantially increased the concentration of ownership 

of such capacity, it might lead to price increases. These price increases would be 

most likely to occur, if they occurred at all, during off-peak hours or under lighter 

load conditions. 

I have calculated the change in the HHI due to this merger as well as the 

post-merger HHI based on baseload coal and nuclear capacity in the relevant 

geographic market. The post-merger HHI is 1,210. See Exhibit_(RMS-16). 

This post-merger HHI is in the lower end of the moderately concentrated range. 

The change in the HHI is 122. Viewed in context, the magnitude of this increase 

is of no practical significance. The Merger Guidelines consider levels of the HHI 

and changes in the HHI just above and just below the safe-harbor levels to have 

the same competitive significance. A change in the HHI of just over 100, in a 

market with a postsmerger HHI at the lower end of the moderately concentrated 

range, indicates that the merger raises no competitive concerns. More 

importantly, these calculations are for baseload or off-peak capacity. It is under 

these conditions that supply is most elastic, i.e., there is the most capacity 
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available to respond to and defeat an attempt by the merged entity to increase 

prices. Finally, these calculations exclude coal-fired and nuclear capacity owned 

by TVA and Southern that might deliver output to the SPP or Union. Including 

TV A and/or Southern capacity would result in even lower changes in the HHI due 

to this merger. The HHI calculations for baseload capacity present no cause for 

concern. 

DID YOU ANALYZE THE EFFECTS OF THE iYIERGER ON PEAKING 

CAPACITY? 

Yes. I also analyzed concentration in the ownership of peaking capacity. Another 

concern that might be raised is whether the merger would substantially increase 

the concentration of ownership of peaking capacity, leading to price incre~es 

during peak periods. This is not an issue in this merger. KCPL does not have any 

economic peaking capacity, and so the change in the HHI based on peaking 

capacity due to this merger is zero. KCPL has 503 M'vV of very high-cost, older 

combustion turbine capacity. Although KCPL's total capacity of 3,134 MW 

exceeds its 1996 peak demand of 2,987 MW, 503 M'vV of this capacity are not 

economic.3 As a result, KCPL has substantial net purchases of capacity at the 

time of its peak. This means that KCPL's peaking capacity should be given zero 

weight in the HHI calculations. As noted in the Appendix (p. 8) of the 

3 The 503 MW of capacity are at two plants, Northeast and Grand Avenue. Northeast is a gas-turbine 
plant; Grand Avenue is a steam-turbine plant. The Northeast plant ran for a total of7 hours in 1996 and 
the Grand Avenue plant ran for 42 hours. Northeast had energy costs of over 50 mills per KWH in 1996, 
and Grand Avenue's costs were approximately 80 mills per KWH. 
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Department of Justice Comments in Docket No. RM96-6-000, "[G]eneration 

resources should be assigned market shares of zero if it can be established that 

they would have marginal operating cost far in excess of foreseeable prevailing 

prices." 

WHAT OTHER MEASURES OF CAPACITY DID YOU ANALYZE? 

I have also calculated the post-merger HHI and the change in the HHI due to the 

7 merger for the relevant geographic market based on economic capacity and 

8 marginal economic capacity. Economic capacity is all capacity from. which 

9 output could be delivered to the market at a cost less than or equal to the market 

IO price. Marginal economic capacity is capacity with costs near the market-clearing 

11 pnce. It represents the additional capacity that would become economic if prices 

12 were to increase slightly. This is capacity that might respond to price increases 

13 and so limits the ability of any one supplier to increase prices. The level of the 

14 post-merger HHI and the change in the HHI are generally within the safe-harbor 

15 range under the Merger Policy Statement. This means that the merger has no 

16 adverse effect on competition and no further analysis is required. See Exhibit 

17 _(RMS-21) and Exhibit _(RMS-23). 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 A. 

22 

23 

F. Other Considerations/Remedial Matters 

DID YOU ADDRESS OTHER CONSIDERATIONS OR ANALYZE 

REMEDIAL POSSIBILITIES? 

No, I did not. My analysis demonstrates that the merger poses no threat to 

competition in the relevant geographic market; thus, there is no need to address 

measures that mitigate adverse effects on competition. 
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OVERVIE\V OF ANALYTICAL FRAiWE\VORK AND RESULTS 

HO\V IS YOUR DISCUSSION OF THE FRAlvIE\VORK FOR 

ANALYZING MERGERS ORGANIZED? 

I first will discuss the framework used for analyzing a merger under the 

DOJIFTC's i\llerger Guidelines and FER.C's 1\llerger Policy Statement. I then will 

apply that analytical framework to the facts of this merger. 

\VHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF Al'I ECONOiYIIC AJ'IALYSIS OF THE 

COiYIPETITIVE EFFECTS OF A MERGER OR A SiiYIILAR BUSINESS 

COiVIBINATION? 

The purpose of the analysis is to determine whether the merger would create or 

enhance market power and, as a result, have an adverse effect on competition. 

\VHAT DO YOU iVIEAN BY THE TERtvI "iYIARKET POWER"? 

The Merger Guidelines define market power as the ability of a firm profitably to 

maintain prices above competitive levels for a significant period of time (1'vlerger 

Guidelines, §0.1). I adopt this definition. 

HOW IS THIS CONCEPT UTILIZED IN Al'IAL YZING THE EFFECTS 

OF A MERGER ON COMPETITION? 

One attempts to determine whether or not the merged finn would be able to 

increase prices to customers in situations in which neither merging entity, absent 

the merger, would have such an ability. 

The focus of an analysis of the competitive effects of a merger is on how 

the proposed merger would change the alternatives available to buyers and sellers 

and what, if any, adverse competitive consequences likely would result from those 
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changes. Thus, the focus of the analysis is on markets in which the merging 

parties are actual or potential competitors. The goal of the analysis is to 

determine whether competition among sellers would be significantly reduced and, 

ultimately, whether there is a likelihood that customers would be harmed as a 

result. 

For example, if two merging firms both sell output to some of the same 

buyers, a merger might eliminate one of the competitive alternatives available to 

those buyers. If the two merging parties, plus one other firm, were the only 

options available to buyers both pre- and post-merger, the merger would reduce 

the number of options available to the buyers from three to two, which could have 

an adverse effect on competition. On the other hand, if customers of the two 

merging parties had numerous alternatives to the merging parties, eliminating 

only one of those suppliers as a result of a merger would have little or no adverse 

effect because each buyer would still have numerous competitive options 

following the merger. The effect of mergers in situations between these two 

extremes depends on a more detailed analysis of the data. 

A very different example would be a market in which the two merging 

parties are not actual or potential competitors to each other before the merger. In 

this case, the merger would not have an adverse effect on buyers because there 

would be no change in the number of competitive alternatives available to them. 

The focus of a merger analysis is on the changes that result from the merger. If a 

20 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Exhibit _ (RMS-TST) 

merger does not decrease competitive alternatives, a merger cannot have any 

adverse effects on competition. 

HOW DID YOU ANALYZE THE COMPETITIVE EFFECTS OF THE 

PROPOSED MERGER? 

As I noted earlier, I followed the steps outlined in Appendix A to the Merger 

Policy Statement. These are: 1) define the relevant product market(s); 2) define 

the relevant geographic market; 3) analyze concentration in these markets )Jy 

calculating market shares, the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI), and the change 

in the HHI occasioned by the merger, and comparing these results to thresholds 

set forth in the Merger Guidelines and adopted in the Merger Policy Statement; 

and 4) address other considerations and remedial measures if necessary (Merger 

Policy Statement, Appendix A, pp. 1-24). 

HOW DOES ONE DETERMINE THE RELEVANT MARKET FOR THE 

PURPOSE OF THIS TYPE OF ANALYSIS? 

The first step in defining the market is to identify the products as to which the two 

merging firms are competitors prior to the merger, and the geographic areas in 

which they compete. Next, one determines all of the other suppliers that compete 

for the same business. Competitors include both current competitors and firms 

that would sell output in competition with the merging parties at prices slightly 

higher than current market prices. 
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The objectives are to delineate the product and geographic markets in 

which the two firms are competitors absent the merger, and to identify competing 

suppliers that may limit the ability of the merged entity to increase prices. 

HOW DO YOU MEASURE MARKET CONCENTRATION? 

The level of market concentration is measured by computing the HHI. The HHI 

is the sum of the squared market shares of all of the sellers of the relevant product 

in the relevant geographic market. The HHI calculation measures the number of 

sellers and their market shares weighted by their significance in the market. (See 

Merger Guidelines, §1.5.) 

For example, if there are four sellers of the relevant product, with market 

shares of l O percent, 50 percent, 5 percent, and 35 percent, respectively, the HHI 

is 3,850 ( l O squared plus 50 squared plus 5 squared plus 35 squared equals 

3,850). In this same example, if there had been four equally sized sellers, each 

with a 25 percent market share, the HHI would be 2,500. If there are four sellers 

with unequal market shares, the HHI will be greater than 2,500. 

The higher the HHI, the greater the degree of market concentration. If 

there were only one seller of the relevant product, the HHI would be l 0,000. If 

there were l 00 sellers of the product, each with a l percent market share, the HHI 

would be 100. If all of the sellers of the product have the same market shares, the 

HHI is l 0,000 divided by the number of sellers. Thus, the HHI measures both the 

number of sellers and the degree to which some sellers of the product may be 

significantly larger or smaller than other sellers. 
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Market shares for a homogeneous product, such as electricity, are 

calculated using production or generating capacity rather than actual sales. 

Generating capacity measures both the ability of firms to sell output and each 

firm's competitive significance. 

HOW DO YOU COMPUTE THE CHANGE IN THE HHI AS A RESULT 

OF A MERGER? 

The Merger Guidelines (§ 1.51, fu. 18) describe the mathematical formula used for 

computing the change in the HHI as a result of a merger. This formula states that 

the change in the HHI as a result of a merger is equal to two times the product of 

the pre-merger market shares of the merging firms. Market concentration after the 

merger is computed by adding the change in the HHI as a result of the merger to 

the HHI calculated using pre-merger market shares. For example, if the pre­

merger HHI is 1,500 and two firms with market shares of 5 percent and 7 percent, 

respectively, are merging, the change in the HHI is 70 (2x5x7=70). The post­

merger HHI is 1,570 ( l ,50o+ 70= I ,570). 

ARE THERE GENERALLY ACCEPTED STANDARDS FOR 

INTERPRETING LEVELS OF MARKET CONCENTRATION AND THE 

CHANGES IN MARKET CONCENTRATION THAT RESULT FROM A 

MERGER? 

Yes, there are. The Merger Policy Statement adopts a screening threshold to 

determine whether the merger could raise significant competitive concerns and 

require further analysis. This screen analysis is based on the Merger Guidelines. 
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The HHI measures should be compared with the thresholds 
given in the DOJ Merger Guidelines. The Guidelines address three 
ranges of market concentration: (I) an unconcentrated post-merger 
market-if the post-merger HHI is below 1000, the merger is 
unlikely to have adverse competitive effects regardless of the 
change in HHI; (2) moderately concentrated post-merger market­
if the post-merger HHI ranges from 1000 to 1800 and the change in 
HHI is greater than I 00, the merger potentially raises significant 
competitive concerns; and (3) highly concentrated post-merger 
market-if the post-merger HHI exceeds 1800 and the change in 
the HHI exceeds 50, the merger potentially raises significant 
competitive concerns; if the change in HHI exceeds I 00, it is 
presumed that the merger is likely to create or enhance market 
power.* 

* DOJ Guidelines, at 41,558. 
["Merger Policy Statement," Appendix A, p. 16] 

In effect, the Merger Policy Statement and the Merger Guidelines state 

that if both of the two merging firms have a small market share for the same 

products, the merger is unlikely to have an adverse effect on competition. The 

greater the number of sellers in the market, post-merger, the less likely it is that 

any given change in the HHI indicates that the merger will have adverse effects on 

competition. 

IF THE CHANGE IN THE HHI EXCEEDS THE LEVELS YOU HA VE 

DISCUSSED, DOES THIS MEAN THAT THE MERGER HAS ADVERSE 

EFFECTS ON COMPETITION? 

No, not necessarily. The numerical criteria regarding concentration listed above 

represent a "safe harbor." Under FERC's Merger Policy Statement, the HHI 

levels are used to determine the point at which no further analysis of the merger is 

required. If the initial screening analysis indicates that the changes in the HHis 
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are within these "safe-harbor" levels, no further analysis of the merger is required. 

If the changes in the HHis exceed these levels, further analysis may be required, 

but the merger will not necessarily have an adverse effect on competition. 

Similarly, under the DOJ/FTC Merger Guidelines, the change in the HHI 

is used to determine the conditions under which the DOJ/FTC will decide not to 

challenge a merger. The agencies' decision to challenge a merger as one that 

creates or enhances market power is based on both the numerical criteria listed 

above and additional analyses of other significant market factors. For example, if 

a proposed merger results in a post-merger HHI exceeding 1,800 and the change 

in the HHI exceeds 50 points, the antitrust agencies still may decide not to 

challenge the merger based on an analysis of other factors. These other factors 

include the potential for lessening competition through coordinated interactions or 

through unilateral actions, entry conditions, efficiencies that result from the 

merger, and the financial strength of the merging firms. 

It also is worth noting that only on very rare occasions has the FTC or 

DOJ challenged a merger when the post-merger HHI is under 1,800 or the change 

in the HHI is less than 200 points. (See the supplemental testimony of Richard 

Gilbert on behalf of the Applicants in the FERC merger proceedings regarding the 

Baltimore Gas and Electric Company-Potomac Electric Power Company merger, 

Docket EC96-l 0-000; Malcolm B. Coate, "Economics, the Guidelines and the 

Evolution of Merger Policy," The Antitrust Bulletin, Volume XXXVII, No. 4 

(Winter 1992), pp. 997-1024; and Malcolm B. Coate, "Merger Enforcement at the 
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Reagan/Bush FTC," in Malcolm B. Coate and Andrew N. Kleit (editors), The 

2 Economics of the Antitrust Process, Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1996.) 

3 IV. WESTERN RESOURCES' AND KCPL'S ACTIVITIES AS BUYERS AND 
4 SELLERS OF POWER 

5 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE WESTERN RESOURCES' ELECTRIC UTILITY 

6 OPERATIONS GENERALLY. 

7 A. Western Resources operates the KPL and KGE electric utility systems and 

8 provides retail electric service to approximately 600,000 customers in 462 Kansas 

9 communities. The company also provides wholesale electric sales and 

Io transmission service to 64 communities, 3 rural cooperatives, and the Kansas 

II Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. (KEPCo). Western Resources generally serves 

12 the eastern half of Kansas but also sells wholesale power to numerous other 

13 entities in Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Louisiana. 

14 Western Resources' actual 1996 peak system load was 3,997 MW. The 

15 company owns 5,333 MW of generating capacity. Western Resources has 348 

16 MW of capacity sales. 

17 Additional information concerning the Western Resources utility system is 

18 contained in the testimonies of Mr. Morgan and Mr. Dixon. 

19 Q. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE KCPL'S ELECTRIC UTILITY OPERATIONS. 

20 A. KCPL operates a utility system in the city of Kansas City, Missouri, and in the 

2 I surrounding areas of Kansas and Missouri. KCPL 's actual 1996 peak system load 

22 was 2,987 MW, and it currently owns generating plants with a total accredited 

( 
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capacity of 3,298 MW. KCPL 's utility system and its operations are described in 

more detail in the testimony of Mr. Branca. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE UTILITIES INTERCONNECTED WITH 

WESTERN RESOURCES AND KCPL. 

Exhibit _(RMS-2) is a bubble diagram showing the interconnections of the 

merging parties as well as other entities in the SPP and surrounding regions. The 

area for each utility is proportional to the generating capacity owned by that 

entity. Exhibit _(RMS-3) lists the utilities (other than transmission-dependent 

utilities) directly interconnected with Western Resources and KCPL (Tier 1 

entities) and their total generating capacity. 

As these two exhibits indicate, the merging parties are interconnected with 

numerous other entities. Virtually all of the entities that are interconnected with 

both of the Applicants are interconnected with numerous other entities. 

Entities directly interconnected with both merging parties include 

Associated Electric Cooperative (AEC), Empire District Electric Company 

(Empire), Kansas City Board of Public Utilities (KCBPU), Missouri Public 

Service (MPS), Omaha Public Power District (OPPD), and Union. 

Western Resources is directly interconnected with Central and South West 

Corp. (CSW), Midwest Energy (MWE), Oklahoma Gas and Electric (OKGE), and 

UtiliCorp (WestPlains Energy-Kansas). 

interconnected with KCPL. 

These utilities are not directly 

KCPL is directly interconnected with City of Independence, Mo. 

(Independence), Lincoln Electric System (LES), MidAmerica Energy, Nebraska 
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Public Power District (NPPD), Northern States Power, and St. Joseph Light and 

Power (SJLP). These utilities are not directly interconnected with Western 

3 Resources. 

4 As Exhibit _(RMS-2) indicates, TV A is directly interconnected with 

5 Union, AEC, and Entergy. Union and AEC are directly interconnected with both 

6 merging parties. Entergy, a Tier 2 entity to the merging parties, is a major 

7 purchaser of power in the SPP. 

8 Many smaller entities that are directly interconnected with both merging 

9 parties also are interconnected with other large purchasers of power that have 

IO numerous interconnections. For example, Empire District is interconnected with 

11 

12 

13 

Entergy as well as both merging parties. Entergy has numerous direct 

interconnections and, as I discuss in more detail below, Entergy is becoming a 

regional market hub for wholesale electric transactions. MPS is directly 

14 interconnected with Union and to both merging parties. Union is interconnected 

15 with numerous entities in the SPP, MAIN, the East Central Area Reliability 

16 Coordination Agreement (ECAR), and the South East Reliability Coordination 

17 Agreement (SERC). 

18 KCPL, Missouri Public Service (Utilicorp), St. Joseph Light & Power, and 

19 Sunflower Electric are in the SPP but also· are part of the MAPP Regional 

20 Transmission Committee (RTC). The MAPP RTC permits members to provide 

21 transmission service to each other at non-pancaked megawatt mile rates that are 
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significantly lower than Order No. 888 ceiling rates. Other entities in the SPP can 

join the MAPP RTC. KCPL currently is part of the MAPP RTC. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE OVERALL LEVEL OF PURCHASES AND 

SALES OF WHOLESALE ELECTRICITY BY WESTERN RESOURCES 

ANDKCPL. 

Exhibit_ (RMS-4) contains two tables: one for Western Resources and one for 

KCPL. The tables show the total purchases and total sales of wholesale 

electricity, separated into non-firm and short-term firm versus long-term firm for 

each entity. Western Resources is a net seller of long-term firm power as well as 

non-firm and short-term firm power. KCPL is a net seller of non-firm and short­

term firm power but is a net purchaser of long-term firm power. Although 

KCPL's total capacity of3,134 MW exceeds its 1996 peak demand of2,987, as I 

noted earlier, a substantial amount -- 503 MW -- of this capacity is not really 

economic capacity because it is high-cost capacity. As a result, KCPL has 

substantial net purchases of capacity at the time of its peak. 

PLEASE DISCUSS SALES OF NON-FIRM AND SHORT-TERM FIRM 

POWER BY WESTERN RESOURCES AND KCPL. 

Exhibit _ (RMS-5) shows sales of non-firm and short-term firm power by 

Western Resources and KCPL in 1995 and 1996. The figures reported in this 

exhibit are all sales for resale reported on each company's FERC Form 1, except 

for sales classified as requirements sales, long-term firm sales, or unit power 

sales. 
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The following entities bought non-firm or short-term firm power in l 995 

from both Western Resources and KCPL: 

Arkansas Rural Electric Co-op 
AEC 
Central & South West 
Empire District Electric 
Enron Power Marketing 
Entergy 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Koch Power Services Marketing 
Louisville Gas & Electric Marketing 
Missouri Public Service (Utilicorp) 
Union Electric 

In 1996, in addition to the entities just listed for 1995, the following firms 

purchased non-firm and short-term firm power from both Western },lesources and 

KCPL: 

Aquila Power Corporation 
Delhi Energy Services 
Electric Clearinghouse Inc. 
Federal Energy Services 
Grand River Darn Authority 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power 
Rainbow Energy Marketing 
Sonat Power Marketing 
Valero Power Services 
Vito! Gas & Electric 

.West Plains Energy (Utilicorp) 

THIS APPEARS TO BE A SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN THE NUMBER 

OF COMMON CUSTOMERS OF THE TWO COMPANIES. WHAT 

ACCOUNTS FOR THIS? 

The increase in common customers from 1995 to 1996 is indicative of the changes 

that are occurring in wholesale power markets. In 1995, the common customers 
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of Western Resources and KCPL were primarily utilities. In 1996, a substantial 

number of power marketers were added to this list, reflecting the increased trading 

that has occurred in wholesale power markets as a result of near-universal open 

transmission access. 

WERE THERE ANY SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN THE NATURE OF 

WESTERN RESOURCES' AND KCPL'S NON-FIRM AND SHORT-TERM 

FIRM SALES BETWEEN 1995 AND 1996? 

There were significant changes in both companies' non-firm and short-term firm 

sales between 1995 and 1996. These changes reflect the general broadening of 

markets and increased trading in electricity that have occurred as a result of 

FER C's open access NOPR and Order No. 888. 

The first change was the significant increase in the number of entities 

purchasing power from both Western Resources and KCPL. As shown in 

Exhibit_(RMS-6), Western Resources' total number of non-firm and short-term 

firm customers increased from 35 in 1995 to 51 in 1996. Similarly, KCPL's total 

non-firm and short-term firm customers increased from 30 in 1995 to 42 in 1996. 

In large part, this is the result of the substantially increased number of power 

marketers purchasing power from both companies. The number of power 

marketers purchasing from Western Resources increased from 3 in I 995 to 18 in 

1996. The number of power marketers purchasing from KCPL increased from 4 

in 1995 to 14 in 1996. 
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Total sales (in MWH) to power marketers increased substantially -- 150 

percent in the case ofKCPL and 3,600 percent in the case of Western Resources. 

In 1996, sales to power marketers accounted for about 25 percent of Western 

Resources' total non-firm and short-term wholesale sales. 

A comparison of the top ten customers in 1995 and 1996 also indicates a 

significant shift in the nature of wholesale transactions during this period. Exhibit 

_ (RMS-7) consists of four pages. The first two pages show the ten largest 

purchasers of non-firm and short-term firm power from Western Resources in 

1995 and 1996, respectively. The last two pages show similar information for 

KCPL. 

Three of Western Resources' top ten customers for non-firm and short­

term firm power were power marketers in 1996. In 1995, none of Western 

Resources' top ten customers were power marketers. In 1995, only one of 

KCPL's top ten customers for non-firm and short-term firm power was a power 

marketer. In 1996, two power marketers were among KCPL's top ten customers, 

and their purchases had increased substantially. Moreover, Entergy (a Tier 2 

entity to KCPL) was not among KCPL's top ten customers in 1995 but was in 

1996. 

WHY ARE THESE CHANGES BETWEEN 1995 AND 1996 IMPORTANT 

TO YOUR ANALYSIS? 

These changes are important for two reasons. First, they show the general 

broadening of markets and trading that have occurred in response to widespread 

open transmission access. Second, the substantial amount of transactions with 
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power marketers reduces the likelihood that individual customers can be targeted 

for price increases. If the merged entity attempted to increase prices to some 

customers but not to others, power marketers could simply resell power they are 

already purchasing to the customers whose prices were increased. The ability of 

large traders to take advantage of such arbitrage possibilities reduces the 

likelihood of price discrimination and targeted price increases. Targeting 

individual customers for price increases is possible only when sellers can prevent 

buyers whose prices are not increased from reselling output to customers whose 

prices are increased.4 Western Resources and KCPL make significant sales to 

power marketers whose primary business is buying and reselling electricity. This 

reduces the likelihood of targeted price increases to individual utility customers. 

PLEASE DISCUSS WESTERN RESOURCES' AND KCPL'S SALES OF 

LONG-TERM FIRM POWER. 

Exhibit_(RMS-8) shows Western Resources' and KCPL's sales of long-term 

firm power in 1995 and 1996. Virtually all of the long-term firm sales by both 

parties are requirements sales, pursuant to FERC-approved contracts that will not 

change as a result of the merger. 

4 This point is discussed in more detail in Appendix I attached to my testimony. 
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APPLICATION OF MERGER POLICY STATEMENT AND MERGER 
GUIDELINES TO THE WESTERN RESOURCES-KCPL MERGER 

A. Overview 

HAVE YOU CONDUCTED AN ANALYSIS OF THIS MERGER USING 

6 THE METHODOLOGY DESCRIBED IN THE MERGER POLICY 

7 STATEMENT AND MERGER GUIDELINES? 

8 A. Yes, I have. My analysis follows the procedures outlined in Appendix A to the 

9 Merger Policy Statement and the DOJ/FTC Merger Guidelines. 

IO Q. HOW IS YOUR TESTIMONY CONCERNING THE APPLICATION OF 

II THE MERGER POLICY STATEMENT AND MERGER GUIDELINES 

12 ORGANIZED? 

13 A. The organization of this section of my testimony generally follows the steps 

14 outlined in the Merger Policy Statement and DOJ/FTC Merger Guidelines. 

15 First I define the product or products to be analyzed. This is relatively 

16 straightforward. I will analyze near-term wholesale markets. 

17 Next, I determine the scope of the relevant geographic market. Because 

18 FERC has stated in its Merger Policy Statement that it has adopted the DOJ/FTC 

19 Merger Guidelines, I utilize the Merger Guidelines approach to market definition. 

20 As I explain, defining the relevant geographic market involves determining the 

21 competitors to the merging firms, or the identity of other suppliers and/or owners 

22 of electric-generating capacity that place significant limits on the ability of the 

23 merged firm to increase prices. 
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Finally, I present calculations of the post-merger HHI and changes in the 

HHI for the relevant geographic market using several different measures of 

capacity. The capacity measures I analyze are total capacity, baseload coal and 

nuclear capacity, uncommitted capacity, economic capacity, and marginal 

economic capacity. These capacity measures are discussed in more detail in the 

part of this section that describes the HHI calculations. 

B. Product Markets Analyzed 

WHAT PRODUCT MARKETS DID YOU ANALYZE? 

I analyzed near-term wholesale power markets. In performing this analysis I 

focused on non-firm and short-term firm wholesale power. This is consistent with 

the products analyzed in FERC's recent Ohio Edison Order. There is no need to 

analyze long-term capacity markets. If a firm is unable to exercise market power 

in the short run, it will be unable to exercise market power in the long run. In the 

long run, entry will prevent price increases. Hence, it is appropriate to focus the 

analysis of a merger on the near-term impacts of the merger. 

WHY DID YOU NOT COMPUTE CONCENTRATION MEASURES FOR 

LONG-TERM CAPACITY? 

I concluded that it was not necessary to analyze concentration for long-term 

capacity because, absent barriers to entry, in the long run any attempt to increase 

prices above the competitive level would attract entry. These new entrants would 

produce increased output, which reduces prices. 

The results of my analysis for near-term power markets also indicate that it 

is not necessary to analyze long-term capacity markets. The results of that 
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analysis show that the merged entity will be unable to exercise market power in 

the short run. If it is not possible to raise prices in the short run, it also will not be 

possible to raise prices in the long run when, in addition to competition from 

existing generators, there is competition from new entry. 

HA VE YOU CONSIDERED WHETHER THERE ARE ANY BARRIERS 

TO ENTRY INTO THE MARKET FOR LONG-TERM CAPACITY THAT 

WOULD AFFECT YOUR CONCLUSION? 

Yes, I considered this issue and concluded that there are no barriers to entry into 

the market for long-term capacity. Numerous firms can and do build power 

plants. Open-access transmission is available in the SPP for generation from 

power plants built by both utilities and other entities. 

C. Relevant Geographic Market 

WHAT IS THE RELEVANT GEOGRAPHIC MARKET FOR PURPOSES 

OF EVALUATING THIS MERGER? 

As I discuss below, the changes in wholesale electric markets that have resulted 

from FERC's open-access transmission policies are such that relevant geographic 

markets are now regional in scope, not limited to individual destination utilities. 

For purposes of evaluating this merger, the customers in the relevant geographic 

market are purchasers of wholesale power in the SPP plus the eastern Missouri 

portion of MAIN, or the Union control area. The suppliers in this relevant market 

include, at a minimum, all entities owning capacity in the SPP, Union, and entities 

in MAPP that currently sell power or could begin selling power in response to a 

small price increase in the SPP or to Union. I have also included TV A as a 
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supplier in the relevant market because TV A sells significant amounts of power to 

two major customers of the merging parties -- Entergy and Union. These sales in 

aggregate exceed the combined non-firm and short-term firm power sales by the 

Applicants to all buyers. TVA is discussed in more detail later in my testimony. I 

present HHI calculations that show the effects of either including or excluding 

TV A. I also present HHI calculations that show the effects of including or 

excluding Southern from the relevant market. 

I present HHis both excluding and including Southern for the following 

reasons. An examination of transaction data shows that Southern did not make 

significant purchases from or sales to many SPP members other than Entergy in 

1995 or 1996. However, the relevant geographic market should be defined to 

include all of the capacity that can impose a meaningful constraint on the ability 

of the merged firm to raise prices. This means that the relevant test is not whether 

a particular firm has made substantial sales to particular customers in the past, but 

whether it could increase its sales into the market in response to a price increase. 

Southern certainly fits this criterion for inclusion in the market. I also note that 

where I have included Southern, I have only included its economic capacity, i.e., 

capacity that could be sold into the market at current prices. Finally, although the 

data indicate that in 1996 Southern's sales within the SPP were only to Entergy, 

those sales are not insignificant. In 1996 Entergy was one of KCPL 's ten largest 

customers. Southern's sales to Entergy were three times as large as KCPL's sales 

to Entergy. 
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The conclusions are the same whether TV A and/or Southern are included 

or excluded from the market. 

HOW IS YOUR DISCUSSION OF THE RELEVANT GEOGRAPHIC 

MARKET ORGANIZED? 

First I explain the Merger Guidelines concept of a relevant geographic market. 

Defining the relevant geographic market involves determining the competitors to 

the merging firms and identifying other suppliers and/or owners of electric 

generating capacity that place significant limits on the ability of the merged firm 

to increase prices. Then, in order to determine the competitors to the merging 

firm, I examine where the merging firms sell power, who else sells power in that 

same area, and where the power flows in the area in which the merging firms 

operate. Finally, I discuss the relevant geographic market and the identity of the 

suppliers in that market. The capacities of these suppliers are then used to 

compute HHis in the next section of my testimony. 

HOW ARE MARKETS DEFINED IN THE MERGER GUIDELINES 

METHODOLOGY? 

Under the DOJIFTC Merger Guidelines, the relevant market for purposes of 

analyzing a merger should include the capacity owned by others that constrains 

the ability of the merged entity to increase prices. This means that the relevant 

market should be defined by identifying the capacity that currently competes with 

the merging parties and/or capacity that might supply additional output if the 

merged entity attempted to increase prices. Under the Merger Guidelines, 
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markets are defined as groups of producers or suppliers, not as individual buyers 

or customers. Relevant wholesale electric markets tend to be regional in scope. 

Individual buyers or individual groups of customers generally do not constitute 

relevant geographic markets. 

ARE THERE INSTANCES IN WHICH INDIVIDUAL DESTINATION 

BUYERS OR GROUPS OF CUSTOMERS MAY CONSTITUTE 

RELEVANT GEOGRAPHIC MARKETS? 

Individual buyers or individual groups of customers constitute separate relevant 

geographic markets only if the merged entity can engage in price discrimination 

and target specific buyers or groups of customers for price increases. 5 Open­

access transmission, accompanied by increased trading in electricity and the 

ability of buyers to engage in arbitrage, has reduced significantly the ability of 

utilities to selectively increase prices and engage in price discrimination. 

WOULD AN ANALYSIS FOCUSING ON SUCH INDIVIDUAL 

DESTINATION "MARKETS" REFLECT CONDITIONS IN TODAY'S 

ELECTRICITY MARK.ET? 

No. Analyzing individual destination utilities as separate antitrust markets 

ignores two important facts of the post-Order 888 world. First, absent 

transmission constraints that actually limit otherwise economic transactions from 

occurring, prices at any two destination utilities cannot differ by more than the 

transmission costs between those two points for any sustained period of time. 

5 See Merger Guidelines, §2. l. 
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Second, use of individual destination utilities as separate relevant geographic 

markets ignores the fact that electricity can be resold. Sustained and systematic 

price discrimination is unlikely when sellers of a product cannot prevent resale of 

that product. 6 

IS YOUR APPROACH TO DEFINING RELEVANT ANTITRUST 

MARKETS BASED ON THE IDENTITY OF COMPETING SUPPLIERS 

(OR POINTS OF PRODUCTION) RATHER THAN ON INDIVIDUAL 

BUYERS CONSISTENT WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED ECONOMIC 

PRINCIPLES? 

Yes, it is. Gregory Werden, an economist at the Department of Justice Antitrust 

Division, has authored numerous articles in scholarly journals discussing market 

definition. In a 1993 article in the Antitrust Bulletin, Dr. Werden stated: 

Under the Guidelines, markets are initially delineated under .the 
assumption that price discrimination is not possible, and in doing 
so markets are delineated on the basis of points of production, 
rather than points of consumption. The Guidelines' approach 
better focuses the analysis on the real issue of identifying the 
important competitors of the merging finns. If price 
discrimination is possible, the Guidelines permit the delineation of 
additional markets by identifying groups of customers that could 
be discriminated against. 

[Gregory Werden, "Market Delineation Under the Merger 
Guidelines: A Tenth Anniversary Retrospective," Antitrust 
Bulletin, Fall 1993, pp. 541-42.) 

6 This point is well established in economics textbooks. See, for example, Browning, Edward K. and 
Jacqueline M. Browning, Microeconomic Theory and Applications, Second Edition, 1986, pp. 387-388; 
or Glahe, Fred R. and Dwight .R. Lee, Microeconomics: Theory and Applications, 1981, pp. 305-306. 
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As Dr. Werden explains, the DOJ/FTC approach of identifying suppliers is 

2 appropriate when price discrimination is absent, as generally is the case in today's 

3 electricity market. 

4 Q. ARE YOU AW ARE OF PRIOR CASES IN WHICH FERC HAS DEFINED 

5 THE RELEVANT MARKET TO BE A REGION OR GROUP OF 

6 PRODUCERS, RATHER THAN INDIVIDUAL BUYERS? 

7 A. Yes, I am. In its order approving the Baltimore Gas and Electric-Potomac 

8 Electric Power Company merger, Docket No. EC96-10-000, the FERC adopted 

9 the Pennsylvania-Jersey-Maryland (PJM) power pool as the relevant market. In 

10 the Primergy case, Docket No. EC95-16-000, FERC's analysis of the relevant 

11 geographic market focused on the Wisconsin-Upper Michigan System (WUMS). 

12 In its recent order (July 30, I 997) in the Atlantic Electric-Delmarva merger, 

13 Docket No. EC97-7-000, the geographic market analyzed was PJM. 

14 Q. HOW DID YOU IDENTIFY THE COMPETITORS TO THE MERGING 

15 FIRMS? 

16 A. I first determined where the merging firms sell wholesale power. Next, I 

17 identified other suppliers who own capacity in the same areas where the merging 

18 firms sell wholesale power. Finally, I examined power flows in the area in which 

l 9 the merging firms sell wholesale power. 

20 Q. 

21 A. 

WHERE DO THE MERGING FIRMS SELL WHOLESALE POWER? 

Exhibit_(RMS-5) and Exhibit_(RMS-8) list all of the entities that purchased 

22 wholesale power from Western Resources or KCPL in 1995 and 1996. Exhibit 
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_ (RMS-9) is a map that shows the general areas where the merging parties sold 

power in 1996. Page 1 shows the service areas of entities that purchased power 

from the merging parties. Page 2 shows the service areas of the merging firms 

and their wholesale customers, as well as the service areas of utilities that sold 

power to wholesale customers of either Western Resources or KCPL. 

Page I of the exhibit shows that the merging parties have sold power 

throughout the middle of the country including the SPP and MAPP regions. 

However, utilities in MAPP tend to act more as competitors than as customers of 

the merging parties. Page 2 of the exhibit shows that wholesale customers of the 

merging parties have purchased power from as far east as Kentucky, as far south 

as Louisiana, as far southwest as the Texas Panhandle, and as far north as 

Minnesota. 

Exhibit_(RMS-10) shows the 1995 and 1996 purchases of non-firm and 

short-term firm power by customers of the merging parties. These data were used 

to prepare page 2 of Exhibit_(RMS-9). That exhibit also indicates the large 

number of other suppliers to the wholesale customers of the merging parties.7 

WHY IS THE LOCATION OF CUSTOMERS OF THE MERGING 

PARTIES AND OTHER SELLERS TO THOSE SAME CUSTOMERS 

7 Note that the data in Exhibit _(RMS-IO) are taken from the Fonns I filed with FERC by the utilities. 
Since only investor-owned utilities file Fonn I, Exhibit _(RMS-IO) shows fewer customers than 
Exhibit _(RMS-5) or Exhibit _(RMS-6). 
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IMPORTANT FOR DETERMINING THE RELEVANT GEOGRAPHIC 

MARKET? 

Any supplier that owns generating capacity in the same general area in which the 

merging parties are sellers of power is a competitor to the merging parties. 

Similarly, capacity owned by customers of the merging parties is an alternative 

source of supply to capacity owned by the merging parties. Finally, other entities 

that have sold or can sell power to customers of the merging parties are 

competitors to the merging parties. 

YOUR EXHIBITS_(RMS-5) AND _(RMS-6) INDICATE THAT BOTH 

WESTERN RESOURCES AND KCPL MADE SIGNIFICANT SALES TO 

POWER MARKETERS. DID POWER MARKETERS ALSO MAKE 

SIGNIFICANT SALES IN THE SPP? 

Yes, they did. In 1996, power marketers sold 11.1 million MWH in the SPP. Of 

this amount, 6.8 million MWH were sales to utilities and 4.3 million MWH were 

sales to other power marketers (see Power Markets Week, April 21, 1997, pp. 

1,7). To put this amount in perspective, the combined non-firm and short-term 

firm sales by KCPL and Western Resources were 7.5 million MWH in 1996 (see 

Exhibit_(RMS-6)). In the aggregate, KCPL and Western Resources sold 1.5 

million MWH to power marketers and 6.0 million MWH to other utilities 

(including each other). Aggregate sales of non-firm and short-term firm power by 

both merging parties to utilities were less than aggregate sales by power marketers 

to utilities in the SPP. If I eliminate sales to Union (which is in MAIN), the 

combined Western Resources and KCPL 1996 sales of non-firm and short-term 
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firm power to utilities in the SPP totaled 4. 7 million MWH -- or about 30 percent 

less than sales by power marketers to utilities in the SPP. 

Exhibit_(RMS- I 0) shows that all customers of Western Resources and 

KCPL that identify specific customers on FERC Form I made some purchases 

from power marketers in 1996. I also have examined sales by power marketers to 

other customers of Western Resources. Reports filed by power marketers at 

FERC indicate some sales by power marketers to smaller entities such as the 

Kansas City Board of Public Utilities, Kansas Municipal Energy Agency, and 

Midwest Energy. 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER FACTORS THAT LIMIT THE ABILITY OF 

THE MERGED FIRM TO TARGET INDMDUAL CUSTOMERS FOR 

PRICE INCREASES? 

Yes. There are two such factors. First, both Western Resources and KCPL, as 

well as many other utilities in this area, are members of the Continental Power 

Exchange (CPEX). The CPEX is a computerized one-hour-ahead electricity 

market. CPEX members seeking to sell electricity input offers to sell into a 

computer. These offers show up on the computer screens of other CPEX 

members. Buyers do not know the identity of the sellers until after a transaction 

is agreed upon. The fact that the identities of both buyers and sellers are not 

known until after the transaction is agreed upon reduces the likelihood of targeting 

individual buyers for price increases. 
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The second factor is the MAPP RTC that I mentioned earlier. KCPL, St. 

Joseph Light & Power, Missouri Public Service, and Sunflower Electric are part 

of the MAPP RTC. A utility in the SPP can join the MAPP RTC. The MAPP 

RTC transmission rate is a megawatt mile rate that is substantially less than the 

Order 888 ceiling rates. A utility joining the MAPP RTC can purchase power 

from any other MAPP R TC member at lower transmission charges than it would 

pay if it were not a MAPP RTC member. This provides an option to entities in 

the northern SPP that substantially lowers transmission costs of purchasing power 

from MAPP RTC members. The presence of such an option limits the ability of 

the merged entity to target individual customers for price increases. 

PREVIOUSLY YOU MENTIONED THE GROWING IMPORTANCE OF 

POWER MARKETERS. ARE THERE ANY EXAMPLES OF SMALLER 

ENTITIES FORMING ALLIANCES WITH POWER MARKETERS? 

Yes, there are. KCBPU has formed an alliance with Aquila Energy. Aquila 

Energy is the sixth-largest power marketer in the country. According to a story in 

the June 23, 1997, issue of Electric Utility Week: 

The Kansas City, Kansas Board of Public Utilities [BPU] and 
UtiliCorp United unit Aquila Energy announced a strategic alliance 
June 18 that initially will focus on power sales and purchases. 

Specifically, BPU will work with Aquila Power Marketing, a high­
volume marketer that operates a trading floor in the Kansas City 
area. 

"As technology and deregulation change the energy world, we are 
looking to alliances like this one with Aquila Energy to improve 
revenues and reduce costs, while at the same time providing our 
customers with all types of services they want and need. This 
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arrangement serves as an umbrella under which the two companies 
can do a variety of things that are in our best interest," said E. Leon 
Daggett, BPU general manager. 

V.J. Horgan, Aquila Energy senior vice president, said, "What we 
are bringing to BPU is a nationwide capability to buy and sell 
electric power. As energy deregulation continues to evolve, 
alliances like this one with Kansas City, Kansas will spread the 
benefits to all customers." 

WHY DID YOU EXAMINE THE WHOLESALE TRANSACTIONS AND 

POWER FLOWS IN THE REGION IN WHICH THE MERGING 

PARTIES OPERATE? 

Examining power flows within a region together with the purchase and sales data 

I described previously helps to identify the pattern of transactions. Only investor­

owned utilities are required to file FERC Form 1. This means that often one 

cannot obtain detailed data on sales by many public power entities. Both 

investor-owned utilities and public power authorities that operate control areas are 

required to file scheduled interchange data as part of their Form 714 filings. The 

Form 714 provides data on the pattern of transactions that augment the FERC 

Form 1 data I discussed earlier. 

WHATPOWERFLOWDATADIDYOU ANALYZE? 

I analyzed scheduled receipts and deliveries of power between control areas as 

reported on Form 714. Control areas report scheduled receipts from and 

deliveries to adjacent control areas on Form 714. 

Receipts of energy and deliveries of energy m this analysis are not 

necessarily the same as purchases and sales of energy. Two factors lead to a 

difference. First, some utilities have power plants in their control areas that are 
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owned by other utilities. For example, UtiliCorp owns 345 MW (16 percent) of 

the Jeffrey Energy Center in the Western Resources control area. Similarly, 

KCPL owns 581 MW (47 percent) of the Wolf-Creek Nuclear Unit in the Western 

Resources control area. The deliveries of UtiliCorp's energy from its ownership 

share of the Jeffrey Energy Center are recorded as deliveries of energy from the 

Western Resources control area, or exports of energy. Second, transmission 

transactions count as both a receipt and a delivery. For example, if Western 

Resources is providing transmission service for a sale of energy from Omaha 

Public Power District (OPPD) to CSW, this will be recorded as a scheduled 

receipt of energy by Western Resources from OPPD and a scheduled delivery of 

energy by Western Resources to CSW. 

The first step in my analysis was to determine which control areas were 

net exporters of energy and which control areas were net importers of energy. For 

simplicity, I refer to this analysis as an import/export analysis. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE RESULTS OF YOUR IMPORT/EXPORT 

ANALYSIS. 

Exhibit._ (RMS-11) lists control areas that were net exporters of energy 

(scheduled deliveries of energy exceeded scheduled receipts) and control areas 

that were net importers of energy ( scheduled deliveries of energy were less than 

scheduled receipts). This exhibit shows the volume of net exports for the 

exporting control areas and the volume of net imports for the importing control 
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areas. The Fonn 714 data for 1996 are not available for all utilities. I show 1995 

data for all of these utilities; I show 1996 data where available. 

Western Resources and KCPL both are net exporters of power on an 

annual basis. Exhibit _ (RMS- I I) also shows that MAPP utilities such as 

NPPD and OPPD are substantial net exporters of power. Entergy, Union, Empire 

District and CS W's SPP utilities are substantial net importers of power. 

DID YOU PERFORM ANY ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS OF SCHEDULED 

INTERCHANGES BETWEEN CONTROL AREAS? 

Yes, I did. I also analyzed scheduled interchanges for Western Resources, KCPL, 

Entergy, Union, AEC, CSW, and OKGE. 1996 data show that Entergy and Union 

are large net importers; power flows from the merging parties toward Union, 

CSW, and OKGE; and power flows from Union, OKGE, and, in 1995, CSW, 

towards Entergy. This is shown in Exhibit (RMS-12). Schedule 1 of Exhibit 

_(RMS-12) contains 1995 data, while Schedule 2 contains 1996 data. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE SCHEDULED INTERCHANGES OF THESE 

CONTROL AREAS. 

The general pattern is that power flows from the north to the south and, to a lesser 

degree, to the east ( or towards Union). The data also show that a substantial 

amount of power flows through AEC and also Union, from MAPP to the southern 

portion of the SPP. Power flows south towards Entergy, east towards Union, and 

also from Union to Entergy. 
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KCPL exports a significant amount of power to Union, SJLP, City of 

Independence, and Empire. KCPL imports power from MidAmerican Energy and 

NPPD. The power flow from KCPL to Empire also reflects Empire's ownership 

share in the Iatan plant, which is located in KCPL's control area. Western 

Resources is a significant net exporter to UtiliCorp, CSW, and OKGE. Utilicorp 

owns both MPS and West Plains. The exports to UtiliCorp reflect, in part, the 

fact that MPS and WestPlains own interests in the Jeffrey Energy Center, which _is 

located in Western Resources' control area. 

MAPP utilities generally export power to Western Resources, KCPL, 

AEC, and Union. AEC and Union are net exporters to Entergy. 

Entergy imports power from AEC, Empire, OKGE, TV A, and Union. 

Several of the utilities, which are net importers of power from one or both 

merging parties, are net exporters of power to Entergy. Although Union is a net 

importer, it has significant net exports to Entergy. Similarly, in 1995 Empire and 

CSW -- which were net importers -- were net exporters to Entergy. 

WHAT DID YOU CONCLUDE FROM YOUR ANALYSIS OF NET 

POWER FLOWS BETWEEN CONTROL AREAS IN THIS REGION? 

The power flow data indicate that wholesale electric power market activity in this 

region tends to focus toward the Entergy system. Entergy tends to be a regional 

"hub." The level and pattern of regional wholesale prices are strongly influenced 

by economic activity at such regional "hubs." The data show large net flows of 

power into the Entergy system. Many systems that are importing power (such as 

Empire, AEC, and Union) tend also to export power to Entergy. Entities 
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interconnected with one or both of the merging parties that import from one or 

both of the merging parties -- such as AEC, OKGE, CSW, Union, and Empire -­

tend to be net exporters of power to Entergy. 

WHY DOES POWER FLOW FROM THE NORTH TO THE SOUTH IN 

THESPP? 

There is a substantial amount of low-cost, coal-fired capacity available to the 

north of the merging parties in MAPP. Utilities to the south of the merging 

parties have higher-cost generation than do entities in the Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas, 

and Missouri area. 

Exhibit _ (RMS-13) shows the average cost of coal purchased by 

various utilities in MAPP (Nebraska and Iowa), the northern part of the SPP 

(Kansas and Missouri), and the southern part of the SPP (Oklahoma, Arkansas, 

and Louisiana). The average cost of coal delivered to power plants in Nebraska 

and Iowa is about ten cents per million BTU less than the average cost of coal 

delivered to power plants in Kansas and Missouri. The average cost of coal 

delivered to power plants in Kansas and Missouri is about 35 cents per million 

BTU less than the average cost of coal delivered to power plants in Oklahoma, 

Arkansas, and Louisiana. At a typical heat rate of 10,500 BTU per KWH for a 

large coal unit, a lower coal cost of ten cents per MMBTU translates into about 

1.0 to 1.1 mills/KWH ($1.00 to $1.10 per MWH) lower marginal generation costs. 

Exhibit _ (RMS-13) also shows that the percent of fossil steam capacity 

(i.e., total capacity less hydro and nuclear) that is gas-fired is higher in the 
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southern part of the SPP than in the northern part of the SPP or in MAPP. The 

cost of gas delivered to power plants in dollars per MMBTU exceeds the cost of 

coal delivered to power plants. The heat rates for gas and coal-fired steam-

generating stations are similar. 

The cost differentials discussed above mean that, during most hours of the 

year, power generally flows from north to south and east in the SPP. 

HAVE YOU EXAMINED ANY OTHER DATA THAT ARE CONSISTENT 

WITH YOUR OPINION THAT THE RELEVANT GEOGRAPHIC 

MARKET IS REGIONAL IN SCOPE? 

Yes, I have. Power Markets Week, a McGraw-Hill publication, publishes daily, 

weekday electricity prices for different regions of the country and for widely 

traded contracts such as "Into Entergy." I examined prices for transactions in the 

SPP, MAIN, TVA, MAPP, and Into Entergy. "Into Entergy" transactions refer to 

transactions in which the seller has satisfied its obligations to the buyer if the 

seller delivers the power to any Entergy interface. 

If wholesale power markets are broad regions rather than individual 

destination utilities, one would expect electricity prices at different locations 

move together. If two locations were not in the same market, prices in those two 

locations would not necessarily move together. I should note that price 

relationships such as those I will discuss below can be used as a consistency check 

with other data ( such as power flows and actual transactions) that indicate markets 

51 



( 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

( 

Exhibit_ (RMS-TST) 

are broad. By themselves, they do not "prove" or "disprove" whether or not two 

locations are part of the same market. 

Page I of Exhibit _(RMS-14) lists the price series I examined, the 

number of observations, and the beginning date of the data series in my analysis. 

I used a full year of data, where available. Two series, TV A prices and Into 

Entergy, were not available for a full year. In these two cases, I used all of the 

data that were available. 

Pages 3 through 7 of Exhibit _(RMS-14) are graphs of the SPP price 

versus prices at Entergy, TVA, SERC, MAIN and MAPP.8 As these five graphs 

show, all of these prices move together. 

This graphical information can be summarized by computing the 

correlation coefficients between various pairs of prices. A correlation coefficient 

measures the degree to which two variables are related. If two variables always 

move in lock step, the correlation coefficient will be one. If there is no relation 

between two variables and they move independently of each other, the correlation 

coefficient is zero. The square of the correlation coefficient is a measure of how 

much of the variation in one variable is "explained" by the other. For example, a 

correlation coefficient of .9 between two variables can be interpreted as meaning 

8 I should note that the SPP price includes all transactions in the SPP. Thus, it includes the transactions at 
Entergy that are in the Into Entergy price index. This means that the chart of SPP prices versus Into 
Entergy prices may overstate the closeness of prices at Entergy versus the rest of the SPP. 
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that 8 I percent (.9 times .9) of the variation in one variable is "explained" by 

movements in the other variable. 

Page 8 of Exhibit _(RMS-I 4) shows the correlations between various 

pairs of prices. Page 9 shows the correlations between changes in prices, or the 

correlation coefficient for first differences, or the daily change in prices. For 

example, the correlation coefficient of .9708 for TV A and Into Entergy at page 9 

means that the correlation between the daily change in price at TVA (today's price 

less yesterday's price) and the daily change in price at Entergy is .97. 

Overall, the data show a high correlation in prices across various regions. 

The correlation between the first differences in MAPP prices and prices in other 

regions is somewhat lower than the other pairs. This probably reflects 

transmission constraints, w)lich I discuss below and, subsequently, incorporate 

into my analysis. 

The rest of the price correlations tend to be very high and consistent with 

the concept that wholesale power markets are broad regions. For example, the 

correlation coefficient of .89 for the changes in MAIN and SPP prices means that 

about 79 percent of the variability in the daily change in MAIN prices can be 

"explained" by variability in the daily change in the SPP prices (.89 squared is 

.79). Similarly, the correlation coefficient of .80 for changes in SPP prices and 

SERC prices means that about 64 percent of the variation in changes in the daily 

SPP price can be "explained" by variations in the daily change in the SERC price. 

53 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

( 22 

Exhibit (RMS-TST) 

Page 11 of Exhibit _(RMS-14) shows, for each pair of prices, the 

percent of the time that the two prices differed by less than 4 mills per KWH. 

This amount is about equal to one or two "wheels." If two locations are in the 

same market, one would not expect prices to differ by more than transmission 

costs and losses for any sustained periods of time. Prices at two locations should 

differ by less than transportation costs a high percentage of the time. 

This is generally what one observes. For example, prices in the SPP are 

within 4 mills of prices at TV A 87 percent of the time. Prices in the SPP are 

within 4 mills of prices in the MAIN 79 percent of the time. 

Page 10 is identical to page 11, except for the fact that it calculates the 

percent of the time that a pair of prices were within two mills of each other. 

Prices in the SPP were within two mills of SERC prices 64 percent of the time, 

were within two mills of TV A prices 77 percent of the time, and were within two 

mills of MAIN prices 56 percent of the time. 

These data are consistent with the concept that markets are broad regions. 

There are, of course, other factors that contribute to a relationship between prices 

in different regions. For example, weather is correlated among regions and will 

result in some price correlation even if two locations are not part of the same 

market. However, the fact that one observes both high correlations among regions 

and small differences in prices between regions a substantial percent of the time is 

consistent with the other data I have examined, which indicate that relevant 

markets are broad regions, not individual destination utilities. 
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D. HHis Based on Total Capacity 

WHY DID YOU CALCULATE THE HHI BASED ON TOTAL 

CAPACITY? 

Total capacity measures the competitive significance of each of the suppliers in 

the relevant market. Depicting concentration in the ownership of total capacity is 

the most straightforward way of presenting market-share data for purposes of a 

competitive analysis. Moreover, unless different suppliers have very different 

mixes of capacity or very different reserve margins, calculations of market 

concentration based on total capacity will generally produce the same or similar 

results as calculations of market concentration based on other measures of 

capacity. 

WHAT SUPPLIERS DID YOU INCLUDE IN THE RELEVANT 

MARKET? 

I included all entities in the SPP, Union, and all MAPP utilities that sell into the 

SPP. I have assumed that Union and CIPSCo are merged. (The FERC ALJ has 

recommended approval of the merger, and state regulatory authorities have 

already given their approval.) This is a very conservative definition of the 

suppliers in the relevant market. I have excluded TV A and Southern. TV A is 

interconnected with Union, AEC, and Entergy. TVA sells power to Entergy and 

Union. Southern sells significant amounts of power to Entergy. Because 

Southern is directly interconnected with Entergy, it is a Tier 2 entity to many of 

the utilities in the SPP. Later, in my discussion of economic and marginal 

economic capacity, I include some capacity from TV A and Southern. 
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Q. DID YOU INCLUDE ANY TRANSMISSION CONSTRAINTS IN YOUR 

CALCULATIONS? 

3 A. Yes, I did. The transmission constraints that one includes in the analysis should be 

those constraints that are most likely to be encountered and most likely to 

influence economic activity in the relevant wholesale electric market. There are 

two such transmission limits that I have included in my analysis.9 First, I have 

limited the aggregate capacity of MAPP utilities to 1,200 MW. 10 This is the 

summer transfer capability between MAPP and the SPP. Second, I have limited 

SPS 's capacity to the rest of the SPP to 300 MW. This is the transfer capacity 

from SPS to the rest of the SPP. 11 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

l l 

12 

Q. WHY DID YOU LIMIT THE AGGREGATE CAPACITY OF MAPP 

UTILITIES TO 1,200 MW? 

13 A. As I indicated earlier, there is a substantial amount of low-cost, coal-fired capacity 

in MAPP that competes with capacity within the SPP. In addition, several SPP 14 

9 In the late summer. 1997, there were north to south and some east to west transmission binding 
constraints encountered in the SPP. These transmission limits curtailed transactions. As discussed by 
Mr. Dixon, these curtailments were primarily the result of severe stonn damage to a 345 KW line 
connecting Western Resources and OKGE. In addition, Public Service of Oklahoma requested line­
loading relief several times in the summer of 1997 due to sudden loss of generation and overloaded 
facilities. As discussed in Mr. Dixon's testimony, the line between Western Resources and OKGE was 
returned to service on September 13, 1997. Hence, I have not included any additional constraints in my 
analysis. 

IO See Exhibit A-l-1, 1997 Main Summer Transmission Assessment Including MAJN-ECAR-TVA and 
MAJN-MAPP-SPP Interregional Appraisals. 

11 See Direct Testimony of David T. Hudson on behalf of Applicants, in the Public Service Company of 
Colorado-Southwestern Public Service Company merger proceedings, Docket EC96-2-000. at page 10. 
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utilities have joined the MAPP RTC. Thus, the amount of coal-fired capacity in 

MAPP that can actually reach the SPP is important in the analysis. 

In order to determine if transmission constraints were limiting power 

flows from MAPP to the SPP, I examined the frequency with which schedules 

between MAPP and the SPP were reduced due to transmission constraints m 

MAPP. 

MAPP has a procedure known as "line-loading relief" that can be 

implemented whenever flows on individual interfaces or transmission lines 

exceed certain limits. When MAPP implements line-loading relief procedures, all 

schedules within MAPP can be reduced to the extent that flows on the line or 

interface may be affected. 

In I 996, there were about 1,700 hours in which MAPP line-loading relief 

procedures resulted in schedule reductions from MAPP to the SPP. In all but 70 

hours, the schedule reductions were due to other flows in MAPP. There were 

only 70 hours in 1996 in which excessive flows between MAPP and the SPP led 

to reductions in schedules. 

WHY DID YOU LIMIT SPS'S TRANSFER CAPACITY TO THE REST OF 

THE SPP TO 300 MW? 

The 300 MW limit from SPS to the rest of the SPP reflects the weak 

interconnections between SPS and the SPP. 

DID YOU INCLUDE ANY TRANSMISSION CONSTRAINTS THAT ARE 

NOT BINDING? 
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A. No, I did not include any transmission constraints that were not binding for other 

than short durations or under extraordinary circumstances. If power flows 

generally are less than available transfer capability, and there is no reason to 

believe that the merger will change this fact, then the economics of the 

transaction, not transmission constraints, determine power flows. The approach I 

have taken properly distinguishes between those transmission limits that have 

actually constrained the ability of customers to reach alternative suppliers and 

those that do not. 

9 Q. WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF YOUR HHI CALCULATIONS FOR 

TOTAL CAPACITY? 10 

11 A. 

12 

The pre- and post-merger HHis and the change in the HHI for the relevant market 

are shown in Exhibit_(RMS-15). The post-merger HHI is 1399. The change in 

13 the HHI due to the merger is 57. This calculation is overly conservative because 

14 it excludes capacity from TV A and Southern. Had I included capacity from TV A 

15 and/or Southern, the change in the HHI would have been even smaller. The level 

16 of this post-merger HHI and the change in the HHI are well within the safe-harbor 

I 7 provisions of the Merger Policy Statement and the Merger Guidelines. This 

I 8 means that the merger has no adverse effect on competition and no further 

19 antitrust analysis is required. 

20 

21 Q. 

22 

E. HHis for Baseload Coal and Nuclear Capacity 

WHY DID YOU CALCULATE THE HHI BASED ON COAL AND 

NUCLEAR CAPACITY? 
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Coal-fired plants represent about 37 percent of total SPP capacity and natural gas­

fired plants about 49 percent of SPP capacity. Nuclear plants account for about 4 

percent of capacity in the SPP. A substantial amount of wholesale power market 

activity in the SPP consists of sales from utilities that own coal or nuclear 

capacity to utilities that have significant amounts of gas-fired capacity when such 

coal-fired and nuclear capacity is available to displace generation from higher­

cost, gas-fired capacity. During off-peak periods and lower load hours during 

peak periods, coal-fired capacity can be the marginal generation source in the 

SPP, and it is coal-fired capacity that determines prices during those time periods. 

Thus, one potential concern is that a single entity controlling a substantial portion 

of the coal-fired and nuclear capacity in the geographic market (or a merger that 

would substantially increase the concentration of ownership of coal and nuclear 

capacity) might lead to price increases. These price increases would be most 

likely to occur, if they occurred at all, in off-peak or under lighter load conditions. 

WHAT ARE THE HHis AND THE CHANGE IN THE HHI BASED ON 

COAL-FIRED AND NUCLEAR CAPACITY IN THE RELEVANT 

MARKET? 

This calculation is shown in Exhibit_(RMS- I 6). I have used the same suppliers 

and same transmission constraints as used for total capacity in Exhibit_(RMS-

15). The post-merger HHI is 1,210; the change in the HHI is 122. This is a post­

merger HHI that is at the low end of the moderately concentrated range. The 

Merger Guidelines consider HHI levels and changes in the HHI just above and 

just below the safe-harbor levels as having the same competitive significance. A 
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change in the HHI of only slightly more than 100 in a market with a post-merger 

HHI at the very lower end of the moderately concentrated range indicates a 

merger that raises no competitive concerns. Moreover, this calculation is overly 

conservative because it includes no TV A or Southern capacity. Had I included 

capacity from TV A and/or Southern, the change in the HHI would have been even 

lower. As I indicated earlier, TV A is a Tier 1 entity and sells significant amounts 

of power to Entergy and also to Union. Southern is directly interconnected with 

Entergy and is Tier 2 to many SPP utilities and to Union. Thus, this merger 

should be considered within the safe-harbor range and no further analysis is 

required. 

F. HHis Based on Peaking Capacity 

WHY DID YOU CALCULATE THE HHI BASED ON PEAKING 

CAPACITY? 

Another concern that might be raised is that a single entity controlling a 

substantial portion of the peaking capacity within a defined geographic market, or 

a merger that substantially increases the concentration of ownership of peaking 

capacity, might lead to price increases. If a single utility or a small number of 

utilities controlled substantially all of the peaking capacity within a relevant 

geographic market, they might be able to profit by withholding small amounts of 

capacity and spiking prices upward. In its Merger Policy Statement, FERC noted 

that "peak periods may be more problematic than other periods, because the 

opportunity to exercise market power likely would lead to significantly higher 

prices during those hours" (Merger Policy Statement, Appendix A, p. 18). 
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Q. IS CONTROL OF PEAKING CAPACITY AN ISSUE IN THIS MERGER? 

2 A. Control of peaking capacity is not an issue in this merger. The change in the HHI 

3 based on peaking capacity due to this merger is zero because KCPL does not have 

4 any economic peaking capacity. As noted earlier, KCPL has 503 MW of very 

5 high-cost, older combustion turbine capacity. Although KCPL's total capacity of 

6 3,134 MW exceeds its 1996 peak demand of2,987 MW, 503 MW of this capacity 

7 are not really economic capacity because they are high-cost capacity. As a result, 

8 KCPL has substantial net purchases of capacity at the time of its peak. This 

9 means that zero weight in HHI calculations should be given to KCPL 's peaking 

IO capacity. As noted in the Appendix (p. 8) of the Department of Justice Comments 

11 in Docket No. RM96-6-000, "[G]eneration resources should be assigned market 

12 shares of zero if it can be established that they would have marginal operating cost 

13 far in excess of foreseeable prevailing prices." 

14 G. HHis Based on Uncommitted Capacity 

15 Q. WHY DID YOU EXAMINE THE HHI BASED ON UNCOMMITTED 

l6 CAPACITY? 

17 A. In prior merger and market-power cases, FERC has used uncommitted capacity as 

18 a measure of the ability of firms to sell power on a year-round basis. 

19 Uncommitted capacity is defined as a utility's total capacity less its peak demand 

20 and required reserves. 

21 Q. WHAT IS THE CHANGE IN THE HHI BASED ON UNCOMMITTED 

22 CAPACITY? 

( 
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This merger results in no change in the HHI for uncommitted capacity. Because 

the change in the HHI is zero, there is no need to calculate the level of the post­

merger HHI. 

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY THIS MERGER RESULTS IN NO CHANGE IN 

HHI FOR UNCOMMITTED CAPACITY PROPERLY MEASURED AND 

DEFINED. 

Western Resources has uncommitted capacity that can be economic for sales in 

the market. Its total capacity forecast for I 998 is 5,3 I 9 MW; its I 998 forecast 

peak demand is 4,041 MW. Western Resources also has net firm contract sales of 

364 MW. Assuming a 15 percent reserve margin of 606 MW, this results in 

uncommitted capacity of 308 MW. 

KCPL's 1998 forecast peak demand is 3,125 MW and its forecast capacity 

is 3,298 MW. This total includes 503 MW of very high-cost, older combustion 

turbine capacity. Although KCPL's forecast capacity of 3,298 MW exceeds its 

forecast peak demand, 503 MW of this capacity are not economic capacity 

because they are high-cost capacity. As a result, KCPL makes substantial net 

purchases of capacity at the time of its peak. KCPL is also a net purchaser of firm 

long-term capacity -- in part to meet its peaking requirements. Because KCPL 

effectively has no uncommitted capacity, the merger leads to no change in the 

HHI for uncommitted capacity. 
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H. HHis Based on Economic Capacity 

WHY DID YOU CALCULATE THE PRE- AND POST-MERGER HHis 

AND CHANGE IN THE HHI BASED ON ECONOMIC CAPACITY? 

Economic capacity is the total amount of capacity owned by suppliers to the 

relevant market from which output can be delivered to a market point at a cost 

less than or equal to a given market price. FERC has stated that economic 

capacity "is the most important measure because it determines which suppliers 

may be included in the geographic market" (Merger Policy Statement, Appendix 

A, p. 10). 

I calculate economic capacity at different market-price levels. Different 

price levels are reflective of different load and market conditions. Low prices 

represent off-peak conditions; high prices represent peaking conditions. 

WHAT SUPPLIERS DID YOU INCLUDE IN YOUR ECONOMIC 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS? 

I included all of the suppliers that I included in the total capacity, baseload 

capacity, peaking capacity, and uncommitted capacity analyses. In addition, I 

included capacity from TV A and the Southern Company. However, to test the 

sensitivity of the results to inclusion of Southern and TV A, I also calculated HHis 

excluding Southern and then excluding both Southern and TV A. 

WHY IS TVA INCLUDED IN THE RELEVANT GEOGRAPHIC 

MARKET? 
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TV A is included in the relevant geographic market because generating capacity 

owned by TV A constrains the ability of the Applicants to increase prices. TV A 

also can provide power directly to entities that had exchange agreements with 

TVA in 1957. These entities (or their current owners) include CINergy, Duke, 

CP&L, Union, Entergy, CIPSCo, Illinois Power, Louisville Gas and Electric, 

Kentucky Utilities, East Kentucky Cooperative, and the Southern Companies. 

The result of such provision of power by TV A is that third-party generation that 

might otherwise be sold to these entities is available for sale to other customers in 

the geographic market. Moreover, when one of these entities is purchasing from 

TV A, such a transaction increases the likelihood that the purchasing entity has 

capacity available for sale in the market. 

Entergy and Union can and do purchase power from TV A. In 1996, TV A 

was one of the largest suppliers of non-firm and short-term firm power to Entergy. 

Purchases from TV A accounted for 36 percent of Entergy's non-firm and short­

term firm purchases. TVA was the seventh-largest supplier of non-firm and short­

term firm power to Union and accounted for about 6 percent of Union's 

purchases. In 1996, TVA sold 8,104,243 MWH to Entergy and sold 521,545 

MWH to Union Electric, for total sales in the SPP/Union area of 8,625,788 MWH 

[see Exhibit _(RMS-IO)]. In 1996 Western Resources sold 3,846,384 MWH of 

non-firm and short-term firm power and KCPL sold 3,666,691 MWH of non-firm 

and short-term firm power. Non-firm and short-term firms sales by both 

22 Applicants totaled 7,513,075 MWH [see Exhibit _(RMS-5)]. This means that 

23 TV A's sales of non-firm and short-term firm power in the SPP/Union area of 
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8,625,788 MWH exceeded the combined non-finn and short-tenn finn sales by 

2 the Applicants of7,513,075 MWH. 

3 Q. WHY DID YOU CONDUCT SENSITIVITY ANALYSES INCLUDING 

4 THE SOUTHERN COMPANY IN THE RELEVANT GEOGRAPHIC 

5 MARKET? 

6 A. The Southern Company accounted for about 2 percent of Entergy's purchases in 

7 1996. There are strong interconnections from Southern and TV A to Entergy. All 

8 SPP entities interconnected with Entergy are Tier 2 entities to the Southern 

9 Company. In 1996 Southern sold to Entergy but I did not find sales by Southern 

IO to Union or other SPP members. Southern's sales to Entergy are not insignificant. 

11 In 1996 Southern sold 477,810 MWH to Entergy. Entergy is one ofKCPL's ten 

12 largest customers. KCPL sold 161,070 MWH to Entergy, or about one-third the 

13 amount sold by Southern. I show HHI calculations with and without Southern as 

14 a supplier to the relevant market. I similarly show HHI calculations both 

15 including and excluding TV A. The results of the calculations are shown in 

16 Exhibit _(RMS-21). 

17 Q. HOW DID YOU IMPLEMENT THE ECONOMIC CAPACITY TEST? 

18 A. I calculated the marginal operating cost of each generating unit in the SPP and in 

19 Union's control area as well as the generating units that might supply power into 

20 the SPP or Union'in competition with the Applicants. For each entity in the SPP, 

21 I added that entity's ceiling transmission rate to its border. I also include losses 

22 when I calculate ceiling transmission rates. For entities outside the SPP/Union 

( 
23 area, I added transmission charges to the nearest SPP utility. This calculation 
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results in each unit's delivered costs to the SPP/Union area. The market shares 

and measures of market concentration for the regional market were computed at 

different delivered price levels. 

An alternative calculation, which I have also performed, would be to 

recognize that Entergy is becoming a regional hub. Power usually flows from 

north to south within the SPP. It is economic activity at regional market hubs that 

strongly influences prices throughout the region. This means that market 

concentration should be calculated on the basis of economic capacity delivered to 

a market hub, or in this case, Entergy. I have calculated economic and marginal 

economic capacity based on delivered costs to the Entergy border. 

Finally, I show HHI calculations in which I do not add transmission 

charges to the fuel costs of capacity within the SPP area, but do add transmission 

charges to the fuel cost of capacity outside of the SPP. This calculation would 

reflect the concept that output capacity outside the SPP area incurs an additional 

wheeling charge (relative to capacity within the SPP area) in order to reach buyers 

within the SPP/Union area. 

In order to calculate economic capacity, a substantial amount of data is 

required. Those data include estimates of market prices in the SPP, the capacity 

and fuel costs of each generating unit owned by each supplier, and transmission 

rates for each supplier. Each of these data items is discussed separately. 

DID YOU ACCOUNT FOR THE FACT THAT THE RELEVANT 

PRODUCTS MAY BE DIFFERENTIATED BY TIME? 
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Yes, I did. The Merger Policy Statement notes that, because buyers cannot store 

electricity, products may be differentiated by time. As a consequence, peak and 

off-peak energy may be distinct products (Merger Policy Statement, Appendix A, 

p. 4). I have taken this into account by measuring economic capacity and 

marginal economic capacity at different market price levels. Different price levels 

reflect different load and market demand conditions. Low prices represent off­

peak conditions; high prices represent peaking conditions. 

In general, measuring capacity and HHis at different price levels better 

reflects different market conditions, compared to using arbitrary time periods that 

can actually include a variety of market conditions. For example, one could 

define a "Summer Peak" time period as the hours of noon to 7 p.m. between May 

15 and September 15. This time period will actually include a wide range ofload 

and market conditions. If the temperature is in the 90s, loads will be at or near 

peak conditions. Conversely, temperatures can fall into the 60s during this same 

time period, making load levels more similar to Spring/Fall or off-peak 

conditions. Thus, I have chosen to measure economic and marginal economic 

capacity at different price levels to understand concentration under different load 

conditions. 

WHAT PRICE LEVELS DID YOU UTILIZE IN YOUR ANALYSIS OF 

ECONOMIC CAPACITY? 

I have calculated economic capacity at delivered prices of 14, 20, 25, and 35 mills 

per KWH. I have chosen 14 mills to represent off-peak conditions. The price of 

20 mills reflects typical daily weekday conditions. Based on the data I have 
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examined, 20 mills is about or slightly above the median pnce for daily 

transactions in the SPP. It also is near or slightly above the average price for non­

firm and short-term firm power sold by the Applicants. The price of20 mills aiso 

is at or near the average prices paid for non-firm and short-term firm power by 

customers in the region. See Exhibit _(RMS-19) and Exhibit _(RMS-20). 

The data I have examined suggest that 25 mills and 35 mills are reasonable prices 

to use to reflect capacity that would be economic at peak conditions. 

WHAT DATA DID YOU EXAMINE IN ORDER TO DETERMINE 

WHICH PRICES TO USE IN YOUR ECONOMIC CAPACITY 

ANALYSIS? 

I examined actual spot market prices for both Continental Power Exchange 

transactions and the spot market prices reported by Power Markets Week. In 

addition, I examined the prices at which both Western Resources and KCPL sold 

power and examined the prices paid by buyers. 

WHAT IS THE CONTINENT AL POWER EXCHANGE? 

The Continental Power Exchange (CPEX) is a computerized, one-hour-ahead 

trading market. CPEX members can place offers to sell power into a computer 

system up to 20 minutes before the hour that the transaction is due to occur. The 

computer system then, for each offer to sell, calculates delivered prices to buyers 

by adding in transmission costs, and these offers appear as offers for the sale of 

power on the screens of buyers. Buyers can then choose whether or not to accept 

the offers they see on the computer terminals in their operation or trading centers. 
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The Energy Daily publishes daily minimum, maximum, and average 

prices for CPEX transactions. Exhibit _ (RMS-17) is a map showing the 

control areas that are members of CPEX. Both Western Resources and KCPL, as 

well as other utilities in this region, are members of CPEX. Prices published by 

Energy Daily are for hourly transactions between 7:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE POWER MARKETS WEEK DATA YOU 

EXAMINED. 

Power Markets Week is a publication of McGraw-Hill. It publishes an index of 

spot-market prices during the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on weekdays for 

various regions in the country. The SPP is one region for which transaction prices 

are reported. In January of 1997, Power Markets Week began quoting prices on 

an "Into Entergy" basis. 

The Power Markets Week prices are for pre-scheduled transactions. The 

reported price for each day is based on transactions made the previous weekday 

for delivery that day. For example, the price reported for Tuesday, April 22, 

1997, is based on transactions pre-scheduled on Monday, April 21, 1997, for 

delivery on Tuesday, April 22, 1997. 

WHAT WAS THE RESULT OF ANALYZING THE CPEX AND THE 

POWER MARKETS WEEK TRANSACTIONS PRICES? 

Exhibit _ (RMS-18), page I of 2, shows the cumulative frequency distribution 

of the minimum daily CPEX prices, maximum daily CPEX prices, and average 
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daily CPEX prices. Exhibit _ (RMS- I 8), page 2 of 2, shows the frequency 

distribution of average daily prices reported by Power Markets Week for the SPP. 

The cumulative frequency distribution of CPEX prices indicates, for 

example, that the average daily price is at or below 16 mills/KWH for 24 percent 

of the days of the year, and is at or below 20 mills/KWH for 56 percent of the 

days. The maximum daily price is at or below 20 mills/KWH one-quarter of the 

days. The average daily price is 14 mills or less for only 8 percent of the days of 

the year, and exceeds 25 mills on about 20 percent of the days of the year. The 

maximum daily CPEX price is less than 40 mills/KWH for about 85 percent of 

the days of the year. 

The cumulative frequency distribution of SPP average daily prices, as 

reported in Power Markets Week, is similar to that reported by CPEX. The 

average daily SPP price reported by Power Markets Week is 16 mills/KWH or 

less for only 8 percent of the days of the year, and exceeds 35 mills/KWH for only 

6 percent of the hours of the year. The median SPP price is about 19 mills. 

PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR ANALYSIS OF THE PRICES PAID BY 

BUYERS OF NON-FIRM AND SHORT-TERM FIRM POWER. 

Exhibit _ (RMS-19) shows, for each Tier I entity to either merging party that 

files a FERC Form 1 and also for Entergy, the prices that entity paid to individual 

sellers for non-firm and short-term firm power in 1995 and 1996. 

For an individual buying utility, the prices reported in these exhibits are 

the average prices across all transactions in which that seller sold to the indicated 
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buyer. Thus, the prices reflect a mix of transactions in both off-peak and peak 

periods. Nonetheless, they provide some indication of the overall level of market 

prices during 1995. 

The average price paid by these entities in 1995 was 21.58 mills per KWH 

for Entergy, 23.6 mills per KWH for Empire, and 15.94 mills per KWH for 

Missouri Public Service. 

The average price paid by these entities in _I 996 was 23.05 mills per KWH 

for Entergy, 24.04 per KWH for Empire, and 17.29 mills per KWH for Missouri 

Public Service. 

DID YOU ALSO EXAMINE THE PRICES AT WHICH KCPL AND 

WESTERN RESOURCES SOLD NON-FIRM AND SHORT-TERM FIRM 

POWER? 

Yes, I did. Exhibit_ (RMS-20) consists of KCPL's and Western Resources' 

1995 and 1996 sales of non-firm and short-term finn power at wholesale, sorted 

by price received from the buyer. 

The average price received by Western Resources was 20.0 mills per 

KWH in 1995 and 19.9 mills per KWH in 1996. The average price received by 

KCPL was 15.8 mills per KWH in 1995 and 16.59 mills per KWH in 1996. 

These exhibits also show that more than 90 percent of both Western Resources' 

and KCPL's sales of non-firm and short-term finn power were to buyers that paid 

an average price to Western Resources or KCPL of25 mills or less. 
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DID YOU EXAMINE ANY SYSTEM LAMBDA DATA WHEN YOU 

WERE CONSIDERING WHAT PRICE LEVELS TO ANALYZE? 

Yes. Appendix A, p. 9, of the Merger Policy Statement suggests that system 

lambda may be used as a surrogate for competitive market price. In principle, if 

reported values for system lambda measured the incremental cost of power, then 

competitive prices should be close to system lambda plus transmission costs. 

However, in my analysis of this merger, there was no reason to use system 

lambdas, as several alternative measures of market prices were available. The 

best estimate of market price is actual market price data, not proxies for market 

pnces. 

WERE THERE ANY OTHER REASONS WHY YOU CHOSE NOT TO 

RELY ON SYSTEM LAMBDAS IN YOUR ANALYSIS OF THIS 

MERGER? 

Yes. Different utilities use different methodologies to calculate the hourly 

lambdas reported in their Form 714 filings. Thus, an hour-by-hour comparison of 

system lambdas between different utilities can be misleading. In some cases the 

hourly system lambda values reported in Form 714 are not the values being 

observed by system operators at the time buying and selling decisions were being 

made. Some utilities report system lambdas based on production cost simulations 

or other after-the-fact modeling. As a consequence, any conclusions based on 

comparing prices to system lambdas, or based on comparing power flows to 

system lambdas, are potentially incorrect and misleading. Moreover, as I show in 
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some examples below, even when different utilities report lambdas on a consistent 

basis, anomalous results can occur such as sellers reporting higher system 

lambdas than buyers. · 

The fact that different firms report lambdas in different ways became 

immediately apparent in the course of my analysis. To better understand how 

lambdas are calculated, I examined the methodologies used by each of the 

Applicants. There are several potentially important differences in the way the 

Applicants record lambda data that would make it very difficult to draw 

conclusions based on any comparisons of their data. The fact that even KCPL and 

Western employ different methodologies is especially striking when one considers 

that Western and KCPL operate adjacent control areas and jointly own two plants. 

It is quite likely that the methodological differences used to report lambdas vary 

among other utilities, just as they do between Western and KCPL. The 

instructions on FERC Form 714 appear to give utilities significant latitude in how 

they calculate and report system lambda. That is, it appears quite likely that 

different firms could interpret the instructions quite differently. Thus, any 

individual utility's own lambda data could be consistent with the instructions on 

Form 714 and useful if one knew exactly how the data were derived, and yet be 

inconsistent with data reported by other utilities. 

CAN YOU GIVE SOME EXAMPLES OF DIFFERENT 

METHODOLOGIES FOR REPORTING LAMBDAS THAT CAN LEAD 
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TO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN THE RESULTS ACROSS 

UTILITIES? 

Yes. I am aware of several such differences. The most important of these are 

discussed here. There may be other important differences of which I am not 

aware. 

The first difference is that some utilities report a lambda only based upon 

the cost of generation from their own units. This is how Western reports its 

lambda. Other utilities include in their lambda determination both the .costs of 

generation from their own units and purchases from others. For example, when 

KCPL is purchasing power, it often records the variable cost of the purchase as its 

lambda. This difference between the purchase price ( and so lambda) and the cost 

of marginal generation can be significant, e.g., if a purchase has been scheduled in 

advance for any period of time of more than one hour. Decisions to purchase 

power at a given price are based on expected load and cost conditions at the time 

the purchase is negotiated. Hourly system lambdas calculated based on 

generating costs reflect actual loads and generating unit availability in that hour. 

If there has been a significant, unanticipated change in the load or generating unit 

availability and capability during the transaction, a system lambda calculated 

based on purchase power costs may be very different from a system lambda 

calculated based on that utility's or a neighboring utility's actual marginal 

generation cost that hour. 
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During any given hour, an individual utility may be simultaneously 

2 engaged in several purchase transactions and several sales transactions, each with 

3 different durations (e.g., some lasting one hour, others lasting up to several days). 

4 Each of these transactions may have different prices reflecting conditions 

5 anticipated at the time the transaction was agreed upon. When a utility buys 

6 power for a day or week, the price per KWH may be the same for all hours during 

7 which power is being received. If the buying utility includes purchased power 

8 costs in its lambda, it may report this constant price as its system lambda for 

9 several consecutive hours. A neighboring utility that does not include purchase 

10 power cost in its lambda (but is engaged in a similar transaction) would report 

11 lambdas that vary from hour to hour. 

12 A second source of differences in system lambdas across utilities occurs 

13 because some utilities may report a system lambda based on the cost of the 

14 highest-cost unit that was operating and that could supply additional output. 

15 Other utilities include in the calculation of system lambda only the cost of 

16 generating units on automatic generating control (AGC). The energy 

17 management system (EMS) at most utilities calculates an instantaneous lambda 

18 based upon the cost of units that are on AGC. The units on AGC are those units 

19 or that unit following load on a minute-by-minute basis. KCPL has informed me 

20 that, on its system, there often are one or more units that are available to pick up 

21 load which, for various reasons, are not on AGC. When this happens, the lambda 

22 calculated based on the highest-cost unit running and available to supply 
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additional output can differ from the lambda calculated based on the cost of the 

unit or units on AGC. 

A third difference in reported lambdas occurs when utilities report a 

lambda based on after-the-fact determination of incremental generation cost. 

Neither KCPL nor Western Resources reports the lambda calculated in the EMS 

system. KCPL examines its generation and load in each hour and calculates a 

lambda based upon an after-the-fact determination of incremental cost. Western 

Resources uses a production cost model to estimate lambdas. Such modeling can 

lead to differences in the methodology for computing lambda and result in 

differences in the lambda reported on Form 714. Western Resources uses unit 

availability over the entire month in its production cost model runs to estimate 

system lambdas. The results of these model runs may or may not reflect actual 

unit availability and generation on an hourly basis. 

KCPL defines the lambda as the marginal cost of the next MWH of output 

that is not dedicated to spinning reserve. This may differ from the cost of the 

highest-cost unit actually running. In some cases a utility may be running a high­

cost unit such as a combustion turbine (CT) or higher-cost gas unit for voltage 

support in one part of its control area. When KCPL is in such a situation it would 

not use that unit's cost as its estimate of system lambda even if that unit is the 

highest-cost unit running and supplying output. The unit is being run for voltage 

support, not because it is the optimal unit to supply system load. 
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It also is possible that the reported system lambda can exceed the cost of 

the highest-cost unit that is running and not fully loaded. Some units might not be 

fully loaded in reality, but considered fully loaded because of spinning reserve 

obligations. In this case KCPL might report the cost of a purchase as its system 

lambda. 

The fact that a number of different methodologies are used by utilities to 

compute system lambda reported in Form 714-- and in particular the fact that two 

adjacent companies that jointly owned generating units use very different 

methodologies -- means that lambda values are not likely to be comparable across 

different systems. 

CAN YOU ILLUSTRATE SOME OF THESE ISSUES WITH 

NUMERICAL EXAMPLES? 

Yes. I assume that there are two utilities, A and B, each with four 50 MW units. 

The units owned by each utility and their marginal generating costs are shown 

below. 

.· ;,:,_-

·l.JllJ}\~~~~~- . -~.- \J)TJLITY B ··.· L ;·--. .. 

Unit Capacity Cost Unit Capacity Cost - --- Mills/KWH - --
Mills/KW (lY.I. .,.·) I 1'11 WW ) 

A-1 50 12 B-1 50 10 
A-2 50 16 B-2 50 15 
A-3 50 20 B-3 50 25 
A-4 50 30 B-4 50 27 

17 Assume that Utility A has a load of 120 MW in a given hour and that 

18 Utility B has a load of 125 MW in that same hour. Assume that there are no 

77 



C 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Exhibit _ (RMS-TST) 

transmission constraints that limit trading. Further assume that transmission 

charges are zero.12 

Finally, assume that each utility must have a unit online, but less than fully 

loaded to follow minute-by-minute load fluctuations. 

In this example, A would operate its units A-1, A-2, and A-3 and sell 

slightly more than 25 MW to Utility B. Utility B would operate only its units B-1 

and B-2. B buys slightly more than 25 MW from.A. Utility B's unit B-2 is "on 

control" and following minute-by-minute load fluctuations. Utility A would 

generate slightly more than 145 MW and its unit A-3 would be "on control" and 

following load on a minute-by-minute basis. Utility A sells to Utility B at a price 

that exceeds 20 mills, but is less than 25 mills. For simplicity, assume A sells to 

Bat a price of22.5 mills. 

If both utilities reported a system lambda based on the highest-cost unit 

operating and available to meet load, Utility A would report a lambda of 20 mills, 

or the cost of its unit A-3. This is the highest-cost unit operating on A's system. 

Utility B would report a system lambda of 15 mills, or the cost of its unit B-2. 

That unit is the highest-cost unit running on B's system and, in this example, is 

also the unit load following on B's system. 

Note that in this example, B purchased from A to avoid running its unit B-

3 which has a cost of25 mills. This purchase lowered B's total and marginal cost. 

12 The assumption of zero transmission costs simplifies the example without changing the basic point. 
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After the fact, B reports a lower lambda ( 15 mills) than does A (20 mills). Thus, 

one observes the anomalous result that power is flowing from a utility with high 

lambda (Utility A reports a lambda of 20 mills) to a utility with a low lambda 

(Utility B reports a lambda of 15 mills). This anomalous result occurs because 

one is examining utility B's system lambda after the effect of the purchase. The 

correct comparison is between Utility A's incremental cost of 20 mills and the 

cost Utility B avoided by purchasing from Utility A, or the 25 mills associated 

with Utility B running its unit 3. 

Alternatively Utility B might report the purchase cost as its lambda. In 

this case Utility B reports a lambda of22.5 mills. 

Still another alternative would be for Utility B to report a lambda of 25 

mills. This is the cost of its unit B-3 and would represent the cost B would incur 

if it had any significant increase in load. In this example, a significant increase in 

Utility B's load would require it to start its Unit B-3. 13 

In this example, Utility B's reported lambda could be 15 mills or 22.5 

mills depending on whether or not it included purchases in the calculation of its 

reported lambda. Utility B's reported lambda could be 15 mills or 27 mills 

depending on whether it reported the highest-cost unit actually running or 

reported the cost of the unit that would be running if load increased by more than 

a small amount. 
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This example illustrates three points. First, whether or not utilities include 

2 purchases in their computation of system lambdas can affect the reported lambdas. 

3 Second, when a utility is purchasing power to avoid running a higher-cost unit, 

4 the lambdas reported based on the highest-cost unit that actually ran on the buying 

5 utility's system will be lower than the costs avoided by entering the transaction. 

6 In this instance, the system lambda reported by the buying utility may be lower 

7 than the selling utility's reported lambda. Finally, the reported system lambda can 

8 vary depending on whether the reported lambda value is the cost of the highest-

9 cost unit running, or whether the reported lambda is based on the cost of the next 

lo unit that might be run ifload increased significantly. 

l l To further complicate the issue, many units bum more than one type of 

12 fuel. For example, a unit might bum lower-cost coal up to maybe 90 percent of 

13 its rating, but the last 10 percent would be generated on a topping fuel such as gas 

14 or oil at a much higher price. 

15 As my previous answer indicated, there are other methodological 

l 6 differences in the computation of system lambda beyond those covered in this 

17 example that can also lead to differences in reported system lambdas. As a result, 

18 system lambdas reported by different utilities are not likely to be calculated on a 

19 consistent basis, and comparisons oflambdas across utilities can be misleading. 

Footnote continued from previous page 
13 This last case would be most relevant if Unit 3 were a peaking unit. Peaking units are designed to be 

started and brought on line quickly. Large steam units cannot be brought on line instantaneously. 
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Q. WHAT TRANSMISSION PRICES DID YOU USE IN YOUR ANALYSIS? 
( 

2 A. I generally used the Order No. 888 ceiling rates for non-firm transmission plus 

3 Schedule I and 2 ancillary services. For those entities that do not have Order No. 

4 888 transmission rates but that post tariffs, e.g., TV A and AEC, I used their 

5 posted ceiling rates. My transmission rate calculations include losses. 

6 Q. WHAT DATA DID YOU USE FOR CAPACITY AND FUEL COSTS? 

7 A. I used EIA Form 860 to obtain data on the capacity, type of fuel burned, and heat 

8 rate for each unit in my analysis. I obtained plant-specific fuel prices from EIA 

9 Form 423. I calculated variable cost at each unit as the cost of fuel delivered to 

IO the plant and burned by that unit multiplied by that unit's heat rate. 

11 There were some units for which no Form 423 data were available. In 

12 these instances I used fuel costs reported in FERC Form 1. I also checked the 

13 accuracy of my database by comparing it to SEC !OKs, OE-411s, and FERC 

14 Form I power plant data. 

15 Q. HAVE YOU MADE ANY ADJUSTMENTS TO YOUR CAPACITY DATA 

16 TO REFLECT LONG-TERM CONTRACTS FOR THE PURCHASE AND 

17 SALE OF CAPACITY? 

18 A. I examined the types of long-term purchase and sale arrangements included in the 

19 Applicants' resource plans. Although adjustments for Jong-term contracts can be 

20 appropriate in some circumstances, in this case I do not believe such an 

21 adjustment would have a significant effect on the results. Moreover, the pricing 

22 under some of these contracts is based on system incremental costs rather than the 
( 
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fuel costs of a specific unit. This fact would make adjusting for long-term 

contracts particularly complex. 

Western Resources has long-term sales of 364 MW forecast for I 998. 

KCPL has forecast purchases of 547 MW in 1998 and forecast capacity sales of 

I 50 MW. 14 The effect of adjusting for all of these contracts would be to decrease 

Western Resources' capacity by 364 MW and to increase KCPL's capacity by 397 

MW -- a net of 33 MW for the merged entity. 

The effect of adjusting the capacity of all other suppliers in the relevant 

market for long-term purchase contracts would be to raise some suppliers' 

capacity and lower others', but it would not change total capacity in the relevant 

market by a substantial amount.15 

Since incorporating long-term purchase and sales contracts will not change 

the merged firm's total capacity by any significant amount, and also is unlikely to 

change total capacity in the relevant market by a substantial amount, such 

adjustments will not change the merged firm's market share or the change in the 

HHI by very much. Thus, such adjustments do not affect the results and 

unnecessarily complicate the analysis. 

14 This consists of 195 MW of capacity purchases less 45 MW that are simultaneously resold. 

15 As a check, I examined the 1998 forecasts in the SPP OE-411. Total capacity after adjusting for the net 
effect of purchase and sales contracts was 69,956 MW. Total capacity prior to such adjustment was 
68,955 MW of utility capacity and 918 MW of non-utility generation. 
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WHAT WAS THE RESULT OF YOUR ECONOMIC CAPACITY 

ANALYSIS? 

Exhibit_(RMS-21) shows my economic capacity calculations under the 

alternative assumptions I discussed previously. Exhibit _(RMS-21) presents 

HHis based on economic capacity at delivered costs to the regional market under 

three scenarios: 1) including TV A in the relevant market, but excluding Southern; 

2) excluding both TVA and Southern; and 3) including both TV A and Southern. I 

also show the HHis and the change in the HHI based on economic capacity 

delivered to the Entergy border, or regional market hub, for the same three 

scenarios. The post-merger HHI and the change in the HHI due to the merger are 

shown for different price levels. 

Regardless of which assumption is made concerning the inclusion of 

capacity from Southern and/or TVA, the HHI calculations based on economic 

capacity are generally within the safe-harbor provisions of the Merger Policy 

Statement and the Merger Guidelines. The post-merger HHis are almost always 

less than 1,800. The small number of instances in which the change in the HHI 

exceeds 100 points generally occur only when I exclude all of TVA's and 

Southern's capacity. Given the magnitude of the sales of TVA and Southern in 

the region, exclusion of all of their capacity clearly overstates any impact of this 

merger. These results indicate that the merger, overall, should be viewed as 

within the safe-harbor levels and no further analysis is required. 
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Exhibit_(RMS-22) shows the details of the capacity calculations from 

each supplier at each price level. 

3 I. HHis Based on Marginal Economic Capacity 

4 Q. WHY DID YOU CALCULATE THE HHI BASED ON MARGINAL 

5 

6 
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10 
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Q. 

A. 

ECONOMIC CAPACITY? 

Marginal economic capacity measures capacity with costs at or near the general 

range of market prices. Marginal economic capacity also measures the capacity 

that might respond to price increases. It has been used in prior merger and market 

power cases at FERC. FERC staff witness David Patton used marginal economic 

capacity in his testimony regarding the PEPCO-Baltimore Gas & Electric merger 

(Docket No. EC96-10-000). 

ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE CONCEPT OF "AVAILABLE 

ECONOMIC CAPACITY"? 

Yes. I am aware that in some other merger cases, FERC has calculated HHis 

based on "available economic capacity." Available economic capacity is 

calculated for each supplier, for different time periods (i.e., summer peak, summer 

off-peak, etc.), as that supplier's economic capacity less that supplier's native 

load. 

I do not believe that HHis based on available economic capacity are an 

appropriate way to analyze utility mergers. Rather, I believe that HHis based on 

marginal economic capacity are more economically appropriate. 
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WHY DO YOU THINK MARGINAL ECONOMIC CAPACITY IS A 

SUPERIOR MEASURE TO AVAILABLE ECONOMIC CAPACITY? 

Available economic capacity, as it is conventionally calculated, ignores the fact 

4 that capacity at or above market price held by net buyers places a significant 

5 constraint on the ability of the merged firm to increase prices. Marginal economic 

6 capacity is the additional capacity that would become competitive at increased 

7 prices. This capacity clearly constrains the ability of the merged firm to raise 

8 prices. I believe that HHis calculated on the basis of marginal economic capacity, 

9 along with those calculated on the basis of economic capacity, are a superior 

IO measure of a merger's impact compared to HHis based on available economic 

11 capacity. 

12 Marginal economic capacity reflects the fact that the capacity available to 

13 respond to a price increase consists of two components. The first is the economic 

14 capacity held by net sellers that exceeds their native load obligations; the second 

15 is the capacity owned by net buyers who might increase output in response to a 

16 price increase. 

17 Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW MARGINAL ECONOMIC CAPACITY IS 

CALCULATED. 18 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

Conceptually, marginal economic capacity is calculated as the additional amount 

of generating capacity that can be delivered to the market at a given increase in 

the market price. Consider the following example. Assume the current market 

price of power is 18 mills per KWH. An entity thinking of raising its price above 
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18 mills would be concerned with the amount of capacity held by other entities 

with a variable cost of 18 mills or slightly above. In this situation, the capacity 

owned by competitors would constrain the firm's ability to raise prices, in that, if 

the firm raised its price, the competitors' capacity might enter the market and 

capture the firm's market share. This would render the price increase unprofitable 

and so would prevent the firm from raising prices. Thus, marginal economic 

capacity is the capacity whose output would be increased (decreased) if wholesale 

market prices were to increase (decrease). 

Marginal economic capacity is calculated as the difference in economic 

capacity between two different price levels. For example, the marginal economic 

capacity between 14 mills and 20 mills would be the difference between the 

economic capacity held by each entity at a price of 20 mills and the economic 

capacity held by each entity at a price of 14 mills. 

WOULD YOU PLEASE ILLUSTRATE THE CONCEPT OF MARGINAL 

ECONOMIC CAPACITY AND EXPLAIN HOW IT DIFFERS FROM 

"AVAILABLE ECONOMIC CAPACITY"? 

Yes. Consider a market with three utilities: A, B, and C. Table 1 lays out this 

example. As shown in Table I, each utility has a native load of 200 MW for the 

period under analysis. Utilities A and B are proposing a merger. For simplicity, I 

will assume A and B have identical mixes of capacity. Each of the two merging 

entities has 100 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of 10 mills per 

KWH and 150 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of 20 mills per 

KWH. Utility C has 100 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of 15 
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mills per KWH and 100 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of 20.5 

mills per KWH. I assume no transmission charges associated with off-system 

sales. This assumption simplifies the example but does not alter the basic point or 

results. 

TABLE I 

Available 

Economic Economic 

Capacity at Capacity 1 at 
Cost Native Sales 105% of 105% of 

Plant Capacity (mills/KWH) Production Load (Purchases) Market Price Market Price 

1 100 10 100 100 

2 150 20 150 150 
Total 250 250 200 50 250 50 

1 100 10 100 100 
2 150 20 150 150 

Total 250 250 200 50 250 50 

1 100 15 100 100 
2 100 20.5 0 100 

Total 200 100 200 (100) 200 0 

1 
Available economic capacity is economic capacity less native load. 

In this example, utilities A and B each generate 250 MW. Each uses 200 

MW to meet its native load obligations and sells 50 MW to Utility C. Utility C 

generates 100 MW and purchases 50 MW each from utilities A and B. The price 

of power sold by A and B to C is between 20 and 20.5 mills per KWH. At any 

price in excess of 20.5 mills per KWH, C runs its own generator rather than 

buying from A and B. Neither A nor B will find it profitable to sell to C at a price 

less than their marginal costs of 20 mills per KWH. C buys from A and B 

because it is less costly for C to buy power at 20.25 mills from A and B than it is 

to run its generator at 20.5 mills. 
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Economic capacity would be calculated as follows. The market price is 

about 20 to 20.5 mills per KWH. The market price plus 5 percent is about 21 

mills per KWH. Given that utilities A and B each have I 00 MW of capacity with 

a marginal cost of 10 mills and 150 MW of capacity with a marginal cost of 20 

mills per KWH, A and B each have 250 MW of economic capacity, and native 

loads of 200 MW. Therefore, A and B each have 50 MW of available economic 

capacity. 

Utility C has I 00 MW of capacity with a marginal cost of 15 mills and 

100 MW of capacity with a marginal cost of 20.5 mills. This is a total of 200 

MW of economic capacity. Utility C has a native load of 200 MW. Thus, Utility 

Chas zero available economic capacity. 

If one only considered economic capacity held by net sellers in excess of 

their native load requirements to evaluate the effects of a merger of A and B in 

this example, one would conclude that A and B control all of the available 

economic capacity. One also might then conclude that utilities A and B could 

increase prices significantly to Utility C. This conclusion would be incorrect. If 

A and B attempted to increase prices to Utility C by any significant amount, 

Utility C could cease purchasing from A and B and run its 20.5 mill per KWH 

generator. This is because output from the capacity held by C with costs near the 

market price would increase if prices were to increase. As a result, Utility C's 

capacity also is available to limit the ability of the merged firm to increase prices. 

The analysis ought to take into account all of the capacity that might 

respond to a price increase. This would include not just economic capacity in 
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excess of native load requirements owned by net sellers, but also capacity owned 

by buyers that could respond to a price increase. In the case of this example, 

Utility C had l 00 MW of economic capacity at a cost between the market price 

and I 05 percent of the market price. This capacity is available to defeat a price 

increase, yet Utility C has zero available economic capacity as it is conventionally 

calculated because its economic capacity is less than its native load. As this 

example has shown, the capacity owned by all market participants with costs at or 

near the market price should be included in the analysis. Marginal economic 

capacity reflects all capacity with costs near the market price, not just capacity 

held by net sellers. 

CAN YOU PROVIDE OTHER EXAMPLES TO ILLUSTRATE THE 

PROBLEMS THAT CAN ARISE WHEN AVAILABLE ECONOMIC 

CAPACITY IS USED TO EVALUATE MERGERS? 

Yes. My previous example showed how available economic capacity calculations 

could result in an inference that a merger increases prices when, in fact, the 

merger would not lead to a price increase. There are also situations where 

calculations based on available economic capacity might lead one to infer that a 

merger would have no impact on wholesale prices when, in fact, the merger 

would result in a significant price increase. 

Again I assume a market with three utilities: A, B, and C. This example 

is set out in Table 2. As Table 2 shows, each utility has a native load of 200 MW 

for the period being analyzed. Utilities A and B are proposing a merger. Utility 

A has 100 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of 10 mills per KWH 
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and 200 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of I 8 mills per KWH. 

Utility B has 150 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of I 5 mills per 

KWH and 50 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of 20 mills per KWH. 

Utility C has 150 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of 15 mills per 

KWH and 50 MW of capacity with a marginal variable cost of 21.7 mills per 

KWH. I assume no transmission charges associated with off-system sales. This 

assumption simplifies the example but does not alter the basic point or results. 

TABLE2 

Economic 
Capacity at Available Eccnomic 

Cost Native Sales 105% of Capacity' at 105% 
Plant Capacity (mills/KWH) Production Load (Purchases) Market Prtce of Market Prtce 

1 100 10 100 100 

2 200 18 200 200 
Total · 300 300 200 100 300 100 

1 150 15 150 150 
2 50 20 0 50 

Total 200 150 200 (50) 200 0 

1 150 15 150 150 
2 50 21.7 0 0 

Total 200 150 200 (50) 150 0 

1 Available economic capacity is economic capacity less native load. If the result of this subtraction is less 
than zero, available economic capacity is set equal to zero. 

In this example, Utility A generates 300 MW. It uses 200 MW to meet its 

native load and sells 50 MW to each of utilities B and C. So long as the price 

Utility A charges is slightly under 20 mills per KWH, utilities B and C each 

generate 150 MW and purchase 50 MW from A. Utility A's profit-maximizing 

strategy is to charge a price just under 20 mills per KWH and sell to both B and C. 

At any price above 20 mills, B runs its 20 mill generator rather than purchasing 
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from A. At any price above 2 I. 7 mills per KWH, C runs its 21. 7 mill generator 

2 and A's wholesale sales are reduced to zero. Utility A's profit-maximizing price 

3 is just under 20 mills per KWH because Utility A makes more profit selling to 

4 both utilities B and C at this price than selling only to Utility C at a price between 

5 20 and 21.7millsperKWH.16 

6 Economic capacity would be calculated as follows. The market price is 

7 just under 20 mills per KWH. The market price plus 5 percent is about 21 mills 

8 per KWH. Utility A has 300 MW of capacity with marginal costs less than 21 

9 mills. Utility B has 200 MW of capacity with marginal costs less than 21 mills. 

10 Utility C has 150 MW of capacity with variable costs less than 21 mills. 

II Since each utility has 200 MW of native load, Utility A has 100 MW of 

12 available economic capacity (300 MW of economic capacity less 200 MW of 

13 native load). Utilities B and C have zero available economic capacity since both 

14 of them have economic capacity (at a price of21 mills per KWH) of200 MW or 

15 less. 

16 If one used available economic capacity alone to evaluate the impact of a 

17 merger of utilities A and B, one would conclude that the merger has no adverse 

l 8 effect on competition. Since B has zero available economic capacity, the change 

19 in the HHI based on available economic capacity is zero. 

16 Utility A cannot charge a price of just under 20 mills to Utility Band a price higher than 20 mills to 
Utility C, pre-merger. If Utility A attempted to price-discriminate between utilities Band C, B would 
continue to purchase from Utility A and run its 20 mill generator to sell to Utility C. 
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This conclusion would be incorrect. Prior to the merger of A and B, the 

20 mill capacity Utility B owned prevented Utility A from increasing prices to 

Utility C. Post-merger, this constraint on Utility A is eliminated. After the 

merger, the price of power sold by Utility A to Utility C would increase from just 

under 20 mills per KWH to just under 21. 7 mills per KWH. This is a price 

increase of about 8.5 percent. 

The reason why calculations of available economic capacity would fail to 

detect the price increase that results from the merger is because available 

economic capacity calculations fail to recognize that capacity held by net buyers 

can limit the ability of net sellers to increase prices. 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER REASONS TO BE CONCERNED WITH 

RESULTS BASED ON "AVAILABLE ECONOMIC CAPACITY"? 

Yes. The calculation of available economic capacity is very sensitive to small 

changes in the assumptions one makes as to capacity or native load. For example, 

if economic capacity is 1,000 MW and native load is 800 MW, available capacity 

is 200 MW. If native load increases by 5 percent, to 840 MW, available capacity 

falls by 20 percent, to 160 MW. If capacity increases from 1,000 MW to 1,100 

MW ( a IO percent increase), available economic capacity increases from 200 MW 

to 300 MW, or a 50 percent increase. This sensitivity of the results to small 

changes in the inputs in itself suggests that the measure should be scrutinized. 

HAS THE CONCEPT OF MARGINAL ECONOMIC CAPACITY BEEN 

DISCUSSED BY DOJ OR FTC IN PRIOR FERC PROCEEDINGS? 
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A. Yes. At page 8 of its comments in Docket RM96-6-000, DOJ stated the 

2 following: 

3 As in other industries, the proper analysis of market share and 
4 concentration will depend on the specific facts involved in each 
5 transaction. For example, the marginal costs of generation units in 
6 the same geographic areas may vary greatly. If markets are 
7 clearing properly, generators that produce power for use in that 
8 area will be "turned on" in economic merit order, from least cost 
9 up through greatest cost until demand is filled. If there is a market-

Io clearing price, the units most affecting price are at the margin of 
11 the market as a whole. A firm controlling these marginal units 
12 may be able to influence price by restricting output from the 
13 marginal plants, which would raise the market-clearing price. This 
14 will be true even if the firm controls a very small percentage of the 
15 total generation available for sale in the market. Merger analysis 
16 must assess the profitability of such a strategy, which will depend 
I 7 on the cost characteristics of the firm's entire portfolio of units. 
18 Determining the anticompetitive effects of a merger involving 
19 ownership of these marginal units therefore requires a careful 
20 assessment of the firms in the market under specific load 
2 I conditions. 
22 
23 The FTC stated in its comments in that same docket, at pages 12 and 13: 

24 Recent empirical work on electricity generation pricing in the 
25 United Kingdom may provide some insight about generator 
26 dominance and how to limit its effects. The U.K. 's electric power 
27 reforms have taken place within the context of high concentration 
28 in generation. The findings of the U.K.'s electricity regulator and 
29 · recent academic research show that the two dominant generators 
30 have exercised considerable control over price in many periods. 
31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

Most relevant for this inquiry, however, is that for most of the year, 
the market price in the U.K. is determined by relatively few plants 
-- those with middle levels of cost. Low cost plants are always 
dispatched (that is, operated). High cost plants are dispatched only 
at brief demand peaks or in emergencies. In most periods the 
marginal plants that set the price are the middle cost plants. Given 
this pattern, greater competition among middle cost plants could 
make the exercise of market power more difficult even if capacity 
at the extremes is concentrated. 
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PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU CALCULATED MARGINAL 

ECONOMIC CAPACITY IN THIS CASE. 

I analyzed marginal economic capacity at two price ranges: 14-25 mills per KWH 

and 25-35 mills per KWH. I also show calculations of marginal economic 

capacity for 14-20 mills and 20-25 mills. The 14-25 mill price range would cover 

the majority of the transactions that occur. Plants with delivered costs below this 

range would be very low cost plants that almost always are base-loaded and/or 

dedicated to native load. Plants with costs in excess of 25 mills would tend to be 

very high cost units that are not run many hours of the year. This means that 

plants with delivered costs between 14-25 mills are likely to be the competitively 

significant plants during most hours of the year. 

Prices in the 25-35 mill range represent very high load conditions. Plants 

with delivered costs in this range tend to be those that are at the margin during 

peak or very high load periods. Calculations of market concentration based on 

plants with delivered costs in this range would indicate who controls capacity that 

tends to be the marginal unit during peak or very high load periods. 

I calculated marginal economic capacity for two relatively broad price 

ranges, rather than a series of small ranges, because I believe that the post-merger 

HHI and the change in the HHI over a broader range is more economically 

appropriate than using a series of very narrow ranges. Use of very narrow ranges 

may result in erroneous conclusions due to the fact that marginal cost estimates 

for different generators are subject to a margin of error. For example, making fine 

distinctions between generators with costs in the 18-20 mill range and generators 
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with costs in the 20-22 mill range may overstate the underlying precision of the 

data. Fuel prices and heat rates can change within these narrow bands from one 

year to the next. 

Moreover, use of narrow bands might fail to detect overlaps between the 

two merging parties. Assume one merging party has a significant amount of 

capacity in the 18-20 mill band, but no capacity in the 20-22 mill price range. 

The other merging party has a substantial amount of capacity in the 20-22 mill 

price band but no capacity in the 18-20 mill price band. Calculation of HHis and 

changes in HHis using very narrow price bands of two mills could lead one to 

conclude that there is no overlap between the two merging firms. In fact, in this 

example, the two merging firms do place constraints on each other's ability to 

increase prices, pre-merger. 

While I believe it is most appropriate to analyze marginal economic 

capacity using relatively broad price ranges, I have also calculated HHis for 

ranges for two somewhat narrower price ranges. These are 14-20 mills per KWH 

and 20-25 mills per KWH. 

WHAT WAS THE RESULT OF YOUR CALCULATION OF THE HHI 

BASED ON MARGINAL ECONOMIC CAPACITY? 

Exhibit_(RMS-23) shows the post-merger HHI for marginal economic capacity 

using the same assumptions as Exhibit _(RMS-21). Exhibit_(RMS-24) 

shows the details behind these calculations. Using either the two broad price 

ranges or the narrower price ranges, these results are consistent with the other 

capacity measures I examined. The HHis and changes in HHis taken together 
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( 
indicate that the merger will have no adverse effects on competition. Again, the 

2 conclusion is that this merger raises no competitive concerns and no further 

3 analysis is required. 

4 J. HHis Based on Individual Destination "Markets" 

5 Q. FOR PURPOSES OF EV ALU A TING THIS MERGER, IS IT NECESSARY 

6 TO CALCULATE MARKET CONCENTRATION FOR NARROWER 

7 GEOGRAPHIC MARKETS OR INDIVIDUAL DESTINATION 

8 UTILITIES? 

9 A. No, it is not. As I explained earlier, under the Merger Guidelines approach to 

Io market definition, one defines narrow geographic markets such as individual 

11 destination utilities or groups of customers only if such customers can be targeted 

12 for price increases, this meaning that sellers can increase prices to some customers 

13 but not to others. 

14 Although such price discrunination may have been possible in the past, it 

15 is much less likely today. Open transmission access and the increase in electricity 

16 trading that has occurred have eliminated or substantially reduced any ability 

17 utilities might have had in the past to selectively increase prices. 

18 Q. WHY IS SUSTAINED AND SYSTEMATIC PRICE DISCRIMINATION 

19 MUCH LESS LIKELY IN TODAY'S ELECTRICITY MARKET? 

20 A. In general, it is not possible to engage in price discrimination for a product that 

21 can be resold. If the buyers whose prices are not increased can resell a product to 

/ 
22 buyers whose prices are increased, price discrimination is not very likely. In 
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today's wholesale power markets, electricity is resold regularly. Power marketers 

and other traders are in the business of reselling power to take advantage of any 

market inefficiencies. As I noted earlier, about 25 percent of Western Resources' 

and about 10 percent ofKCPL's sales of non-firm and short-term firm power are 

made to power marketers .. As I have discussed elsewhere in my testimony, sales 

by power marketers in the SPP are substantial. Nationwide sales by power 

marketers have grown at an extremely rapid rate, particularly after the 

implementation of open transmission access under FERC Order 888. 

The Applicants have requested that I include calculations of the post­

merger HHI and the change in the HHI due to the merger for economic and 

marginal capacity for individual destination utilities. Although I do not believe 

that individual destination utilities constitute relevant geographic markets, I have 

made such calculations for entities directly interconnected with one or both of the 

merging parties. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE METHODOLOGY YOU EMPLOYED IN 

THESE CALCULATIONS. 

For each supplier to each destination utility, I calculated the delivered cost from 

each generating unit to the destination utility. The delivered cost from each 

generating unit to an individual utility is the sum of the marginal fuel cost of the 

unit plus transmission charges at Order 888 rates plus losses to the border of the 

destination utility. These calculations include the same two transmission limits 

that I included in my regional market analysis. I have included capacity from 
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TV A in the calculations for only Entergy and Union. Entergy and Union can and 

do purchase significant amounts of power from TV A. Excluding TV A from the 

other "markets" clearly understates the effect of TV A on prices to those markets. 

For example, including TV A for Entergy and Union reflects the fact that TV A 

constrains the ability of the merged entity to raise prices to Entergy and Union. 

However, excluding TV A from the destination "market" consisting of CS W, 

which is directly interconnected with Entergy and a Tier 2 entity to Union, 

ignores the fact that the presence of TV A selling to Entergy or Union would 

constrain pricing to CSW. Thus, the analysis of destination "markets" is clearly 

very conservative, and the HH!s will tend to overstate any potential effects of the 

proposed merger. Capacity from Southern is included to the extent that such 

capacity is economic capacity to an individual destination "market." I have also 

shown, as a sensitivity analysis, the effect of excluding all of Southern 's capacity 

in my HHI calculations. 

WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF YOUR HHI CALCULATIONS FOR 

INDIVIDUAL DESTINATION "MARKETS"? 

Exhibit (RMS-25) summarizes the results of my HHI calculations based on 

economic capacity and marginal economic capacity for various destination 

"markets." The details of those calculations are shown in my workpapers. In 

general, the post-merger HHI is either in the lower half of the moderately 

concentrated range or in the unconcentrated range. In some cases, the change in 

the HHI exceeds 100 points when the post-merger HHI exceeds 1000. Several of 

these instances are in lower price periods that represent lower load or off-peak 
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conditions. These are the periods when one is least worried about market power 

because there are generally substantial amounts of surplus power available in such 

time periods. As I noted earlier, FERC has expressed particular concern about 

peak rather than other periods (Merger Policy Statement, Appendix A, p. 18). 

Moreover, there are no instances in which the post-merger HHI based on 

economic capacity exceeds 1800. As I noted earlier, antitrust agencies rarely 

challenge mergers when the post-merger HHI is less than 1800. 

Finally, as I have discussed previously, I believe that relevant markets are 

broader than individual destination utilities. This means that HHis calculated on 

the assumption that destination utilities are relevant antitrust markets should not 

be used to draw conclusions regarding the impacts of mergers on competition. 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER REASONS WHY HHI CHANGES 

EXCEEDING 100 IN LOWER PRICE PERIODS SHOULD NOT RAISE 

CONCERN? 

Yes. Exhibit _(RMS-26) illustrates why one should be less concerned over 

larger changes in the HHI during lower-price time periods. That exhibit plots 

economic capacity in the relevant geographic market versus delivered cost of 

output from that capacity at Empire. As the Exhibit shows, small price changes 

lead to a substantial increase in the capacity from which output could be delivered 

to Empire (or other entities). 

Exhibit _(RMS-26) shows for various delivered prices to Empire 

(vertical axis) the total amount of economic capacity (horizontal axis) from which 
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output could be delivered to Empire from all suppliers in the relevant market. At 

prices less than 25 mills, this curve is fairly elastic. That is, small changes in 

price lead to substantial increases in the amount of economic capacity from which 

output could be delivered to Empire. At prices in the 25-35 mills per KWH and 

higher range, the "supply curve" becomes slightly steeper, or somewhat less 

elastic. This means that the increase in economic capacity due to a price increase 

is less during peak than off-peak time periods. 

The degree to which any seller is able to increase prices depends on both 

the ownership of capacity and the amount of capacity that might begin supplying 

output in response to a small price increase. The greater the amount of capacity 

that might begin supplying output in response to a small price increase, the less 

likely any seller will be able to increase prices. If a substantial amount of capacity 

will begin operating in response to small price increases, any seller attempting to 

increase prices is much more likely to lose significant amounts of business. 

Hence, price increases are less likely. If there is only a small increase in output 

when prices increase, sellers attempting a price increase are less likely to lose 

busines~, and the price increase is more likely to be successful. 

Overall, the calculated HHis and changes in the HHI for individual 

destination utilities do not lead me to alter my conclusion that this merger raises 

no competitive concerns. 

HAVE YOU CALCULATED HHis FOR INDIVIDUAL DESTINATION 

"MARKETS" BASED ON UNCOMMITTED CAPACITY? 
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As I explained earlier in my testimony, for all practical purposes, KCPL has no 

uncommitted capacity. Therefore, the change in the HHI in all cases will be zero. 

The merger will have no effect on concentration in uncommitted capacity and thus 

there is no need to calculated HHis for uncommitted capacity. 

HA VE YOU CALCULATED HHis INDIVIDUAL DESTINATION 

"MARKETS" BASED ON TOTAL CAPACITY? 

As a practical matter, I have. As I discussed earlier in my testimony, I calculated 

HHis for the destination "markets" based on economic capacity at four different 

price levels. The HHis based on the highest price level, 35 mills per KWH, will 

reflect concentration for most of the capacity that is economic under current 

conditions. Thus, the HHis for economic capacity at the highest price level may 

be seen as a reasonable proxy for HHis for total capacity for the individual 

destination "markets." 

OVERALL, WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE ON THE BASIS OF YOUR 

DESTINATION UTILITY ANALYSIS? 

The destination utility analysis does not change my opinion that the proposed 

merger of Western Resources and KCPL will have no adverse impact on 

competition. Although there were several instances in which the change in the 

HHI exceeded 100 points, the post-merger HHis generally are in the 

unconcentrated range or the lower end of the moderately concentrated range. As I 

discussed earlier in my testimony, antitrust agencies such as DOJ and the FTC 

rarely have sought to block mergers for which the post-merger HHI is Jess than 

1,800. 
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Moreover, individual destination utilities are not relevant markets. Use of 

HHis based on individual destination utilities to infer that the merger might 

increase prices substantially at destination Utility A but not at destination Utility 

B, when destination Utilities A and B are physically adjacent and directly 

interconnected, is unlikely in an open access transmission environment. 

Moreover, the use of individual destination utilities ignores the fact that charging 

different prices to different customers within a small geographic area creat.es 

arbitrage opportunities that can be exploited by large traders and power marketers. 

Exploitation of such arbitrage opportunities reduces or eliminates the ability of 

sellers to engage in systematic price discrimination. 

GAS-ELECTRIC VERTICAL MARKET POWER ISSUES 

DO EITHER OF THE MERGING PARTIES OWN GAS DISTRIBUTION 

OR PIPELINE FACILITIES? 

Western Resources owns a gas distribution and pipeline system. KCPL does not 

own any gas distribution or pipeline facilities. 

Western Resources has entered into a proposed transaction with ONEOK 

Inc. (ONEOK) in which Western Resources will be contributing its gas properties 

to a newly formed corporation (new ONEOK) in exchange for 45 percent of the 

equity in new ONEOK. Existing ONEOK shareholders will hold the remaining 

55 percent. Western Resources has informed me that, because of limitations 

contained in the associated shareholder agreement, Western Resources' voting 

power will be a substantially smaller amount than the amount of stock it actually 
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owns in new ONEOK. Western Resources' voting interest will be less than IO 

percent of the total voting interest of ONEOK. 

As of the filing of this testimony, the ONEOK transaction has not yet been 

consummated. I have analyzed the vertical issues under two alternative 

assumptions: that the ONEOK transaction is not consummated, and that it is. 

DOES THIS MERGER RAISE ANY VERTICAL MARKET POWER 

CONCERNS AS A RESULT OF WESTERN RESOURCES' OWNERSHIP 

OF PIPELINE CAPACITY? 

No, it does not. Although there are several gas-fired generators connected to the 

gas distribution system Wes tern Resources owns today, the total capacity of these 

plants is about 1,000 MW. This is the capacity equivalent of one major power 

plant or less. Moreover, the data Western Resources provided to me shows that 

many of these power plants are within a few miles of another gas pipeline or 

distribution line. At least one of these power plants (KCBPU's Quindaro plant) is 

directly connected to another pipeline today. The fact that such a small amount of 

gas-fired capacity is connected to Western Resources' gas lines today means that 

this merger raises no vertical market power issues, given Western Resources' 

existing gas system, i.e., assuming the ONEOK transaction is not consummated. 

There are several power plants connected to the ONEOK system. Four 

Public Service of Oklahoma and one OGE plant account for almost 70 percent of 
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estimated ONEOK gas deliveries to electric generating units. 17 All five of these 

plants are connected to other pipelines. There are numerous gas pipelines in 

Oklahoma. This means that there is no vertical market power issue as a result of 

this merger, assuming that the ONEOK transaction is consummated. 

WHAT ARE THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH AN ELECTRIC 

GENERATOR THAT ALSO OWNS GAS PIPELINE FACILITIES 

WOULD HA VE THE ABILITY AND INCENTIVE TO DENY GAS 

SUPPLIES TO ELECTRIC GENERATION COMPETITORS? 

An electric generator that also owns gas pipeline capacity only has an incentive to 

deny gas supplies to competitors only when it is both able to do so and when it 

can profit by doing so. For example, if generating plants connected to Western 

Resources' gas pipeline system are also connected to other pipelines, Western 

Resources has no ability to deny gas supplies to the power plant owned by an 

electric generation competitor. 

There are two ways in which an electric generating utility like Western 

Resources might profit from denying gas supplies to electric generating 

competitors. First, if Western Resources supplied gas to power plants accounting 

for a large enough percentage of generating capacity in the relevant market, 

denying supplies to them, or increasing gas transportation rates to those power 

plants, might increase the market price of power in the Southwest Power Pool. If 

17 Gas deliveries may involve sales of gas by ONEOK or sales of gas transportation services. 
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that happened, the combined Western Resources-KCPL entity, as a seller of 

electricity, might profit from the increase in the price of power. If, however, the 

capacity of power plants connected to the Western Resources gas pipeline is only 

a small fraction of the relevant market, denying gas supplies to them or increasing 

the price of transportal!on will have no measurable effect on the market price of 

power, and Western Resources will not profit by denying or increasing the price 

of gas transportation services. 

Western Resources also might profit from denying gas transportation 

service and/or increasing the price of gas to electric generating plants owned by 

competitors if such a denial or price increase would lead to increased purchases of 

electricity from Western Resources by that competitor. In that case, Western 

Resources would earn a profit on each sale of electricity to the competitor because 

it has restricted gas supplies and/or raised the price of gas to that competitor. 

Such a strategy is unlikely to be profitable in an open transmission access 

environment (for electric) because if Western Resources denied gas supplies to 

someone who might otherwise be a purchaser of electricity, Western Resources 

would not know if it could get the sale. The competitor that was denied gas 

supplies ( or whose gas rates were increased) might purchase the replacement 

electricity from an entity other than Western Resources. Moreover, Western 

Resources would profit by such behavior only if the margin earned on sales of 

electricity exceeded the margin earned on sales of gas. 
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ASSUMING THAT THE ONEOK TRANSACTION IS NOT 

CONSUMMATED, DOES THIS MERGER CREATE THE ABILITY AND 

INCENTIVE TO DENY GAS SUPPLIES TO COMPETITORS? 

No, it does not. Western Resources remains a combination gas-electric utility 

regardless of the merger. The merger changes only the amount of electric 

generating capacity Western Resources owns. 

Pre-merger, Western Resources is supplying gas and/or gas transportation 

services to a number of entities. The issue in the merger analysis is: Does the 

merger create or significantly increase the ability or the incentive to deny gas 

and/or transportation service to electric generation entities? 

The merger creates the ability and the incentive to deny gas supplies to 

competitors only if all three of the following conditions are met. First, the amount 

of generating capacity owned by others that purchase gas and/or transportation 

services from Western Resources must be large enough that a denial of gas and/or 

transportation services to them would result in an increase in the market price of 

electricity and/or a significant increase in electric sales by Western Resources to 

these competitors. Second, Western Resources' post-merger share of electric 

generating capacity in the relevant market is large enough that, post-merger, such 

a denial of gas and/or gas transportation services is profitable. Finally, Western 

Resources must have the ability to deny gas and/or gas transportation services or 

to raise the price of those services. This can occur only if the gas customers of 

Western Resources do not have physical access to alternative pipeline suppliers. 
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ARE THESE CONDITIONS PRESENT IN THE MERGER BETWEEN 

WESTERN RESOURCES AND KCPL? 

No. These conditions are not met in the present merger. At my request, Western 

Resources provided me with a list of the electric generators that purchase gas 

from Western Resources, along with their 1996 purchases from Western 

Resources and an indication of whether other pipeline or gas distribution 

companies had facilities nearby. This information is shown in Exhibit _(RMS-

27). 

The total capacity of the gas plants connected to the Western Resources 

system is 1,011 MW. 18 This amount of capacity is equivalent to the capacity of a 

single, major power plant. It is less than 2 percent of total SPP capacity and is 

less than 4 percent of total gas capacity in the SPP. This means that the gas-fired 

capacity connected to the Western Resources gas system is a small enough 

percentage of total capacity that, even if Western Resources had the ability to 

deny gas and/or gas transportation to these customers ( or increase prices to them), 

this would not lead to any significant increase in SPP electric prices. 

Since the electric generation capacity connected to Western Resources' 

gas distribution and pipeline system is small, this merger raises no vertical market 

power issues. 

!8 Some of these plants bum more than one fuel. For example, KCBPU's Quindaro and Kaw plants are 
multi-fuel plants. The Quindaro plant bums coal, oil, and gas. The Kaw plant bums both coal and gas. 
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Moreover, as shown in Exhibit _(RMS-27) many of these power plants 

are close to other pipelines or gas distribution facilities. At least one of these 

customers (KCBPU's Quindaro plant) also is connected to another pipeline. It 

buys only minimal transportation from Western and primarily relies on an 

alternative supplier. Western Resources could not deny gas and/or transportation 

services to customers connected to other pipelines. Eliminating just the Quindaro 

plant from the total gas-fired capacity connected to Western Resources means that 

less than I percent of total SPP capacity (other than Western Resources' own 

plants) are customers ofWestern Resources' gas system. 

ASSUME THAT THE ONEOK TRANSACTION IS CONSUMMATED. 

DOES THE MERGER CREATE THE ABILITY AND INCENTIVE TO 

DENY GAS TRANSPORTATION SERVICES OR INCREASE PRICES TO 

COMPETITORS? 

No, it does not. The ONEOK transaction reduces the ability of Western Resources 

to deny gas transportation services and/or increase prices solely in order to 

increase profits in its electric business. Prior to the ONEOK transaction, the pre­

and post-merger situations were that Western Resources owned 100 percent of the 

pipeline that was connected to these power plants. Pre- and post-merger, with the 

ONEOK transaction, Western Resources owns 45 percent interest in the pipeline 

that is connected to these plants. Western Resources' voting interest i.n the 

ONEOK pipeline is less than 10 percent. 
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Western Resources provided me a list of the power plants in Oklahoma 

connected to the ONEOK system. This data is shown in Exhibit _(RMS-28). 

Total estimated gas deliveries to these customers shown in Exhibit _(RMS-28) 

are 44.4 million MCF. Five of these customers are Public Service of Oklahoma 

power plants and one is an OKGE power plant. Estimated deliveries to these five 

power plants total 30.1 million MCF or almost 70 percent of total ONEOK gas 

deliveries to power plants. These six power plants are all connected to at least one 

other pipeline system. Clearly, this merger raises no vertical market power 

problems. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS. 

I have analyzed this merger using generally accepted economic principles. I have 

followed the principles outlined in FERC's Merger Policy Statement and in the 

DOJIFTC Merger Guidelines. This merger will have no adverse impact on 

competition in the relevant market. 

THANK YOU. 
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Appendix 1 

ELECTRIC UTILITY MARKET DEFINITION 
FOR ANTITRUST AND MERGER ANALYSIS 

In the past, individual destination utilities have been treated as distinct geographic 

markets in analyzing electric utility mergers and/or market power. However, the advent 

of near universal open access transmission and the significant increase in electricity 

trading have substantially altered the operation of wholesale electric markets. These 

changes have, in tum, changed the appropriate definition of geographic markets for 

antitrust and merger analysis. 

Under the DOJ/FTC Merger Guidelines, the relevant geographic market is the 

smallest area in which a hypothetical monopolist could profitably undertake a small but 

significant and sustained price increase (Merger Guidelines §1.1 and 1.2). Following this 

logic, an individual destination utility will be a relevant antitrust market only if it is 

possible to increase prices to that utility without increasing prices to other utilities. While 

treating individual customers (or groups of customers) as distinct markets may have been 

appropriate in the past, the assumptions involved in that approach are no longer realistic. 

Treating individual utilities as distinct markets ignores the fact that arbitrage 

opportunities generated by open transmission access have largely eliminated utilities' 

ability to engage in price discrimination. Thus, it generally will no longer be 

economically appropriate to treat individual customers as distinct markets for purposes of 

antitrust analysis. 

I offer three examples to illustrate this point. These examples are depicted in 

Figures I, 2, and 3. 
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Example 1 

Figure 1 is a bubble diagram showing several utilities. In this example, there are 

nine utilities labeled A through I. Each circle indicates a utility and the size of the circle 

is indicative of the capacity of the utility. The number inside the circle indicates that 

utility's marginal generating cost. Utilities A, B, and E through I have a marginal 

generating cost of 19 mills per KWH. Utilities C and D have marginal generating cost of 

23 mills per KWH. Each utility has a transmission rate of 2 mills per KWH for 

transmission across its system or for sales out of its system. 

The arrows indicate the direction of power sales and the numbers by an arrow 

indicate transaction prices. For example, utilities A and B are selling power at 21 mills 

per KWH to Utility C. Utilities A and E through I are selling power at 21 mills per KWH 

to Utility D. 

If one applies an economic capacity test to utilities C and D assuming that they 

are separate destination markets, one would conclude that there are only two sellers to 

Utility C -- utilities A and B. Thus, one would conclude that sales to Utility C as a 

destination market are highly concentrated. In contrast, one would conclude that there is 

a larger number of sellers to Utility D, and that Utility D represents a relatively 

unconcentrated market. As I show below, this result would not reflect the commercial 

realities of current wholesale power markets. 1bis approach yields the incorrect result 

because it assumes that utilities A and B can increase prices to Utility C without 

simultaneously increasing prices to Utility D. 

2 Appendix I 



( 
In order to understand why treating utilities C and D as two separate antitrust 

markets is incorrect, given open access and substantial trading in electricity, one needs to 

review the mechanics of the economic capacity test. 

The economic capacity test starts with the "competitive" price at Utility C. In this 

example the "competitive" price would be at least 21 mills per KWH (marginal costs of 

19 mills at A and B plus a 2 mill transmission charge to Utility C). The "competitive" 

price at Utility C cannot exceed 23 mills per KWH since this is Utility C's marginal cost 

of generation. 

A calculation of economic capacity for a destination market defined as Utility C 

using a delivered price test would show that utilities D, E, F, G, H, and I could not 

economically supply Utility C at a price of 21 to 23 mills. Utility D would have a 

delivered price to Utility C of 27 mills per KWH. Utilities E through I would have 

delivered prices to Utility C of25 mills per KWH. 

Utility D's delivered price to Utility C is the sum of Utility D's marginal 

generating cost of 23 mills per KWH, a 2 mill transmission charge for Utility D, and a 2 

mill transmission charge through Utility A. The delivered price for utilities E through I is 

the sum of 19 mills per KWH marginal generating cost, a 2 mill transmission charge 

across their own systems, a 2 mill transmission charge across Utility D, and a 2 mill 

transmission charge across Utility A. 

An economic capacity test would conclude that the only sellers to Utility C are 

utilities A and B, but this result is incorrect because of substitution possibilities created 

by arbitrage opportunities. When one includes these additional factors in the analysis, 

one correctly concludes that Utility C is not a separate antitrust market. 

3 Appendix I 



( 

Utility C is a separate market for antitrust purposes only if sellers A and B can 

profitably increase prices to Utility C without simultaneously increasing the price that 

Utility A is charging Utility D for the same product at the same time and under similar 

terms and conditions. Under today's market conditions, it is unlikely that A and B could 

profitably increase prices to utility C significantly above the price Utility A is charging 

Utility D at the same time. 

The maximum possible price utilities A and B could charge Utility C is 23 mills, 

because I have assumed that Utility C's marginal costs are 23 mills per KWH. At prices 

above 23 mills, Utility C can choose to run its own generation rather than purchasing 

fromAandB. 

If utilities A and B jointly increased the price charged Utility C to 23 mills but 

continued to charge Utility D 2 I mills, the price increase to C would not be sustainable. 

Utility D could profit from costless arbitrage in this situation. Utility D would simply 

request Utility A to schedule some of the power it (Utility D) is currently purchasing for 

delivery to Utility C. Utility D would replace the power it purchased from A but 

redirected to C with purchases from any one of utilities E through I. Utility C would stop 

purchasing from utilities A and B. A and B could profitably increase prices to Utility C 

only if Utility A were willing to forego all its sales to Utility D. 

As long as Utility A is quoting different prices to different buyers at the same 

time for power sales under similar terms and conditions, such price differences will not 

be sustainable. The buyers paying the lower price-which may be power marketers­

can simply reschedule their purchases for delivery to buyers paying the higher price. The 
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incentives to engage in costless arbitrage ensure that any such price differences cannot be 

sustained. 

In this example, I have assumed that there is only one other buyer of power from 

A -- Utility D. In actual practice, there will probably be numerous other buyers of power 

from A, all of whom could engage in the type of arbitrage I described above. Power 

marketers trading with utilities A and B (as well as numerous other utilities) are likely to 

exploit such arbitrage possibilities and render selective price increases unprofitable. In 

the context of this example, the relevant market includes utilities A and B as well as E 

through I as sellers to C and D. Utilities C and D do not constitute two separate antitrust 

markets. Analyzing Utility C and Utility D as two separate "destination markets" would 

not result in either accurate market definition or accurate measures of market 

concentration. 

The appropriate method of computing concentration in this example is first to 

recognize that utilities C and D are not two separate antitrust markets; there is only one 

antitrust market with participants A through I. Utilities C and D are net buyers and the 

remaining utilities are net sellers. In this example, Utility D is equivalent to a market 

hub, and it is economic activity at Utility D that determines the prices paid by both Utility 

C and Utility D. Thus, one should analyze market concentration at Utility D and across 

all owners of generation in the relevant area. The sellers in the relevant market include 

utilities A through I. One would not analyze utilities C and D as separate antitrust 

markets. 

Example2 
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The same point can be illustrated using other, slightly different examples. Figure 

2 represents a slightly different configuration of utilities. Utilities C and D both have 

marginal generating costs of 23 mills per KWH. Utilities A and B have marginal 

generating costs of 19 mills per KWH, and utilities E through I have marginal generating 

costs of 21 mills per KWH. Again, I have assumed that each utility has a transmission 

rate of 2 mills per KWH for transmission across its system or for sales out of its system. 

Utilities A and B sell to Utility C at a price of 21 mills delivered to Utility C's 

border. This delivered price to Utility C is the sum of Utility A or Utility B's marginal 

generating cost of 19 mills plus a 2 mill transmission charge. 

Utilities A and B, as well as utilities E through I, sell to Utility D at a price of 23 

mills per KWH delivered to Utility D's border. In the case of utilities A and B, this price 

consists of a marginal generation cost of 19 mills, a 2 mill charge for use of their 

transmission systems, and a 2 mill transmission charge for use of Utility C's transmission 

system to deliver power to Utility D's borders. Similarly, the price utilities E through I 

charge Utility D is their marginal generation cost of 21 mills per KWH plus a 2 mill 

transmission charge. 

An analysis of economic capacity using a delivered price test for a destination 

market defined as Utility C would indicate that utilities A and B, acting jointly, could 

increase prices to Utility C to almost 25 mills before utilities E through I would have 

economic capacity to supply C. The delivered prices for utilities E through I to Utility C 

are marginal generation costs of 21 mills, a 2 mill charge for use of their own 

transmission systems, plus a 2 mill charge for use of Utility D's transmission system. 

Such an analysis would conclude that utilities A and B could increase prices to Utility C 
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up to Utility C's marginal generation cost of 23 mills. Titls analysis would incorrectly 

conclude that utilities A and B are the only sellers in a destination market defined as 

Utility C. 

In fact, so long as Utility D is a significant buyer from utilities A and B ( or if 

there are several buyers in the same situation as Utility D), utilities A and B cannot 

increase the price to Utility C by any non-trivial amount above 21 mills. Utility D is 

purchasing from utilities A and B at a price that is equivalent to a 21 mill price at the 

border between utilities A (or B) and C. Titls is because the 23 mill delivered price to 

Utility D includes 2 mills of transmission charges paid to Utility C. 

Utility D is in a situation in which it can profit from engaging in costless 

ar?itrage. Utility D is purchasing power from Utility A and/or B at a price of 21 mills at 

the border between A and/or B and C. Utilities A and/or B are simultaneously selling 

power to C at a price of 23 mills at the border between utilities A and/or B and Utility C. 

Utility D can increase its purchases from A and/or B at a price of 21 mills and 

instantaneously resell the power to Utility C. Since this is a costless transaction from 

Utility D's standpoint, any price in excess of 21 mills it receives from C is pure profit. 

Utilities A and/or B clearly cannot increase the price to Utility D to a level that exceeds 

21 mills at the border between A and/or B and Utility C because this price is equivalent 

to a price of 23 mills delivered to Utility D. At any price in excess of 23 mills delivered 

to Utility D, Utility D would substitute purchases from utilities E through I for purchases 

from utilities A and/or B. Again, utilities A and B can only increase prices to Utility C if 

they are willing to forego all sales to Utility D. 
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Market concentration should be calculated in the same manner as in my first 

example. The relevant market is the region and includes capacity owned by utilities A 

through F. Additionally, since it is economic activity at Utility D that determines the 

price paid by both utilities C and D, market concentration for the entire region is 

calculated at Utility D. 

Example 3 

Finally, Figure 3 is another configuration of interconnections that illustrates the 

same point. Again, circles represent utilities and the mnnber inside a circle represents 

that utility's marginal generating cost. I also continue to assume a 2 mill transmission 

charge for each utility. 

This example depicts an equilibrium in which power would be flowing from 

lower-cost utilities at the top of the page toward higher-cost utilities lower on the page. 

For example, utilities A and B would be selling to C, D, and, quite likely, utilities 

E through I. Similarly, D might be selling to utilities E through I. 

In this example, defining individual utilities as destination markets would 

probably result in the conclusion that utilities A and B, acting jointly, could increase 

prices to Utility C. This is not necessarily the case. Assume that Utility Eis buying from 

Utility A at a price of about 23 mills. This price is the sum of A's marginal generation 

cost of 19 mills plus two 2 mill wheeling charges for wheeling from A to D to E. If A 

and B attempted to increase prices to Utility C, Utility E could redirect to C power that it 

was purchasing from A, and Utility E would replace the power it was obtaining from A 

by either increasing its own generation or purchasing from D. Again, these transactions 
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could result if a power marketer was buying from A or B at the same time that A and/or 

B were selling directly to utilities. 

The point of this example is the same as that illustrated in the previous two 

examples. If a number of trading entities can exploit arbitrage opportunities, relevant 

markets become broad regions, not individual destination utilities. Individual destination 

utilities constitute relevant antitrust markets only if sellers can profitably engage in price 

discrimination and target selected customers or small groups of customers for price 

increases. Such price discrimination is not possible when there are traders in the market 

who can buy from one customer and resell to other customers. Such traders can always 

profit by buying from the customer whose prices were not increased ( or buying directly) 

and reselling to the customer whose prices were increased. The ability to exploit such 

arbitrage opportunities largely eliminates profitable price discrimination, which in tum 

means individual destination utilities generally can no longer be considered relevant 

markets for antitrust or merger analysis. 
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Interconnections in the Regions Where the Merging Parties Operate 
(Drawn to Scale Based on Relative Generating Capacity) 

KCBPU-

Western Resources 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric 

Central & Southwest 

Southwestern 
Public 

Service Co. 

MidAmerican 

Union 

TVA 

Entergy 

Southern Companies 

• Llncoln Ektctrlc System 

,~--
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.. Kansas City Board of Public Utmtles 

Sources: 1995 FERC Forms 714. 
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All Tier I Interconnections For 
KCPL-Western Resources Combined Company 

Utility 

Kansas City Power & Light 
Western Resources 

Associated Electric Cooperative 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Kansas City Board of Public Util~ies 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy Company 
Midwest Energy 
Missouri Public Service Company (utilicorp) 1 

Nebraska Public Power District 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 2 

St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Union Electric 
WestPlains Energy - Kansas (utilicorp) 1 

Notes: 1 Represents utiliCorp's SPP capacity. 

Total Generating 
Capacity 

(MW) 

3,134 
5,333 

2,547 
288 
723 
676 
102 

3,923 
32 

1,625 
2,619 
5,638 
1,918 
8,221 

382 
7,897 
1,625 

2 Represents Central and South West's SPP capacity. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 

Interconnected With 
KCPL WR 

X 
X 

X X 
X 
X X 
X X 
X 
X 

X 
X X 
X 

X 
X X 

X 
X 
X X 

X 
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Western Resources, Inc. 

Exhibit_(RMS-4) 
Page 1 of 2 

Sales for Resale to and Purchases of Power from Others 
(MWH and Charges) 

Non-Finn and Short-Term Finn 
Sales 
Purchases 
Net Sales 

Long-Term Finn 
Sales 
Purchases 
Net Sales 

Non-Firm and Short-Term Finn 
Sales 
Purchases 
Net Sales 

Long-Term Finn 
Sales 
Purchases 
Net Sales 

1995 

1996 

MWH 

2,508,407 
738,702 

1,769,705 

1,500,736 
18,820 

1,481,916 

MWH 

3,846,384 
1,314,152 
2,532,232 

1,613,309 
13,335 

1,599,974 

Sources: Western Resources, lnc.'s 1995 and 1996 FERC Form 1; 
Kansas Gas and Electric Company's 1995 and 1996 FERC Form 1. 

($) 

50,356,373 
11,856,318 

$ 38,500,055 

45,142,401 
2,262,980 

$ 42,879,421 

($) 

84,247,034 
23,912,199 

$ 60,334,835 

48,472,666 
2,065,329 

$ 46,407,337 
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Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Exhibit_(RMS-4) 
Page 2 of 2 

Sales for Resale to and Purchases of Power from Others 
(MWH and Charges) 

Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm 
Sales 
Purchases 
Net Sales 

Long-Term Firm 
Sales 
Purchases 
Net Sales 

Non-Firm and Short-Tenn Firm 
Sales 
Purchases 
Net Sales 

Long-Term Firm 
Sales 
Purchases 
Net Sales 

1995 

1996 

MWH 

3,663,721 
614,865 

3,048,856 

78,212 
367,633 

(289,421) 

MWH 

3,666,691 
942,622 

2,724,069 

101,001 
277,730 
(176,729) 

Sources: Kansas City Power & Light Company's 1995 and 1996 FERC Form 1. 

($) 

57,978,311 
12,102,348 

$ 45,875,963 

3,148,562 
25,356,452 

($ 22,207,890) 

($) 

60,832,175 
17,919,313 

$42,912,862 

3,551,564 
32,772,110 

($ 29,220,546) 
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Western Resources 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1995 

Statistical Total Charges 
B!!}'.er Classification MWHSold !S! 
Arkansas Electric Corporation OS 53,100 737,853 
Associated Electric Cooperative OS 44,297 882,782 
Augusta, KS 0s1.2 57,058 1,153,826 
Burlington.KS 0s1.2 27,136 548,556 
Central and South West OS 11,220 173,674 
Central Louisiana Electric OS 880 30,600 

Chanute, KS OS" 156,374 3,150,750 
Coff&yville, KS OS2 108,499 2,142,561 
Empire District Electric Co. OS 217,836 4,903,861 
Enron Power Marketing OS 20,900 350,421 
Entergy Services OS 14,905 261,420 
Erie, KS os•~ 10,541 215,889 
Fredonia, KS os•~ 7,009 147,496 
Girard, KS OS" 29,374 606,761 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 600 24,152 
Iola, KS os•.: 87,971 1,787,015 
Kansas City Boan! of Public U1ifrties OS 20,480 392,384 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 48,780 1,259,377 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative OS 8,969 997,382 
Koch Power S81Vices Marketing OS 1,263 19,248 
Louisville Gas & Electric Marketing OS 8,077 177,231 
Midwest Energy OS n4,346 13,620,692 
Missouri Public Service (U1ilicorp) OS 111,504 2,177,928 
Mulvane, KS OS" 6,441 135,235 
Neodesha, KS 0s1.2 8,560 173,814 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. OS 93,112 1,423,543 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Agency OS 320,796 6,470,874 
Omaha Public Power District OS 46,472 1,159,039 
Oxford,KS OS" 8,330 170,577 
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma OS 608 14,179 
Southwes1em Public Service OS 200 6,400 
Union Electric Co. OS 49,180 1,052,409 
Wellington, KS os•~ 66,400 1,339,506 
WestPlains Energy (U1ilicorp) OS 23,495 373,998 
Winfield, KS OS" 113,694 2,294,940 

Total 2,508,407 50,356,373 
Weighted Average Price per MWH 

~es: 1 Emecgeney Ser.ice 
'SupplemenllllEnergy 

Sou(CeS: Western Resources. Inc. 's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
Kansas Gas and Electrio Company's 1995 FERC Foon 1. 

Exhibit_(RMS-5) 
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Cost Per MWH 
!S! 

13.90 
19.48 
20.22 
20.22 
15.48 
34.77 
20.15 
19.75 
22.51 
16.77 
17.54 
20.48 
21.04 
20.66 
40.25 
20.31 
19.16 
25.82 

111.20 
15.24 
21.94 
18.80 
19.53 
21.00 
20.31 
15.29 
20.17 
24.94 
20.48 
23.32 
32.00 
21.40 
20.17 
15.92 
20.19 

20.08 



Western Resources 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1996 

Exhibit_(RMS-5) 
Page 2 of 6 

Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Buxer Classification MWHSold !$! !$! 
Aquila Power Corporation OS 800 20,800 26.00 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation OS 100 1,800 18.00 
Associated Electric Coop., Inc. OS 58,455 1,059,833 18.13 
Augusta, KS OS 56,618 1,203,410 21.25 
Burlington, KS OS 30,753 687,287 22.35 
Central & South West Services OS 61,886 1,058,072 17.10 
Chanute, KS OS 164,575 3,640,878 22.12 
Citizens Lehman Power Sales OS 600 15,000 25.00 
Coffeyville, KS OS 130,855 2,745,418 20.98 
Coral Power, UC OS 750 10,325 13.77 
Delhi Energy Services OS 21,139 382,611 18.10 
Eastex Power Marketing OS 800 13,200 16.50 
Electric Clearinghouse Inc. OS 70,311 906,845 12.90 
Empire District Electric Company OS 321,607 8,242,599 25.63 
Enron Power Mar!(eting OS 174,407 2,9TT,557 17.07 
Entergy Electric System OS 68,800 1,321,392 19.21 
Entergy Power OS 34,675 436,495 12.59 
Erie, KS OS 10,512 232,384 22.11 
Federal Energy Services OS 967 24,643 25.48 
Fredonia, KS OS 6,147 151,585 24.66 
Girard, KS OS 25,869 637,571 24.65 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 3,125 82,413 26.37 
Heartland Energy Services OS 2,483 49,810 20.06 
Iola.KS OS 94,217 2,049,544 21.75 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities OS 62,490 1,553,701 24.86 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 63,668 1,538,683 24.17 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative OS 44,991 1,523,811 33.87 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 47,851 1,124,031 23.49 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power OS 122,499 1,791,550 14.63 
Louisville Gas & Electric Marketing OS 526,700 8,688,934 16.50 
Midwest Energy, Inc. OS 801,160 23,056,460 28.78 
Missouri Public Service OS 69,792 1,534,414 21.99 
Mulvane, KS OS 7,872 191,781 24.36 
Neodesha, KS OS 8,570 191,130 22.30 
Noram Energy Services OS 7,709 138,632 17.98 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. OS 167,635 2,934,873 17.51 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Agency OS 355 7,100 20.00 
Omaha Public Power District OS 50,729 1,363,383 26.88 
Oxford, KS OS 8,704 192,070 22.07 

-•Panenergy Power Services OS 52;995 827,188 15.61 
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( Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Bu~er Classification MWHSold !$! !$) 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma OS 122,982 2,081,956 16.93 
Rainbow Energy Marketing OS 381 10,289 27.01 
Sonat Power Marketing OS 52 1,326 25.50 
Southwestern Public Service OS 15,985 276,083 17.27 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation OS 21,305 795,236 37.33 
Union Electric Co. OS 67,616 1,591,859 23.54 
Valero Power Services OS 72,869 1,410,799 19.36 
Vrtol Gas and Electric OS 3,632 69,580 19.16 
Wellington, KS OS 73,343 1,556,237 21.22 
WestPlains Energy OS 48,338 1,009,886 20.89 
Winfield, KS OS 35,710 834,570 23.37 

Total 3,846,384 84,247,034 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 21.90 

Sources: 
Western Resources, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1. 
Kansas Gas and Electric COn,pany's 1996 FERC Form 1. 

( 



( Kansas City Power & Light Company 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1995 

Statistical Total Charges 
Bu:z:er Classification MWHSold {$} 

Arkansas Rural Electric Co--0p os 2 285,210 3,227,403 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. os' 253,132 3,521,646 
Baldwin, Kansas os' 3,853 76,369 
Carrollton, Missouri os' 41,956 822,642 
Central & South West Services, Inc. os 2 300 5,280 
Empire District Electric Company os' 253,887 3,503,463 
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. os 2 48,380 740,228 
Entergy Electric System os 2 57,280 839,497 
Gardner, Kansas os' 41,280 802,979 
Garnett, Kansas os' 17,834 348,378 
Higginsville, Missouri os' 39,803 785,862 
Independence, Missouri os' 13,765 296,816 
Independence, Missouri os' 478 199,110 
Interstate Power Company os' 603 7,859 
Kansas City Board of Public utilities os' 117,321 2,124,399 
Koch Power Services, Inc. os 2 25 300 
Lincoln Electric Company os' 175 184,966 
Louisville Gas & Electric os 2 64,000 927,464 
Marshall, Missouri os' 105,046 1,803,436 
MidAmerican Energy os' 27,890 612,961 
Missouri Public Service Company os 1 158,092 2,275,054 
Nebraska Public Power District OS 1 25,660 486,226 
NorAm Energy Services, Inc. os 2 34,675 497,593 
Northern States Power Company os' 107,428 2,215,038 
Omaha Public Power District os' 3,163 323,393 
Osawatomie, Kansas os' 8,598 211,127 
Ottawa, Kansas os' 31,851 662,365 
Salisbury, Missouri os' 19,983 404,698 
St Joseph Light & Power Company os' 111,843 1,806,467 
Union Electric Company os' 1,729,771 27,531,222 
Western Resources os' 60,439 734,070 

Total 3,663,721 57,978,311 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Notes: 
1 The sel'Vice to these customers is long-term serviee subject to avaUability. 
2 FERC Rate is Supplement 113 to WSPP RateSehedule FERCl1. 

Source: Kansas City Power & UghtCompany's 1995 FERC Fonn 1, pages 310 •311.3. 
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Cost Per 
MWH 

!Sl 
11.32 
13.91 
19.82 
19.61 
17.60 
13.80 
15.30 
14.66 
19.45 
19.53 
19.74 
21.56 

416.55 
13.03 
18.11 
12.00 

1056.95 
14.49 
17.17 
21.98 
14.39 
18.95 
14.35 
20.62 

102.24 
24.56 
20.80 
20.25 
16.15 
15.92 
12.15 

15.82 



Kansas City Power & Light Company 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1996 

Statistical Total Charges 
Bu:i:er Classification MWHSold {$! 
Aquila Power Corporation os 2 1,600 27,200 
Arkansas Rural Electric Coop os 2 286,800 3,421,715 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. OS 2 142,855 2,010,913 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. os 1 146,884 2,179,743 
Baldwin, KS os 1 8,169 143,674 
Carrollton, MO OS 42,837 826,632 
Central and South West OS 2 1,825 27,375 
CNG Power Services 0S 2 82 1,463 
Delhi Os 2 10,925 162,545 
Electric Clearinghouse, Inc. OS 2 8,555 142,217 
Empire District Electric Company OS 2 865 13,267 
Empire District Electric Company os 1 523,426 8,599,566 
Enron Power Marketing Inc. os 2 180,353 2,708,395 
Entergy Electric System OS 2 161,070 2,865,679 
Federal Energy Sales, Inc. os 2 3,270 68,258 
Gardner, KS OS 18,320 353,054 
Gardner, KS OS 47,291 927,729 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 2 825 13,200 
Higginsville, MO os 1 21,680 417,287 
Independence, MO os 1 16,630 304,085 
Independence, MO OS 2 20 530 
Independence, MO os 1 315 203,120 
Interstate Power OS 1 5,575 93,131 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities os 1 161,790 3,658,163 
Kansas Gas & Electric OS 2 28,243 503,435 
Kansas Gas & Electric OS 22 440 
Kansas Power & Light os 2 9,525 148,649 
Kansas Power & Light os 1 5,928 111,873 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 2 18,716 306,193 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power OS 2 31,356 584,132 
Louisville Gas & Electric OS 2 105,545 1,625,830 
Marshall, MO os 1 109,610 1,866,558 
MidAmerican Energy OS 12,386 235,239 
Missouri Public Company OS 99,638 1,561,654 
Missouri Public Service Co. os 2 10,792 186,166 
Nebraska Public Power District os 1 5,523 134,350 

Exhibit_(RMS-5) 
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Cost Per 
MWH 

{$! 

17.00 
11.93 
14.08 
14.84 
17.59 
19.30 
15.00 
17.84 
14.88 
16.62 
15.34 
16.43 
15.02 
17.79 
20.87 
19.27 
19.62 
16.00 
19.25 
18.29 
26.50 

644.83 
16.71 
22.61 
17.83 
20.00 
15.61 
18.87 
16.36 
18.63 
15.40 
17.03 
18.99 
15.67 
17.25 
24.33 
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Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Buier Classification MWHSold !$) !$I 
NorAm Energy Services, Inc. os 2 1,400 91,122 65.09 
Northern States Power Company OS 56,586 1,392,983 24.62 

Omaha Public Power District os 2 1,525 23,500 15.41 
Omaha Public Power District OS 7,990 146,180 18.30 

Osawatomie, KS OS 1 9,325 175,880 18.86 

Ottawa, KS os 1 48,675 870,905 17.89 

Rainbow Energy Marketing Corp. OS 2 125 2,000 16.00 

Salisbury, MO OS 1 20,825 411,552 19.76 

Sonat Power Marketing os 2 200 3,260 16.30 
St. Joseph Light & Power Co. OS 24,743 435,165 17.59 
Union Electric Company OS 1,256,371 20,661,257 16.45 

Valero Power Services OS 2 2,100 35,830 17.06 

Vitol Gas & Electric os 2 4,700 57,895 12.32 

West Plains Energy OS 2 2,880 91,186 31.66 

Total 3,666,691 60,832,175 
Weighted Average Price Per MWH 16.59 

Noles: 
1 These sales are long-term, subject to availability. 
2 These sales were made under Supplement #131o WSPP Rate Sehedule FERC #1. 

Source: Kansas City Pa.ver & Light's 1996 FERC Form 1, pp. 310-311.4. 
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Western Resources 
Non-Finn Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Tenn Finn Sales, 1995 and 1996 
Power Marketers vs. Utilities 

1995 1996 

Customers 

Total 35 51 

Power Marketers 3 18 

Utilities 32 33 

MWHSold 

Total {MWH) 2,508,407 3,846,384 

To Power Marketers (MWH) 30,240 1,106,945 

To Utilities (MWH) 2,478,167 2,739,439 

Sales 

Total $50,356,373 $84,247,034 

Power Marketers $546,900 $18,463,120 

Utilities $49,809,473 $65,783,914 

Sources: Kansas Power & Light's 1995 and 1996 FERC Form 1. 
Kansas Gas and Electric's 1995 and 1996 FERC Form 1. 
Power Markets Week. QPM Database. 
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Percent Change 

45.71% 

500.00% 

3.13% 

53.34% 

3560.53% 

10.54% 

67.30% 

3275.96% 

32.07% 
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Customers 

Total 

Power Marketers 

Utilities 

MWHSold 

Total(MWH) 

Kansas City Power & Light 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1995 and 1996 
Power Marketers vs. Utilities 

1995 

30 

4 

26 

3,663,721 

To Power Marketers (MWH) 147,080 

To Utilities (MWH) 3,516,641 

Sales 

1996 

42 

14 

28 

3,666,691 

368,927 

3,297,764 

Total $57,978,311 $60,832,175 

Power Marketers $2,165,585 $5,816,340 

Utilities $55,812,726 $55,015,835 

Source Kansas City Power & Light Co.'s 1995 and 1996 FERC Form 1. 
Power Markets Week, QPM Database. 
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Percent Change 

40.00% 

250.00% 

7.69% 

0.08% 

150.83% 

-6.22% 

4.92% 

168.58% 

-1.43% 
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Top Ten Customers 
Western Resources 

Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 
And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1995 

Exhibit_(RMS-7) 
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Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Buxer Classification MWHSold [$! {$! 
Midwest Energy OS 724,346 13,620,692 18.80 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Agency OS 320,796 6,470,874 20.17 
Empire District Electric Company OS 217,836 4,903,861 22.51 
Chanute, KS os1 154,477 3,097,608 20.05 
Winfield, KS os1 112,756 2,268,064 20.11 
Missouri Public Service (Utilicorp) OS 111,504 2,177,928 19.53 
Coffeyville, KS OS1 108,499 2,142,561 19.75 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company OS 93,112 1,423,543 15.29 
Iola, KS os1 87,747 1,781,298 20.30 
Wellington, KS os1 

66,367 1,338,570 20.17 

Notes: ' Supplemental EnOfllY 

Sources: Western Resources' 1995 FERC Form 1. 
Kansas Gas& Electric company's 1995 FERC Fonn 1. 
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Top Ten Customers 
Western Resources 

Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 
And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1996 

Statistical Total Charges Cost Per MWH 
Buyer 

Midwest Energy, Inc. 
Louisville Gas & Electric Marketing 
Empire District Electric Company 
Enron Power Marketing 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Chanute, KS 
Coffeyville, KS 
Public Service of Oklahoma 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power 
Iola, KS 

Sources: Western Resources' 1996 FERC Form 1. 

Classification MWH Sold ($) ($) 

OS 
OS 
OS 
OS 
OS 
OS 
OS 
OS 
OS 
OS 

801,160 
526,700 
321,607 
174,407 
167,635 
164,575 
130,855 
122,982 
122,499 

94,217 

23,056,460 
8,688,934 
8,242,599 
2,977,557 
2,934,873 
3,640,878 
2,745,418 
2,081,956 
1,791,550 
2,049,544 

28.78 
16.50 
25.63 
17.07 
17.51 
22.12 
20.98 
16.93 
14.63 
21.75 

Kansas Gas & Electric Company's 1996 FERC Form 1. 



( Top Ten Customers 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1995 
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Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Buler Classification MWHSold 
Union Electric Company Os 1 

Arkansas Rural Electric Cooperative OS 2 

Empire District Electric Company OS 1 

Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. OS 1 

Missouri Public Service Company OS 1 

Kansas City Board of Public Utilities OS 1 

St. Joseph Light & Power Company OS 1 

Northern States Power Company OS 1 

City of Marshall, MO OS 1 

Louisville Gas & Electric Marketing Os 2 

Notes: 1 The service lo these customers is long~erm SOfVice subject lo availability. 
2 FERC Raio is Supplemenl#13 lo WSPP Rate Schedule FERC #1. 

1,729,771 
285,210 
253,887 
253,132 
158,092 
117,321 
111,843 
107,428 
105,046 
64,000 

Source: Kansas City Power& Light Company"s 1995 FERC Form 1, pages310-311.3. 

!$! ($} 
27,531,222 15.92 

3,227,403 11.32 
3,503,463 13.80 
3,521,646 13.91 
2,275,054 14.39 
2,124,399 18.11 
1,806,467 16.15 
2,215,038 20.62 
1,803,436 17.17 

927,464 14.49 



,,. 
' Top Ten Customers 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1996 

Exhibit_(RMS-7) 
Page 4 of4 

Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Bul:'.er Classification MWHSold 
Union Electric Company OS 
Empire District Electric Company os 1 

Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. OS 1,2 

Arkansas Rural Electric Cooperative OS 2 

Enron Power Marketing Inc. os 2 

Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 08 1 

Entergy Electric System os 2 

City of Marshall, MO os 1 

Louisville Gas & Electric Marketing os 2 

Missouri Public Service Company OS 

Notes: 1 The sel\'lc:e to these customers is long-term service subject to availability. 
2 FERC Raia is Supplement #13 to WSPP Rate Schedule FERC #1. 

1,256,371 
523,426 
289,739 
286,800 
180,353 
161,790 
161,070 
109,610 
105,545 
99,638 

SOUrce: Kansas City Power& Light Company's 1996 FERC Fonn 1, pages310-311.4. 

($! ($! 
20,661,257 16.45 
8,599,566 16.43 
4,190,656 14.46 
3,421,715 11.93 
2,708,395 15.02 
3,658,163 22.61 
2,865,679 17.79 
1,866,558 17.03 
1,625,830 15.40 
1,561,654 15.67 



Western Resources, Inc. 
Long-Term Firm Sales, 1995 

Statistical 
Bu~er Classification MWHSold 

Alma.KS RQ 6,557 
Altamont, KS RQ 7,540 
Arcadia, KS RQ 1,832 
Anna, KS RQ 10,500 
Axtell, KS RQ 2,572 
Blue Mound, KS RQ 1,688 
Board of Public utilities - McPherson RQ 557,373 
Bronson, KS RQ 2,218 
Burlingame, KS RQ 7,609 
Burlington, KS RQ 1,082 
Centralia, KS RQ 3,566 
Chapman, KS RQ 7,739 
Clay Center, KS RQ 28,2TT 
Doniphan County Cooperative RQ 17,188 

' Ellinwood, KS RQ 14,010 
I Ellwood, KS RQ 4,600 

Elsmore, KS RQ 442 
Empire District Electric os1 7,426 
Enterprise, KS RQ 4,910 
Eudora, KS RQ 14,608 
Eudora, KS #2 RQ 12,547 
Fredonia, KS RQ 139 
Haven, KS RQ 10,467 
Herington, KS RQ 21,073 
Hillsboro, KS RQ 20,369 
Holton, KS RQ 33,485 
Horton, KS RQ 12,245 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative RQ 259,147 
Kaw Valley Electric Cooperative RQ 105,261 
LaHarpe, KS RQ 2,900 
Lamed, KS RQ 24,526 
Lindsborg, KS RQ 16,183 
Marion, KS RQ 16,102 
Mindemines, MO RQ 1,991 
Minneapolis, KS RQ 12,874 
Missouri Public Service (Utilicorp) - Eve RQ 588 
Missouri Public Service (utilicorp) - Richards RQ 530 
Moran, KS RQ 4,644 
Morrill, KS RQ 1,313 
Mt. Hope, KS RQ 4,712 
Mulberry, KS RQ 2,825 
Mulvane, KS RQ 1,902 

Exhibit (RMS-8) 
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Cost Per 
Total Charges MWH 

!$! !$! 
293,229 44.72 
371,287 49.24 
89,647 48.93 

447,584 42.63 
113,016 43.94 
78,939 46.76 

12,907,817 23.16 
104,962 47.32 
173,656 22.82 
36,546 33.78 

167,443 46.96 
357,281 46.17 
703,248 24.87 
598,344 34.81 
348,615 24.88 
214,266 46.58 

23,354 52.84 
255,107 34.35 
221,483 45.11 
702,755 48.11 
428,071 34.12 

6,750 48.56 
451,538 43.14 
498,714 23.67 
938,669 46.08 
755,488 22.56 
385,988 31.52 

8,952,757 34.55 
3,625,227 34.44 

134,163 46.26 
563,448 22.97 
812,133 50.18 
768,610 47.73 

96,740 48.59 
298,413 23.18 
. 39,706 67.53 

37,297 70.37 
201,000 43.28 

58,411 44.49 
211,504 44.89 
138,823 49.14 
66,392 34.91 



Exhibit (RMS-8) 
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( Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Bui,:er Classification MWH Sold !$! !$) 
Muscotah, KS RQ 869 39,786 45.78 
Nemaha-Marshall Electric Cooperative RQ 44,752 1,513,463 33.82 
Neodesha, KS RQ 2,204 91,965 41.73 
Osage City, KS RQ 19,877 465,714 23.43 
Oxford, KS RQ 443 16,007 36.13 
Robinson, KS RQ 1,765 76,849 43.54 
Sabetha, KS RQ 35,924 820,328 22.84 
Savonburg, KS RQ 484 26,260 54.26 
Scranton, KS RQ 3,786 163,348 43.15 
Seneca, KS RQ 20,562 896,752 43.61 
Severance, KS RQ 480 20,966 43.68 
St. John, KS RQ 9,381 230,916 24.62 
St. Mary's, KS RQ 15,895 699,915 44.03 
Stafford, KS RQ 8,638 227,924 26.39 
Sterling, KS RQ 15,600 400,642 25.68 
Toronto, KS RQ 2,281 106,989 46.90 
Troy, KS RQ 7,054 304,142 43.12 
Vermillion, KS RQ 716 32,855 45.89 
Wamego, KS RQ 29,602 742,690 25.09 
Waterville, KS RQ 4,859 226,089 46.53 
Wathena, KS RQ 7,933 356,072 44.88 
Winfield, KS RQ 71 4,308 60.68 

Total 1,500,736 45,142,401 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 30.08 

Note: 
1 Similar to LU except long-term service is from multiple designated units. 

Sources: Western Resources, lnc.'s 1995 FERC Form 1; Kansas Gas and Electric Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 



( Western Resources, Inc. 
Long-Term Firm Sales, 1996 

Statistical 
Buier Classification MWH Sold 

Alma.KS RQ 6,862 
Altamont, KS RQ 7,756 
Arcadia, KS RQ 1,672 
Arma.KS RQ 10,596 
Augusta, KS RQ 5,938 
Axtell, KS RQ 2,627 
Blue Mound, KS RQ 1,824 
Board of Public Utilities • McPherson RQ 581,864 
Bronson, KS RQ 2,291 
Burlingame, KS RQ 8,040 
Centralia, KS RQ 3,698 
Chapman, KS RQ 8,278 
Clay Center, KS RQ 34,042 
Doniphan County Cooperative RQ 17,516 
Ellinwood, KS RQ 14,598 

( Elsmore, KS RQ 441 
Elwood, KS RQ 4,112 
Enterprise, KS RQ 4,987 
Eudora, KS RO 3,018 
Eudora, KS #2 RQ 25,838 
Fredonia, KS RQ 14 
Girard, KS RO 3,615 
Haven, KS RQ 10,759 
Herington, KS RQ 21,998 
Hillsboro, KS RQ 21,276 
Holton, KS RQ 36,115 
Horton, KS RQ 12,727 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative RQ 310,926 
Kaw Valley Electric Cooperative RQ 109,483 
LaHarpe, KS RQ 2,884 
Lamed, KS RQ 28,039 
Lindsborg, KS RQ 17,133 
Marion, KS RQ 16,668 
Mindemines, MO RQ 2,035 
Minneapolis, KS RQ 13,421 
Missouri Public Service Co. • Eve RQ 581 
Missouri Public Service Co. • Richards RQ 551 
Moran, KS RQ 4,811 
Morrill, KS RQ 1,316 
Mt. Hope, KS RO 4,930 
Mulberry, KS RQ 2,846 
Mulvane, KS RQ 949 

Exhibit (RMS-8) 
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Cost Per 
Total Charges MWH 

!$! !$! 
305,154 44.47 
386,466 49.83 
89,153 53.32 

474,083 44.74 
199,382 33.58 
117,014 44.54 
90,110 49.40 

13,331,111 22.91 
112,326 49.03 
181,840 22.62 
171,.073 46.26 
370,643 44.77 
827,576 24.31 
610,826 34.87 
392,408 26.88 
24,607 55.80 

207,222 50.39 
225,122 45.14 
168,305 55.77 
997,760 38.62 

2,688 192.00 
120,177 33.24 
476,787 44.32 
525,713 23.90 
962,538 45.24 
805,728 22.31 
410,138 32.23 

10,586,701 34.05 
3,808,948 34.79 

142,765 49.50 
663,923 23.68 
793,559 46.32 
796,868 47.81 
103,628 50.92 
306,351 22.83 
41,411 71.28 
39,792 72.22 

224,355 46.63 
59,434 45.16 

233,211 47.30 
146,565 51.50 
36,907 38.89 
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Page 4 of6 

( ost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Bu~er Classification MWHSold !$! !$! 
Muscotah, KS RQ 866 41,531 47.96 
Nemaha-Marshall Electric Cooperative RQ 45,894 1,553,236 33.84 
Neodesha, KS RQ 1,660 73,799 44.46 
Osage City, KS RQ 21,062 484,579 23.01 
Oxford, KS RQ 710 25,577 36.02 
Robinson, KS RQ 1,672 74,804 44.74 
Sabetha, KS RQ 37,174 855,047 23.00 
Savonburg, KS RQ 497 26,603 53.53 
Scranton, KS RQ 3,998 178,490 44.64 
Seneca, KS RQ 21,142 921,102 43.57 
Severance, KS RQ 472 21,566 45.69 
St. John, KS RQ 10,590 285,757 26.98 
St. Mary's, KS RQ 16,447 733,333 44.59 
Stafford, KS RQ 9,282 241,731 26.04 
Steriing, KS RQ 17,008 435,416 25.60 
Toronto, KS RQ 2,332 108,383 46.48 
Troy, KS RQ 7,186 315,279 43.87 
Vermillion, KS RQ 726 34,201 47.11 
Wamego, KS RQ 31,416 758,221 24.13 
Waterville, KS RQ 5,234 233,223 44.56 
Wathena, KS RQ 8,110 373,552 46.06 
Winfield, KS RQ 756 126,868 167.81 

Total 1,613,309 48,472,666 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 30.05 

Sources: Western Resources, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1; Kansas Gas and Electric Company's 1996 FERC Form 1. 



I 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 
Long-Term Firm Sales, 1995 

Exhibit (RMS-8) 
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cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Bu:r:er Classification MWHSold !$! !$! 
Board of Public Utillties • KCK RQ 127 2,269 17.87 
Garnett, KS RQ 4,540 120,021 26.44 
Independence, MO RQ 997 14,958 15.00 
Osawatomie, KS RQ 4,254 114,393 26.89 
Pomona, KS RQ 6,035 283,184 46.92 
Prescott, KS RQ 1,585 74,288 46.87 
Slater, MO RQ 18,426 829,590 45.02 
Kansas Electric Power Co-op (Coffey Co) RQ 12,504 502,093 40.15 
Kansas Electric Power Co-op (United Elec) RQ 26,261 1,065,365 40.57 
Missouri Public Service Company RQ 3,483 142,401 40.88 

Total 78,212 3,148,562 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 40.26 

Source: Kansas City Power & Light Company"s 1995 FERC Fonn 1. 



( 

( 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 
Long-Term Firm Sales, 1996 

Exhibit (RMS-8) 
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Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Bu~er Classification MWHSold !$! !$! 
Board of Public Utilities - KCK RQ 281 4,108 14.62 
Garnett, KS RQ 4,211 115,314 27.38 
Higginsville, KS RQ 19,990 468,625 23.44 
Independence, MO RQ 1,096 16,440 15.00 
Osawatomie, KS RQ 4,324 131,260 30.36 
Pomona, KS RQ 6,241 291,815 46.76 
Prescott, KS RQ 1,720 65,696 38.20 
Slater, MO RQ 18,808 633,503 33.68 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative (Coffey Co.) RQ 13,079 530,633 40.57 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative (United Elec. RQ 27,516 1,159,727 42.15 
Missouri Public Service Company RQ 3,735 134,443 36.00 

Total 101,001 3,551,564 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 35.16 

Source: Kansas City Power & Light Company"s 1996 FERC Form 1. 



--

Service Areas of Utilities That Purchased Power from the Applicants 

Customers of Applicants 

Applicants 
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( 
Entergy Services 

Exhibit_(RMS-10) 
Schedule 1-95 

Page 1 of 2 

1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Total Cost per 
. Transaction MWH Charges MWH 

Seller T:z:ee Purchased !$! !$! 
Agrielectric Power Partners, LTD OS 77,366 2,740,289 35.42 
Airliquied OS 17,578 285,076 16.22 
Air Products Company OS 370 5,686 15.37 
American Petrofina OS 264 3,695 14.00 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. OS 2,691,292 52,194,058 19.39 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. OS 1,477,914 24,925,322 16.87 
B.P. Oil, Inc. OS 27,111 442,058 16.31 
BASF-Wyandotte Corporation OS 2,522 40,832 16.19 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative OS 204,660 3,723,544 18.19 
Calciner Industries OS 107,636 1,977,106 18.37 
Central Louisiana Electric Co. OS 36,241 1,442,792 39.81 
Chevron OS 1,204 20,464 17.00 
City of Ruston OS 42 1,680 40.00 
Clark Refining OS 2,825 54,907 19.44 
Cogen Power, Inc. OS 1,874 30,051 16.04 
Dow Chemical Company OS 114,680 2,071,202 18.06 
E.I. DuPont DeNemours Company OS 1,626 26,763 16.46 
Empire District Electric Co. OS 115,340 1,919,417 16.64 
ENG Carbons OS 2,827 51,718 18.29 
Ergon Refining OS 2,010 37,758 18.79 
Exxon USA OS 9,910 168,774 17.03 
Formosa OS 1,865 31,272 16.77 
Freeport - McMoran OS 5,700 97,752 17.15 
Harding University OS 26 542 20.85 
International Paper Co. OS 1,973 36,572 18.54 
James River Corporation OS 2,797 51,546 18.43 
Kitchen Brothers Mfg., Co. OS 644 11,999 18.63 
Lafayette OS 167 4,817 28.84 
Little Rock Wastewater OS 258 5,190 20.12 
Louisiana Energy Power Assoc. OS 111 4,816 43.39 
Mississippi Chemical Co. OS 14,193 265,849 18.73 
Monochem, Inc. OS 4,747 82,735 17.43 
MUN OS 17,277 291,298 16.86 
Municipal MEAM OS 13,839 233,697 16.89 
Murray Hydro OS 869,529 55,701,995 64.06 
NISCO OS 1,301 20,482 15.74 
Noram Energy Services, Inc. OS 471 7,933 16.84 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company OS 594,253 12,788,031 21.52 
Phillips/ Huber OS 5,455 89,290 16.37 
Potlatch Forest OS 48,720 902,272 18.52 



Exhibit_(RMS-10) 
Schedule 1-95 

Page 2 of 2 

Total Cost per 
Transaction MWH Charges MWH 

Seller T):f?e Purchased !$! !$} 
Sam Houston Electric Co-op. OS 127 10,796 85.01 
Sam Rayburn G & T, Inc. OS 7,6TT 138,851 18.09 
Sam Rayburn Municipal Power Agency OS 492,131 10,612,879 21.57 
So. Cotton Oil OS 871 12,617 14.49 
Southern Company Seivices, Inc. OS 141,486 4,806,827 33.97 
Southwest Power Administration OS 3,556 61,931 17.42 
Southwestern Electric Power Co. OS 446 8,768 19.66 
System Purchases From Others ' OS 2,317,217 41,624,547 17.96 
Tennessee Valley Authority OS 1,501,927 26,521,854 17.66 
Texaco (Star Enterprises} OS 38,389 610,948 15.91 
Texaco Chemical Company OS 52,185 840,768 16.11 
Toledo Bend OS 90,786 1,484,661 16.35 
Union Electric Company OS 1,519,596 22,900,555 15.07 
Vulcan Chemical Company OS 31,540 531,977 16.87 
Western Systems Power Pool OS 143,536 3,651,782 25.44 

Total 12,820,088 276,611,041 
Weighted average cost per MWH 21.58 

Nole: 
1 This enby repreoenta Louisiana pa.w,r & Light's system purchases from othens. It is reported as an aggregate figure on L01Jisiana 
Power & Light's 1995 FERC Form 1. 

Sources: 
Arkansas Pa.Yer & Ught Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
Ente,gyPower, lnc.'11995 FERC Form 1. 
Gulf Slates Utilitiea Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
LO<Jisiana Pa,,er & Light Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
Mississippi Power & Light Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
New Orleans Public Service lnc.'s 1995 FERC Form 1. 



Entergy Services 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Total 
Transaction Charges 

Seller Type MWH Purchased ($) 

Agrielootric Power Partners, LTD OS 53,727 1,903,006 
Air Uquied OS 12,673 263,737 
Air Products Company OS 1,143 25,915 
American Petrofina OS 202 3,957 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. OS 1,911,313 38,110,121 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. OS 3,465,029 60,837,461 
B.P. Oil, Inc. OS 36,134 722,461 
BASF-Wyandotte Corporation OS 3,579 94,857 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative OS 454,929 8,747,545 
Calciner Industries OS 117,066 2,224,726 
Cargill OS 3,812 69,425 
Central and South West. Services OS 7,685 225,627 
Central Louisiana Electric Company OS 234,594 3,405,387 
City of Jonesboro OS 15,135 266,925 

( Clark Refining OS 4,959 99,850 
CNG Power Marketing OS 1 13,536 
Coastal Electric Service Company OS 1,200 28,200 
Cogen Power, Inc. OS 1,859 36,226 
Crown Paper OS 1,842 34,367 
Dow Chemical Company OS aa,an 1,931,636 
E.I. DuPont OeNemours Company OS 236 10,923 
Electric Clearinghouse, Inc. OS 8,373 209,134 
Empire District Electric Company OS 238,763 4,213,319 
ENG Carbons OS 11,439 209,510 
Ergon Refining Inc. OS 1,196 22,404 
E>cxon USA OS 1,583 34,564 
Formosa OS 10,n2 190,038 
Harding University OS 3 61 
Huntsman OS 10,822 190,067 
IMC/Agricc OS 11,425 211,166 
lntercoaslal OS 2,600 79,040 
International Paper Company OS 5,797 107,131 
James River Corporation OS 2,951 64,352 
Kitchen Brothers Manufacturing Company OS 8 156 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 1 15,450 
Koppers Industries, Inc. OS 1 15 
Lafayette OS 7,505 201,903 
LG&E Power Marketing OS 18,526 494,929 
Littie Rock Wastewater OS 137 2,694 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power, Inc. OS 76,617 3,244,043 
Louisiana Energy Power Association OS 317 11,419 

. Mississippi Chemical Company OS 4,834 89,587 
. Monochem OS 7,986 175,804 

MUN OS 347,554 6,514,304 

Exhibit_(RMS-10) 
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Cost per 
MWH 

($) 

35.42 
20.81 
22.67 
19.59 
19.94 
17.56 
19.99 
26.50 
19.23 
19.00 
18.21 
29.36 
14.52 
17.64 
20.14 

13536.00 
23.50 
19.49 
18.66 
21.73 
46.28 
24.98 
17.65 
18.32 
18.73 
21.83 
17.64 
20.33 
17.56 
18.48 
30.40 
18.48 
21.81 
19.50 

15450.00 
15.00 
26.90 
26.72 
19.66 
42.34 
36.02 
18.53 
22.01 
18.74 



( 

Transaction 
Seller Type MWH Purchased 
Murray Hydro OS 882,003 
Nelson Industrial Steam Company OS 1,467,799 
NISCO OS 759 
Oklahoma Gas & Bectric Company OS 595,640 
PanEnergy Gas SefVices OS 2 
Pottatch Forest OS 39,961 
Sam Rayburn G & T, Inc. OS 14,352 
Sam Rayburn Municipal Power Agency OS 304,154 
Southern Company Services, Inc. OS 477,810 
Southern Mississippi Bectric Power OS 11,220 
Southwest Power Administration OS 126,706 
Southwestern Bectric Power Company OS 31,297 
Tennessee Valley Authority OS 8,104,243 
Texaco (Star Enterprises) OS 19,484 
Texaco Chemical Company OS 19,743 
Toledo Blend OS 3,665 
Union Electric Company OS 2,760,883 
Valero Power Seivicee Company OS 4,800 
Vulcan Chemical Company OS 23,418 
Western Power Seivicee OS 800 
Western Resources OS 34,675 
Western Systems Power Pool OS 336,716 

Total 22,445,335 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Total 
Charges 

($) 
56,277,910 
61,969,603 

144,627 
12,408,843 

26 
724,900 
163,331 

7,144,208 
13,895,648 

252,263 
2,513,628 

722,257 
166,417,336 

427,639 
383,467 
693,309 

46,514,300 
108,225 
446,527 
15,200 

436,495 
10,472,217 

517,468,957 

Exhibit_(RMS-10) 
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Cost per 
MWH 

($) 
63.81 
42.22 

190.55 
20.83 
13.00 
18.14 
11.38 
23.49 
29.08 
22.48 
19.84 
23.08 
20.53 
21.95 
19.42 

189.17 
16.85 
22.55 
19.07 
19.00 
12.59 
31.10 

23.05 

Sources: Entergy Power, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1; Entergy Gu~ States, lnc.'s 1996 F:ERC Form 1; Entergy Mississippi, lnc.'s 
1996 FERC Form 1; Entergy Louisiana, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1; Entergy Arkansas, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1; 
Entergy New O~eans, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1. 



( Central and South West Corporation (SPP) 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Statistical MWH Total Charges 

Seller Classlflcatfon Purchased ($) 
Associated Electric Cooperative OS 4,255 81,922 

Caddo Electric Coopenrtive OS 38 3,270 

Cajun Electric Coopenrtive OS 5,717 115,242 
Central Louisiana Electric Company OS 197 4,399 
Central Power & Light OS 4,200 122,572 
Choctaw Electric Coopenrtive OS 49 3,874 
City of Lafayette OS 30 2,250 
City Utilities of Spmgfield OS 600 19,920 
Empin, Ois1rict Electric Company OS 61 1,538 
Entergy Se<vicea, Inc. OS 8,925 201,500 
Grand Riv« Dam Authority OS 8,058 133,179 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 300 5,280 
Kansas Gas and Electric - (Western Resources) OS 11,828 187,853 
KOCH Power Ma<keting OS 990 15,560 
Louis On,yfus Power Marketing OS 960 15,360 
Mid-Continent Power Ccmpany, Inc. OS 356,347 11,893,411 

Noram OS 300 5,880 
Nariheastem Electric Cooperative OS 211 15,121 
Odgen Martin Systems OS 3,032 43,440 

Oklahoma Electric Coopemive OS 19 2,221 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company OS 6,679 165,856 
Oklahoma Municipal Powor Authority OS 19,723 325,888 
Public Service Company of New Mexico OS 13,880 152,287 

Snider Industries OS 5,332 94,408 
Southwestsm Pubic Service Company OS 85,628 1,455,578 

Union Electric Company OS 18,240 294,966 

Ve<digris Valley Cooperative OS 8 863 
West Texas Utilities Ccmpany OS 47 3,744 
WestBm Farmers Electric Cooperative OS 16,373 239,019 

Weyerhaeuser Company OS 11 194 

Total 572,018 15,606,595 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Sources: Publlc S8rvice Company of Oklahoma's 1995 FERC Fonn 1. 
Southwestsm Electric Power Company's 1995 FERC Fonn 1. 

El<hibit_(RMS-10) 
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Cost Per 
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($) 
19.25 
88.05 
20.16 
22.33 
29.18 
79.06 
75.00 
33.20 
25.21 
22.58 
16.53 
17.60 
15.88 
15.72 
16.00 
33.38 
19.60 
71.66 
14.33 

116.89 
24.83 
16.52 
10.99 
17.71 
17.00 
16.17 

107.88 
79.66 
14.60 
17.64 

27.28 



Central and South West Corporation (SPP) 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

MWH 
Seller Transaction Type Purchased 

Assooiatod Eloc:tric Coopl<atiw OS 68,131 

Associated Electric COopo<ltive OS (1) 4,324 
Associated Eloc:tric Coopl<atiw OS(1) 186,951 

Assooiatod Eloc:tric Coope,otivo OS 195,298 
Assooiatod Electric Coope<.it;e OS (3) 21,238 
Cajun Elactric PO'NCfCccjj::rati~e, Inc. OS 55,133 
Cajun Electric Powe< Coopl<atiw, Inc. OS 12,612 
Cajun Eloc:tric Powo< Coopotativl, Inc. OS 308,697 
Canbal Louisiana Electric Co. WSPP OS 5,914 

Cantnol Lowsiana Eloc:lric Company OS 2,750 
Central Louiaiana Electric Compony OS 150 
Canbal Power and Ught Company OS (8) 16,108 

Choctaw Eloc:tric Cooperative OS (2) 121 

Citizens Lehman Power Sties OS 928 

City of Lafayette OS 39 
City of Lafayette, Louisiana OS 965 

City Utilities of Springfield OS 1,190 
City Utilities of Springfield OS 2,029 
Coastal Eloc:tric SeMcos OS 7,976 
Coral Power, L.LC. OS 2,000 
Coral Powor, LLC. OS (3) 400 
Dolhi Energy Servicea, Inc. OS (3) 5,250 
Eloc:lric CINring HOUN OS 30,450 

Electric CINringhouM OS (3) 5,600 

Electric ClearinghouM OS (3) 12,704 
Electric C!Mringhouse Inc. OS (3) 3,335 
Empire District Electric OS 200 
Empire District Electric OS(1) 183 
Empire District Electric Company OS(1) 2,435 
Empire District Electric Company OS 54 
ENRON Power Marketing, Inc. OS 11,090 

ENRON Power Marketing, Inc, OS(3) 13,507 

Enle<gy Services OS 53,984 

Enle<gy Servioes OS 220,119 

Entergy Servioes WSPP OS 38,473 

Federal Energy Sales OS (3) 10,274 
Grand Riw< Dam Authority OS (3) 4,238 

Grand Riw< Dam Authority OS 9,913 

Grand River Dam Authority OS (1) 7,143 
Grand R~ Dam Authority OS 123 
Grand R~ Dam Authority OS (1) 104 

Grand R~ Dam Authority OS 400 
Grand R~ Dam Authority OS 300 
lntorCoosl Powor Mlr1coting OS (3) 17,875 
Kansas City Power and Ught OS (3) 1,825 
Kanoos Gas and Electric Company (Western Rosouroes) OS(3) 3,265 
Kanau Gu and Electric Company (Western Resources) OS(1) 141,284 
Kansas Gas 1nd Electric Company (Westom Resources) OS (3) 40,314 
Kansas Gas and Eloc:tric Company (Westom Rosouroes) OS (1) 3,948 
Kansas Power ind Ught (Westom Resources) OS (1) 100 
KOCH Power Marketing OS (3) 2,500 

LG&E Power Marketing OS (3) 188,960 

LG&E Power Marketing OS (3) 136,800 

LG&E Power Marketing OS 28,305 

Louis Dreyfus Powe< Marketing OS (3) 19,136 

Louis Dreyfus Powe, Marketing OS(3) 1,296 
Mid-Continont Powor Company, Inc. OS(4) 343,188 

Noram Energy SeMce OS 750 

Noram Energy SetVice OS 800 

Charges 

($) 
557,555 

63,342 
3,220,183 
3,389,073 

372,789 
1,153,949 

300,208 
12,323,993 

169,475 
77,025 

4,838 
464,603 

8,294 
22,736 

2,878 
23,378 
13,440 
61,412 

172,728 
38,000 
10,.00 

1s1.ns 
922,171 
150,800 
434,758 

94,121 
3,050 
5,179 

56,758 
1,445 

184,432 
283,887 

88,663 
3,173,404 

628,715 
131,945 
68,675 

165,905 
140,516 

3,287 
2,838 

11,600 
24,250 

288,181 
27,375 
46,874 

2,279,001 
779,947 
104,254 

2,339 
62,100 

3,124,415 
2,346,495 

509,432 
363,584 

41,472 
10,997,532 

25,425 
37,800 
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0., per 
MWH 

($) 
8.18 

14.65 
17.22 
17.35 
17.55 
20.93 
24.52 
39.79 
28.66 
28.01 
32.25 
28.84 
68.55 
24.50 
73.79 
24.23 
11.29 
30.27 
21.66 
19.00 
26.00 
30.81 
30.28 
26.93 
34.22 
28.22 
15.25 
28.30 
23.31 
26.76 
16.63 
21.02 

1.64 
14.42 
16.34 
12.84 
16.20 
16.74 
19.67 
26.72 
28.26 
29.00 
80.83 
16.12 
15.00 
14.36 
16.13 
19.35 
26.41 
23.39 
24.84 
16.53 
17.15 
18.00 
19.00 
32.00 
32.04 
33.90 
47.25 



i 0 

MWH Charges 

Seller Transaction T~e! Purchased !Sl 
Norarn Energy SoMcos, Inc. OS (3) 1,600 77,776 
N-em Eleotric Cooponlliw OS (2) 241 21,629 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company OS (1) 1,725 33,941 
Oldahoma Gas and Electric Company OS 1,875 38,900 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company OS (3) 12,983 308,711 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company OS (1) 438 11,942 

Oldahoma Gas and Eltctric Company OS (3) 250 7,000 

Oldahoma Gas and Elodrio Company OS 1,725 48,300 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company OS 299 9,228 

Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority OS (6) 21,023 452,189 
Pacificotp OS (3) 300 3,900 
Pan Energy Trading & Marbting Se<vica OS (3) 975 21,488 
PanEnorgy P<MW SeMc:k OS 50 1,150 

Public Sefvieo Compeny o/ New Moxieo OS (3) 20,445 426,534 

Snider Industries OS 4,021 106,637 
SONAT p.,_ Marketing OS 8,993 191,733 
SONAT p.,_ Marbting OS 4,000 103,000 

South Western Public SeMco OS 60 131 
Southwostem Public SeMco Company OS (3) 49,009 957,209 

Southwestern Public SeMco Company OS (1) 7,900 168,541 
Southwestern Pubffc SeMco Company OS (1) 2,300 53,044 
Southwostem Public SeMco Company OS (3) 6,047 215,796 

Union Electric Compony OS (1) 340,494 5,742,996 

Union Eltctric Company OS (1) 4,250 81,291 
Valero Power SeMco Company OS 11,425 260,340 
Valero P-, SeMc:os Company OS (3) 29,419 642,576 

Vitol Gas & Eleolric OS 1,536 33,792 

Vitol Gas and EJoctric 08(3) 800 16,600 
WestT.__ OS (7) 61 4,660 

West.,,, Fannl!S Electric ~ OS (1) 9,605 164,723 

W- Fannl!S Electric ~ OS (3) 33,251 601,433 

W- F"'"'°" Electric ~ OS (1) 92 2,247 
Western Fam,ws Eloclric ~ 08(3) 350 12,600 
Wosttm Gas R....,,_ OS 960 20,160 

W0)'81haeuser Company OS (5) 11 194 

Total 2,832,702 61,076,191 
Weighted Avenge Cost per MWH 

Notes: 
1 Replac«net~ Cnergy and Emergency Ene,gy. 
2 SeMce for Company Equipment & Custom8fS purchased kom other supplier.I & Reimbursement for prior yeers. 
3 Transaotions through Membership in Western Syste,n Power Pool. 
4 Ass<nd llelive<y onotgy, Opoming Reserves Ene,gy and Regulation Enorgy. 
5 Dump p.._, 
8 Regulation Energy Purchase and Delivery Point Load Resources Exchange. 
7 Substation SeMco. 
8 Subsidialy of c«mal and South West CO!poration. 
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01 per 
MWH 

!$! 
48.61 
89.75 
19.68 
20.75 
23.78 
27.26 
28.00 
28.00 
30.86 
21.51 
13.00 
22.04 
23.00 
20.86 
26.52 
21.32 
25.75 
2.18 

19.53 
21.33 
23.06 
35.69 
16.87 
19.13 
22.79 
21.84 
22.00 
20.75 
76.39 
17.15 
18.09 
24.42 
36.00 
21.00 
17.64 

21.66 

Sources: Public Se<viee Company of Oldahoma's 1996 FERC Form 1; -°'" Electric Power Company's 1996 FERC Fom, 1. 
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Empire District Electric Company 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Cost Per 
Statistical MWH Total Charges MWH 

Seller Classification Purchased !$} !Sl 
Associated Electric Cooperative OS (b) 2,100 48,705 23.19 

Associated Electric Cooperative OS (m) 255,655 7,452,774 29.15 

Associated Electric Cooperative OS (m) 432,818 12,772,991 29.51 

Associated Electric Cooperative OS (a) 41 1,899 46.32 

Central & Sou1hwest (SPP-PSO) OS (e) 245 4,795 19.57 

Central & Sou1hwest (SPP-SWEPCO) OS (e) 3,735 76,998 20.62 

City of Coffeyville, KS OS 0) 3,247 16,884 5.20 

City of Coffeyville, KS OS Q) 2,280 65,208 28.60 

City of Higginsville, MO OS 0) 5,206 27,071 5.20 

City of Higginsville, MO OS Q) 3,600 102,960 28.60 

City Utilities of Springfield OS (b) 11,733 411,478 35.07 

Coastal OS (e) 50 4,313 86.26 

CPEX os 2 1,985 34,259 17.26 

Electric Clearinghouse OS (e) 550 8,937 16.25 

Enron OS (e) 49,620 760,070 15.32 

Entergy OS (b) 9,595 265,541 27.67 

Entergy OS (a) 362 12,265 33.88 

Grand River Dam Authority OS (b) 47,692 804,903 16.88 

Grand River Dam Authority OS (a) 29 793 27.34 

Kansas City Board of Public Utilities OS 0) 80,129 416,671 5.20 

Kansas City Board of Public Utilities OS 0) 46,285 1,324,633 28.62 

Kansas City Power & Light OS (d) 119,241 1,617,540 13.57 

Kansas City Power & Light OS (g) 134,610 1,883,885 14.00 

Kansas City Power & Light Company OS (I) 36 2,038 56.61 

KAW Valley Electric Cooperative OS 0) 1,928 10,026 5.20 

KAW Valley Electric Cooperative OS 0) 1,190 34,286 28.81 

KS Municipal Energy Agency (KCP&L) OS 0) 2,045 10,634 5.20 

KS Municipal Energy Agency (KCP&L) OS 0) 2,400 68,640 28.60 

KS Municipal Energy Agency (WR) OS 0) 18,109 94,167 5.20 

KS Municipal Energy Agency (WR) OS 0) 11,040 315,744 28.60 

Louis Dreyfuss OS (e) 22,760 395,400 17.37 

Louisville G&E Power Marketing OS (e) 340 11,300 33.24 

Public Service Co. of OK (C&SW) OS (a) 37 851 23.00 

Public Service Co. of OK (C&SW) OS (m) 16,055 823,036 51.26 

Public Service Co. of OK (C&SW) OS (m) 6,574 715,151 108.78 

Southwest Electric Power Co. (C&SW) OS (b) 21,306 406,665 19.09 

Sou1hwest Electric Power Co. (C&SW) OS (a) 91 1,887 20.74 

Sou1hwest Power Administration OS (k) 2,820 14,664 5.20 

Western Resources (KG&E) OS (d) 22,545 366,049 16.24 



( 

Seller 
Western Resources (KG&E) 
Western Resources (KG&E) 
Western Resources (KG&E) 
Western Resources (KG&E) 
Western Resources (KG&E) 

Total 
Weighted average cost per MWH 

Notes: 
1 Nature of Otlle< Selvices: 
(a) Emergency Energy 
(b) Replacament Energy 
(c) Capacity & Energy relating to a speciflC purchase 
(cl) System Energy 
(e) Economy Ene,gy 
(f) Exchange Energy 
(g) Tenn Energy 
(h) Extended Energy 
(i) Peaking Capacity 
(j) Supplemental Energy 
(k) Excess Energy 
(i) Operating Reserve 
(m) System Participation 
(n) General Purpose 

Statistical 
Classification 

OS (e) 
OS (b) 
OS (rn) 
OS (I) 
OS (d) 

MWH 
Purchased 

60,948 
3,565 

128,613 
65 

7,541 

1,540,816 

Exhibit_(RMS-10) 
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Total Charges 
($) 

1,047,755 
75,469 

3,329,323 
1,738 

307,605 

36,148,001 

Cost Per 
MWH 

($) 
17.19 
21.17 
25.89 
26.74 
40.79 

23.46 

2 CPEXpllMdea a "computerized bulletin board"Which the respondent utilizes to schedule power with other members of CPEX, and CPEX 
charges fe... to use their services. Empire District Electric does not actually buy and sell directly to CPEX. 

Source: Empire District Eleclric Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
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1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Total Cost per 
Transaction MWH Charges MWH 

Seller Type Purchased ($) ($) 

Associated Electric Cooperative OS 5,785 143,963 24.89 
Associated Electric Cooperative OS 282,388 8,743,413 30.96 
Associated Electric Cooperative OS 64 2,121 33.14 
Associated Electric Cooperative OS 269,630 9,477,384 35.15 
City of Coffeyville, KS OS 3,218 16,734 5.20 
City of Coffeyville, KS OS 2,280 64,752 28.40 
City of Higginsville, MO OS 3,274 17,025 5.20 
City of Higginsville, MO OS 3,600 102,240 28.40 
City utilities of Springfield OS 500 21,520 43.04 
Coastal OS 800 20,000 25.00 
Continental Power Exchange OS 25,705 463,115 18.02 
DELHI OS 700 17,500 25.00 
EASTEX OS 800 13,400 16.75 
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. OS 215,838 3,510,377 16.26 
Entergy Power, Inc. OS 8,043 212,610 26.43 
Entergy Power, Inc. OS 220 6,260 28.45 
Entergy Power, Inc. OS 363 11,194 30.84 
Entergy Power, Inc. OS 12,383 299,886 24.22 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 15,475 294,755 19.05 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 40 1,192 29.80 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities OS 66,435 345,462 5.20 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities OS 46,450 1,315,904 28.33 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 21,515 332,736 15.47 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 501,885 8,265,917 16.47 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 26 913 35.12 
Kansas Municipal Energy Agency (KCP&L) OS 1,921 9,989 5.20 
Kansas Municipal Energy_ Agency (KCP&L) OS 2,400 68,160 28.40 
Kansas Municipal Energy Agency (KG&E) OS 16,585 86,242 5.20 
Kansas Municipal Energy Agency (KG&E) OS 11,040 313,536 28.40 
KAW Valley Electric Cooperative OS 1,697 8,824 5.20 
KAW Valley Electric Cooperative OS 1,110 33,792 30.44 
KOCH OS 150 3,006 20.04 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power, Inc. OS 59,424 1,117,494 18.81 
Louisville Gas & Electric OS 2,760 38,720 14.03 
Missouri Public Service Company OS 71 1,206 16.99 
Noram Energy Services, Inc. OS 1,045 32,917 31.50 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric OS 60 1,590 26.50 
PANENERGY OS 1,215 26,505 21.81 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma (C&SW) OS 4,065 100,609 24.75 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma (C&SW) OS 1,405 40,905 29.11 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma (C&SW) OS 113 4,075 36.06 
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( 
Total Cost per 

Transaction MWH Charges MWH 
Seller Type Purchased ($) ($) 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma (C&SW) OS 10,390 573,428 55.19 
SONAT OS 800 20,800 26.00 
Southwest Electrtc Power Company (C&SW) OS 7,948 192,000 24.16 
Southwest Electrtc Power Company (C&SW) OS 7,213 230,247 31.92 
Southwest Electrtc Power Company (C&SW) OS 32 1,581 49.41 
Southwest Electrtc Power Company (C&SW) OS 9,740 520,354 53.42 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS 250 7,075 28.30 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS 38,320 2,275,251 59.38 
St. Joseph Light & Power OS 100 1,500 15.00 
VITOL OS 100 950 9.50 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 45 632 14.04 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 52,103 985,121 18.91 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 200 5,200 26.00 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 233,445 6,319,089 27.07 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 50 1,394 27.88 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 15,684 601,642 38.36 

Total 1,968,898 47,324,207 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 24.04 

I 
Source: Empire Distrtct Electrtc Company's 1996 FERC Form 1. 



MidAmerican Energy Company 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Statistical MWH Total Chargu 

Seller Cla11ification Purchased ($) 

"4 Processing OS 1,942 116,552 

Algona Munieipel Utilities OS 31,807 343,350 
Ames Municipal Eloctric System OS 92 3,998 ....-oc1 Eloctric COOp, Inc. OS 69,135 1,643,600 - OS 9,581 117,367 

Basin - Power COOp 
OS 38,643 860,776 

BellchCabinot OS 65 3,693 

Cedar Falls Utilities OS 7,669 145,432 

City cl Davenport OS 3,013 175,704 

commortwel.tth Edbon OS 13-4,362 2,472,192 

Continental Powe< Exchange OS 5,189 82,291 

COOporatiYe Powe< Adm. OS 118,245 1,483,344 
COOporatiYe Powe< As$0Cialion OS 83,232 873,338 

com Belt Power OS 145,532 1,725,805 

Dairyland Power COOpemive OS 1,547 36,760 

Daa Moines Metro Solid Waste OS 39,500 2,376,265 

ENEREX OS 657 6,936 

Hanan OS 11,889 151,585 

Hutchinson I/Ii Commission OS 30 860 
IES Util'lties, Inc. OS 1,323 20,811 

lll"10io PoworCOn,pany OS 27,192 776,184 

{ 
1-. Power Company OS 177 6,161 
lowo-lffinois Gu & Eloctrio Company OS 3,889 62,244 
Jolw,0-. OS 514 4,470 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 27,890 612,961 
Lr,coln Eleclric System OS 8,198 88,415 
MidwMI Power SysttmS, Inc. OS 1,365 14,822 

- Power & Light company OS 40,046 709,119 

Minnlcola Power COOp, Inc. OS 124,721 1,684,919 
Misoouri Basin Municipal Powe< Agency OS 81,186 751,995 
-,,.oakoll Utilities Company OS 8,424 94,562 
Municipal Energy Agency cl Nol>raska OS 515 6,725 

M.-no Power and Wattr OS 18,526 231,806 
Neblasb Public Power District OS 25,636 649,511 
Northlm states Power OS 15,164 251,992 -om Public servioes Company OS 17,076 256,160 

Omaha Public Powe< Districl OS 15,733 278,756 
Otltr Tail Pow..- Company OS 115,262 1,696,131 

Rochesttr Public Utilities OS 13 478 
st. Joseph Light and Powe< OS 1,442 28,015 
SOUthem Minnesota Municipal Power OS 16,428 233,909 
Union Eleclric company OS 28,692 817,099 

Unittd Powlt' Aste . Ii••• OS 13,200 143,518 

Wavert, Light and Powe< OS 1,290 45,871 

Wasttrn /wa P<WN Association OS 273,207 3,456,069 

Whiteltydfo OS 1,345 14,382 

WISOCMin Public Powe<, Inc. OS 47 18,526 

Tola! 1,546,631 26,676,459 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Source: MidAmerican Energy Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 

Cost Per 
MWH 

($) 

60.02 
10.79 
43.46 
23.77 
12.25 
22.28 
59.89 
18.96 
58.32 
18.40 
15.86 
12.54 
10.49 
11.86 
23.76 
60.16 
10.56 
12.75 
22.00 
15.73 
28.54 
34.81 
16.01 
8.70 

21.98 
10.78 
10.86 
17.71 
13.51 
12.29 
14.72 
13.06 
12.51 
25.34 
16.62 
15.00 
17.72 
14.72 
36.77 
19.43 
14.24 
28.46 
10.87 
35.56 
12.65 
10.69 

394.17 

16.61 
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1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Cost Per 
Statistical Megawatt Hours Total Charge MWH 

Seller Classification Purchased !$! !$! 
Supplier 11 OS 23,537 208,099 8.84 
Supplier 12 SF 4,055 152,652 37.65 
Supplier 13 OS 128,155 3,201,031 24.98 
Supplier 14 OS 3,169,695 100,447,064 31.69 
Supplier 15 OS 60,965 1,316,921 21.60 
Supplier 17 OS 336 10,548 31.39 
Supplier 18 OS 10,055 362,413 36.04 
Supplier 19 OS 11,281 196,015 17.38 
Supplier 20 OS 4,914 143,998 29.30 
Supplier 21 OS 15,942 592,912 37.19 
Supplier22 OS 11,598 386,603 33.33 
Supplier23 OS 6,664 220,435 33.08 
Supplier25 OS 4,347 72,424 16.66 
Supplier26 OS 4 126 31.50 
Supplier27 OS 800 18,800 23.50 
Supplier28 OS 430 7,142 16.61 
Supplier29 OS 59,068 1,277,196 21.62 
Supplier 31 OS 95 2,369 24.94 
Supplier32 OS 737 13,125 17.81 
Supplier 33 OS 7,491 122,718 16.38 
Supplier 34 OS 16,046 421,803 26.29 
Supplier35 OS 3,350 54,556 16.29 
Supplier37 OS 23,142 320,963 13.87 
Supplier38 OS 32,707 392,117 11.99 
Supplier4 OS 62,770 1,992,282 31.74 
Supplier40 OS 223,984 2,828,297 12.63 
Supplier 41 OS 188,696 2,623,731 13.90 
Supplier42 OS 4,172 69,509 16.66 
Supplier43 OS 7,499 255,130 34.02 
Supplier45 OS 7,062 103,850 14.71 
Supplier46 OS 13,396 191,421 14.29 
Supplier47 SF 10,243 1,252,618 122.29 
Supplier 48 OS 15,115 222,212 14.70 
Supplier49 OS 4,623 173,943 37.63 
Supplier 5 OS 144 346 2.40 
Supplier 50 OS 3,326 69,780 20.98 
Supplier 51 OS 1,789 26,518 14.82 
Supplier 52 OS 10,747 317,162 29.51 
Supplier 53 OS 15,045 365,617 24.30 
Supplier54 OS 63,987 556,540 8.70 
Supplier 55 OS 1,600 43,640 27.28 
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Seller 

Supplier56 
Supplier 57 
Supplier 58 
Supplier 59 
Suppliers 
Supplier SO 
Supplier7 
Supplier 8 

Total 

Statistical Megawatt Hours 
Classification Purchased 

OS 189,832 
OS 1,217 
OS 271 
OS 4,005 
OS 33,485 
OS 2,081 
OS 18,568 
OS 200 

4,479,271 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Source: MidAmerican Energy Company's 1996 FERC Form 1. 

Total Charge 
($) 

2,783,731 
14,510 
4,562 

83,615 
320,TT2 

32,062 
193,440 

4,020 

124,471,338 

Cost Per 
MWH 

($) 

14.66 
11.92 
16.83 
20.88 

9.58 
15.41 
10.42 
20.10 

27.79 



Midwest Energy, Inc. 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Statistical MWH Total Charges 

Seller Classification Purchased ($) 

Parallel Generation OS 49 1,316 
Sunflower Elec. Power Corp. OS 124,265 5,101,540 
WestPlains Energy SF 106,505 2,079,248 

Total 230,819 7,182,104 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Source: Midwest Energy, lnc.'s 1995 FERC Form 1. 

Exhibtt_(RMS-10) 
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Cost Per 
MWH 
($) 

26.86 
41.05 
19.52 

31.12 



Midwest Energy, Inc. 
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1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Cost Per 
Statistical Megawatt Hours Total Charge MWH 

Seller Classification Purchased ($) ($) 

Parallel Generation OS 20 387 19.35 
Sunflower Elec. Power Corp. OS 115,495 5,118,012 44.31 
Wes!Plains Energy SF 29,469 613,166 20.81 

Total 144,984 5,731,565 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 39.53 

Source: Midwest Energy, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1. 



,. 
( Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 

1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Statistical MWH Total Charges 
Seller Classification Purchased ($) 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp OS 3,950 81,950 
Central and Southwest Services, Inc. OS 8,159 177,726 
Delhi Energy Services OS 400 9,300 
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. OS 675 14,700 
Entergy Services Inc. OS 41,240 958,881 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 849 14,225 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 1,395 25,950 
LG&E Power Marketing Inc. OS 2,950 71,925 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power, Inc. OS 2,200 32,498 
Noram Energy Services OS 700 12,425 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma OS 1,078 25,271 
Small Power Producers OS 2 56 
Southwestern Electric Power Company OS 9 175 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS 6,950 148,875 
Western Farmers Electric Coop OS 150,029 2,255,099 
Western Resources, Inc. OS 93,112 1,423,543 

Total 313,698 5,252,599 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Source: Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
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Exhibit_(RMS-10) 
Schedule 6-96 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Total Cost per 
Transaction MWH Charges MWH 

Seller Type Purchased ($) ($) 

Aquila Power Co. OS 1,552 27,548 17.75 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp OS 27,365 555,062 20.28 
Central and Southwest Services, Inc. OS 25,078 580,600 23.15 
Delhi Energy Services, Inc. OS 220 4,836 21.98 
Eastex Power Marketing OS 776 10,088 13.00 
Electric Clearinghouse, Inc. OS 5,175 162,300 31.36 
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. OS 20,237 386,954 19.12 
Entergy Electric System OS 43,045 1,250,176 29.04 
Entergy Power, Inc. OS 61,226 1,393,496 22.76 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 13,139 250,836 19.09 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 2,625 50,550 19.26 
LG&E Power Marketing OS 103,804 1,722,243 16.59 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power, Inc. OS 10,382 196,488 18.93 
NorAm Energy Services OS 150 3,585 23.90 
PanEnergy Power Services, Inc. OS 7,028 192,954 27.46 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma (CSW) OS 1,055 73,849 70.00 
Sonat Power Marketing OS 450 7,287 16.19 
Southwestern Electric Power Co. (CSW) OS 849 44,933 52.92 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS 1,250 22,450 17.96 
Sparks Regional Medical Center OS 5,914 171,494 29.00 
Valero Power Services Co. OS 2,025 35,341 17.45 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative OS 76,053 1,335,932 17.57 
Western Resources, Inc. OS 167,635 2,785,301 16.62 

Total 577,033 11,264,303 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 19.52 

Source: Oklahoma Gas & Electric's 1996 FERC Form 1. 



( St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Statistical MWH Total Charges 
Seller Classification Purchased ($) 

Associated Electric Coop, Inc. OS 9,129 221,356 
Interstate Power Company OS 105 1,170 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 111,843 1,806,467 
Koch Power OS 30 802 
Lincoln Electric Systems OS 2,240 29,190 
MidAmerican Energy Company OS 94,1161 1,993,252 
Nebraska Public Power District OS 30,560 448,845 
Northern States Power Company OS 8,027 97,711 
Omaha Public Power District OS 330,048 5,239,067 
Union Electric Company OS 21,541 495,163 

Total 608,484 10,333,023 
Weighted Average Coat per MWH 

Source: st:. Joseph Light & Power Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
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Schedule 7-96 

St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Cost Per 
Statistical Megawatt Hours Total Charge MWH 

Seller Classification Purchased ($) ($) 

Associated Electric Coop, Inc. OS 11,220 336,610 30.00 
Delphi Energy Services OS 600 23,970 39.95 
Enron Power Marketing OS 7,095 110,173 15.53 
Industrial Energy App., Inc. OS 600 11,200 18.67 
lntercoastal Energy Company OS 7,336 148,164 20.20 
Interstate Power Company OS 25 455 18.20 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 24,743 435,165 17.59 
Koch Power OS 713 19,467 27.30 
Lincoln Electric System OS 18,216 237,100 13.02 
MidAmerican Energy Company OS 360 9,900 27.50 
MidAmerican Energy Company OS 78,918 1,494,917 18.94 
Missouri Public Service OS 1,705 63,350 37.16 
Nebraska Public Power District OS 95,926 2,289,530 23.87 
Noram Energy Services OS 108 5,223 48.36 
Northern States Power Co. OS 11,043 190,409 17.24 
Omaha Public Power District OS 211,339 3,732,561 17.66 
Pacific Corporation OS 640 18,048 28.20 
Union Electric Co. OS 30,717 718,2TT 23.38 
Western Power Services, Inc. OS 1,200 14,550 12.13 

Total 502,504 9,859,069 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 19.62 

Source: St. Joseph Light & Power Company's 1996 FERC Form 1. 
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Schedule 8-95 

1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Cost Per 
Statistical MWH Total Charges MWH 

Seller Classification Purchased ($) ($) 

Arkansas Power & Light Company OS 1,396,320 36,568,522 26.19 
Associated Electric Coop Inc. OS 63,795 1,273,669 19.97 
Browning-Ferris Gas Service OS 99 1,627 16.43 
Carolina Power & Light OS 30,275 1,560,578 51.55 
Central Illinois Public Service Company OS 156,467 4,001,979 25.58 
Central Southwest OS 189,456 4,249,776 22.43 
Electric Energy, Inc. OS 759,952 15,971,666 21.02 
Energy Service Inc. OS 227,434 4,993,852 21.96 
IES Utilities, Inc. OS 676,186 10,540,909 15.59 
Illinois Power Company OS 330,543 7,409,959 22.42 
Interstate Power Company OS 2,810 76,975 27.39 
Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Company OS 342,043 5,699,650 16.66 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 1,729,771 27,531,222 15.92 
Kentucky utilities Company OS 124,079 2,602,967 20.98 
MidAmerican Energy Company OS 1,338,848 22,101,999 16.51 
Missouri Public Service Company OS 14,864 274,796 18.49 
Noram Energy Services OS 750 52,500 70.00 
Northern States Power OS 525,051 9,034,587 17.21 
Southwestern Power Administration OS 1,900 9,880 5.20 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company OS 50,386 684,331 13.58 
Tennessee Valley Authority OS 532,002 11,269,087 21.18 
Waste Management OS 15,772 845,754 53.62 
Western Resources OS 49,180 1,052,409 21.40 

Total 8,557,983 167,808,694 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 19.61 

Source: Union Electric Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 



Union Electric Company 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Statistical Megawatt Hours Total Charge 
Seller Classification Purchased ($) 

Aqualon Incorporated OS 2,102 10,424 
Associated Electric Cooperative OS 59,498 2,110,390 
Browning-Ferris Gas Services OS 104 1,671 
Carolina Power and Light OS 10,950 372,063 
Central and Southwest Services, Inc. OS 161,589 4,880,302 
Central Illinois Public Service Co. OS 428,342 11,192,693 
City of Sikestown, MO OS 8,047 110,247 
Delhi Energy Services, Inc. OS 2,415 61,508 
Duke/Louis Dreyfus Electric Power Inc. OS 395 14,578 
Electric Clearinghouse Inc. OS 19,630 570,831 
Electric Energy Inc. OS 774,243 16,036,179 
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. OS 7,933 306,314 
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. OS 1,401,920 34,274,966 
Entergy Power Marketing, Inc. OS 1,600 42,400 
Entergy Services, Inc. OS 82,501 2,960,661 
Federal Energy Sales, Inc. OS 1,600 36,288 
Heartland Energy Services OS 6,055 173,455 
IES lJtiiijies, Inc. OS TT4,061 10,804,490 
Illinois Power Company OS 513,566 11,737,009 
Interstate Power Company OS 36,647 535,236 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 1,256,448 20,661,257 
Kentucky Utilities Company OS 189,395 3,789,264 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 44,290 1,223,889 
LG&E Power Marketing OS 41,550 1,394,478 
Louisville Gas & Electric OS 375 7,688 
MidAmerican Energy Company OS 1,552,870 24,661,212 
Missouri Public Service Company OS 14,186 551,993 
Noram Power Services, Inc. OS 5,803 157,006 
Northern states Power Company OS 815,350 11,108,032 
Peco Energy Company OS 25,716 889,014 
Rainbow Energy Marketing Corp. OS 1,525 58,900 
Sonat Power Marketing OS 10,146 242,931 
st Joseph Light & Power Company OS 39,563 678,095 
Tennessee Valley Authority OS 521,545 11,763,876 
Virginia Power Company OS 3,200 54,400 
Vrtol Gas & Electric LLE. OS 4,208 66,539 
Waste Management OS 18,778 960,285 
Western Resources OS 67,616 1,591,859 

Total 8,905,762 176,092,423 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Source: Union Electric Company's 1996 FERC Form 1. 
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Utilicorp United, Inc. 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Exhibit_(RMS-10) 
Schedule 9-95 

Page 1 of 1 

0 er 
StatistJcal MWH Total Charges MWH 

Seller Classification Purchased !Sl !Sl 
Associated Electric (a) OS 3,225 111,450 34.56 
Associated Eleclrie (d) OS 147 3,671 24.97 
Associated Eleclrie (e) OS 130,900 1,832,600 14.00 
Electric ClearinghoUse, Inc. (a) OS 100 3,900 39.00 
Empire District & EleclriC (d) OS 1,918 35,569 18.54 
ENRON cap;tal and Trade Resources (a) OS 25,530 498,078 19.51 
ENRON C..po,_, SF 5,186 255,521 49.27 
Ente,gy(a) OS 175 9,875 56.43 
lndepende11ce Power & Light (a) OS 13,659 226,220 16.56 
Independence Power & Light (d) OS 10 210 21.00 
Kansas City Power & Light (a) OS 1,088 15,014 13.80 
Kansas City Power & Light (a) OS 95,094 1,361,519 14.32 
Kansas City Power & Light (b) OS 61,830 896,845 14.51 
Kansas City Power & Light (d) OS 105 2,351 22.39 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative (f) OS 3,641 31,862 8.75 
KochOH SF 29,637 347,761 11.73 
Koch Power (a) OS 200 5,100 25.50 
M- Ene,gy, Inc. (f) OS 370 6,536 17.68 
SouthWestem Public Selvice (f) OS 63,917 866,015 13.55 
Sl Joeeph Light & Power (a) OS 20 1,180 59.00 
Sun- Eleclrie Power Cooperative (a) OS 850 26,095 30.70 
Sun- Electric Power Cooperative (f) OS 555,282 8,977,713 16.17 
Union Electric (a) OS 10,740 193,534 18.02 
Union Eleclrie (b) OS 8,958 139,959 15.62 
Western Resources (a) OS 41,170 771,092 18.73 
Westem Resources (a) OS 36,343 681,346 18.75 
Westem Reaources (b) OS 171 3,763 22.01 
Western Resources (d) OS 40,760 721,736 17.71 
Western Resources (KGE) OS 291 7,773 26.71 
Western Resources (KPL) OS 23,208 368,224 15.78 

Total 1,164,625 18~,512 
Weighted avenge cost per MWH 15.9-4 

{1) Systitn'F en«gy. shall mtan ttlei'VY~ OM pUtChaMs for reasons induding, but imbd to, dinning us. tlfuel orwat&r, transmission 
S)'Alffl opemions, outag,es of genenrting units. wrvironmenlal conditions or similar reasons. 

(b) Tom, Enotgy- -~""""'"""'°"' oto<,a;ningasupplyol-,,ybJ replooehighercostonefVY_,_ onabting purc!,as«and 
selw to shan cost u:Mg5 through more efficient use of resoutceS. 

(d} Eme,gency Entl'V)'•enet"gy rumished by one pal'tJ'to the ott>erfor use in such other party's system, or in• neighboring system Mth'Mlteh such 
othet' party has conb'ICtUII obligations during periods of 9ffl8fV80CY doe to the loss cf generation or transmis.sion facilities, 'l'Alich loss impairs or 
jeOplrdizes the ability ti the system having the emergency to serve its load. 

(e)R--•Cno<vr--.ry,t;choneporty(buyor)-bJpurch&sefiomll10the<porty(sellerjfo<,-.,., __ butnotlim'8dbJ. 
deflfring UM Offuel otwatlr, nnsmission l)Wffl operations, scheduled shortoutaga orgent('lting units, tmi.OIMi..,ltll :onditions, selling 
r IF 1 rr«4 entfV'f to another party, or other reasons of a similar nature. 

Source: Ulilicorp United, lnc.'s 1995 FERC Form 1. 
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Utilicorp United, Inc. 
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1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

Total Cost per 
Transaction MWH Charges MWH 

Seller T~(!e Purchased !$! !$! 
Associated Electric OS 12,076 275,952 22.85 
Associated Electric OS 4,905 119,409 24.34 
Associated Electric OS 349 9,587 27.47 
Big Rivers Electric Coop Agreement OS 200 3,500 17.50 
Central Illinois Public Service OS 1,600 56,000 35.00 
Coastal Electric Service SF 2,400 28,464 11.86 
Dairyland Power Coop OS 35 440 12.57 
Delhi Energy OS 1,210 29,103 24.05 
Electric Clearinghouse OS 1,600 26,400 16.50 
Empire District & Electric OS 2,807 69,552 24.78 
Enron Capital and Trade Resource OS 36,285 820,708 22.62 
Enron Capital and Trade Resource OS 27,260 666,472 24.45 
Enron Corporation SF 78,672 1,152,264 14.65 
Heartland OS 12,350 239,727 19.41 
lllinova SF 3,600 47,700 13.25 
Independence Power & Light OS 19,142 319,471 16.69 
Independence Power & Light OS 33 1,147 34.76 
Industrial Applications OS 19,000 278,200 14.64 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 19,935 316,466 15.87 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 39,408 636,103 16.14 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 10,792 186,167 17.25 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 295 9,084 30.79 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 2,880 91,186 31.66 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative OS 1,118 9,529 8.52 
Kansas Gas and Electric (Western Resources) OS 50 1,775 35.50 
Kansas Power & Light (Western Resources) OS 41,586 957,842 23.03 
Kansas City Board of f'.ublic Utilities OS 2,890 58,865 20.37 
Koch Oil SF 12,524 132,230 10.56 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 6,620 169,635 25.62 
Louisville Power Marketing OS 49,130 943,817 19.21 
MidAmerican Energy OS 8,790 143,395 16.31 
Missouri Public Service OS 20,292 390,360 19.24 
Muscatine Power & Water OS 240 3,895 16.23 
Nebraska Public Power District OS 202,936 2,623,313 12.93 
Nebraska Public Power District OS 3,705 67,198 18.14 
Noram Energy Services, Inc. OS 840 18,129 21.58 
Noram Power Marketing OS 450 14,550 32.33 
Northern States Power OS 1,520 17,108 11.26 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric OS 1,225 41,225 33.65 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric OS 1,240 48,600 39.19 
OPPD OS 1,200 14,039 11.70 
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Schedule 9-96 

Pa e2 of2 

Total Cost per 
Transaction MWH Charges MWH 

Seller T~ee Purchased !$! !$! 
Public Service of Oklahoma (CSW) OS 1,600 52,800 33.00 
Public Service of Oklahoma (CSW) OS 4,360 154,920 35.53 
Rainbow Energy Marketing OS 1,056 29,015 27.48 
Sikeston Board of Municipal OS 1,600 30,400 19.00 
Sonat Power Marketing OS 17,725 130,350 7.35 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS 2,100 67,537 32.16 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS 638,898 10,407,963 16.29 
St. Joseph Power & Light OS 8,340 154,009 18.47 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation OS 15,264 660,551 43.28 
Union Electric OS 7,910 160,412 20.28 
Union Electlic OS 13,370 281,799 21.08 
United Power Association OS 20 440 22.00 
Valero OS 11,250 289,913 25.77 
Western Farmers OS 225 6,750 30.00 
Western Farmer's Coop OS 520 16,640 32.00 
Western Resources OS 1,215 21,937 18.06 
Western Resources OS 63,216 1,361,821 21.54 
Western Resources OS 491 13,675 27.85 
Western Resources OS 4,870 136,981 28.13 
Wisconsin Power & Light OS 580 10,281 17.73 

Total 1,447,800 25,026,801 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH. 17.29 

Source: UtiliCorp United, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1. 

( 



Net MWH Exports/ Imports for 1995 and 19961 

By Sending and Receiving Control Area 
Through Scheduled Interchanges 

1995 Net 
MWH 

Control Area Exports 

Nebraska Public Power District 3,674,888 
Kansas City Power & Light Co. 3,220,204 
Western Resources 2,919,053 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,933,535 
Omaha Public Power District 872,768 
Southwestern Public Service Co. 754,629 
City of Kansas City, MO 140,133 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 114,191 

1995 Net 
MWH 

Control Area Imports 

Entergy Services, Inc. 6,302,676 
Interstate Power Company 4,594,422 
Utilicorp 3,493,434 
Lincoln Electric System 2,595,7TT 
Union Electric 2,567,649 
Empire District Electric Co. 1,939,941 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 1,428,655 
Central and South West 2 1,400,234 
MidAmerican Energy Company 9TT,659 
City of Independence, MO 819,688 
Associated Electric Cooperative 58,035 
Western Farmers Electric Coop, Inc. 43,862 

Note: 1 When available. 
2 Central and South West's entry includes net receipts 
from itself, which are transfers from its ERCOT 
North and East HVDCs. 

Source: 1995 FERC Fonn 714, Part 11, Schedule 5. 

1996 Net 
MWH 

Exports 

4,630,634 
2,515,998 
1,455,452 

1996 Net 
MWH 

Imports 

13,891,082 

2,663,137 

2,397,258 

2,965,338 

827,251 
5,414,348 
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Western Resources 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1995 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

Associated Electric 31,640 49,334 
Empire District Electric 368,339 247,114 
Kansas City Power & Light 3,855,338 4,800,970 
City of Kansas City, KS 150,823 20,480 
Missouri Public Service 83,099 1,159,979 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 48,574 475,426 
Omaha Public Power District 286,109 46,472 
Public Service Oklahoma 100,193 23,271 
Sunflower Electric Power Coop. 78,886 
Union Electric 21,565 49,180 
West Plains Energy 174,946 1,246,339 

Total 5,199,512 8,118,565 

SouR:es: 
Kansaa Power and Ughfs 1995 FERC Fonn 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 
Kansas Gas & Eleclric's 1995 FERC Fonn 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 

Net Received 
Interchange 

(17,694) 
121,225 

(945,632) 
130,343 

(1,076,880) 
(426,852) 
239,637 
76,922 
78,886 

(27,615) 
(1,071,393) 

(2,919,053) 

Ex_(RMS-12) 
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Kansas City Power & Light Co. 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1995 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

Associated Electric Coop. 398,321 275,749 
Western Resources 4,803,546 3,857,914 
Missouri Public Service Co. 4,027 178,712 
St. Joseph Power & Light Co. 3,860 993,629 
Empire District Electric Co. 165,608 1,322,461 
Union Electric Co. 48,161 1,885,206 
City of Independence, MO 287 832,210 
City of Kansas City, KS 253,525 243,735 
Interstate Power Co. 1,018 603 
Northern States Power 81,361 107,428 
Omaha Public Power District 74,597 3,163 
MidAmerican Energy 594,335 27,890 
Lincoln Electric Service 8,126 175 
Nebraska Public Power District 97,559 25,660 

Total 6,534,331 9,754,535 

Net Received 
Interchange 

122,572 
945,632 

(174,685) 
(989,769) 

(1,156,853) 
(1,837,045) 

(831,923) 
9,790 

415 
(26,067) 
71,434 

566,445 
7,951 

71,899 

{3,220,204) 

Source: Kansas City Power & Light Co."s 1995 FERC Form 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 

Ex_(RMS-12) 
Schedule 1 
Page 2 of 7 



Entergy Services, Inc. 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1995 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

Associated Electric Cooperatives, Inc. 3,538,074 839,858 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 58,134 414,434 
Empire District Electric 427,209 25,395 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 1,497,796 48,500 
Sou1hem Company 203,686 2,116,415 
Sou1hwest Power Administration 661,024 745,144 
Central & Sou1h West 453,705 151,773 
Tennessee Valley Authority 2,630,945 1,564,240 
Union Electric Company 2,174,942 1,623,754 
Sou1h Mississippi Electric Power Authority 1,133,365 321,708 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 2,911,285 85,961 
Louisiana Energy & Power Authority 22,350 425,222 
City of Lafayette 237 259,709 
Alabama Electric Cooperative, Inc. 787,963 

Total 15,712,752 9,410,076 

Soun:e: Ente<gy Se<vlces, lnc.'a 1995 FERC Fonn 714. Part II, Schedule 5. 

\ 
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Net Received 
Interchange 

2,698,216 
(356,300) 
401,814 

1,449,296 
(1,912,729) 

(84,120) 
301,932 

1,066,705 
551,188 
811,657 

2,825,324 
(402,872) 
(259,472) 
(787,963) 

6,302,676 



Associated Electric Cooperative 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1995 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

City of Columbia 985 493,316 
Kansas City Power & Light 275,749 398,321 
City of Independence 22 320 
Missouri Public Service 127,968 317,677 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,265,662 1,335,366 
Nebraska Public Power District 1,909,988 19,978 
Omaha Public Power 352,367 35,495 
Lincoln Electric 427,137 83,810 
Tennessee Valley Authority 63,046 510,874 
Union Electric 11,023 63,741 
Empire District 14,038 700,491 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,077,667 144,405 
Western Resources (KPL) 49,334 31,640 
Southwestern Electric Company 28,737 4,255 
Entergy Services 839,859 3,538,074 
IES Utilities 179,636 234,245 
MidAmerica Energy Company 529,305 67,260 
st. Joseph Light & Power 11,039 9,129 
East Kentucky 42,900 
Oglethorpe 14,415 42,395 
Alabama Cooperative 132,050 

Total 8,220,877 8,162,842 

Source: Associated Electric Cooperative's 1995 FERC Form 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 

Net Received 
MWH 

Interchange 

(492,331) 
(122,572) 

(298) 
(189,709) 
930,296 

1,890,010 
316,872 
343,327 

(447,828) 
(52,718) 

(686,453) 
933,262 
17,694 
24,482 

(2,698,215) 
(54,609) 
462,045 

1,910 
42,900 
(27,980) 

(132,050) 

58,035 

Ex_(RMS-12) 
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Union Electric Company 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1995 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

Associated Electric Coop, Inc. 63,741 11,023 
Central Illinois Public Service Co. 157,767 126,527 
City of Columbia, MO 452,565 
Central Southwest 189,456 18,240 
Electric Energy Inc. 759,952 2,292,823 
Entergy Service Inc. 1,623,754 2,140,564 
IES utilities, Inc. 884,357 335,579 
Illinois Power Company 335,356 96,520 
Interstate Power Company 2,810 10,653 
Kansas City Power & Light Co. 1,885,206 48,161 
Kentucky utilities Co. 124,079 
MidAmerican Energy Co. 1,706,759 28,692 
Missouri Public Service Co. 85,589 309,255 
Northern States Power Corp. 525,051 106,483 
St. Joseph Power & Light Co. 52,286 21,541 
Southwestern Power Adm. 93,717 10,925 
Tennessee Valley Authority 565,199 505,494 
Western Resources 49,180 21,565 

Total 9,104,259 6,536,610 

Source: Union Electric Company's 1995 FERC fo,m 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 

Net Received 
Interchange 

52,718 
31,240 

(452,565) 
171,216 

(1,532,871) 
(516,810) 
548,778 
238,836 

(7,843) 
1,837,045 

124,079 
1,678,067 
(223,666) 
418,568 
30,745 
82,792 
59,705 
27,615 

2,567,649 
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( Central and South West 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1995 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

Associated Electric Coop. 4,255 28,737 
Cajun Electric Power Coop. 329,966 238,392 
Central Louisiana Electric Co. 733,979 1,117,594 
City of Lafayette 4 9,923 
Entergy Services, Inc. 151,773 453,705 
Empire District Electric Co. 24,261 53,653 
Grand River Dam Authority 183,841 96,622 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 340,239 403,220 
Southwestern Power Administration 1,263,842 43,945 
Western Resources (KG&E) 23,271 100,193 
Southwestern Public Service 320,435 11,443 
Union Electric 18,240 189,456 
Western Fanners Electric Coop 19,204 3,055 
Central and South West ERCOT North HVDC 796,769 187,911 
Central and South West ERCOT East HVDC 150,050 22,046 

Total 4,360,129 2,959,895 

Source: Cent!1II and South W~• 1995 FERC Form 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 

Ex_(RMS-12) 
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Net Received 
Interchange 

(24,482) 
91,574 

(383,615) 
{9,919) 

(301,932) 
(29,392) 
87,219 

(62,981) 
1,219,897 

{76,922) 
308,992 

(171,216) 
16,149 

608,858 
128,004 

1,400,234 



( 

I 

( 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1995 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

Central Southwest Services (PSO) 191,372 7,015 
Grand River Dam Authority 35,824 18,019 
Southwestern Power Administration 301,768 751 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 531,825 5,375 
Western Resources 475,426 48,574 
Entergy Services Inc. 48,500 1,497,796 
Southwest Electric Inc. 211,848 333,224 

Total 1,796,563 1,910,754 

Source: OklahorM Gas & Electric Company's 1995 FERC Fonn 714. Part II, Schedule 5. 

Ex_(RMS-12) 
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Net Received 
Interchange 

184,357 
17,805 

301,017 
526,450 
426,852 

(1,449,296) 
(121,376) 

(114,191) 



( 

( 

Western Resources 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1996 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

Associated Electric Cooperative 46,982 61,768 
Central and Southwest 107,042 737,061 
Empire District Electric 333,727 418,139 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 173,688 65,478 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 4,596,083 3,934,893 
Missouri Public Seivice 174,512 1,200,872 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric 164,377 1,158,945 
Omaha Public Power District 793,475 131,879 
Sunflower Electric Cooperative 64,624 
Union Electric 64,011 67,616 
WestPlains Energy - Kansas 76,532 1,334,400 

Total 6,595,053 9,111,051 

Sources: 
Kansaa Powo,and Light's 1996 FERC Form 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 
Kansas Gas& Electric'& 1996 FERC Form 714, Part II, Schedule5. 

Net Received 
Interchange 

(14,786) 
(630,019) 

(84,412) 
108,210 
661,190 

(1,026,360) 
(994,568) 
661,596 

64,624 
(3,605) 

(1,257,868) 

(2,515,998) 
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( 

( 

Kansas City Power & Light Co. 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1996 

MWH MWH 

Control Area Received Delivered 

Associated Electric Cooperative 300,612 369,684 
City of Independence 92 824,431 
Empire District Electric 163,936 1,803,445 
Interstate Power Company 65,570 5,575 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 240,274 319,463 
Lincoln Electric Service 4,355 
MidAmerican Energy 738,244 19,227 
Missouri Public Service 97,142 200,283 
Nebraska Public Power District 168,430 6,771 
Northern States Power 81,455 56,586 
Omaha Public Power District 79,093 19,715 
St. Joseph Power and Light 19,332 982,576 
Union Electric 118,963 1,439,186 
Western Resources (KGE) 3,927,943 4,545,882 
Western Resources (KPL) 26,120 69,371 

Total 6,031,561 10,662,195 

Net Received 
Interchange 

(69,072) 
(824,339) 

(1,639,509) 
59,995 

(79,189) 
4,355 

719,017 
(103,141) 
161,659 
24,869 
59,378 

(963,244) 
(1,320,223) 

(617,939) 
(43,251) 

(4,630,634) 

Source: Kansas City Power & light Co.'s 1996 FERC Fonn 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 
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( Entergy Services, Inc. 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1996 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

Alabama Electric Cooperative 3,102 579,667 
Associated Electric Cooperative 4,821,642 1,186,786 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 2,566,538 558,776 
Central and Southwest 478,650 824,016 
Central Lousiana Electric Company 242,007 2,005,368 
City of Lafayette 7,157 141,887 
Empire District Electric 483,968 61,574 
Lousiana Energy & Power Authority 8,243 359,173 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric 1,164,641 228,827 
South Mississippi Electric Power Authority 1,095,077 156,764 
Southern Company 547,626 1,382,033 
Southwestern Power Administration 829,807 1,230,091 
Tennessee Valley Authority 9,383,334 335,789 
Union Electric 2,794,462 1,484,421 

( Total 24,426,254 10,535,172 

Source: Ente,gy Selvices, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 

\ 

Ex_(RMS-12) 
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Net Received 
Interchange 

(576,565) 
3,634,856 
2,007,762 
(345,366) 

(1,763,361) 
(134,730) 
422,394 

(350,930) 
935,814 
938,313 

(834,407) 
(400,284) 

9,047,545 
1,310,041 

13,891,082 



Associated Electric Cooperative 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1996 

MWH MWH 
Received Delivered 

Control Area (1) (2) 

Alabama Electric Cooperative 32,445 
Central and Southwest 66,049 443,701 
City of Columbia 2,111 536,087 
City of Independence 1,202 5,195 
East Kentucky 123,353 
Empire District Electric 21,133 645,460 
Entergy Services 1,186,786 4,821,642 
Grand River Dam Authority 7,154,178 458,634 
IES Utilities 218,314 369,594 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 369,684 300,612 
Lincoln Electric Service 523,003 23,765 
MEC 1,120,043 67,943 
Missouri Public Service 226,023 218,372 
Nebraska Public Power District 762,302 37,165 
Oglethorpe 6,180 
Omaha Public Power District 470,068 12,973 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,206,112 1,272,285 
st. Joseph Power and Light 70,396 11,278 
Tennessee Valley Authority 248,873 153,509 
Union Electric 88,638 54,226 
Western Resources 61,768 46,982 

Total 14,926,216 9,511,868 

Source: Associated Electric Cooperative's 1996 FERC Fonn 714, Part II, SChedule 5. 

Net Received 
MWH 

Interchange 
(3) = (1) -(2) 

Ex_(RMS-12) 
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(32,445) 
(377,652) 
(533,976) 

(3,993) 
123,353 

(624,327) 
{3,634,856) 
6,695,544 

(151,280) 
69,072 

499,238 
1,052,100 

7,651 
725,137 

6,180 
457,095 
933,827 

59,118 
95,364 
34,412 
14,786 

5,414,348 



Central and South West 
Scheduled Interchanges, 1996 

MWH MWH 
Control Area Received Delivered 

Associated Electric Cooperative 443,701 66,049 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 436,884 150,576 
Central and Southwest - ERCOT East 459,985 1,173,946 
Central and Southwest - ERCOT North 300,689 883,218 
Central Lousiana Electric Company 1,988,351 625,735 
City of Lafayette 5 4,005 
Empire District Electric 94,068 106,408 
Entergy Services 824,016 478,250 
Grand River Dam Authority 160,885 115,283 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric 286,493 273,156 
Southwestern Power Administration 866,460 48,573 
Southwestern Power Service 208,961 55,603 
Union Electric 344,744 161,589 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 85,714 23,246 
Western Resources 737,061 107,042 

Total 7,238,017 4,272,679 

Source: Central and South We,Ks 1996 FERC Form 714, Part II, Schedule 5. 

Ex_(RMS-12) 
Schedule 2 
Page 5 of 5 

Net Received 
Interchange 

3TT,652 
286,308 
(713,961) 
(582,529) 

1,362,616 
(4,000) 

(12,340) 
345,766 

45,602 
13,337 

817,887 
153,358 
183,155 
62,468 

630,019 

2,965,338 



Exhibit_(RMS- , .s) 

Cost and Capacity of State Utility Plants by Fuel Type 

Oklahoma/Arkansas/ 
Nebraska/Iowa Kansas/Missouri Louisiana 

Total Capacity 14,630 27,550 41,997 

Total Coal Capacity 9,466 17,012 12,203 

Total Gas Capacity 1,669 4,385 23,134 

Total Nuclear Capacity 1,935 2,472 4,081 

Total Coal Capacity as a 
Percentage of Total Capacity 64.70% 61.75% 29.06% 

Total Gas Capacity as a 
Percentage of Total Capacity 11.41% 15.92% 55.08% 

Average Delivered Cost of Coal ' 
(Dollars per million BTU) 0.87 0.97 1.28 

Average Delivered Cost of Gas ' 
(Dollars per million BTU) 2.73 2.40 2.80 

Note: 1 Weighted by individual state's capacity of fuel. 

Sources: EIA 1995 Form 860 (Inventory of Power Plants). 
EIA 1996 Form 423 (Cost and Quality of Fuels). 



,,,......., 

Spot Prices 
Number of Observations 

07/19/96 - 07/18/97 

Number of 
Observations Beginning Date 

MAPP 255 07/19/96 
SPP 255 07/19/96 
SERC (without Florida) 255 07/19/96 
TVA 53 05/05/97 
INTO ENTERGY 118 02/03/97 
MAIN 255 07/19/96 

Source: Power Markets Week. 
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MAPP 
MAPP 1.000000 
SPP 0.892420 
SERC (without Florida) 0.823607 
TVA 0.924314 
INTO ENTERGY 0.946684 
MAIN 0.894964 

Source: Power Markets Week. 

Correlation Matrix of Price Series 

SERC (without 
SPP Florida) TVA 

1.000000 
0.960405 1.000000 
0.986402 0.968699 1.000000 
0.997845 0.973656 0.993769 
0.978882 0.959425 0.983508 

INTO ENTERGY 

1.000000 
0.990255 

--
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MAPP 
MAPP 1.000000 
SPP 0.688317 
SERC (without Florida) 0.562614 
TVA 0.453506 
INTO ENTERGY 0.615994 
MAIN 0.747331 

Source: Power Markets Week. 

Correlation Matrix of First Differences 

SERC (without 
SPP Florida) TVA 

1.000000 
0.801220 1.000000 
0.933256 0.775365 1.000000 
0.984703 0.815546 0.970761 
0.896775 0.796031 0.894156 

INTO ENTERGY 

1.000000 
0.937122 

Exhibit_(l-.. ... .;-14) 
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MAPP 
SPP 
SERC (without Florida) 
TVA 
INTO ENTERGY 
MAIN 

Comparison of Price Series 
Percent of Days on which Prices Differ by Less Than 2 Mills/KWH 

Note: The difference is between column and row 

SERC (without 
MAPP SPP Florida) TVA INTO ENTERGY 

45.10% 
34.12% 63.92% 
50.94% 77.36% 58.49% 
57.63% 94.07% 70.34% 77.36% 
46.67% 56.47% 51.37% 64.15% 40.68% 

Source: Power Markets Week. 
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MAPP 
SPP 
SERC (without Florida) 
TVA 
INTO ENTERGY 
MAIN 

Comparison of Price Series 
Percent of Days on which Prices Differ by Less Than 4 Mills/KWH 

Note: The difference is between column and row 

SERC (without 
MAPP SPP Florida) TVA INTO ENTERGY 

81.18% 
72.16% 84.31% 
71.70% 86.79% 69.81% 
80.51% 95.76% 86.44% 84.91% 
71.76% 79.22% 79.61% 81.13% 77.12% 

Source: Power Markets Week. 
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Capacity, Market Share, and HHI 
Total Capacity 

Regional Market: Southwest Power Pool + Union + MAPP1 

Purchaser 

Kansas City Power and Light 
Western Resources 

Entergy Electric System 
Union Electric Company/ CIPSCO 
Central & South West SOfVices 2 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Southwestern Power Administration 
Arkansas Rural Electric Coop 
UtiflCOl'P 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 
Grand River Dam Authortty 
MAPP 1 

Western Fanneni Electric Cooperative 
Empire Dis1rict Electric Company 
Board of Public Utifrties - KCK 
City Utirrties, Springfield, MO 
City of Lafayetbl, LA 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
St Joseph Light & Pa.w>r Co. 
Louisiana Energy & Power Authority 
Southwes1omPublicSe<vice 3 

City of lndepende11ce, MO 
KAMO Electric Coopenttive 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authortty 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 
City of Clarksdale, MS 
MidWest Energy 
City of Alexandria, LA 
Sam Rayt,um G & T, Inc. ' 
City of Sikeston, MO 5 

Total 

Change In HHI Due to Merger 
Post-Merger HHI 

Total GeneraUng 
CapacUy 

(MW) 

3,134 
5,333 

22,242 
10,741 

8,221 
5,638 
2,633 
2,547 
2,079 
1,788 
1,625 
1,613 
1,280 
1,200 
1,093 

723 
676 
663 
580 
522 
382 
350 
300 
288 
200 
158 
117 
60 
32 
8 

55 

78,279 

Notes: 1 Constrained to 1200 MW due to transmission constraints. 
2 Includes 800 MW of CSW • ERCOT Capacity 
3 Cons1rained to 300 MW due to transmission constraints. 
'From SPP 1997 OE-411. 
'Included in Associated Electric Cooperative's control area. 

Souccea: 1995 EIA Fom, 860. 
1997 SPP OE-411. 

Market 
Share 

4.11% 
6.99% 

29.16% 
14.08% 
10.78% 
7.39% 
3.45% 
3.34% 
2.72% 
2.34% 
2.13% 
2.11% 
1.68% 
1.57% 
U3% 
0.95% 
0.89% 
0.87% 
0.76% 
0.68% 
0.50% 
0.46% 
0.39% 
0.38% 
0.26% 
0.21% 
0.15% 
0.08% 
0.04% 
0.01% 
0.07% 
0.00% 

100.00•;. 

HHI 

17 
49 

850 
198 
116 
55 
12 
11 
7 
5 
5 
4 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1,342 

57 
1,399 
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( Capacity, Market Share, and HHI 
Coal and Nuclear Capacity 

Exhibit_(RMS-16) 

Regional Market: Southwest Power Pool + Union Electric+ MAPP1 

Coal 

Utility (MW) Nuclear Total Market Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 2,083 548 2,631 6.50% 42 
Western Resources 3,241 548 3,790 9.36% 88 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,408 1,408 3.48% 12 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 2,502 2,502 6.18% 38 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 1,393 3.44% 12 
CSW-SPf'2 3,537 4,337 10.71% 115 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 482 482 1.19% 1 
City of Alexandria, LA 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 262 0.65% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 131 0.32% 0 
City Utiltties, Springfield MO 413 413 1.02% 1 
Empire District Electric Company 383 383 0.95% 1 
Entergy 2,506 3,424 5,931 14.65% 215 
Grand River Dam Au1hority 810 810 2.00% 4 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 200 0.49% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 572 572 1.41% 2 
Louisiana Energy & Power Au1hority 105 105 0.26% 0 
Midwest Energy 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 117 0.29% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 2,530 6.25% 39 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Au1hority 92 92 0.23% 0 
Sou1hwestem Public Service Company3 2,146 300 0.74% 1 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 218 218 0.54% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 325 325 0.80% 1 
Union/CIPSCO' 7,948 1,125 9,073 22.41% 502 
utilicorp 880 880 2.17% 5 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 408 408 1.01% 1 
MAPP1 1,200 2.96% 9 

Total 34,692 5,646 40,493 100.00% 1,089 

Change in HHI due to Merger 122 

Post-Merger HHI 1,210 

Notes: 1 Total capacity is 1200 MW to aeccunt for transmission constraints. 
2Tolal capacity haa been increased by 800 MW to account for CSW-ERCOT. 
3Tolal capacity haa been changed to 300 MW to account for transmission constraints. 
'Capacities account for the merger between Union and CIPSCO. 

Source: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
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( Cumulative Frequency Distribution 
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Average, Maximum, and Minimum Daily CPEX Prices 
July 19, 1996 - July 18, 1997 

Average Maximum Minimum 
Price Percent at or Price Percent at or Price Percent at or 

IMills/KWHI Below Price (Mills/KWH I Below Price IMills/KWHl Below Price 

9 0.34% 10 0.34% 5 0.34% 
10 0.68% 15 3.39% 6 0.34% 
11 2.03% 16 5.42% 7 1.36% 
12 2.37% 17 11.53% 8 4.07% 
13 5.08% 18 15.93% 9 9.15% 
14 8.14% 19 18.64% 10 15.25% 
15 14.92% 20 26.78% 12 32.54% 
16 24.41% 21 31.19% 13 43.73% 
17 33.90% 22 35.59% 14 56.95% 
18 41.69% 23 38.31% 15 68.81% 
19 46.78% 24 41.36% 16 77.97% 
20 56.27% 25 47.12% 17 83.39% 
25 81.02% 26 50.85% 18 89.83% 
30 90.17% 27 54.24% 20 97.29% 
35 93.22% 28 57.97% 22 98.98% 
40 96.27% 29 60.34% 24 99.66% 
45 97.97% 30 63.73% 26 100.00% 
50 98.64% 40 83.39% 
60 99.32% 50 90.85% 
70 99.32% 60 94.58% 
80 100.00% 80 98.64% 

100 98.98% 
120 99.32% 
140 99.66% 
160 100.00% 

Source: Continental Power Exchange CPEX Price Index. 



( Cumulative Frequency Distribution 
SPP Average Daily Spot Prices for Electricity 

7/19/96-7/18/97 

Price 
$/MWH 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
30 
35 
40 
50 
60 
80 

100 
120 
140 
160 

Percent At or 
Below Price 

0.78% 
0.78% 
2.35% 
7.45% 

20.78% 
34.90% 
52.94% 
57.65% 
61.96% 
69.80% 
73.33% 
77.25% 
80.78% 
90.20% 
94.12% 
95.29% 
98.04% 
98.82% 
98.82% 
98.82% 
99.22% 
99.61% 

100.00% 

Source: The McGraw-Hffl Companies' Power Markets Week, Pg. 2, July 22, 
1996throughJuly21, 1997. 
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( Entergy Services 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Total Cost per 
Transaction MWH Charges MWH 

Seller T:z'.e!! Purchased {$) {$) 

American Petrofina OS 264 3,695 14.00 
So. Cotton Oil OS 871 12,617 14.49 
Union Electric Company OS 1,519,596 22,900,555 15.07 
Air Products Company OS 370 5,686 15.37 
NISCO OS 1,301 20,482 15.74 
Texaco (Star Enterprises) OS 38,389 610,948 15.91 
Cogen Power, Inc. OS 1,874 30,051 16.04 
Texaco Chemical Company OS 52,185 840,768 16.11 
BASF-Wyandotte Corporation OS 2,522 40,832 16.19 
Air Liquied OS 17,578 285,076 16.22 
B.P. Oil, Inc. OS 27,111 442,058 16.31 
Toledo Bend OS 90,786 1,484,661 16.35 
Phillips / Huber OS 5,455 89,290 16.37 
E.1. DuPont DeNemours Company OS 1,626 26,763 16.46 
Empire District Electric Co. OS 115,340 1,919,417 16.64 
Formosa OS 1,865 31,272 16.77 
Norem Energy Services, Inc. OS 471 7,933 16.84 
MUN OS 17,277 291,298 16.86 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. OS 1,477,914 24,925,322 16.87 
Vulcan Chemical Company OS 31,540 531,977 16.87 
Municipal MEAiM OS 13,839 233,697 16.89 
Chevron OS 1,204 20,464 17.00 
Exxon USA OS 9,910 168,774 17.03 
Freeport - McMoran OS 5,700 97,752 17.15 
Southwest Power Administration OS 3,556 61,931 17.42 
Monochem, Inc. OS 4,747 82,735 17.43 
Tennessee Valley Authority OS 1,501,927 26,521,854 17.66 
System Purchases From others 1 OS 2,317,217 41,624,547 17.96 
Dow Chemical Company OS 114,680 2,071,202 18.06 
Sam Rayburn G & T, Inc. OS 7,677 138,851 18.09 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative OS 204,660 3,723,544 18.19 
ENG Carbons OS 2,827 51,718 18.29 
Calciner Industries OS 107,636 1,977,106 18.37 
James River Corporation OS 2,797 51,546 18.43 
Potlatch Forest OS 48,720 902,272 18.52 
International Paper Co. OS 1,973 36,572 18.54 
Kitchen Brothers Mfg., Co. OS 644 11,999 18.63 
Mississippi Chemical Co. OS 14,193 265,849 18.73 
Ergon Refining OS 2,010 37,758 18.79 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. OS 2,691,292 52,194,058 19.39 
Clark Refining OS 2,825 54,907 19.44 
Southwestern Electric Power Co. OS 446 8,768 19.66 
Little Rock Wastewater OS 258 5,190 20.12 
Harding University OS 26 542 20.85 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company OS 594,253 12,788,031 21.52 
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Cumulative 
Share of MWH 

Purchased 

0.00% 
0.01% 

11.86% 
11.86% 
11.88% 
12.17% 
12.19% 
12.60% 
12.62% 
12.75% 
12.96% 
13.67% 
13.72% 
13.73% 
14.63% 
14.64% 
14.65% 
14.78% 
26.31% 
26.55% 
26.66% 
26.67% 
26.75% 
26.79% 
26.82% 
26.86% 
38.57% 
56.65% 
57.54% 
57.60% 
59.20% 
59.22% 
60.06% 
60.08% 
60.46% 
60.48% 
60.48% 
60.59% 
60.61% 
81.60% 
81.62% 
81.63% 
81.63% 
81.63% 
86.27% 



( 

Total Cost per 
Transaction MWH Charges 

Seller T~ Purchased !SI 
Sam Rayburn Municipal Power Agency OS 492,131 10,612,879 
Western Systems Power Pool OS 143,536 3,651,782 
Lafayette OS 167 4,817 
Southern Company Services, Inc. OS 141,486 4,806,827 
Agrielectric Power Partners, LTD OS 77,366 2,740,289 
Central Louisiana Electric Co. OS 36,241 1,442,792 
City of Ruston OS 42 1,680 
Louisiana Energy Power Assoc. OS 111 4,816 
Murray Hydro OS 869,529 55,701,995 
Sam Houston Electric Co-op. OS 127 10,796 

Total 12,820,088 276,611,041 
Weighted average cost per MWH 

Note: 
1 This enby represents Loubiana Power & Light's system purchases from ~- It is reported as an aggregate figure on 
Louisiana Powe<& Light's 1895 FERCForm 1. 

Sources: 
Arlcansas Powo, & Light Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
Entorgy Pow«, lnc.'s 1895 FERC Form 1. 
Gull Statos Utilitioo Com pony's 1995 FERC F onn 1. 
Louisiana Pow«& Light Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
Missmippi Powo,& light Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
-Orleans Public Service lnc.'s 1895 FERC Form 1. 

MWH 
!Sl 

21.57 
25.44 
28.84 
33.97 
35.42 
39.81 
40.00 
43.39 
64.06 
85.01 

21.58 
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Cumulative 
Share of MWH 

Purchased 

90.10% 
91.22% 
91.23% 
92.33% 
92.93% 
93.22% 
93.22% 
93.22% 

100.00% 
100.00% 
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( Entergy Services 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Total Cost per cumulaUve 
TransacUon MWH Charges MWH ShareofMWH 

Seller Type Purchased ($) ($) Purchased 

Sam Rayburn G & T, Inc. OS 14,352 163,331 11.38 0.06% 
Western Resources OS 34,675 436,495 12.59 0.22% 
PanEnergy Gas Services OS 2 26 13.00 0.22% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company OS 234,594 3,405,387 14.52 1.26% 
Koppers Industries, Inc. OS 1 15 15.00 1.26% 
Union Electric Company OS 2,760,883 46,514,300 16.85 13.56% 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. OS 3,465,029 60,837,461 17.56 29.00% 
Huntsman OS 10,822 190,067 17.56 29.05% 
City of Jonesboro OS 15,135 266,925 17.64 29.12% 
Formosa OS 10,772 190,038 17.64 29.17% 
Emp~e District Electric Company OS 238,763 4,213,319 17.65 30.23% 
PoUatch Forest OS 39,961 724,900 18.14 30.41% 
CargiU OS 3,812 69,425 18.21 30.42% 
ENG Carbons OS 11,439 209,510 18.32 30.48% 
International Paper Company OS 5,797 107,131 18.48 30.50% 
IMC/Agrico OS 11,425 211,186 18.48 30.55% 
Mississippi Chemical Company OS 4,834 89,587 18.53 30.57% 

( Crown Paper OS 1,842 34,367 18.66 30.58% 
Ergon Refirw>g Inc. OS 1,196 22,404 18.73 30.59% 
MUN OS 347,554 6,514,304 18.74 32.14% 
Western Power Services OS 800 15,200 19.00 32.14% 
Calciner Industries OS 117,066 2,224,726 19.00 32.66% 
Vulcan Chemical Company OS 23,418 446,527 19.07 32.76% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative OS 454,929 8,747,545 19.23 34.79% 
Texaco Chemical Company OS 19,743 383,467 19.42 34.88% 
Cogen Power, Inc. OS 1,859 36,226 19.49 34.89% 
Kttchen Brothers Manufac11ning Company OS 8 156 19.50 34.89% 
American Petrofina OS 202 3,957 19.59 34.89% 
LttUe Rock Wastewater OS 137 2,694 19.66 34.89% 
Southwest Power Administration OS 126,706 2,513,628 19.84 35.45% 
M<ansas Electric Cooperative Corp. OS 1,911,313 38,110,121 19.94 43.97% 

B.P. OD, Inc. OS 36,134 722,461 19.99 44.13% 
Clark Refining OS 4,959 99,850 20.14 44.15% 
Harding University OS 3 61 20.33 44.15% 
Tennessee Valley Authority OS 8,104,243 166,417,336 20.53 80.26% 
/>Jr Liquied OS 12,673 263,737 20.81 80.32% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company OS 595,640 12,408,843 20.83 82.97% 
Dow Chemical Company OS 88,877 1,931,636 21.73 83.37% 
James River Corporation OS 2,951 64,352 21.81 83.38% 

Exxon USA OS 1,583 34,564 21.83 83.39% 
Texaco (Star Enterprises) OS 19,484 427,639 21.95 83.47% 
Monochem OS 7,986 175,804 22.01 83.51% 
Southam Mississippi Electric Power OS 11,220 252,263 22.48 83.56% 
Valero Power Services Company OS 4,800 108,225 22.55 83.58% 

( />Jr Producis Company OS 1,143 25,915 22.67 83.58% 
Southwestern Electric Power Company OS 31,297 722,257 23.08 83.72% 
Sam Rayburn Municipal Power Agency OS 304,154 7,144,208 23.49 85.08% 



Total Cost per 
Transaction MWH Charges MWH 

Seller Type Purchased ($) ($) 

Coastal Electric Service Company OS 1,200 28,200 23.50 
Electric Clearinghouse, Inc. OS 8,373 209,134 24.98 
BASF-Wyandotte Corporation OS 3,579 94,857 26.50 
LG&E Power Marketing OS 18,526 494,929 26.72 
Lafayette OS 7,505 201,903 26.90 
Southem Company Services, Inc. OS 477,810 13,895,648 29.08 
Central and South West Services OS 7,685 225,627 29.36 
lntercoastaJ OS 2,600 79,040 30.40 
Westem Systems Power Pool OS 336,716 10,472,217 31.10 
Agrielectric Power Partners, LTD OS 53,727 1,903,006 35.42 
Louisiana Energy Power Association OS 317 11,419 36.02 
Nelson Industrial Steam Company OS 1,467,799 61,969,603 42.22 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power, Inc. OS 76,617 3,244,043 42.34 
E.I. DuPont DeNemours Company OS 236 10,923 46.28 
Murray Hydro OS 882,003 56,277,910 63.81 
Toledo Blend OS 3,665 693,309 189.17 
NISCO OS 759 144,627 190.55 
CNG Power Marketing OS 1 13,536 13536.00 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 1 15,450 15450.00 

Total 22,445,335 517,468,957 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 23.05 

Sources: Entergy Power, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1; Entergy Gulf states, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1; Entergy 
Mississippi, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1; Entergy Louisiana, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1; Entergy Arkansas, 
lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1; Entergy New Orleans, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1. 
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Cumulative 
ShareofMWH 

Purchased 

85.08% 
85.12% 
85.14% 
85.22% 
85.25% 
87.38% 
87.42% 
87.43% 
88.93% 
89.17% 
89.17% 
95.71% 
96.05% 
96.05% 
99.98% 

100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 



Central and South West Corporation (SPP) 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Statistical MWH Total Charges 
Seller Classification Purchased ($) 

Anociated Electric Cc op 1rative OS 4,255 81,922 
Coddo Electric Coopo,atiw OS 38 3,270 
Cajun Electric CooporotiYo OS 5,717 115,242 
Central Louisiana Ekldric Company OS 197 4,399 

Central - & Ught OS 4,200 122,572 
Cho<taw Elt<trio Coopomivo OS 49 3,874 
City of Lafayette OS 30 2,250 
City Utilities of Springfield OS 600 19,920 
Empire llistrict Ekldric Company OS 61 1,538 
Entergy SeMces, Inc. OS 8,925 201,500 
Grand Rive< Dim Aulhority OS 8,056 133,179 
Kansu City Power & Ught OS 300 5,280 
Kansu Gas and Eloctric • (Western Resources) OS 11,828 187,853 
KOCH Powor Marketing OS 990 15,560 
Louio Dreyfus Power Mariceting OS 960 15,360 
Micl-Continont Power Company, Inc. OS 356,347 11,893,411 
Notam OS 300 5,880 
N-tm Ekldric Coopeiative OS 211 15,121 
Odgen Martin Systems OS 3,032 43,440 
Oklahoma EJtctriC' Cc cp1rative OS 19 2,221 
Oklahoma Gas and Ekldric Company OS 6,679 165,856 
Oklahoma Municipol P-Authority OS 19,723 325,888 
Public Se<vic:o Company of New Mtxic:o OS 13,880 152,287 
Snldor Ind- OS 5,332 94,-408 
- PublicSeMc:oCOfflpany OS 85,628 1,455,578 
Union Electric Company OS 18,2-40 294,966 
Vo«ligris V1llly Coopo,atiYo OS 6 883 
Wost Texu lltilitiN Company OS 47 3,744 
Western FlllffllfS Eloctric ~ OS 16,373 239,019 
Wavert-Company OS 11 194 

Total 672,018 16,606,696 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Sources: Public SeMce Companyof Oklahoma 1995 FERC Form 1. 
Southwestern Eloctric p_, company 1995 FERC Form 1. 

c .. t Per 
MWH 

($) 

19.25 
86.05 
20.16 
22.33 
29.18 
79.0S 
75.00 
33.20 
25.21 
22.58 
16.53 
17.60 
15.88 
15.72 
16.00 
33.38 
19.60 
71.66 
14.33 

116.89 
24.83 
16.52 
10.99 
17.71 
17.00 
16.17 

107.88 
79.66 
14.60 
17.64 

27.28 
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Cumulative 
ShareofMWH 

Purchased 

0.74% 
0.75% 
1.75% 
1.78% 
2.52% 
2.53% 
2.53% 
2.64% 
2.65% 
4.21% 
5,62% 
5.67% 
7.74% 
7.91% 
8.08% 

70.37% 
70.43% 
70.46% 
70.99% 
71.00% 
72.16% 
75.61% 
78.04% 
78.97% 
93.94% 
97.13% 
97.13% 
97.14% 

100.00% 
100.00% 
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( Central and Southwest Services 
1996 Non-Finn and Short-Tenn Finn Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Total Cost per Cumulative 
MWH Charges MWH ShareofMWH 

Seller Transaction T:iE!; Purchased !Sl !Sl Purchased 
Entergy Services OS 53,984 88,663 1.64 1.91'l6 
South Western Public: Sorvice OS 60 131 2.18 1.91'l6 
Associated Elec1ric Coopo<atiYe OS 68,131 557,555 8.18 4.31'l6 
City Utilities of Springfield OS 1,190 13,440 11.29 4.36'l6 
Fodenll EnervY Salos OS (3) 10,274 131,945 12.84 •.n'l6 
Pocificorp OS (3) 300 3,900 13.00 4.73'l6 
KanMs Gu and Electric Company (Western Resouroes) OS (3) 3,265 46,87• 14.36 4.84'l6 
Entorgy Services OS 220,119 3,173,404 14.42 12.61'l6 
AS$0Cialod Elec1ric Coopo<atiYe OS (1) •,324 63,342 14.65 12.n'l6 
Kamas City Power and Light OS (3) 1,825 27,375 15.00 12.83'l6 
Empire District Electric OS 200 3,050 15.25 12.84'l6 
lntereoa.t Powe, Marketing OS (3) 17,875 288,181 16.12 13.47'l6 
Kansas Gas and Electric Company (Western Re,ources) OS (1) 141,264 2,279,001 16.13 18.46'l6 
Grand River Dam Authority OS (3) 4,238 68,675 16.20 18.61'l6 
Entergy Sorvicos WSPP OS 38,473 628,715 16.34 19.96'l6 
LG&E Power Marbling OS (3) 188,960 3,124,415 16.53 26.64'l6 
ENRON Power Marketing, lne. OS 11,090 164,432 16.63 27.03'l6 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 9,913 165,905 16.74 27.38'l6 
Union Electric Company OS (1) 340,494 5,742,996 16.87 39.40'l6 
Wostern Fam,ors Eloclric ~ OS (1) 9,605 164,nJ 17.15 39.74'l6 
LG&E Power Marbling OS (3) 136,800 2,346,495 17.15 44.57'l6 
A,_od Elec1ric ~- OS (1) 186,951 3,220,183 17.22 51.17'l6 
Aaociated Electric Cco,:iaratiw OS 195,298 3,389,073 17.35 58.06'l6 
Asoooiatod Elec1ric ~IM OS (3) 21,238 an,1ss 17.55 58.81'l6 
Woyorhaeus« Company OS (5) 11 194 17.64 58.81'l6 
LG&E Power Manceting OS 28,305 509,432 18.00 59,81'l6 
Western Fanner, Electric ~ OS (3) 33,251 601,433 18.09 60.98'l6 
Coral Power, LLC. OS 2,000 38,000 19.00 61.05'l6 
Louis Dreyfus Power Manceting OS (3) 19,136 363,584 19.00 61.73'l6 
Union Elec1ric Company OS (1) •,250 81,291 19.13 61.88'16 
Kansas Gu and Elec1ric Company (Western Re,ourc:es) OS (3) <40,314 na,11•1 19.35 63.30'16 
Southwestern Public Sorvice Company OS (3) 49,009 957,209 19.53 65.03'16 
Grand River Darn Authority OS (1) 7,143 1<40,516 19.67 65.28'16 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company OS (1) 1,ns 33,941 19.68 65.35'16 
Oklahoma Gas and Eloclric Company OS 1,875 38,900 20.75 65.•1'16 
Vltol Gas and Elec1ric OS (3) 800 16,600 20.75 65.44'16 
Public Sorvico Company of New Mexico OS (3) 20,445 426,534 20.86 66.16'!6 
Cajun Eleetric Power Cc cperati'-"', Inc. OS 55,133 1,153,949 20.93 68.11'l6 
Western Gas Resoun:N OS 960 20,160 21.00 68.14'16 
ENRON Power Marketing, lne. OS (3) 13,507 283,887 21.02 68.62'16 
SONAT Power Martcoting OS 8,993 191,733 21.32 68.94'16 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS (1) 7,900 168,541 21.33 69.21'l6 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority OS (6) 21,023 452,189 21.51 69.96'16 
Coaslal Elec1ric Sorvicas OS 7,976 m,n8 21.66 70.24'16 
VaJero P<Nier Services Company OS (3) 29,419 642,576 21.84 71.28'16 
Vito! Gas & Elec1ric OS 1,536 33,792 22.00 71.33'16 
Pan EnervY Trading & Mar1ceting Sorvices OS (3) 975 21,488 22.04 71.37'16 
Vale<o Pow1r SM'ic:o Company OS 11,425 260,340 22.79 11.n"' 
PanEnergy Power semces OS 50 1,150 23.00 11.n'lo 
Southwestern p,- Sorvico Company OS (1) 2,300 53,044 23.06 71.85'16 
Empire District Electric Company OS (1) 2,435 56,758 23.31 71.94'16 
Kansas Power and Light (Western Resoun:es) OS (1) 100 2,339 23.39 71.94'16 
Oklahoma Gas and Eloclric Company OS (3) 12,983 308,711 23.78 n.40'16 
City ot Lafayttto, Lowsiana OS 965 23,378 24.23 n.43'16 
Western FannltS Eloclric ~ OS (1) 92 2,247 24.•2 n.44'16 
Citizens Lehman Pow1r Salos OS 928 22,736 24.50 n.47'16 
Cajun Eloclric Power Coopemive, lne. OS 12,612 309,208 24.52 n.92'16 
KOCH Powor Manceting OS (3) 2,500 62,100 24.84 73.00'1, 
SONAT Power Marketing OS 4,000 103,000 25.75 73.14% 
coral Power, LLC. OS-(3) 400 10,400 26.00 73.16'16 
Kansas Gu and Elec1ric Company (Western Resources) OS (1) 3,948 104,254 26.41 73.30'16 
Snider Industries OS 4,021 106,637 26.52 73.44% 



Tow 
MWH Charges 

Seller Transaction T~ Purchased !S! 
Grand ru- Dem Authority OS 123 3,287 
Empin, Diotrict Elec1ric Compony OS 54 1,445 
Elec1ric Ciearinghousl OS (3) 5,600 150,800 
Oklahoma Gas and Elec1ric Company OS (1) 438 11,942 
Oklahoma Gas and Elec1ric Company OS (3) 250 7,(Y;XJ 

Oklahoma Gas and Eloctric Company OS 1,ns "48,300 
Central Louisi&n• Electric Compony OS 2,750 n,025 
Elec1ric Cleoringhousl Inc. OS (3) 3,335 94,121 
Grand RMr Dem Authority OS (1) 104 2,938 
Empin, Diotrict Elec1ric OS (1) 183 5,179 
Central L.oubian• Electric CO. WSPP OS 5,914 169,475 
Cen1ral Powe, and Ught Com pony OS (8) 16,108 "484,603 
Grand RMr Dem Authority OS -400 11,600 
City Ulllitios of Springfiold OS 2,029 61,412 
Elec1ric Clearing House OS 30,450 922,171 
Delhi Energy Services, Inc. OS (3) 5,250 161,775 
Oklahoma Gos and Elec1ric Company OS 299 9,228 
Louis Ore)fuo POWI< Morl<oting OS (3) 1,296 •un 
Mid-Continent Powe, Company, Inc. OS(4} 343,198 10,997,532 
Centtol louisian• Eloctrie Company OS 150 4,838 
Noram Energy Servic• OS 750 25,425 
Electric Cloamghousl OS (3) 12,704 434,758 
Southwost•m Public Sorvico Company OS (3) 8,047 215,786 
Wostom F•nnO<S Elec1ric Coop OS (3) 350 12,600 
CajlHl Elec1ric Pow« Coopo<ativo, Inc. OS 309,697 12,323,993 
Nonrn Energy Sorvico OS 800 37,800 
Nomn Energy Slf\'icoo, Inc. OS (3) 1,600 77,776 
Choctaw Electric Coopo<atiYo OS (2) 121 8,294 
City of lolaylll• OS 39 2,878 
Wost T.- Utilities OS (7) 81 4,660 
Grand Ri>w Dem Authority OS 300 24,250 
Nor..'- I n Clectric Coopo<atiYo OS (2) 241 21,629 

Tow 2,832,702 81,076,191 
Weighted Averase Coate!;!: MWH 

Notes: 
1 Replacement Energy and Emervencv Energy. 
2 Service for Compony Equipment & Customers pu1<has<ld from - supp!ie!s & Reimbursement for prior yeara. 
3 Transections thlo<Jgh Mombel>hip in Western System Power Pool. 
4 A..utld DeliWf)' energy, Operating Reserves Energy and Regulation Energy. 
5 Dump Power. 
8 Regulation Energy Purchase and Delive,y Point load Resources Exchange. 
7 Subotltion Sorvico. 
8 Sul>oidialy of Contlol and South West Corporation. 

Coat per 
MWH 

!S! 
26.n 
26.76 
26.83 
27.26 
28.00 
28.00 
28.01 
28.22 
28.26 
28.30 
28.66 
28.84 
29.00 
30.27 
30.28 
30.81 
30.86 
32.00 
32.04 
32.25 
33.90 
34.22 
35.69 
36.00 
39.79 
47.25 
48.81 
68.55 
73.79 
76.39 
80.83 
89.75 

21.66 

Sources: Public Servic• Company of Oklahoma's 1996 FERC Form 1; Southwestern Electric Power Company's 1996 FERC Fonn 1. 
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CumuJative 
ShareofMWH 

Purchased 

73.44'6 
73.45'6 
73.64'6 
73.66'6 
73.67'6 
73.73'6 
73.83'6 
73.94'6 
73.95'6 
73.95'6 
74.16'6 
74.73'6 
74.75')6 
74.82'6 
75.89'6 
76.08'6 
76.09'6 
76.13'6 
88.25'6 
88.25'6 
88.28'6 
88.73'6 
88.94% 
88.86'6 
99.89% 
99.92% 
99.97" 
99.98'6 
99.98'6 
99.98% 
99,99% 

100.00'6 
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Empire District Electric Company 
1995 Non-Finn and Short-Tenn Finn Purchases 

Soller 

City ol Cdhrf;iile. KS 
CityolHigg-, MO 
KS Municipol Ene,uy AIJ«'e( (KCP&L) ---- City 8oMI ol Public utilities 
KS Munloipal Eoe,w f,.ge,11>( (WR) 
KAW Val!oy Ele<tric Cooperative 
KomM Cily-& Light 
KomM Cily- & Light 
Enron 
Western Reoour<:ea (KG&E) 
Elec:trie CleMinghouse 
Grand R""' Dam Authority 
Western Resoun:es (KG&E) 
CPEX 
Louil[)royfun 
-Ele<tric-Co. (C&SW) 
c«ml&-(SPP-PSO) 
c«tnil &-(SPP-SWEl'CO) 
-Elootric-Co. (C&SW) 
Western Rl!OOU'COO (KG&E) 
Pulllic SeMco Co. ol OK (C&SW) 
Auodeted l:SectriG CooperatiYe 
Western -(KG&E) 
weetem R"""'""" (KG&E) 
GrandRiYerOamAulho<ity 
Enleigy 
Cityol Coffey,ille, KS 
City ol 1-tiggnM!e, MO 
KS Municipel Ene,gy AIJ«'e( (KCP&L) 
KS Municipol Ene,gy AIJ«'e( (WR) 

- City Board ol Public utilities 
KAW V~ Elootric CooperatiYe 
•aoelaled Ele<tric CooperatiYe 
Aaociated E5ectric CooperatiYe 
I.Ot.llWleG&E-Mallremg 
Enle<Jr( 
City utilities ol Springfiekl 
Weotem Reoourceo (KG&E) 
Auoc:W:ed ~ Cooperative 
Pulllic SeMco Co. ol OK (C&SW) 
Konsaa Cily- & Light Company 
Coaaml 
~SelviceCo.olOK(C&SW) 

Total 
Weighted av.,.2• cost!!! MWH 

-•Nau-.ot00.-8'McM: 
(1) ~£MW 
(b) R~ EMib' 
(c)Clpldly& &.pf nillll'Gto • flPld6c JUtMN. 
(d)_....,. 
(e)EcoftOn,J&.v, (1)--(g}T.-mEnetW 
{l'l)E:dwdlde.w 0)--me ,.a1rn.v, 00--{I) Opntir'G R...-w9 (m)_...._ w--

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Cost Per - MWH T-Charges MWH 
CJasslflcatlon PurchaHd m (Sl 

OSO) 3,247 16,884 5.20 
OSO) 5,206 27,071 5.20 
OSO) 2,045 10,634 5.20 
OS(lc) 2,820 14,884 5.20 
OSO) 80,129 416,871 5.20 
OSO) 18,109 94,167 5.20 
OSO) 1,928 10,026 5.20 
OS(d) 119,241 1,617,540 13.57 
OS(g) 134,610 1,883,865 14.00 
OS(e) 49,620 780,070 15.32 
OS(d) 22,545 366,049 16.24 
OS(e) 550 8,937 16.25 
OS(b) 47,692 804,903 16.88 
OS(e) 60,948 1,047,755 17.19 
os' 1,965 34,259 17.26 

OS(e) 22,760 395,400 17.37 
OS(b) 21,306 406,665 19.09 
OS(e) 245 4,795 19.57 
OS(e) 3,735 76,998 20,62 
OS(a) 91 1,887 20.74 
OS(b) 3,565 75,469 21.17 
OS(a) 37 851 23.00 
OS(b) 2,100 48,705 23.19 
OS(m) 128,613 3,329,323 25.89 
OS(l) 65 1,738 28.74 
OS(e) 29 793 27.34 
OS(b) 9,595 265,541 27.87 
OS(i) 2,280 65,208 28.60 
OS(i) 3,600 102,960 28.60 
OS(i) 2,400 68,640 28.60 
OS(i) 11,040 315,744 28.60 
OS(i) 46,285 1,324,633 28.62 
OS(i) 1,190 34,286 28.81 

OS(m) 255,655 7,452,774 29.15 
OS(m) 432,818 12,772,991 29.51 
OS(e) 340 11,300 33.24 
OS(e) 362 12,265 33.88 
OS(b) 11,733 411,478 35.07 
OS(d) 7,541 307,605 40.79 
OS(a) 41 1,899 46.32 
OS(m) 16,055 823,036 51.26 
OS(l) 36 2,038 56.61 
OS(e) 50 4,313 86.26 
OS(m) 6,574 715,151 108.78 

1,U0,811 3C,1'8,001 
23.46 
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Cumulative 
SlwoofMWH 

Purchased 

0.21% 
0.55% 
0.68% 
0.86% 
6.06% 
7.24% 
7.37% 

15.10% 
23.84% 
27.06% 
28.52% 
28.56% 
31.65% 
35.61% 
35.74% 
37.22% 
38.80% 
38.61% 
38.86% 
38.86% 
39.09% 
39.10% 
39.23% 
47.58% 
47.58% 
47.59% 
48.21% 
48.36% 
48.59% 
48.75% 
49.46% 
52.47% 
52.54% 
69.14% 
97.23% 
97.25% 
97.27% 
98.03% 
98.52% 
98.53% 
99.57% 
99.57% 
99.57% 

100.00% 

2CPEXp'!MdN•~~bolt(f"9tKft .. ~\tlbNto~pc,,aw...,ollllll'~ofCPEl(,rdCPEl(ct.,vnffn.O 
IN ......... f,rfh0tlfnc:le.ct1c:dcletnottdt,M/b.o/rd ... cfrd/loCPEX, 

$ou'Ca: E:mph Dfmkt 8;dt,,c Con1=r/t 1995 F'ERC Fenn 1. 



( The Empire District Electric Company 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost per MWH) 

Total 
Transaction MWH Charges 

Seller T~ Purchased ($1 

KAW Valley Eleclric CooperatiYe OS 1,697 8,824 
Kansas Municipal Energy Agency (KCP&L) OS 1,921 9,989 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities OS 66,435 345,462 
Kansas Municipal Energy Agency (KG&E) OS 16,585 86,242 
City of Higginsville, MO OS 3,274 17,025 
City of Colleyville, KS OS 3,218 16,734 
VITOL OS 100 950 
Louisville Gas & EJeclric OS 2,760 38,720 
Western Resoun:ea (KG&E) OS 45 632 
st. Joseph Light & Power OS 100 1,500 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 21,515 332,736 
Enron Pa,;er Marketing, Inc. OS 215,838 3,510,377 
Kansas City Pa,;er & Light Company OS 501,885 8,265,917 
EASTEX OS 800 13,400 
Missouri Public Service Company OS 71 1,206 
Continental Power Exchange OS 25,705 463,115 
Louis Dreyfus EJeclric Power, Inc. OS 59,424 1,117,494 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 52,103 985,121 
Grand River Dern Alaho!ity OS 15,475 2!M,755 
KOCH OS 150 3,006 
PAN ENERGY OS 1,215 26,505 
Southwest Electric Power Company (C&SW) OS 7,946 192,000 
Entergy Power, Inc. OS 12,383 299,886 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma (C&SW) OS 4,065 100,009 
Associated Eleclric Cooperative OS 5,785 143,963 
Coastal OS 800 20,000 
DELHI OS 700 17,500 
SONAT OS 800 20,800 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 200 5,200 
Entergy Pa,;er, Inc. OS 8,043 212,610 
Oklahoma Gas & EJeclric OS 60 1,590 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 233,445 6,319,089 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 50 1,394 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS 250 7,075 
Kansas City Board or Public Utilities OS 46,450 1,315,904 
City of Coffeyville, KS OS 2,280 64,752 
City of Higginaville, MO OS 3,800 102,240 
Kansas Municipal Energy Agency (KCP&L) OS 2,400 68,160 
Kansas Municipal Energy Agency (KG&E) OS 11,040 313,536 
Entergy Power, Inc. OS 220 6,260 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma (C&SW) OS 1,405 40,905 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 40 1,192 
KAW Valley Eleclric Cooperative OS 1,110 33,792 
Entergy Pa.YOT, Inc. OS 383 11,194 
Associated Eleclric Cooperative OS 282,388 8,743,413 
Noram Energy SeMces, Inc. OS 1,045 32,917 
Southwest Electric Power Company (C&SW) OS 7,213 230,247 
Associated Electric Cooperative OS 64 2,121 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 26 913 
Associated Eleclric Cooperative OS 269,630 9,477,384 
. Public Setvice Company of Oklahoma (C&SW) OS 113 4,075 
Western Resources (KG&E) OS 15,684 601,642 

Cost per 
MWH 

($) 

5.20 
5.20 
5.20 
5.20 
5.20 
5.20 
9.50 

14.03 
14.04 
15.00 
15.47 
16.26 
16.47 
16.75 
16.99 
18.02 
18.81 
18.91 
19.05 
20.04 
21.81 
24.16 
24.22 
24.75 
24.89 
25.00 
25.00 
26.00 
26.00 
26.43 
26.50 
27.07 
27.88 
28.30 
28.33 
28.40 
28.40 
28.40 
28.40 
28.45 
29.11 
29.80 
30.44 
30.84 
30.96 
31.50 
31.92 
33.14 
35.12 
35.15 
36.06 
38.36 
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Cumulative Share 
ofMWH 

Purchased 

0.09% 
0.18% 
3.56% 
4.40% 
4.57% 
4.73% 
4.74% 
4.88% 
4.88% 
4.88% 
5.98% 

16.94% 
42.43% 
4247% 
4247% 
43.78% 
46.80% 
49.44% 
50.23% 
50.24% 
50.30% 
50.70% 
51.33% 
51.54% 
51.83% 
51.87% 
51.91% 
51.95% 
51.96% 
5237% 
5237% 
64.23% 
64.23% 
64.24% 
66.60% 
66.72% 
66.90% 
67.02% 
67.58% 
67.59% 
67.66% 
67.67% 
67.72% 
67.74% 
6208% 
8214% 
6250% 
8251% 
8251% 
96.20% 
96.21% 
97.00% 



( 

Seller 

City Utilities of Sp,•,gfield 
Southwest Electric Power Company (C&SW) 
Southwest Electric Power Company (C&SW) 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma (C&SW) 
Southwestern Public Service Company 

Total 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Transaction 
Type 

OS 
OS 
OS 
OS 
OS 

Source: Empire District Electric Company 1996 FERC Form 1. 

MWII 
Purchased 

500 
32 

9,740 
10,390 
38,320 

1,968,898 
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Total Cost per Cumulative Share 
Charges MWII ofMWlf 

($) ($) Purchased 

21,520 43.04 97.03% 
1,581 49.41 97.03% 

520,354 53.42 97.53% 
573,428 55.19 98.05% 

2,275,251 59.38 100.00% 

47,324,207 
24.04 



( MidAmerican Energy Company 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Statistical MWH Total Charges 
Seller Classification Purchased (Sl 

John Deere OS 514 4,470 

Cooperative - ··-
OS 83,232 873,338 

ENEREX OS 657 6,936 
Wh~eHydro OS 1,345 14,382 
Lincoln Eledrio System OS 8,198 88,415 
Algona Municipal Utilitiol OS 31,807 343,350 

Midwelt - Systems, Inc. OS 1,365 14,822 
Un~ed Pa.Ye< Association OS 13,200 143,518 
ComBelt- OS 145,532 1,ns,805 
Atlantic OS 9,581 117,367 
Missouri Buin Municipal Power Age,-,;;y OS 61,186 751,995 
Muscatine Power and Wale, OS 18,526 231,806 

Cooperative - Adm. OS 118,245 1,483,344 

Western loJea -- OS 273,207 3,456,069 
Harian OS 11,889 151,585 
Municipal Energy AtJent:f or Nebraolal OS 515 6,n5 
Minnka Power Coop, Inc. OS 124,n1 1,684,919 
Southern M...-Municipal Power OS 16,428 233,909 
otter Tait Power Company OS 115,262 1,696,131 
MontanoA>akota Utilitieo company OS 6,424 94,562 
-em Public Service& company OS 17,076 256,160 
IES Utilities, Inc. OS 1,323 20,811 
~ Power Exchange OS 5,189 82,291 
lowa-lHinoio Ga& & Eleclric company OS 3,889 62,244 
Nolthem states Power OS 15,164 251,992 
Minnesota Power & Light Company OS 40,046 709,119 
Omaha Public Power Diatrict OS 15,733 278,756 
CommonvJeatth Edtlon OS 134,362 2,4n,192 
Cedar Falla UtilitiM OS 7,669 145,432 
st. Joseph Light and Power OS 1,442 28,015 

Kansu City - & Light company OS 27,890 612,961 
Hutchinaon Util Commiaion OS 30 660 
Balin Electric Power Coop OS 38,643 860,TT6 
Dairyland Power Coope,atiYe OS 1,547 36,760 
Aalociated Electric Coop, Inc. OS 69,135 1,643,600 
Neb<11ska Public Power Oistlict OS 25,636 849,511 
Union Eledrio Company OS 28,692 817,099 
Illinois Pa.Ye< Company OS 27,192 TT6,184 
lntentate -Company OS 1TT 6,161 
Wave,ty Light and Power OS 1,290 45,871 
Rochelter Publio Utilities OS 13 478 
Amel Municipal Eleclric System OS 92 3,998 
City of Dawnporl OS 3,013 175,704 
Bertch Cabinet OS 65 3,893 
~Proceaaing OS 1,942 116,552 

Dea - Mello SOiid Walle OS 39,500 2,376,265 
Woaconsin Public-• Inc. OS 47 18,526 
Baoin EJectric OS 5,422 3TT,096 

WIICO!llin Pub1io - Inc. OS 47 18,526 

Total 1,554,100 25,971,081 
Weighted average cost per MWH 

Source: Mid-American Energy 1995 FERC Form 1. 

Coat Per 
MWH 

!Sl 
8.70 

10.49 
10.56 
10.69 
10.78 
10.79 
10.86 
10.87 
11.86 
12.25 
12.29 
12.51 
12.54 
12.65 
12.75 
13.06 
13.51 
14.24 
14.n 
14.n 
15.00 
15.73 
15.86 
16.01 
16.62 
17.71 
11.n 
18.40 
18.96 
19.43 
21.98 
22.00 
2228 
23.76 
23.TT 
25.34 
28.48 
28.54 
34.81 
35.56 
36.TT 
43.48 
58.32 
59.89 
60.02 
60.16 

394.17 
69.55 

394.17 

16.71 
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Cumulative 
ShareorMWH 

Purchased 

0.03% 
5.39% 
5.43% 
5.52% 
6.05% 
8.09% 
8.18% 
9.03% 

18.39% 
19.01% 
22.95% 
24.14% 
31.75% 
49.33% 
50.09% 
50.13% 
58.15% 
59.21% 
66.62% 
67.04% 
68.14% 
68.22% 
68.56% 
68.81% 
69.78% 
n.36% 
73.37% 
82.02% 
82.51% 
82.60% 
84.40% 
84.40% 
86.89% 
86.99% 
91.43% 
93.08% 
94.93% 
96.68% 
96.89% 
96.TT% 
96.TT% 
96.78% 
96.97% 
96.98% 
97.10% 
99.65% 
99.65% 

100.00% 
100.00'-' 



MidAmerican Electric Company 
1996 Non-Finn and Short-Tenn Finn Purchases 

(In Order of Cost per MWH) 

Coat Per 
Statistical Megawatt Hour• Total Charge MWH 

Seller Classification Purchased !S! !S! 
Supplier5 OS 144 346 2.40 
Supplier54 OS 63,987 556,540 8.70 
Supplier 11 OS 23,537 208,099 8.84 
Supplier6 OS 33,485 320,m 9.58 
Supplier 7 OS 18,568 193,440 10.42 
Supplier57 OS 1,217 14,510 11.92 
Supplier38 OS 32,707 392,117 11.99 
Supplier40 OS 223,984 2,828,297 12.63 
Supplier37 OS 23,142 320,963 13.87 
Supplier41 OS 188,696 2,623,731 13.90 
Supplier46 OS 13,396 191,421 14.29 
Supplier56 OS 189,832 2,783,731 14.66 
Supplier48 OS 15,115 222,212 14.70 
Supplier45 OS 7,062 103,850 14.71 
Supplier51 OS 1,789 26,518 14.82 
Supplier60 OS 2,081 32,062 15.41 
Supplier35 OS 3,350 54,556 16.29 
Supplier33 OS 7,491 122,718 16.38 
Supplier28 OS 430 7,142 16.61 
SUpplier25 OS 4,347 72,424 16.66 
Supplier42 OS 4,172 69,509 16.66 
Supplier58 OS 271 4,562 16.83 
Supplier19 OS 11,281 196,015 17.38 
Supplier32 OS 737 13,125 17.81 
Supplier8 OS 200 4,020 20.10 
SUpplier59 OS 4,005 83,615 20.88 
Supplier 50 OS 3,326 69,780 20.98 
Supplier 15 OS 60,965 1,316,921 21.60 
Supplier29 OS 59,068 1,277,196 21.62 
Supplier27 OS 800 18,800 23.50 
Supplier53 OS 15,045 365,617 24.30 
Supplier31 OS 95 2,369 24.94 
Supplier13 OS 128,155 3,201,031 24.98 
Supplier 34 OS 16,046 421,803 26.29 
Supplier55 OS 1,600 43,640 27.28 
Supplier20 OS 4,914 143,998 29.30 
Supplier52 OS 10,747 317,162 29.51 
Supplier 17 OS 336 10,548 31.39 
Supplier26 OS 4 126 31.50 
Supplier14 OS 3,169,695 100,447,064 31.69 
Supplier4 OS 62,770 1,992,282 31.74 
Supplier23 OS 6,664 220,435 33.08 
Supplier22 OS 11,598 386,603 33.33 
SUpplier43 OS 7,499 255,130 34.02 
Supplier18 OS 10,055 362,413 36.04 
Supplier 21 OS 15,942 592,912 37.19 
Supplier49 OS 4,623 173,943 37.63 
Supplier 12 SF 4,055 152,652 37.65 
Supplier47 SF 10,243 1,252,618 122.29 

Total 4,479,271 124,471,338 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 27.79 

Source: MidAmerican Energy Company 1996 FERC Form 1. 
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Cumulative Share 
ofMWH 

Purchased 

0.00% 
1.43% 
1.96% 
2.70% 
3.12% 
3.15% 
3.88% 
8.88% 
9.39% 

13.61% 
13.91% 
18.14% 
18.48% 
18.64% 
18.68% 
18.72% 
18.80% 
18.97% 
18.98% 
19.07% 
19.17% 
19.17% 
19.42% 
19.44% 
19.45% 
19.54% 
19.61% 
20.97% 
22.29% 
22.31% 
22.64% 
22.64% 
25.51% 
25.86% 
25.90% 
26.01% 
26.25% 
26.26'Ai 
26.26% 
97.02% 
98.42% 
98.57% 
98.83% 
99.00'Ai 
99.22% 
99.58% 
99.68% 
99.77% 

100.00% 



( 

( 

Midwest Energy, Inc. 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Seller 

WestPlains Energy 
Parallel Generation 
Sunllawer Elec. P!1NO< Corp. 

Total 
Weighted average cost per MWH 

Source: Midwest Energy 1995 FERC Fonn 1. 

Statistical 
Classification 

SF 
OS 
OS 

MWH Total Charges 
Purchased ($) 

106,505 2,079,248 
49 1,316 

124,265 5,101,540 

m.a1s 7,182,104 

Cost Per 
MWH 

($} 

19.52 
26.86 
41.05 

31.12 

Exhibit_(RMS-19) 
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Cumulative 
ShareofMWH 

Purchased 

46.14% 
46.16% 

100.00% 



( Midwest Energy, Inc. 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost per MWH) 

Cost Per 
Statlstlcal Megawatt Hours Total Charge MWH 

Seller Classlficatton Purchased ($) ($) 

Parallel Generation OS 20 387 19.35 
WestPlalns Energy SF 29,469 613,166 20.81 
Sunflower Elec. Power Corp. OS 115,495 5,118,012 44.31 

Total 144,984 5,731,565 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 39.53 

Source: Midwest Energy, lnc.1996 FERC Form 1. 

Exhiblt_(RMS-19) 
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Cumulatlve Share 
ofMWH 

Purchased 

0.01% 
20.34% 

100.00% 



( Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Slatlstlcal MWH Total Charges 
Seller Classification Purchased (S! 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power, Inc. OS 2,200 32,498 
Western FaITT181S Electric Ccop OS 150,029 2,255,099 
Western R8SOUICGS, Inc. OS 93,112 1,423,543 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 849 14,225 
Noram Energy Services OS 700 12,425 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 1,395 25,950 
Southwestern Electric Power Company OS 9 175 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp OS 3,950 81,950 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS 6,950 148,875 
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. OS 675 14,700 
Central and Southwest SO<Vices, Inc. OS 8,159 177,726 
Delhi Energy Services OS 400 9,300 
Entergy Services Inc. OS 41,240 958,881 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma OS 1,078 25,271 
LG&E Power Marketing Inc. OS 2,950 71,925 
Small Power Producera OS 2 56 

Total 313,698 5,252,599 
Weighted average cost per MWH 

Source: Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company 1995 FERC Form 1. 

Cost Per 
MWH 

($! 

14.77 
15.03 
15.29 
16.76 
17.75 
18.60 
19.44 
20.75 
21.42 
21.78 
21.78 
23.25 
23.25 
23.44 
24.38 
28.00 

16.74 

Elchibit_(RMS-19) 
Schedule 6-95 

Cumulative 
Share of MWH 

Purchased 

0.70% 
48.53% 
78.21% 
78.48% 
78.70% 
79.15% 
79.15% 
80.41% 
82.63% 
82.84% 
85.44% 
85.57% 
98.72% 
99.06% 

100.00% 
100.00% 



! 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Total Cost per 
Transaction MWH Charges MWH 

Seller Type Purchased ($) ($) 

Eastex Power Marketing OS 776 10,088 13.00 
Sonat Power Marketing OS 450 7 ;287 16.19 
LG&E Power Marketing OS 103,804 1,722;243 16.59 
Western Resources, Inc. OS 167,635 2,785,301 16.62 
Valero Power Services Co. OS 2,025 35,341 17.45 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative OS 76,053 1,335,932 17.57 
Aquila Power Co. OS 1,552 27,548 17.75 
Southwestern Public Service Company OS 1,250 22,450 17.96 
Louis Dreyfus Electric Power, Inc. OS 10,382 196,488 18.93 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 13,139 250,836 19.09 
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. OS 20,237 386,954 19.12 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 2,625 50,550 19.26 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp OS 27,365 555,062 20.28 
Delhi Energy Services, Inc. OS 220 4,836 21.98 
Entergy Power, Inc. OS 61,226 1,393,496 22.76 
Central and Southwest Services, Inc. OS 25,078 580,600 23.15 
NorAm Energy Services OS 150 3,585 23.90 
PanEnergy Power Services, Inc. OS 7,028 192,954 27.46 
Sparks Regional Medical Center OS 5,914 171,494 29.00 
Entergy Electric System OS 43,045 1,250,176 29.04 
Electric Cleartnghouse, Inc. OS 5,175 162,300 31.36 
Southwestern Electric Power Co. (CSW) OS 849 44,933 52.92 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma (C OS 1,055 73,849 70.00 

Total 577,033 11,264,303 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 19.52 

Source: Oklahoma Gas & Electric's 1996 FERC Form 1. 

Exhibit_(RMS-19) 
Schedule 6-96 

Cumulative 
ShareofMWH 

Purchased 

0.13% 
0.21% 

18.20% 
47.25% 
47.60% 
60.78% 
61.05% 
61.27% 
63.07% 
65.35% 
68.85% 
69.31% 
74.05% 
74.09% 
84.70% 
89.04% 
89.07% 
90.29% 
91.31% 
98.77% 
99.67% 
99.82% 

100.00% 



( 

St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

SlaUstk:al MWH Total Charges 
Seller Classification Purchased ISi 
Interstate Power Company OS 105 1,170 
No<them States Power Company OS 8,027 97,711 
Lincoln Electric Systems OS 2,240 29,190 
Nebraska Public Power Oisuict OS 30,560 448,845 
Omaha Public Power District OS 330,048 5,239,067 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 111,843 1,806,467 
MidAmerican Energy Company OS 94,961 1,993,252 
Union Electric Company OS 21,541 495,163 
Associated Electric Coop, Inc. OS 9,129 221,356 
Koch Power OS 30 802 

Total 608,484 10,333,023 
Weighted average cost per MWH 

Source: St. Joseph Light & Power Company 1995 FERC Form 1. 

Cost Per 
MWH 

1s1 
11.14 
12.17 
13.03 
14.69 
15.87 
16.15 
20.99 
22.99 
24.25 
26.73 

16.98 
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Cumulative 
ShareofMWH 

Purchased 

0.02% 
1.34% 
1.70% 
6.73% 

60.97% 
79.35% 
94.95% 
98.49% 

100.00% 
100.00% 



Sl Joseph Light & Power Company 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost per MWH) 

StaU•tlcal Megawatt Hours Total Charge 
Seller ClasslflcaUon Purchased !S! 
Westem Power Services, Inc. OS 1,200 14,550 
Lincoln Elec1ric Systam OS 18,216 237,100 
Enron Power Marketing OS 7,095 110,173 
Northern Sla1es Power Co. OS 11,043 190,409 
Kansa5 City Power & Light Company OS 24,743 435,165 
Omaha Public Power District OS 211,339 3,732,561 
ln1srstate Power Company OS 25 455 
lndus1rial Energy App., Inc. OS 600 11,200 
MidAmerican Energy Company OS 78,918 1,494,917 
lntercoaslal Energy Company OS 7,336 148,164 
Union Elec1ric Co. OS 30,717 718,277 
Nebraska Public Power District OS 95,926 2,289,530 
Koch Power OS 713 19,467 
MidAmerican Energy Company OS 360 9,900 
Pacific Corpon,lion OS 640 18,048 
Associated Electric Coop, Inc. OS 11,220 336,610 
Missouri Public Service OS 1,705 63,350 
Delphi Energy SeNices OS 600 23,970 
Noram Energy SeNices OS 108 5,223 

Total 502,504 9,859,069 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Source: Sl Joseph Light & Power Company's 1996 FERC Form 1. 

Cost Per 
MWH 

!S) 

12.13 
13.02 
15.53 
17.24 
17.59 
17.66 
18.20 
18.67 
18.94 
20.20 
23.38 
23.87 
27.30 
27.50 
28.20 
30.00 
37.16 
39.95 
48.36 

19.62 

Elchibit_(RMS-19) 
Schedule 7-96 

Cumulative Share 
ofMWH 

Purchased 

0.24% 
3.86% 
5.28% 
7.47% 

12.40% 
54.45% 
54.46% 
54.58% 
70.28% 
71.74% 
77.86% 
96.95% 
97.09% 
97.16% 
97.29% 
99.52% 
99.86% 
99.98% 

100.00% 



Union Electric Company 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Statistical MWH Total Charges 
Seller Classlflcatlon Purchased (SI 

Southwestern Power Administration OS 1,900 9,880 
Sl Joseph Light & Power Company OS 50,386 684,331 
IES Utirrties, Inc. OS 676,186 10,540,909 
Kansas Cily Power & Light Company OS 1,729,n1 27,531,222 
Br0Yl'1ing-Ferris Gas Service OS 99 1,627 
MidAmerican Energy Company OS 1,338,848 22,101,999 
Ian-Illinois Gas & Electric Company OS 342,043 5,699,650 
Northern Slates Power OS 525,051 9,034,587 
Missouri Public Service Company OS 14,864 274,796 
Associated E~ Coop Inc. OS 63,795 1,273,669 
Kentucky Util:ties Company OS 124,079 2,602,967 
Electric Energy, Inc. OS 759,952 15,971,666 
Tennessee Valley Authority OS 532,002 11,269,087 
Western Resources OS 49,180 1,052,409 
Energy Service Inc. OS 227,434 4,993,852 
Illinois Power Company OS 330,543 7,409,959 
Central- OS 189,456 4,249,ne 
Central Illinois Public Service Company OS 156,467 4,001,979 
Arkansas Power & Light Company OS 1,396,320 36,568,522 
lnlenitate Power Company OS 2,810 76,975 
Carolina Power & Light OS 30,275 1,560,578 
Waste Management OS 1s,m 845,754 
Noram Energy Services OS 750 52,500 

Total 8,557,983 167,808,694 
Weighted average cost per MWH 

S<>Urce: Union Electric Company 1995 FERC Fom, 1. 

Cost Per 
MWH 

(SI 

5.20 
13.58 
15.59 
15.92 
16.43 
16.51 
16.66 
17.21 
18.49 
19.97 
20.98 
21.02 
21.18 
21.40 
21.96 
2242 
2243 
25.58 
26.19 
27.39 
51.55 
53.62 
70.00 

19.61 

Exhibit_(RMS-19) 
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CumulaUve 
Shareo!MWH 

Purchased 

0.02% 
0.61% 
8.51% 

28.72% 
28.73% 
44.37% 
48.37% 
54.50% 
54.68% 
55.42% 
56.87% 
65.75% 
71.97% 
7254% 
75.20% 
79.06% 
81.28% 
83.10% 
99.42% 
99.45% 
99.81% 
99.99% 

100.00% 



Exhibit_(RMS-19) 
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Union Electric Company 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost per MWH) 

Cost Per Cumulative Share 
Statistical Megawatt Hours Total Charge MWH ofMWH 

Seller Classification Purchased ($) ($) Purchased 

Aqualon Incorporated OS 2,102 10,424 4.96 0.02% 
Northern States Power Company OS 815,350 11,108,032 13.62 9.18% 
City of Sikestown, MO OS 8,047 110,247 13.70 9.27% 
JES Utilities, Inc. OS 774,061 10,804,490 13.96 17.96% 
Interstate Power Company OS 36,647 535,236 14.61 18.37% 
Vrtol Gas & Electric LLE OS 4,208 66,539 15.81 18.42% 
Mid-American Energy Company OS 1,552,870 24,661,212 15.88 35.86% 
Browning-Ferris Gas Services OS 104 1,671 16.07 35.86% 
Kansas City Power & Light Company OS 1,256,448 20,661,257 16.44 49.97% 
Virginia Power Company OS 3,200 54,400 17.00 50.00% 
st Joseph Light & Power Company OS 39,563 678,095 17.14 50.45% 
Kentucky Ublities Company OS 189,395 3,789,264 20.01 52.57% 
Louisville Gas & Electric OS 375 7,688 20.50 5258% 
Electric Energy Inc. OS 774,243 16,036,179 20.71 61.27% 
Tennessee Valley Authority OS 521,545 11,763,876 22.56 67.13% 
Federal Energy Sales, Inc. OS 1,600 36,288 22.68 67.14% 
Illinois Power Company OS 513,566 11,737,009 22.85 72.91% 
Western Resources OS 67,616 1,591,859 23.54 73.67% 
Sonat Power Marketing OS 10,146 242,931 23.94 73.78% 
Entergy Arkansas, Inc. OS 1,401,920 34,274,966 24.45 89.53% 
Delhi Energy Services, Inc. OS 2,415 61,508 25.47 89.55% 
Central llfinois Public Service Co. OS 428,342 11,192,693 26.13 94.36% 
Entergy Power Marketing, Inc. OS 1,600 42,400 26.50 94.38% 
Noram Power Services, Inc. OS 5,803 157,006 27.06 94.45% 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 44,290 1,223,889 27.63 94.94% 
Heartland Energy Services OS 6,055 173,455 28.65 95.01% 
Electric Clearinghouse Inc. OS 19,630 570,831 29.08 95.23% 
Central and Southwest Services, Inc. OS 161,589 4,880,302 30.20 97.05% 
LG.E. Power Marketing OS 41,550 1,394,478 33.56 97.51% 
Carolina Power and Light OS 10,950 372,063 33.98 97.64% 
Peco Energy Company OS 25,716 889,014 34.57 97.92% 
Associated Electric Cooperative OS 59,498 2,110,390 35.47 98.59% 
Entergy Services, Inc. OS 82,501 2,960,661 35.89 99.52% 
Duke/Louis Dreyfus Electric Power Inc. OS 395 14,578 36.91 99.52% 
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. OS 7,933 306,314 38.61 99.61% 
Rainbow Energy Marketing Corp. OS 1,525 58,900 38.62 99.63% 
Missouri Public Service Company OS 14,186 551,993 38.91 99.79% 
Waste Management OS 18,778 960,285 51.14 100.00% 

Total 8,905,762 176,092,423 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 19.77 

Source: Union Electric Company's 1996 FERC Form 1. 



Utilicorp United, Inc. 
1995 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Coat Per 
Staliatical MWH TolalChargea MWH 

Seller Classification Purchased !Sl !Sl 
-Eledric-Coopemive (I) OS 3,641 31,862 8.75 
Koch Oil SF 29,637 347,761 11.73 

- Public Service (I) OS 63,917 866,015 13.55 
Kanaao City-& Light (a) OS 1,088 15,014 13.80 
Anociated Eleclric <•> OS 130,900 1,832,600 14.00 
Ka,- City Power & Light (a) OS 95,094 1,361,519 14.32 
- City Power & Light (b) OS 61,830 896,845 14.51 
Union Electric (b) OS 8,958 139,959 15.62 
Western Reaou-cea (KPL) OS 23,208 366,224 15.78 
Sun- Electric Power Cooperative (I) OS 555,282 8,977,713 16.17 
Independence Power & Light (a) OS 13,659 226,220 16.56 
Midweol Energy, Inc. (I) OS 370 6,536 17.66 
Weotem Reoources (d) OS 40,760 721,736 17.71 
Union Eledric (a) OS 10,740 193,534 18.02 
Empire District & Elecllic (d) OS 1,918 35,569 18.54 
Woolem Reaouroes (a) OS 41,170 771,092 18.73 
Weotem Resources (a) OS 36,343 681,346 18.75 
ENRON capital and Trade Resources (a) OS 25,530 498,078 19.51 
lndepec ideo ICO p.,_- & Light (d) OS 10 210 21.00 
Woolem Rescuceo (b) OS 171 3,763 22.01 

- City - & Light (d) OS 105 2,351 22.39 
A11ociated Elecllic (d) OS 147 3,671 24.97 
Kochl'owor(a) OS 200 5,100 25.50 
Woolem Reoourceo (KGE) OS 291 7,773 26.71 
- Electric Power Cooperative (a) OS 850 26,095 30.70 
Allociated Electric (a) OS 3,225 111,450 34.56 
Electric Clearinghouse, Inc. (a) OS 100 3,900 39.00 
ENRON Corporation SF 5,186 255,521 49.27 
Entergy (a) OS 175 9,875 56.43 
Sl Joeeph Light & Power (1) OS 20 1,180 59.00 

Total 1,154,525 18,400,512 
Weighted average coat per MWH 15.94 

-• Sold by Kansas Power& Light, a aubakliary of Western Resources, Inc. 
• Sold by Kansas Gas & EJectric, a subsidiary o{ Western Resources, Joe. 

Exhibit_(RMS-19) 
Schedule !).95 

Cumulailve 
ShareofMWH 

Purchased 

0.32% 
2.88% 
8.42% 
8.51% 

19.85% 
28.09% 
33.44% 
34.22% 
36.23% 
84.33% 
85.51% 
85.54% 
89.07% 
90.00% 
90.17% 
93.73% 
96.88% 
99.09% 
99.09% 
99.11% 
99.12% 
99.13% 
99.15% 
99.17% 
99.25% 
99.53% 
99.53% 
99.98% 

100.00% 
100.00% 

(a) System/Excoas Energy -shall mean energy which one purcha&el for reasons including, but limited to, defening use of rue1 or water, 
transmission system opet'8lk>ns, outages or generating units, environmental conditions or similar reasons. 

(b) Term Energy• is onergy pu,chaoed lorthe purpooeoloblaming a aupplyol energy to replace higher- ono,gysourceo onabUng purohaoof 
and aelk!N" to share cost savings through more efftdent use of resources. 

(d) Emo<gonoy E""'11Y • energy furnished by one party to the 0111..- for use in such other party's .-,.tom, or in a neighboring .-,.tam .,;th which such 
other party hal contrac:tual obligations during periods of OIIMM9fflleJ due to the Iola of generation or transmis&ion facilities; Yfflich loss impairs or 
jeopanjiz .. the ability of the system having the llfTH>l1IOOCY to......., its lood. 

(e) Repla,tament EnefDY· energyMlich one party (buyer)~ to purchase from anothM party {aelkw) for reason induding, but not limited to, 
dofening uae of fuol orwator, transmission system operaUOM, acheduled short outages or generating units, environmental conclitions, selling 
roplacomoul energy lo anolherpa,ty, or other"""°"" of a llmilar natllfO. 

(I) Hout by hour economy power inlerchangeo. 



' \ 

Utilicorp United Inc. 
1996 Non-Firm and Short-Term Firm Purchases 

(In order of Cost per MWH) 

Total 
Transaction MWH Charges 

Seller T~ Purchased !$1 
Sonat pa,yer Marketing OS 17,725 130,350 
Kansas Electric Power Coopenative OS 1,118 9,529 
KochO! SF 12,524 132,230 
Northern States Power OS 1,520 17,108 
OPPD OS 1,200 14,039 
Coastal Electric Service SF 2,400 28,464 
Dairyland Power Coop OS 35 440 
Nebraska Public Power District OS 202,936 2,623,313 
lllinova SF 3,600 47,700 
Industrial Applicatiol 18 OS 19,000 278,200 
Enron Corpomion SF 78,672 1,152,284 
Kansas City Pcw,er & Light OS 19,935 316,466 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 39,408 636,103 
Muscatine P......- & Wafllr OS 240 3,895 
Southwe&tem Public Service Company OS 638,898 10,407,963 
MidAmerican Energy OS 8,790 143,395 
E1ectrie Clearinghouse OS 1,600 28,400 
Independence p.,_- & Light OS 19,142 319,471 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 10,792 186,167 
Big Rivers Electric Coop Agreement OS 200 3,500 
WJSCOnSin pa,yer & Light OS 580 10,281 
Western Resources OS 1,215 21,937 
Nebraska Public Power District OS 3,705 67,198 
St Joseph p.,_- & Light OS 8,340 154,009 
Sikeston Board of Municipal OS 1,600 30,400 
Louisville Power Marketing OS 49,130 943,817 
Missouri Public Service OS 20,292 390,360 
Heartland OS 12,350 239,727 
Union Electric OS 7,910 160,412 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities OS 2,890 58,865 
Union Electric OS 13,370 281,799 
Western Resources OS 63,216 1,361,821 
Norarn Energy Services, Inc. OS 840 18,129 
United Pcw,er Association OS 20 440 
Enron Capital and Trade Resource OS 36,285 820,708 
Associated Electric OS 12,076 275,952 
Kansas Pcw,er & Light (Western Resources) OS 41,586 957,842 
Delhi Energy OS 1,210 29,103 
Associated Electric OS 4,905 119,409 
Enron Capital and Trade Resource OS 27,260 666,472 
Empire District & Electric OS 2,807 69,552 
Koch Pa.ver Services, Inc. OS 6,620 169,635 
Valero OS 11,250 289,913 
Associated Electric OS 349 9,587 
Rainbow Energy Marketing OS 1,056 29,015 
Western Resources OS 491 13,675 
Western Resources OS 4,870 136,981 
Western Farmers OS 225 6,750 
Kansas City Pa.ver & Light OS 295 9,084 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 2,880 91,186 

Cost per 
MWH 
!$) 
7.35 
8.52 

10.56 
11.28 
11.70 
11.86 
12.57 
12.93 
13.25 
14.64 
14.65 
15.87 
16.14 
16.23 
16.29 
16.31 
16.50 
16.69 
17.25 
17.50 
17.73 
18.06 
18.14 
18.47 
19.00 
19.21 
19.24 
19.41 
20.28 
20.37 
21.08 
21.54 
21.58 
22.00 
22.62 
22.85 
23.03 
24.05 
24.34 
24.45 
24.78 
25.62 
25.77 
27.47 
27.48 
27.85 
28.13 
30.00 
30.79 
31.66 

Exhibit_(RMS-19) 
Schedule 9-96 

Page 1 of2 

cumulaUve 
ShareofMWH 

Purchased 

1.22% 
1.30% 
2.17% 
2.27% 
2.35% 
2.52% 
2.52% 

16.54% 
16.79% 
18.10% 
23.53% 
24.91% 
27.63% 
27.65% 
71.78% 
72.39% 
72.50% 
73.82% 
74.56% 
74.58% 
74.62% 
74.70% 
74.96% 
75.53% 
75.64% 
79.04% 
80.44% 
81.29% 
81.84% 
82.04% 
82.96% 
87.33% 
87.39% 
87.39% 
89.89% 
90.73% 
93.60% 
93.68% 
94.02% 
95.91% 
96.10% 
96.56% 
97.33% 
97.36% 
97.43% 
97.46% 
97.80% 
97.82% 
97.84% 
98.04% 



( 

Seller 

Western Farmers Coop 
Southwestern Public Se<vice Company 
Noram Power Marketing 
Public S81Vice of Oklahoma (CSW) 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Independence Power & Light 
Central Illinois Public Selvic:e 
Kansas Gas and Electric (Western Resources) 
Public S81Vice of Oklahoma (CSW) 
Oklahoma Gas & Elecbic 
Sunflower Electric Pow« Corporation 

Total 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Source: Utilic«p United lnc.'s 1996 FERC Form 1. 

Transaction MWH 

TYJM! Purchased 

OS 520 
OS 2,100 
OS 450 
OS 1,600 
OS 1,225 
OS 33 
OS 1,600 
OS 50 
OS 4,360 
OS 1,240 
OS 15,264 

1,447,800 
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Total Cost per CumulaUve 
Charges MWH Share of MWH 

($) ($) Purchased 

16,640 3200 98.07% 
67,537 3216 98.22% 
14,550 3233 98,25% 
52,800 33.00 98.36% 
41,225 33.65 98.44% 

1,147 34.76 98.44% 
56,000 35,00 98.56% 

1,775 35.50 98.56% 
154,920 35.53 98.86% 
48,600 39.19 98.95% 

660,551 43.28 100.00% 

25,026,801 
17.29 



( 

Buyer 

Arkansas Electric Corporation 

Koch Power Services Marketing 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. 
Central and South West 

WestPlains Energy (Utilicorp) 

Midwest Energy 

Enron Power Marketing 

Enron Power Marketing 
Oxford, KS 

Entergy Services 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 

Oklahoma Municipal Power Agency 

Associated Electric Cooperative 

Missouri Public Service (Utilicorp) 
Coffeyville, KS 

Girard, KS 

Chanute, KS 
Augusta, KS 

Winfield, KS 
Wellington, KS 

Oklahoma Municipal Power Agency 

Neodesha, KS 
Burlington, KS 

Missouri Public Service (Utilicorp) 

Iola, KS 
Erie, KS 

Oxford, KS 

Mulvane, KS 
Fredonia, KS 

Union Electric Co. 

Louisville Gas & Electric Marketing 

Exhibit_(RMS-20) 
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Western Resources 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1995 
(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Statistical Total Charges 
Classification MWHSold ($) 

OS 53,100 737,853 

OS 1,263 19,248 

OS 93,112 1,423,543 

OS 11,220 173,674 
OS 23,204 366,224 
OS 713,038 11,722,241 

OS 17,450 290,211 
OS 3,450 60,210 
OS1 2 35 
OS 14,905 261,420 

OS 20,480 392,384 

OS 3,370 65;588 

OS 44,297 862,782 

OS 111,354 2,174,892 
OS2 108,499 2,142,561 

OS2 25,259 506,094 

OS2 154,477 3,097,608 
OS2 54,577 1,096,430 

OS2 112,756 2,268,064 
os2 66,367 1,338,570 

OS 317,426 6,405,286 

os2 8,475 171,108 

0S2 27,111 547,822 

OS 150 3,036 

OS2 87,747 1,781,298 

OS2 9,565 194,178 

OS2 8,328 170,542 

os2 6,413 134,554 

OS2 6,945 145,843 

OS 49,180 1,052,409 

OS 8,077 177,231 

Cost Per 
MWH 

($) 

13.90 

15.24 

15.29 
15.48 

15.78 

16.44 

16.63 

17.45 
17.50 

17.54 
19.16 

19.46 
19.48 

19.53 

19.75 
20.04 

20.05 

20.09 
20.11 

20.17 

20.18 

20.19 
20.21 

20.24 

20.30 

20.30 
20.48 

20.98 
21.00 

21.40 

21.94 
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Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Buyer Classification MWHSold ($) ($) 

Erie, KS os' 976 21,711 22.24 

Empire District Electric Co. OS 217,836 4,903,861 22.51 

Augusta, KS os' 2,481 57,396 23.13 

Public Service Co. of Oklahoma OS 608 14,179 23.32 

Omaha Public Power District OS 39,112 944,476 24.15 

Mulvane, KS os' 28 681 24.32 

Girard, KS os' 4,115 100,667 24.46 

Kansas City Power & Light OS 42,416 1,081,398 25.50 

Iola, KS os' 224 5,717 25.52 

Fredonia, KS os' 64 1,653 25.83 

WestPlains Energy (Utilicorp) OS 291 7,774 26.71 

Kansas City Power & Light OS 6,364 177,979 27.97 

Chanute, KS os' 1,897 53,142 28.01 

Wellington, KS OS' 33 936 28.36 

Winfield, KS os' 938 26,876 28.65 

Omaha Public Power District OS 7,360 214,563 29.15 

Burlington, KS os' 25 734 29.36 

( Neodesha, KS os' 85 2,706 31.84 

Southwestern Public Service OS 200 6,400 32.00 

Central Louisiana Electric OS 880 30,600 34.77 

Grand River Dam Authority OS 600 24,152 40.25 

Kansas Electric Power Cooperative OS 8,969 997,382 111.20 

Midwest Energy OS 11,308 1,898,451 167.89 

Total 2,508,407 50,356,373 
Weighted Average Price per MWH 20.08 

Notes: 
1 Emergency Service 
2 Supplemental Energy 

Sources: 
Western Resources, lnc.'s 1995 FERC Form 1. 
Kansas Gas and Electrtc Company's 1995 FERC Form 1. 
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Western Resources 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1996 
(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Statistical Total Charges 
Buyer Classification MWHSold ($) 

Aquila Power Corporation OS 800 20,800 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation OS 100 1,800 
Associated Electric Coop., Inc. OS 58,455 1,059,833 
Augusta, KS OS 56,618 1,203,410 
Burlington, KS OS 30,753 687,287 
Central & South West Services OS 61,886 1,058,072 

Chanute, KS OS 164,575 3,640,878 
Citizens Lehman Power Sales OS 600 15,000 
Coffeyville, KS OS 130,855 2,745,418 
Coral Power, LLC OS 750 10,325 
Delhi Energy Services OS 21,139 382,611 
Eastex Power Marketing OS 800 13,200 
Electric Clearinghouse Inc. OS 70,311 906,845 
Empire District Electric Company OS 321,607 8,242,599 
Enron Power Marketing OS 174,407 2,977,557 
Entergy Electric System OS 68,800 1,321,392 

Entergy Power OS 34,675 436,495 
Erie, KS OS 10,512 232,384 
Federal Energy Services OS 967 24,643 
Fredonia, KS OS 6,147 151,585 
Girard, KS OS 25,869 637,571 
Grand River Dam Authority OS 3,125 82,413 
Heartland Energy Services OS 2,483 49,810 

Iola, KS OS 94,217 2,049,544 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities OS 62,490 1,553,701 
Kansas City Power & Light OS 63,668 1,538,683 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative OS 44,991 1,523,811 
Koch Power Services, Inc. OS 47,851 1,124,031 

Louis Dreyfus Electric Power OS 122,499 1,791,550 
Louisville Gas & Electric Marketing OS 526,700 8,688,934 

Midwest Energy, Inc. OS 801,160 23,056,460 

Missouri Public Service OS 69,792 1,534,414 

Mulvane, KS OS 7,872 191,781 

Neodesha, KS OS 8,570 191,130 
Noram Energy Services OS 7,709 138,632 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. OS 167,635 2,934,873 

Cost Per 
MWH 

($) 

26.00 
18.00 
18.13 
21.25 
22.35 
17.10 
22.12 
25.00 
20.98 
13.77 
18.10 
16.50 
12.90 
25.63 
17.07 
19.21 
12.59 
22.11 
25.48 
24.66 
24.65 
26.37 
20.06 
21.75 
24.86 
24.17 
33.87 
23.49 
14.63 
16.50 
28.78 
21.99 
24.36 
22.30 
17.98 
17.51 
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Cost Per 
Statistical Total Charges MWH 

Buyer Classification MWH Sold ($) ($) 

Oklahoma Municipal Power Agency OS 355 7,100 20.00 

Omaha Public Power District OS 50,729 1,363,383 26.88 

Oxford, KS OS 8,704 192,070 22.07 

Panenergy Power Services OS 52,995 827,188 15.61 

Public Service Company of Oklahoma OS 122,982 2,081,956 16.93 

Rainbow Energy Marketing OS 381 10,289 27.01 

Sonat Power Marketing OS 52 1,326 25.50 

Southwestern Public Service OS 15,985 276,083 17.27 

Sunflower Electric Power Corporation OS 21,305 795,236 37.33 

Union Electric Co. OS 67,616 1,591,859 23.54 

Valero Power Services OS 72,869 1,410,799 19.36 

Vital Gas and Electric OS 3,632 69,580 19.16 

Wellington, KS OS 73,343 1,556,237 21.22 

WestPlains Energy OS 48,338 1,009,886 20.89 

Winfield, KS OS 35,710 834,570 23.37 

Total 3,846,384 84,247,034 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 21.90 

Sources: 
Western Resources, lnc.'s 1996 FERC Fonn 1. 
Kansas Gas and Electric Company's 1996 FERC Fonn 1. 
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Buyer 

Arkansas Rural Electric Co-op 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Baldwin, Kansas 

Carrollton, Missouri 
Central & South West Services, Inc. 

Empire District Electric Company 
Enron Power Marketing, Inc. 

Entergy Electric System 

Gardner, Kansas 

Garnett, Kansas 

Higginsville, Missouri 

Independence, Missouri 
Independence, Missouri 

Interstate Power Company 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 

Koch Power Services, Inc. 

Lincoln Electric Company 

Louisville Gas & Electric 

Marshall, Missouri 

MidAmerican Energy 
Missouri Public Service Company 

Nebraska Public Power District 

NorAm Energy Services, Inc. 
Northern States Power Company 

Omaha Public Power District 

Osawatomie, Kansas 
Ottawa, Kansas 

Salisbury, Missouri 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 

Union Electric Company 

Western Resources 

Total 
Weighted Average Cost per MWH 

Notes: 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1995 
(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Statistical Total Charges 
Classification MWHSold ($) 

os 2 285,210 3,227,403 

OS' 253,132 3,521,646 

os' 3,853 76,369 

os' 41,956 822,642 

os 2 300 5,280 

os' 253,887 3,503,463 

os 2 48,380 740,228 

os' 57,280 839,497 

OS' 41,280 802,979 

os' 17,834 348,378 

OS' 39,803 785,862 

os' 13,765 296,816 

os' 478 199,110 

os' 603 7,859 

os' 117,321 2,124,399 

os' 25 300 

os' 175 184,966 

os' 64,000 927,464 

os' 105,046 1,803,436 

os' 27,890 612,961 

os' 158,092 2,275,054 

os' 25,660 486,226 

os' 34,675 497,593 

os' 107,428 2,215,038 

os' 3,163 323,393 

OS' 8,598 211,127 

os' 31,851 662,365 

os' 19,983 404,698 

os' 111,843 1,806,467 

os' 1,729,771 27,531,222 

os' 60,439 734,070 

3,663,721 57,978,311 

1 The service to these customers is long-term service subject to availabil.it'/. 
2 FERC Rate is Supplement#13 to WSPP Rate SChedule FERC #1. 

Source: Kansas City Power& Light Company's 1995 FERC Form 1, pages 310-311.3. 

Cost Per 
MWH 

($) 

11.32 

13.91 
19.82 

19.61 

17.60 
13.80 

15.30 

14.66 
19.45 

19.53 

19.74 

21.56 

416.55 

13.03 
18.11 

12.00 

1056.95 
14.49 

17.17 

21.98 

14.39 

18.95 

14.35 
20.62 

102.24 

24.56 
20.80 

20.25 

16.15 
15.92 

12.15 

15.82 
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Cumulative Share 
ofMWHSold 

7.78% 
14.69% 
14.80% 

15.94% 

15.95% 
22.88% 

24.20% 
25.77% 

26.89% 
27.38% 

28.47% 
28.84% 
28.85% 
28.87% 
32.07% 
32.07% 
32.08% 
33.83% 
36.69% 

37.45% 
41.77% 

42.47% 

43.42% 
46.35% 
46.43% 
46.67% 
47.54% 

48.08% 
51.14% 
98.35% 

100.00% 
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Buyer 

Aquila Power Corporation 

Arkansas Rural Electric Coop 

Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Baldwin, KS 
Carrollton, MO 
Central and South West 

CNG Power Services 

Delhi 

Electric Clearinghouse, Inc. 

Empire District Electric Company 

Empire District Electric Company 

cnron Power Marketing Inc. 

Entergy Electric System 

Federal Energy Sales, Inc. 
Gardner, KS 
Gardner, KS 
Grand River Dam Authority 

Higginsville, MO 

Independence, MO 

Independence, MO 

Independence, MO 

Interstate Power 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 

Kansas Gas & Electric 
Kansas Gas & Electric 

Kansas Power & Light 

Kansas Power & Light 

Koch Power Services, Inc. 

Louis Dreyfus Electric Power 

Louisville Gas & Electric 

Marshall, MO 
MidAmerican Energy 
Missouri Public Company 

Missouri Public Service Co. 

Nebraska Public Power District 

NorAm Energy Services, Inc. 

Kansas City Power & Light Company 
Non-Firm Wholesale Sales for Resale 

And Short-Term Firm Sales, 1996 
(In Order of Cost Per MWH) 

Statistical Total Charges 
Classification MWHSold ($) 

os2 1,600 27,200 
os2 286,800 3,421,715 
os2 142,855 2,010,913 

os 1 146,884 2,179,743 

os 1 8,169 143,674 

OS 42,837 826,632 
os2 1,825 27,375 

0S2 82 1,463 
os2 10,925 162,545 

os2 8,555 142,217 

os2 865 13,267 

os 1 523,426 8,599,566 

os2 180,353 2,708,395 

0s2 161,070 2,865,679 

0s2 3,270 68,258 
OS 18,320 353,054 
OS 47,291 927,729 

os2 825 13,200 

os' 21,680 417,287 

os' 16,630 304,085 

os2 20 530 

os' 315 203,120 

os' 5,575 93,131 

os 1 161,790 3,658,163 

os2 28,243 503,435 
OS 22 440 

os2 9,525 148,649 

os' 5,928 111,873 

os' 18,716 306,193 

os' 31,356 584,132 

os' 105,545 1,625,830 

os 1 109,610 1,866,558 

OS 12,386 235,239 
OS 99,638 1,561,654 

os' 10,792 186,166 

os' 5,523 134,350 
os2 1,400 91,122 

Cost Per 
MWH 

($) 

17.00 

11.93 

14.08 

14.84 

17.59 
19.30 

15.00 
17.84 

14.88 

16.62 
15.34 

16.43 

15.02 

17.79 

20.87 
19.27 
19.62 

16.00 

19.25 

18.29 

26.50 

644.83 

16.71 

22.61 

17.83 
20.00 

15.61 

18.87 

16.36 

18.63 

15.40 

17.03 
18.99 
15.67 

17.25 

24.33 

65.09 
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Cumulative Share 
ofMWHSold 

0.04% 

7.87% 

11.76% 

15.77% 

15.99% 
17.16% 

17.21% 
17.21% 

17.51% 

17.74% 

17.77% 

32.04% 
36.96% 

41.35% 

41.44% 
41.94% 
43.23% 

43.25% 
43.84% 

44.30% 

44.30% 

44.31% 

44.46% 
48.87% 

49.64% 
49.64% 

49.90% 

50.06% 

50.57% 

51.43% 

54.31% 

57.30% 
57.63% 
60.35% 

60.65% 

60.80% 

60.84% 
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( Cost Per 

Statistical Total Charges MWH Cumulative Share 

Buyer Classification MWHSold ($) ($) ofMWHSold 

Northern States Power Company OS 56,586 1,392,983 24.62 62.38% 

Omaha Public Power District os 2 1,525 23,500 15.41 62.42% 

Omaha Public Power District OS 7,990 146,180 18.30 62.64% 

Osawatomie, KS os' 9,325 175,880 18.86 62.89% 

Ottawa, KS os 1 48,675 870,905 17.89 64.22% 

Rainbow Energy Marketing Corp. os 2 125 2,000 16.00 64.22% 

Salisbury, MO os' 20,825 411,552 19.76 64.79% 

Sonat Power Marketing os 2 200 3,260 16.30 64.80% 

St. Joseph Light & Power Co. OS 24,743 435,165 17.59 65.47% 

Union Electric Company OS 1,256,371 20,661,257 16.45 99.74% 

Valero Power Services os' 2,100 35,830 17.06 99.79% 

Vitol Gas & Electric os' 4,700 57,895 12.32 99.92% 

West Plains Energy os 2 2,880 91,186 31.66 100.00% 

Total 3,666,691 60,832,175 
Weighted Average Price Per MWH 16.59 

Notes: 
These sa}es are k>ng-tenn, subject to availability. 

These sales were made under Supplement #13 to WSPP Rate Schedule FERC #1. 

Source: Kansas City Power & Light's 1996 FERC Fonn 1, pp. 310-311.4. 



Analysis of Concentration: Economic Capacity 

Exhibit_(f<,.,<:i-21) 
Schedule 1 

Case 1: Delivered Prices Measured at Utility's Border or SPP Border 

Market Excluding Southern Market Including Southern & TVA Market Excluding Southern & TVA 

Price Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI 

14 2,003 73 1,672 49 1,413 193 
20 1,424 78 1,250 63 928 167 
25 1,530 34 1,384 22 1,055 74 
35 1,281 32 1,279 19 1,02!:l 60 

Note: 
1 

Economic capacity for each utility in SPP based on its own energy cost and transmission tariff or costs delivered to its border. 
Economic Capacity for MAPP, MAIN, and SERC utilities based on costs delivered to the SPP border. 
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Price 

14 
20 
25 
35 

Analysis of Concentration: Economic Capacity 
Case 2: Delivered Prices at Entergy Border 

Exhibit_(~, ,-21) 
Schedule 2 

Market Excluding Southern Market Including Southern & TVA Market Excluding Southern & TVA 

Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI 

2,140 36 1,765 24 1,436 101 
1,846 42 1,578 27 1,267 104 
1,554 34 1,496 19 1,089 74 
1,351 27 1,316 

-------
16 1,242 50 



Price 

14 
20 
25 
35 

-
Exhibit_{k, •. ..;-21) 

Schedule 3 

Analysis of Concentration: Economic Capacity 
Case 3: Delivered Prices Measured at Utility's Border or SPP Border, 

Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 1 

Market Excluding Southern Market Including Southern & TVA Market Excluding Southern & TVA 

Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI 

1,281 129 1,140 97 1,067 240 
1,579 35 1,389 24 1,046 · 80 
1,381 30 1,361 18 961 62 
1,323 29 1,293 18 __ 1,216 52 

Note: 1 Economic capacity for each utility in SPP based on its own energy cost. 
Economic Capacity for MAPP, MAIN, and SERC utilities based on costs delivered to the border of SPP. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
14 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern 
MAPP1 Exports constrained to 1200 MN and Southwestern Publlc Service Constrained to 300 MN 

Capacity Market 
Utility {Including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City PCM'ef & Light 1,689 6.25% 39 
Western Resources 1,590 5.88% 35 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 65 0.24% 0 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1.120 4.14% 17 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperatrte 0 0.00% 0 
Central and South West J 6 0.02% 0 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 0 0.00% 0 
City of Alexandria. LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
CityofCoffey.'ille, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol W~field. KS 0 0.00ft 0 
City Power & Light, Independence. MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Utirtties. Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 0 
Empire astriet Electric Company 96 0.36% 0 
Entergy Sef\'ices 3,575 13.22% 175 
Grand River Dam Authority 470 1.74% 3 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas Qty Board of Public Utilmes 235 0.87% 1 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 70 0.26% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Pcmec Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas E$ectrlc Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 9.35% 87 
Oklahoma Municipal Pcmet Authority 26 0.10% 0 
Southwestern Prmer Administration 2,079 7.68% 59 
Southwestern Public Sel'v'ice Company 13 0.05% 0 
st Joseph Light & Power Company 121 0.45% 0 
Sunflowet Electric Power Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
Utilieorp (WestPJains and MiSSOIJri Public Ser.-ice) 0 0.00% 0 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperative Pcmer 0 0.00% 0 
JES Utilities 119 0.44% 0 
Interstate Pcmer Company 17 0.06% 0 
Uneoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmefican Energy 316 1.17% 1 
Minnesota Pcmer 15 0.06% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 310 1.14% 1 
Northern states Pc,,yer 201 0.74% 1 
Northwestern Public SeMCe Company 7 0.03% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 216 0.80% 1 
OtterTailPcmer 1 0.00% 0 

Central and South West- ERCOT 3 0.02% 0 
Central Illinois PCH/ef Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
IHinois Power Company 0 0.00¾ 0 
Union Electric 1,812 6.70% 45 
Tennessee Valley Authority 10,353 38.27% 1,465 

MAPP TOTAL 
Total 27,050 100.00¾ 1,930 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 73 

Post-Merger HHI 2,003 

Notes: 1 lncfudes transportation costs. 
1 MAPP Utilities are Interstate. Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPD. Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public SelVice Company, IES Utilities. 
and Otter Tail Power. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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( Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
20 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern 
MAfp2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 Pffl 

Capacity Market 
Utility (Including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Light 2,631 5.22% 27 
Western Resources 3.790 7.52% 57 

Arkansas Eledtic Cooperalrv'e Co,poration 1,188 2.36% 6 
Associated EJeciric Cooperative 2,280 4.52% 20 
cajun Electric Po.wr Cooperative 1,393 2.76¾ 8 
Central and Sooth West. 3 2,742 5.44% 30 
Central Louisiana EJeetri¢ Company 325 0.64% 0 
City of AJexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Colfe)','llle, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPhe,son, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of W,nfie!d, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Po.wr & light, Independence, MO 131 0.26% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 0.82% 1 
Empire District Electnc; Company 307 0.61% 0 
EntergySeMCeS 5,232 10.38% 108 
Grand Rr.'ef Oam Authority 1,280 2.54% 6 
KAMO E~ Cooperawe 200 0.40% 0 
Kansas City Boatd of Public Ublities 327 0.65% 0 
Kansas Electric Power CooperatNe 70 0.14% 0 
Louisiana Energy and PaNef' Authority 3 0.00% 0 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas EJectrie Cooperative 117 0.23% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 5.02% 25 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 118 0.23% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,079 4.12¾ 17 
Scx.rth......estem Public Service Company 39 0.08¾ 0 
St Joseph Light & Power Company 218 0.43¾ 0 
Sunflower Electric Pcmer Corporation 325 0.64¾ 0 
UWicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 980 1.94% 4 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperawe Powef 39 0.08'!. 0 
IES Utilities 107 0.21'1. 0 
Interstate Power Company 33 0.07% 0 
Lincoln Ek!ctric System 0 0.00'/, 0 
MidAmerican Energy 239 0.47% 0 
Minnesota Power 85 0.17% 0 
Nebraska Public PCH.'ef Distfict 182 0.36% 0 
Northern states Pc:JHe< 346 0.69% 0 
Northwestern Publtc SeMCe Company 15 0.03% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 126 0.25% 0 
Otter Tail P<mer 28 0.08% 0 

Central Illinois Power CooperatNe 0 0.00¾ 0 
IUinois PONer Company 2,847 5.65¾ 32 
Union EJectric 1,812 3.59% 13 
Tennessee Valley Authority 15,839 31.42% 987 

Total 50,415 100.00o/. 1,345 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 78 

Post-Merger HHI 1,424 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Linco(n Electric. MidAmerican, NPPD, Northern states, OPPD, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public SeMCe Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tai Power. 
3 lncludes800 MW from ERCOT. 

sources: 1995 E!A Form 860. 
1996 ElA Fonn 423. 
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( Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
25 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern 
MAPp2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MN 

Capacity Market 
Utility (Including hydro} Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City Pcmer & light 2,631 3.40% 12 
Western Resources 3,857 4.99% 25 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,729 2.23¾ 5 
Associated Electric CooperatiVe 2,502 3.23o/. 10 
Cajun Electric PCfflef Cooperative 1,393 1.80% 3 
Central and South West) 4,349 5.6211 32 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.19% 1 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00¾ 0 
City ol C1al1csdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffe~le, KS 0 0.00¾ 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.30', 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City POHer & light. Independence. MO 131 0.17% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 0.53o/, 0 
Empire District Electric Company 399 0.52% 0 
EnlefDY Sei"f'ices 11,638 15.04% 226 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.65% 3 
KAMO Electric Cooperawe 200 0.26% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public UtiOOes 572 0.74% 1 
Kansas Electric P<7,','ef Cooperative 70 0.09¾ 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.15¾ 0 
MidweSt Energy 6 0.01% 0 
Northeast Texas Ele<:tric Cooperative 117 0.15¾ 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,630 3.27% 11 
Oklahoma Municipal P<mer Authority 118 0.15¾ 0 
southwestern Power Administration 2,079 2.69% 7 
Southwestern Public Service Company 300 0.39% 0 
st Joseph Light & Pcmer Company 218 0.28% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 410 0.53¾ 0 
Ublicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 1,023 1.32% 2 
Westem Farmers Electoo CooperatNe 690 0.89% 

Cooperative PaNe< 37 0.05% 0 
IESUtilities 109 0.14% 0 
Interstate Power Company 36 0.05% 0 
Lincoln Electric ~em 0 0.00¾ 0 
MidAmerican Energy 232 0.30¾ 0 
Minnesota Power 89 0.11% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 176 0.23¾ 0 
Northern States Po,,,er 346 0.45¾ 0 
Northwestern Pubtic Service Company 14 0.02% 0 
Omaha Public POHer District 123 0.16% 0 
Otter Tail PaNer 38 0.05¾ 0 

Central Illinois Pc,Nef Cooperative 339 0.44% 0 
lllinOCS Power Company 3,743 4.84% 23 
Union Ele<:trio 7,097 9.16Y, 84 
Tennessee Valley Authority 25,038 32.36o/, 1,047 

Total 77,361 100.00•1. 1,496 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 34 

Post-Merger HHI 1,530 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP UtiOOes are lnter..tate, Linoo!n Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO. Northern States, OPPO, 
Cooperative Pcmer, Minnesota Pa....er, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
:, Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
35 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern 
MAPP2 Exports: Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility {Including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Light 2,705 2.93% 9 
Western Resources 5,002 5.41% 29 

Arl<ansas Electric Cooperative Co(poration 1,788 1.93% 4 
Associated Eiectnc Cooperative 2,502 2.71% 7 
ca jun Electric PCM'el' Cooperative 1.613 1.75'/4 3 
Central and South West. 3 8,521 9.22% 85 
Central Louisiana EJectric Company 2,292 2.48% 6 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarl<sdal~ MS 23 0.02% 0 
City of Colley,ille, KS 56 0.06% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 530 0.57% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 182 0.20% 0 
C:ityofWinfieid, KS 52 0.06% 0 
City Prmer & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.14¾ 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 651 0.70o/, 0 
Empire District Electric Company 677 0.73% 1 
Entergy Services 15,105 16.34o/, 267 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.39% 2 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.22% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utiities 572 0.62o/, 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 70 0.08% 0 
Louisiana Enecgy and P<Wtef' AuthOrity 338 0.37% 0 
Midwest Energy 15 0.02o/, 0 
Northeast Texas E~Cooperative 117 0.13% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric: Company 2,530 2.74% 7 
Okiahoma Municipal PCM'er Authority 118 0.13% 0 
Southwest.em Power Administration 2,079 2.25% 5 
Southwestern Public SeMCe Company 300 0.32% 0 
SL Joseph Light & Power Company 260 0.28% 0 
SUnfkM'el' Eleciric Power Corporabon 522 0.56% 0 
Utmcorp (West?lains and Missouri Public SeJVice) 1,355 1.47% 2 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 1,093 1.18% 1 

Cooperative Power 35 0.04¾ 0 
!ES Utilities 102 0.11% 0 
lnlerstate Pc:mer Company 58 0.06% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 5 0.01% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 249 0.27% 0 
Minnesota Power 82 0.09¾ 0 
Nebraska Pubtic Powe< District 168 0.18% 0 
Northern States Pc:mer 337 0.37% 0 
Northwestern Public Sef'lice Company 13 0.01% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 114 0.12¾ 0 
Otter Ta,l Pc:mer 36 0.04% 0 

Central IHinois Pcmer Cooperati'o'e 2,673 2.89% 8 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 4.05% 16 
Union Electric 7,087 7.67% 59 
Tennessee Valley Authority 25,038 27.09% 734 

Total 92,419 100.00% 1,249 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 32 

Post-Merger HHI 1,281 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric. MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPD, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Pcmer, Northwestern Public SefVice Company, !ES Utilities. 
and Otter Tail Power. 
:) Includes 800 MW~ ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Foon 860. 
1996 EIA Fom, 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
14 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Including Southern 
MAPr>2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capactty Market 
UUllly (lncludlng hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Light 1,689 5.11% 26 
Western Resources 1,590 4.81% 23 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 65 0.20% 0 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,120 3.39% 11 
cajun Electric PCM'ef Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Central and South West.' 6 0.02'/o 0 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 0 0.00% 0 
City ot Alexandria. LA 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Clal1<sdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Colfey.;ne, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Lafayette, LA 0 0.00¾ 0 
City of McPheraoo, KS 0 0.00% 0 
Cityo/Wmfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light Independence. MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 0 
Empire District Electne Company 96 0.29% 0 
Entergy Ser.ices 3,575 10.82% 117 
Grand River Dam Authority 470 1.42% 2 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board oC Public Utilities 235 0.71% 1 
Kansas Electric Power CooperatiVe 70 0,21% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oldahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 7.65% 59 
OklahOma Municipal PO'Nef Authority 26 0.08% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,079 6.29% 40 
Southwestern Publlc Ser.ice Company 13 0.04% 0 
st Joseph light & Power Company 121 0.36% 0 
Sunnower E~ Power Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
Utilicocp (1/1/eslPlains and Missouri Public Service) 0 0.00% 0 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

eooperative PaNet 0 0.00% 0 
IES Ublities 119 0.36% 0 
Interstate PONer Company 17 0.05% 0 
Linewl Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 316 0.95o/, 1 
Minnesota Pcmer 15 0.05% 0 
Nebraska Public Power Oistnct 310 0.94% 1 
Northern States POY,'ef' 201 0.61% 0 
Nocttrwestem Public SeMCe Company 7 0.02% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 216 0.65¾ 0 
Otter Tail Power 1 0.00% 0 

Central Illinois P~ Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois PaNet Company 0 0.00% 0 
Southern Companies 6,001 18.16% 330 
Union E$ectric 1,812 5.48% 30 
Tennessee Valley Authority 10,353 31.32% 981 

Total 33,052 100.00o/. 1,622 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 49 

Post-Merger HHI 1,672 

Notes: 1 lndudes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are lnlerstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPO, 
Cooperative Pc,,o.,er, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
) lndudes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 ElA Foon 860. 
1996 EIA Fonn 423. 
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( Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
20 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Including Southern 
MAPF'2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas Qty Power & Light 2,631 4.66% 22 
Western Resources 3,790 6.72% 45 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,188 2.10% 4 
Associated EJectric Cooperalive 2,280 4.04% 16 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 2.47% 6 
Central and South West~ 2,742 4.86% 24 
Central Louisiana EJectric Company 325 0.58% 0 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00¾ 0 
City of Coffey.,ille, KS 0 0.00¾ 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00¾ 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Pcmer & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.23% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 0.73% 1 
Empire District Electric Company 307 0.54¾ 0 
Entergy Services 5,232 9.27¾ 86 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 2.27¾ 5 
KAMO E-CooperatM! 200 0.35% 0 
Kansas City Board of Pubic Utilities 327 0.58% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 70 0.12% 0 
Louisiana Energy and PaNer Authority 3 0.00% 0 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.21% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 4.48% 20 
Oklahoma Municipal Pc,,,,,er Authority 118 0.21¾ 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,079 3.68% 14 
Southwestern Public SeMCe Company 39 0.07% 0 
st Joseph Light & Power Company 218 0.39% 0 
Sunflower Electric Pcmer Corporation 325 0.58% 0 
Utiticofp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Ser-ice) 980 1.74% 3 
Western Fannera Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperative P<J-Het 39 0.07'/4 0 
IES Utilities 107 0.19% 0 
Interstate Power Company 33 0.06% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 239 0.42% 0 
Minnesota PCl'Nef 85 0.15% 0 
Nebraska Public PCIYlef District 182 0.32% 0 
Northern States P0Wef 346 0.61% 0 
Northwestern Public SeNice Company 15 0.03% 0 
Omaha Public Power Di:Strict 126 0.22% 0 
Otter Tail Power 28 0.05% 0 

Central Illinois Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois Power Company 2,847 5.05% 25 
Southern Companies 6.001 10.64% 113 
Union Electric 1,812 3.21% 10 
Tennessee Valley Authority 15,839 28.07% 788 

Total 56,417 100.00% 1,187 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 63 

Post-Merger HHI 1,250 

Notes: 1 lnctudes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPD. Northern states. OPPD. 
Cooperative Power. Minnesota Power, North'NeStem Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and otter Tail Power. 
~ lnciudes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
25 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Including Southern 
MAPP1 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas Qty Power & Light 2,631 2.71% 7 
Western Resources 3,857 3.97% 16 

Arkansas Electric CooperatiVe Cofporation 1,729 1.78% 3 
Associated Electnc CooperatNe 2,502 2.58% 7 
ca jun Electric Pa.ver Cooperative 1,393 1.44% 2 
Cffltral and South West 3 

4,349 4.-48¾ 20 
Central Louislana e1ecmc Company 922 0.95% 1 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of aalksdaJe, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffey.ille. KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.27% 0 
City ol McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Wtnfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.13% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield. MO 413 0.43% 0 
Empire Distnct Electric Company 399 0.41% 0 
Entergy SeMCeS 11.638 11.99% 144 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.32% 2 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.21% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Ub1ities 572 0.59% 0 
Kansas Eleetric: Powe< Cooperative 70 0.07% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.12% 0 
Midwest Energy 6 0.01% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.12% 0 
Oldahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 2.61% 7 
Oldahoma Municipal Power Authority 118 0.12% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,079 2.14% 5 
Southwestern Public Serviee Company 300 0.31% 0 
st Joseph Light & Power Company 218 0.22¥, 0 
SunfkM'er Electric Pa.ver Corporation 410 0.42% 0 
Utilieorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 1,023 1.05¾ 1 
Western Farmers Elecitic Cooperative 690 0.71¾ 1 

CooperatiVe Power 37 0.04% 0 
/ES Utilities 109 0.11% 0 
Interstate Pcmer Company 36 0.04% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 232 0.24% 0 
Minnesota Power 89 0.09o/, 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 176 0.18% 0 
Northem states Power 346 0.36% 0 
Northwestern Public ServK:e Company 14 0.01% 0 
Omaha Public Power Disttict 123 0.13% 0 
Otter Tail Po.ver 38 0.04% 0 

Central Illinois Pa.ver Cooperative 339 0.35% 0 
lllin()(S Power Company 3,743 3.86% 15 
Southern Companies 19.700 20.30% 412 
Union Electric 7,087 7.30% 53 
Tennessee Valley Authority 25,038 25.80% 665 

Total 97,061 100.00% 1,362 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 22 

Post-Merger HHI 1,384 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate. Lincoll'I Eleetric. MidAmerican, NPPO, Northem States, OPPO, 
Cooperative PONef, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
35 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Including Southern 
MAPP"2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Publie Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utlllty {Including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City Pr.mer & Light 2,705 2.26% 5 
Western Resources 5.002 4.19% 18 

Arkansas Electnc Cooperative Corporation 1,788 1.50% 2 
Assoeiated Electric CooperatNe 2,502 2.09% 4 
C3jun Eleciric Pa.ver Cooperative 1,613 1.35% 2 
Central and South West 3 8.521 7.13% 51 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 2,292 1.92% 4 
CityofAlexandria,LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Ctarksdale, MS 23 0.02% 0 
City of Cotfey.ille, KS 56 0.05% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 530 0.44% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 182 0.15% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 52 0.04% 0 
City Power & Light. Independence, MO 131 0.11% 0 
City Utilities, Springfiekl, MO 651 0.55% 0 
Empire District E~ric: Company 677 0.57% 0 
Entergy Services 15.105 12.65% 160 
Grand River Dam Authority 1.280 1.07% 1 
KAMO Elecilic Cooperatiw 200 0.17% 0 
Kansas Qty Board of Public Utilities 572 0.48% 0 
Kansas Electric PCIM!f Cooperative 70 0.06% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 338 0.28% 0 
Mi<t-1.'est Energy 15 0.01% 0 
Northeast Texas Electrie Cooperative 117 0.10% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & EJectric Company 2,530 2.12% 4 
Ok:lahoma Municipal Power Authority 118 0.10% 0 
Southwestern Pa.ver Administration 2,079 1.74% 3 
Southwestern Public SefVice Company 300 0.25% 0 
St Joseph Light & Power Company 260 0.22% 0 
Sunlkffler Electric Power Corporation 522 0.44% 0 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Ser.'ice) 1,355 1.13% 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 1,093 0.92% 

Cooperative Power 35 0.03% 0 
IES Utilities 102 0.09% 0 
Interstate Power Company 58 0.05% 0 
Linco!n Electric System 5 0.00¾ 0 
MidAmerican Energy 249 0.21% 0 
Minnesota Power 82 0.07% 0 
Nebraska Public PCIHel ~ 168 0.14% 0 
Northern states Power 337 0.28% 0 
Northwestern Public Service C-ompany 13 0.01% 0 
Omaha Public Pcme,r District 11' 0.10% 0 
Otter Tail. Power 36 0.03% 0 

Central Illinois Pcme,r Cooperative 2,673 2.24e!. 5 
lllinots Power Company 3,743 3.13% 10 
Southern Companies 27,029 22.63% 512 
Union Electric 7,087 5.93% 35 
Tennessee Valley Authority 25,038 20.96% 439 

Total 119,448 100.00% 1,260 

Change In HHI Resutung from Merged Company 19 

Post-Merger HHI 1,279 

Notes: ' Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPO. 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Uti!rties, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
3 Includes 600 WM from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Foon 423. 
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( Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
14 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern and TVA 
MAPp2 Exports constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Publlc Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (including hydro) Share 

(MW} 

Kansas City Pcmer & light 1,689 10.12% 
Western Resources 1,590 9.53% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 65 0.39% 
Associated Etectric Cooperative 1,120 6.71o/, 
cajun Electric POHer Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Central and South West 3 

6 0.04% 
Central Louisiana Electric: Company 0 0.OOo/, 
City of Alexandria. LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of Coffey.ille, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 
City or McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield. KS 0 0.00% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 
Empire District Electric: Company 96 0.58% 
Entergy SeMCeS 3.575 21.41'1~ 
Grand River Dam Authority 470 2.82% 
KAMO Ele<1rie Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 235 1.41o/, 
Kansas Electric Pcmer Cooperative 70 0.42¾ 
Louisiana EnefQY and P~r Authority 0 0.OOo/, 
Midwest Enecgy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Okiahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 15.15% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 26 0.16% 
Southwestern PONeC Administration 2.079 12.45% 
Sotrth'Nestem Public Ser.ice Company 13 0.08% 
st Joseph light & Power Company 121 0.72% 
Sunflower Electnc Power Corporation 0 0.00% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public: SelVice) 0 0.00% 
Western Farmers Electric: CooperatNe 0 0.00% 

Cooperative PO'Ner 0 0.00% 
IES Utilities 119 0.71% 
Interstate Power Company 17 0.10% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Ene19y 316 1.89% 
Minnesota Power 15 0.09% 
Nebraska Public Power Oistnc:t 310 1.8So/~ 
Northern States Power 201 1.20% 
Northwestern Public SefVice Company 7 0.04% 
Omaha Pubic Power District 216 1.29% 
otter Tail Power 1 0.00% 

Central Illinois Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 
Union Electric 1,812 10.65% 

Total 16,698 100.00% 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Uti!ities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric. MidAmerican. NPPD. Northern Stales, OPPD, 
Cooperative Power. Minnesota PaHer, Northwestern Public Service Company, !ES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
3 lnciudes 800 MW rrom ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA FOfTTl 860. 
1996 EIA Fonn 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
20 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern and TVA 
MAPf>2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Con5tra.lned to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utillfy (including hydro) Share 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Light 2,631 7.61•1. 
Western Resources 3,790 10.96'/4 

Arkansas Electric CooperatiVe Corporation 1,188 3.43% 
Associated E~ Cooperative 2,280 6.59% 
Cajun Electric Pcmer Cooperative 1,393 4.03% 
Central and Sooth West :, 2,742 7.93% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 325 0.94% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of eotrey.iHe, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 o.ooo/. 
City of McPherson. KS 0 O.OOo/, 
City of Winfield. KS 0 0.00% 
City P<:tNer & Light. Independence, MO 131 0.38% 
City Utilities, Springfield. MO 413 1.19% 
Empire District Electtic Company 307 0.89% 
Entergy Services 5,232 15.13% 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,260 3.70o/. 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.58% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 327 0.95% 
Kansas Electnc Paffer Cooperative 70 0.20% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 3 0.01% 
Midvr'est Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.34% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 7.32% 
Oldahoma Municipal PONer Authority 118 0.34% 
Southwestern PONer Administration 2,079 6.01% 
Souttr,wtt;tem Pubic Service Company 39 0.11% 
St Joseph light & Power Company 218 0.63% 
Sunl1owef Electric Power Corporation 325 0.94% 
Ulilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 960 2.83% 
Westem Farmers Elecirio Cooperative 0 0.00% 

Cooperative Power 39 0.11% 
IES Utilities 107 0.31% 
Interstate Power Company 33 0.10% 
Lincoln Electnc System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican energy 239 0.69% 
Minnesota PONer 85 0.25% 
Nebraska Public P<:tNer District 182 0.52% 
Northern States PO'Net'- 346 t.00% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 15 0.04% 
Omaha Public Pcmer District 126 0.37% 
Otter Tail PCM'ef 28 0.08% 

Central IUinois Power CooperaUve 0 0.00% 
Illinois Power Company 2.847 8.23% 
Union Electric 1,812 5.24% 

Total 34,Sn 100,00% 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lin coll\ Electric, MidAmefican, NPPO, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public: Service Company, !ES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
25 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern and TVA 
MAPp2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (Including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City PCM'ef' & Light 2,631 5.03% 25 
Western Resources 3.857 7.37% 54 

Arkansas EJectric CooperatiVe Corporation 1,729 3.30% 11 
Associated Electric CooperatiVe 2.502 4.78% 23 
Cajun Electric POYr'ef CooperatiVe 1,393 2.66% 7 
Central and South West 3 4.349 8.31% 69 
Central Louisiana E}ectric Company 922 1.76% 3 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Cla<l<sdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette. LA 262 0.50% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.25% 0 
City Utilities, Spring6cld, MO 413 0.79% 1 
Empire District Electric Company 399 0.76% 1 
Entergy Services 11,638 22.24% 495 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 2.45% 6 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.38% 0 
Kansas City Board ot Public Utilities 572 1.09% 1 
Kansas Electric Power COOperati'le 70 0.13% 0 
Louisiana Energy and PaNer Authority 116 0.22% 0 
Midwest Ene,gy 6 0.01% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric COOperative 117 0.22% 0 
OklahOma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 4.84% 23 
Oklahoma Municipal Pc,,ver Authority 118 0.23% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,079 3.97% 16 
Southwestern Public Service Company 300 0.57% 0 
st Joseph Light & PONer Company 218 0.42% 0 
Sunfl<:lwer Electric PCM'el' Corporation 410 0.78% 1 
Utilicorp (VYestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 1.023 1.96% 4 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 1.32% 2 

Cooperative PCIHe! 37 0.07% 0 
IES Utilities 109 0.21% 0 
Interstate PaNeC Company 36 0.07% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 232 0.44¾ 0 
Minnesota Power 89 0.17% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 176 0.34% 0 
Northern States Pc,,,,er 346 0.66% 0 
Northwestern Public Service Company 14 0.03% 0 
Omaha Public Pc,,,,er District 123 0.23% 0 
Otter Tail PONe< 38 0.07% 0 

Central Illinois Power Cooperative 339 0.65% 0 
lllinOtS Pa.ver Company 3,743 7.15% 51 
Union Electric 7,087 13.54% 183 

Total 52,323 100.00% 581 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 74 

Post-Merger HHI 1,055 

Notes: 1 lnckldes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate. Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO. Northern states, OPPO, 
CooperaWE! PCM"er. Minnesota PaNer, Northwestem Public SeJVice Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Pcmer. 
3 Inch.Ides 800 M'N from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
35 Mills 

Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern and TVA 
MAPp2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility {including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City Pcmer & Light 2,705 4.02% 16 
Western Resources 5,002 7.42% 55 

Arkansas Elecitic CooperatiVe Corporation 1,788 2.65% 7 
Associated EJectric Cooperative 2,502 3.71'1. 14 
Cajun Electoc Pcmer Cooperative 1,613 2.39% 6 
Central and South West;, 8,521 12.65% 160 
Central Looisiana Electric COmpany 2,292 3.40% 12 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of C1arksdale, MS 23 0.03% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 56 0.08% 0 
City or Lafayette, LA 530 0.79% 1 
City of McPherson, KS 182 0.27% 0 
CityofWin6eld. KS 52 0.08¾ 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.19% 0 
City Utilities. Springfield, MO 651 0.97% 1 
Empire District Electric Company 677 1.01% 1 
Entergy Services 15,105 22.42% 503 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.90% 4 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.30% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 572 0.85¾ 1 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 70 0.10% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Panoer Authority 338 0.50Y, 0 
Midwest Energy 15 0.02% 0 
Northeast Texas E~ Cooperative 117 0.17% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 3.75% 14 
Oklahoma Municipal Pc,.wr Authority 118 0.18% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,079 3.08% 10 
Southwestern Public Ser.ice Company 300 0.45% 0 
St. Joseph Light & PC1Ne1 Company 260 0.39% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 522 0.77% 1 
Utilicotp ('NestPlains and Missouri Pubf,c SelVice) 1,355 2.01% 4 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 1,093 1.62% 3 

Cooperative Power 35 0.05% 0 
IES Utilities 102 0.15% 0 
Interstate Power Company 58 0.09% 0 
Lincoln Electoc System 5 0.01% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 249 0.37% 0 
Minnesota Power 82 0.12% 0 
Nebraska Public Pwer District 168 0.25% 0 
Northern States Power 337 0.50% 0 
Northwestern Public SeMC:e Company 13 0.02% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 114 0.17% 0 
Otter Tail Power 36 0.05% 0 

Central ImnotS Power Cooperative 2,673 3.97% 16 
IILinois POM?fCompany 3,743 5.56% 31 
Union Ele<:trie 7,087 10.52% 111 

Total 67,381 100.00o/. 970 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 60 

Post-Merger HHI 1,029 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electti¢, MidAmerican, NPPD, Northern states. OPPD, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
' Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Fonn 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
14 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern 
MAPp2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW} 

Kansas City Power & Light 1,346 5.26¾ 28 
Western Resources 879 3.43% 12 

Alkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 65 0.25¾ 0 
Asscx;iated Etectric Cooperative 1,120 4.37% 19 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00¾ 0 
Central and South West 3 6 0.02% 0 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 0 0.00% 0 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Clall<sdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Colfey.,ille, KS 0 0.00¾ 0 
City ol Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City ol McPhefsoo, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Pcmer & Ugh~ Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 0 
Empire Oislrict Eleciric Company 96 0.38¾ 0 
Entergy Ser.ices 3,575 13.94% 194 
Grand River Dam Authority 470 1.83% 3 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board ol Pub6<: Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas Electric Pcmer Cooperative 70 0.27% 0 
Louisiana Energy and PCINef Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Mia.Yest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
OkSahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 9.87% 97 
OktahOma Murncipal Power Authority 26 0.10% 0 
SoulhweStem Pa-Hef Administration 2,079 8.11% 66 
SovlhweStem Public Service Company 13 0.05% 0 
St Joseph Light & "™"' Company 0 0.00% 0 
SunOowef Electric Power Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
Utilicofp (West.Plains and Missouri Public Service) 0 0.00% 0 
Westem Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperative "™"' 0 0.00% 0 
!ES utilities 76 0.30¾ 0 
Interstate P<mer Company 0 0.00¾ 0 
Uncoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MkiAmerican Energy 191 0.74% 1 
Minnesota Powe< 25 0.10% 0 
Nebraska Public PCHier District 320 1.25% 2 
Northern States Power 326 1.27% 2 
Norttfflestem Pubfic Service Company 0 0.00% 0 
Omaha Public Power Distrci 262 1.02% 1 
otter Tail PaNer 1 0.00% 0 

Central Illinois P""°' Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 0 
Unk>n Electric 1,812 7.07% 50 
Tennessee Valley Authority 10,353 40.37% 1,630 

Total 25,643 100.00o/1 2,104 

Change fn HHI Resulting from Merged Company 36 

Post-Merger HHI 2,140 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utmoes are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmelican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPD, 
CooperatNe Power, Minnesota PaHer, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Pa.ver. 
3 lnctudes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Fenn 860. 
1996 ElA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
20 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Excludtng Southern 
MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (Including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Light 2,631 3.84% 15 
Western Resources 3,734 5.45¾ 30 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,473 2.15% 5 
Associated Eledrio CooperatiYe 2.280 3.33% 11 
cajun Electric PONel' Cooperative 1,393 2.03% 4 
central anc:1 South west 3 2,742 4.00% 16 
Central Louisiana EJectric Company 325 0.47% 0 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City ot Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 
City utilities, Springfield, MO 178 0.26% 0 
Emj)(le O.Strict Electric Company 307 0.45% 0 
Entergy Services 11,478 16.76% 281 
Grand RM!r Dam Authority 1,280 1.87% 3 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.29% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public utilities 235 0.34% 0 
Kansas Eledrio Pa.Yer CooperatiYe 70 0.10% 0 
Louisiana Enef9Y and Pa.Yer Authority 3 0.00% 0 
Mil:M'est Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electrie Cooperative 117 0.17% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & ESectric Compatl'/ 2,530 3.69% 14 
Oklahoma Municipal PotYel' Authority 118 0.17% 0 
Sout1'rNestem Pcmet Admirnstration 2,079 3.03% 9 
Souttmestem Pubfic Service Company 13 0.02*/o 0 
St Joseph Light & PO','M Company 121 0.18% 0 
Sunl\ower Electric PO','M Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
utilioorp (1/v'estPlains and Missouri Public Service) 837 1.22% 1 
Western FarmefS Eleci:ric Cooperative 0 0.00¾ 0 

CooperatiVe Power 52 0.08¾ 0 
IES utilities 134 0.20% 0 
Interstate Power Compa!T/ 16 0.02% 0 
Lincoln Eiectric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 319 0.47% 0 
Minnesota Power 12 0.02% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 242 0.35% 0 
Northern states Power 208 0.30% 0 
Norttwestem Public Set'lice Company 10 0.01% 0 
Omaha Public Powe< District 169 0.25% 0 
OtterTailPCM"ef 38 0.06¾ 0 

Central IBinois Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois Power Company 2,847 4.16% 17 
Union Eleciric 5,274 7.70% 59 
Tennessee Valley Authority 25,038 36.55% 1,336 

Total 68,502 100.00o/. 1,804 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 42 

Post-Merger HHI 1,846 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states. OP?O, 
CooperatiVe Power, MiMesota P<:wer, Northwestern Pubtic SeMCe Company, JES utilities. 
and Otter Tait Power. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 660. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
25 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern 
MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (Including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City Pc:mer & Light 2,631 3.42% 12 
Western Resources 3,790 4.92% 24 

Arkansas Electric CooperatiVe Corporation 1,788 2.32¾ 5 
Associated Electtic Cooperative 2,5-02 3.25% 11 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 1.81% 3 
Central and South West 3 4,349 5.65% 32 
Central Louisiana EJectnc Company 922 1.20¾ 1 
aty of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
aty of Clallcsdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffey;ille, KS 0 0.00% 0 
aty of Lafayette, LA 262 0.34% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City ofWinfiekf, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light. Independence, MO 131 0.17% 0 
aty utilities, Sp,ingfield, MO 413 0.54¾ 0 
Empire District EJectoo Company 399 0.52¾ 0 
Enlet'g'/ Services 11,902 15.46% 239 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.66% 3 
KAMO Electric Cooperalive 200 0.26¾ 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 290 0.38% 0 
Kansas E!ewio Power Cooperative 70 0.09% 0 
Louisiana Energy and f>(M'el' Authority 116 0.15% 0 
MidNest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.15% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 3.29% 11 
Oklahoma Municipal PaNef Authority 118 0.15% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,079 2.70% 7 
Southwestern Public Service Company 39 0.05% 0 
St Joseph Light & P<1M?r Company 218 0.28% 0 
Sunflower Electric Powe< Corporation 325 0.42¾ 0 
Ulilicorp (WestPiains and Mis$0Uri Public Service) 1,023 1.33% 2 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperalive 690 0.90% 1 

Cooperative Power 36 0.05% 0 
IES Utilities 105 0.14% 0 
Interstate Power Company 34 0.04% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 233 0.30% 0 
MiMesota Power 89 0.12% 0 
Nebraska Pubac Power Oislrict 177 0.23% 0 
Northern States Pov,,er 348 0.45% 0 
Northwest.em Public Service Company 14 0.02% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 123 0.16% 0 
Otter Tail P<:ffl'ef 36 0.05% 0 

Central Illinois Power Cooperative 339 0.44% 0 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 4.86% 24 
Union Electric 7,087 9.21% 85 
Tennessee Valley Authority 25,038 32.52% ,.osa 

Total 76,983 100.0091. 1,520 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 34 

Post-Merger HHI 1,554 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative P~. Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
' Includes 800 WM from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
35 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern 
MAPP1 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Publle Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City PaHef & Light 2,705 2.79% 8 
Western ResoUlces 4,731 4.88°/4 24 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,788 1.85% 3 
Associated EJectric Cooperative 2,502 2.58¾ 7 
Cajun E~ PCH/ef Cooperative 1,613 1.67% 3 
Central and South West 3 8,521 8.79% 77 
Central Louisiana Eledric Company 2,292 2.37% 6 
City o1 Ale>andria, LA 0 0.00¾ 0 
City o1 Clarlcsdale, MS 23 0.02% 0 
City ol Colfey,,ille, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City DI Lafayette, LA 530 0.55% 0 
City o1 McPhe,son, KS 132 0.14% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 40 0.04% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.14% 0 
City Utilities, Spnngfield, MO 651 0.67% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 677 0.70% 0 
Entergy SeNices 20,156 20.81% 433 
Grand Rr.'ef' Dam Authority 1,280 1.32% 2 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.21% 0 
Kansas City Board of Pubic utilities 572 0.59% 0 
Kansas Electric Power CooperatiVe 70 0.07°/4 0 
Louisiana Energy and POINef Authority 338 0.35% 0 
Midwest Energy 15 0.02% 0 
Northeast Texas Eleclric Cooperative 117 0.12% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 2.61% 7 
Oklahoma Municipal P<wef Au1hority 118 0.12% 0 
Souttrwestem Power Administration 2,079 2.15¾ 5 
Southwestern Public Ser.ice Company 300 0.31¾ 0 
St Joseph Light & p"""' Company 260 0.27¾ 0 
Sunflower Electric Powet' Corporation 410 0.42% 0 
utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Pubic Service) 1,266 1.31% 2 
Western Fanners ElectnG Cooperative 1,093 1.13¾ 1 

Cooperative Power 35 0.04% 0 
IES utilities 103 0.11¾ 0 
Interstate Power Company 57 0.06% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 5 0.01¾ 0 
Mid.Amerie:an Energy 243 0.25% 0 
Minnesota Power 83 0.09% 0 
Nebraska Public Pcmer District 169 0.17% 0 
Northern states PONeC 340 0.35¾ 0 
North\'leStem Public Service Company 13 0.01¾ 0 
Omaha Public Pa.;.er District 115 0.12¾ 0 
Otter Tai Power 36 0.04% 0 

Central Illinois PaNer Cooperative 2,673 2.76f/4 8 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 3.86¾ 15 
Union Electric 7,087 7.32¾ 54 
Tennessee Valley Authority 25,038 25.84% 668 

Total 96,880 100.00°1. 1,324 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 27 

Post-Merger HHI 1,351 

Notes: 1 lnciucles transportation costs. 
2 MAPP utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative P<mer, Minnesota PCJ'-Nef, Northwestem Public SeMCe Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources; 1995 EIA Foml 860. 
1996 EIA Foon 423. 
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( Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
14 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Including Southern 
MAPr>2 Exports constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utlllty (Including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Light 1,348 4.26¾ 18 
Western Resources 879 2.78¾ 8 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 65 0.20¾ 0 
Associated Electnc Cooperative 1,120 3.54% 13 
cajun Electric Power COOperative 0 0.00% 0 
central and south West, 6 0.02% 0 
Central Louisiana E~ric Company 0 0.00% 0 
City ot Alexandria, LA 0 OJXI¾ 0 
City ol Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City o1 Colfeyvile, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Lalayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City ol McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City o/Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Pcmer & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Utilities, Splingfield, MO 0 0.00% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 96 0.30% 0 
Entergy Services 3,575 11.30% 128 
Grand River Dam Authority 470 1.49% 2 
KAMO E~ Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Soard of Public Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 70 0.22% 0 
Louisiana Enefg'/ and Pcmer AuthOrily 0 0.00% 0 
Midwest Ener9'1 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 8.00% 64 
Oldahoma Municipal Power Authority 26 0.08% 0 
SouttrHestem PONef Administration 2,079 6.57% 43 
SouttrNestem Public SefVice Company 13 0.04% 0 
St Joseph Light & Pcmer Company 0 0.00% 0 
Sunflower Electric Pc:mer Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
utilicocp (West?Jains and Missouri Public Service) 0 0.00% 0 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperatr-le 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
IES Utilities 76 0.24% 0 
Interstate PaHef Company 0 0.00% 0 
LinCOUl Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 191 0.60% 0 
M innesola Power 25 0.08% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 320 1.01% 1 
Northern states Pcmer 326 1.03% 1 
NorttrNestem Public Service Company 0 0.000/o 0 
Omaha PubflC Power District 262 0.83% 1 
Otter Tait P<JNef 1 0.00% 0 

Central llinois Pcmer Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 0 
Southern Companies 6,001 18.97% 360 
Union Electric 1,812 5.730/o 33 
Tennessee Valley Authority 10,353 32.72% 1,070 

Total 31,644 100.00•.4 1,741 

Change fn HHI Resulting from Merged Company 24 

Post-Merger HHI 1,765 

Notes: 1 Includes transpol1ation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPD, 
Cooperati'le Power, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
20 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Including Southern 
MAPF>2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 P/N'I 

Capacity Market 
Utl/ity (including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City Pcmer & Light 2,631 3.09% 10 
Western Resources 3,734 4.38% 19 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,473 1.73¾ 3 
Associated Eleciric Cooperative 2,280 2.67% 7 
Cajun Electlic Power Cooperative 1,393 1.63¾ 3 
Central and South West) 2,742 3.22¾ 10 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 325 0.38¾ 0 
City of AJexandria, LA 0 0.00¾ 0 
City ol Clal!isdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City o1 Coffeywle, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Lafayette, lA 0 0.00% 0 
City o1 McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Utilrues, Springfield, MO 178 0.21% 0 
Empire Oistfict Electric Company 307 0.36¾ 0 
Entergy Ser.ices 11,478 13.46% 181 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.50% 2 
KAMO Electoo Cooperalive 200 0.23% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public OOities 235 0.28% 0 
Kansas Electric Power COoperative 70 0.08% 0 
Louisiana Energy and PoY.-er Authority 3 0.00% 0 
Midwest Ellelll'( 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.14% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electii<: Company 2,530 2.97¾ 9 
C»dahoma Municipal PC1Hef Authority 118 0.14% 0 
Southwestern PCM'ef' Administration 2,079 2.44% 6 
Southwestern Public Sef'tice Company 13 0.02¾ 0 
St. Joseph Light & PC1Ner Company 121 0,14¾ 0 
Sunflower Electlic Power Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
utilicocp (Vo/estPlains and Missouri Pub6c Service) 837 0.98% 1 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 0 0,00¾ 0 

Cooperative Power 52 0.06% 0 
!ES utilities 134 0.16¾ 0 
Interstate Pa.Yer Company 16 0.02¾ 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00¾ 0 
MidAmerican Energy 319 0.37¾ 0 
MiMesota Power 12 0.01o/1 0 
Nebraska Public POYr'ef' District 242 0.28% 0 
Northern States Power 208 0.24¾ 0 
Northwestern Public SeMCe Comparrf 10 0.01o/1 0 
Omaha Public PaNer District 169 0.20¾ 0 
otter Tail PaM?r 38 0.04% 0 

Central ll~nois Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
llinois PC1Nef Comparrf 2,847 3.34% 11 
Southern Companies 16,780 19.68¾ 387 
Union EJectric 5,274 6.18% 38 
Temessee Valley Authonty 25,038 29.36% 862 

Total 85,282 100.00o/, 1,S51 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 27 

Post-Merger HHI 1,578 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP utilities are Interstate, linc:olo Electnc, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPO, 
Cooperati'r'e Pa.Yer, Minnesota Pcmer, Northwestern Public Service Comparrf, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail P(M'(!r. 
) lnciudes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Fonn 423. 
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( Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
25 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Including Southern 
MAPp2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
UU!lty (Including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City P~ & Light 2,631 2.57¾ 7 
Western Resources 3,790 3.70% 14 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Colporation 1,788 1.74% 3 
Associated Electric Cooperative 2,502 2.44% 6 
cajun Electric POYl'ef Cooperative 1,393 1.36% 2 
Central and South West, 4,349 4.24¾ 18 
Central Louisiana EJectric Company 922 0.90% 1 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00¾ 0 
City ol Clarl<sdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
C;ty of Coffey,;Jle, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Lafayette, LA 262 0.26% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Pcmer & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.13% 0 
City utilities, Springfield, MO 413 OAOYt 0 
Empire District. Electric Company 399 0.39% 0 
Entergy SeNiees 11,902 11.61% 135 
Grand Rivef Dam Authority 1,260 1.25% 2 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.20% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 290 0.28% 0 
Kansas Electlic PCM'ef Cooperative 70 0.07% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authofity 116 0.11% 0 
M-Ene,gy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.11% 0 
OldahOma Gas & E~ Company 2,530 2.47% 6 
Oldahoma Municipal Power Authority 118 0.12% 0 
SouthWestem Pf1Nef Administration 2,079 2.03% 4 
Southwestern Public Service Company 39 0.04% 0 
SL Joseph Light & PaNer Company 218 0.21% 0 
Sunfla.Yer Electric Power Corporation 325 0.32% 0 
utiflCOlp (Y'lestPiains and Missouri Public SeMCe) 1,023 1.00% 1 
Westem Farmers Eleci:ric CooperatiYe 690 0.67% 0 

Cooperative Power 38 0.04% 0 
IES Utilities 105 0.10% 0 
Interstate PaNet Company 34 0.03% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 233 0.23% 0 
Minnesota Power 89 0.09% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 177 0.17% 0 
Northem States Po.Yer 348 0.34% 0 
North'-Nestem Publio Service Company 14 0.01% 0 
Omaha Public Power Oisttici 123 0.12% 0 
otter Tail Pcmer 38 0.04¾ 0 

Central Illinois PONef Cooperative 339 0.33% 0 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 3.65% 13 
Southern Comparues 25,499 24.88% 619 
Union E~ric 7,087 6.92% 48 
Temessee Valley Authority 25,038 24.43% 597 

Total 102,482 100.000,. 1,4n 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 19 

Post-Merger HHI 1,496 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative Power, MiMesota Power, Northwest em Public Service Company, !ES utilities, 
and Otter Ta~ P<,,yer. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Foon 860. 
1996 EIA Fonn 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
35 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Including Southern 
MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 M\N 

Capacity Market 
Utility (including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City POHef & Light 2,705 2.17% 5 
Western Resources 4,731 3.79% 14 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,788 1.43% 2 
Associated Electric CooperatiVe 2,502 2.00% 4 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,613 1.29% 2 
Central and South West 3 8,521 6.82% 47 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 2,292 1.83% 3 
c;ty of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of aalksdale, MS 23 0.02% 0 
City of Colfeyv;lle, KS 0 0.00% 0 
c;ty of l.a/ayette, LA 530 0.42% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 132 0.11% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 40 0.03% 0 
City Pr:,,uer & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.10% 0 
City utilities, Springfield, MO 651 0.52% 0 
Empire District Eiectric Company 677 0.54% 0 
Enlergy Services 20,156 16.14% 260 
Grand Rivet Dam Authority 1,280 1.02% 1 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.16% 0 
Kansas City Board of Pubfjc;: utiuties 572 0.46% 0 
Kansas Electric PCM"er Cooperative 70 0.06% 0 
Louisiana Energy and P'1Nef Authority 338 0.27% 0 
Midwest Energy 15 0.01% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric CooperatiVe 117 0.09% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electrk: Company 2,530 2.03% 4 
Oklahoma Munkipal Pa.Ye! Authority 118 0.09% 0 
Southwestern P<mer Administration 2,079 1.66% 3 
Southwestern Pubic Sel\.'ice Company 300 0.24% 0 
St Joseph Light & p,,..., Company 260 0.21% 0 
Sunnowec Electric PaNer Corporation 410 0.33% 0 
Utillcof'p (WestPlains and Missouri Public SeNioe) 1,288 1.01% 1 
West.em Farmers Elecbic Cooperative 1,093 0.87% 1 

Cooperative Power 35 0.03Yo 0 
IES utilities 103 0.08% 0 
Interstate Power Company 57 0.05% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 5 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 243 0.19% 0 
Minnesota Power 83 0.07% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 169 0.14% 0 
Northern states Power 340 0.27¾ 0 
Norttr-Nestem Pub5c Service Company 13 0.01% 0 
Omaha Public POHer District 115 0.09% 0 
otter Tail Power 36 0.03% 0 

Central Illinois Power Cooperative 2,673 2.14¾ 5 
Illinois PCM'ef" Company 3,743 3.00¾ 9 
Southern Companies 28,035 22.44% 504 
Unk>nEleetric 7,087 5.67% 32 
T.,,.,..... Valley Authonty 25,038 20.04o/t 402 

Total 124,915 100,00o/. 1,300 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 16 

Post-Merger HHI 1,316 

Notes: • lncfUdes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern Stales, OPPD, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, NorthNe'Stem Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and otter Tail Pcmer. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Fonn 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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( Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
14 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern and TVA 
MAPp2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utlllty (Including hydro) Share 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Ught 1,348 8.82% 
Western Resources 879 5.75% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 65 0.42% 
Associated ElectriG Cooperative 1,120 7.321/o 
cajun Electric PCfflef Cooperative 0 0.00% 

Central and South West 3 6 0.04% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 0 0.00% 
City of AleXandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City ol Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City o1 eotreyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City o1 Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 
City ol McPhe<son, KS 0 0.00% 
City ot Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City ?<mer & Ugh~ Independence, MO 0 0.00% 
City UUlities, Spfingfield, MO 0 0.00% 
Empire District Electric Company 96 0.63% 
EntecgySero.ices 3,575 23.38% 
Grand River Dam Authority 470 3.08% 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Kansas City Board ol Public l/lillties 0 0.00% 
Kansas Electric PCM"ef Cooperative 70 0.46% 
LouiSiana Energy and PaNer Authority 0 0.00% 
MictNest Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas EJeetric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
OldahOma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 16.55% 
Oldahoma Municipal Pcmer Authority 26 0.17% 
SoutttHestem Power Administration 2,079 13.59% 
SO!JttM>eStem Public Service Company 13 0.09% 
St Joseph Light & Power Company 0 0.00% 
Sunftower Electric PCM'ef Colporation 0 0.00% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service} 0 0.00¾ 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 
JES utilities 76 0.50% 
lnterslate Power Company 0 0.00% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Enerm- 191 1.25% 
MiMeSOta Pcmer 25 0.16¾ 
NebraSl<a Public Power District 320 2.09% 
Northern States Power 326 2.13% 
NorthweStem Public Service Company 0 0.00% 
Omaha Public Power District 262 1.71% 
otter Tail Power 0.01% 

Central IDinois Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
lllinc>iS PaHer Company 0 0.00% 
Union Electric 1,812 11.85% 

Total 15,290 100.00o/. 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Notes: 1 lnciudes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPD, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative Powef, MiMesota Po.rer, Noctl"tNestem Public Service Company, IES Utifrties, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
:, Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Fron 860. 
1996 ElA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
20 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern and TVA 
MAPP? Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Publlc Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (Including hydro} Share 

(MW) 

Kansas City Pa.Yef & Light 2,631 6.05% 
Western Resources 3,734 8.59% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,473 3.39% 
Associated Electric COoperatiVe 2,280 5.25% 
cajun Electric Pcmer Cooperative 1,393 3.21¾ 
Central and South West ' 2,742 6.31% 
Central Louisiana Ele<:ttic Company 325 0.75% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00¾ 
City of Clall<Sdale, MS 0 0.00¾ 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00¾ 
City or McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfiek:I, KS 0 0.00% 
City Pcmer & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 
City Utilrues, Springfield, MO 178 0.41% 
Empire Oistnct EJedric Company 307 0.71% 
Ente(9'f Services 11,478 26.41% 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 2.95% 
KAMO Elecilio Cooperative 200 0.46% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 235 0.54% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 70 0.16% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 3 0.01% 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Eleetric Cooperative 117 0.27% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 5.82o/, 
Oklahoma MUNCipat P<JNer Authority 118 0.27% 
SouthYiestem Power Administration 2,079 4.78% 
SouttrNestem Public Service company 13 0.03¾ 
st Joseph Light & Pcmet Company 121 0.28% 
sunnower Electric Powe, corporation 0 0.00% 
Utiooorp (WestPlains and Missouri Pubtic Service) 837 1.93% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 

Cooperative Pcmer 52 0.12% 
IES Utilities 134 0.31% 
Interstate PC1Hef Company 16 0.04% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Ene'9',' 319 0.73% 
Minnesota Power 12 0.03% 
Nebraska Public Power District 242 0.56% 
Northern states Power 208 0.48'/o 
Noittrwestem Pubfic Service Company 10 0.02% 
Omaha Publ:c Power District 169 0.39% 
otter Tail Power 38 0.09% 

Central Illinois Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Illinois PC1Nef Company 2,847 6.55% 
Union Electric 5,274 12.13% 

Total 43,464 100.00°/, 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Notes: 1 lnciudes transportation costs. 
z MAPP Utilities are lnters1ate, Lincoln Elewic, MidAmerican. NPPO, Northern States, OPPO, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Po«er, Northwestern Public SeMCe Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail PCHer. 
' lncfudes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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( Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
25 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern and TVA 
MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utlllty (Including hydro) Share 

(MW) 

Kansas City POHef & Light 2,631 5.07¾ 
Western Resources 3,790 7.30% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperawe Corporation 1,788 3.44% 
Associated Elecilic Cooperawe 2,502 4.82% 
Gajuo Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 2.68% 
Central and South West) 4,349 8.37% 
Central Louisiana Electlic Company 922 1.77% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City al Colfeyl,iRe, KS 0 0.00% 
City al Lafayette, LA 262 0.50% 
City al McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City ol Wlllfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City PCM'ef & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.25% 
City urna;es, Sp!ingfield. MO 413 0.80% 
Empire District Electric Company 399 0.77% 
Enterg'f SeMeeS 11,902 2291% 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 2.46% 
KAMO Elecilic Cooperawe 200 0.39% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 290 0.56% 
Kansas Electric PO'NeC Cooperative 70 0.13% 
Louisiana Energy and PaNef Authority 116 0.22% 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00¾ 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.23% 
OJdahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 4.87% 
Oklahoma Municipal Pcmer Authority 118 0.23% 
SoultM'eStem Power Administration 2,079 4.00% 
Souttrwestem Public Sef\i.ce Company 39 0.08% 
St Joseph Light & ?"""'Company 218 0.42% 
Sunflower Electtic Power Corporation 325 0.63% 
utilicofp (WestPlains and Missouri Public SeMCe) 1,023 1.97% 
Western Farmers E5eciric CooperatiVe 690 1.33% 

Cooperati'le Power 38 0.07% 
!ES utilities 105 0.20% 
Interstate Power Company 34 0.07% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.001/4 
MidAmerican Ener9'/ 233 0.45% 
MiMesota Power 89 0.17% 
Nebraska Pubric Power District 177 0.34% 
Northem states Power 348 0.67% 
Norttr.vestem Public Service Company 14 0.03% 
Omaha Pubtic Pcmec District 123 0.24% 
otter Tail PCIYlef 38 0.07% 

Central IBinois Power Cooperati'le 339 0.65% 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 7.21% 
Union Eledric 7,087 13.64% 

Total 51,945 100.00•;. 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states. OPPD, 
Cooperative Power, MiMesot.a Power, NorttrNestem Public SeMCe Company, !ES Utilities, 
and otter Tail Pouer. 
s lnciudes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EtA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
35 Mills 

Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern and TVA 
MAPP"2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utlllty (including hydro} Share 

(MW) 

Kansas City Pc,,yef & Light 2,705 3.77¾ 
Western Resources 4,731 6.58¾ 

Arkansas Electric CooperaliYe Corporation 1,788 2.49% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 2,502 3.48% 
cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,613 2.25¾ 
Central and South West 3 8,521 11.86% 
Central Louisiana Eleciric Company 2,292 3.19¾ 
City Q/ Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City Q/ Clarl<sdale, MS 23 0.03% 
City Q/ eotr..,._;ue, KS 0 0.00¾ 
City Q/ Lafayette, LA 530 0.74% 
City of McPherson, KS 132 0.18% 
City of Winfield, KS ,o 0.06% 
City POHef & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.18% 
City Utilities, Spfingfield, MO 651 0.91% 
Emp,e C>sliici Electric Company 677 0.94% 
Entergy Services 20,156 28.06¾ 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.78% 
KAMO Eleciric Cooperative 200 0.28% 
Kansas City Board of Pubfic Utilities 572 0.80% 
Kansas EJectric POHer CooperatiVe 70 0.10% 
Louisiana Energy and PCINef Authority 338 0.47% 
M~Energy 15 0.02% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.16% 
Oklahoma Gas & EJecttic Company 2,530 3.52% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 118 0.16% 
Southwestem Power Administration 2,079 2.89% 
Southwestern Puboo Sef'ltice Company 300 0.42% 
St Joseph Light & POM?r Company 280 0.36% 
Sunf\oHef Electric P<M'ef' Col'poration 410 0.571/t 
Ublicofp (WeslPSalns and Missouri Public Service) 1,266 1.76% 
Western Farmers E)ectnc Cooperative 1,093 1.52% 

Cooperati'le Power 35 0.05% 
IES UtiWes 103 0.14% 
Interstate Pa.ver Company 57 0.08% 
Lincoln Electric System 5 0.01% 
MidAmerican Energ,- 243 0.34% 
Minnesota Power 83 0.12% 
Nebraska Public Pc!Ner Oislnct 169 0.23% 
Northern States PCM'e( 340 0.47% 
Northn'estem Public SeMCe Company 13 0.02f/4 

Omaha Public Pcmer Oisbict 115 0.16% 
Otter Tail Powec 36 0.05% 

Central Illinois POHer Cooperative 2,673 3.72% 
Illinois POM?r Company 3,743 5.21% 
Unk>n Electric 7,087 9.861/, 

Total 71,843 100.00% 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPO, 
Cooperative Powe<, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Ser.ice Company, IES Utilities. 
and Otter Tail Power. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Foon 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
14 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Excluding Southern 

MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility {Including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Light 2,631 6.75% 46 
Weslem Resources 3,734 9.58% 92 

M<ansas Electric Cooperative Co<poration 65 0.17% 0 
Associated Electric Cooperative 2,280 5.85% 34 
Cajun Electric Pa.o.er Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Central and South West s 2,502 6.42% 41 
Central Louisiana Elecitic Company 0 0.00% 0 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clai1<:sdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol C<>lfeywle, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Po,,er & Ligh\ Independence, MO 93 0.24% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 178 0.46% 0 
Emp(fe District Eleetnc Company 307 0.79% 1 
Ent erg( Services 3,575 9.17% 84 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 3.29% 11 
KAMO EJectrie Cooperawe 200 0.51% 0 
Kansas City Board of Pubfic l.JtiEties 290 0.74% 1 
Kansas Electrio Power Cooperative 70 0.18% 0 
Louisiana Energy and PCM'ef Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Midil.'est Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 78 0.20% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 6.49% 42 
Oldahoma Municipal PONef Authority 118 0.30% 0 
Soutl'M'estem PaNer Administration 2,079 5.33% 28 
soutttwestem Public serv.ce Company 39 0.10% 0 
St Joseph Light & p,,,,., Company 121 0.31% 0 
Sunftower Electric P<M'ef' Corporation 325 0.83% 1 
Utilicofp ('vVestPlains and Missouri Pubic Service) 909 2.33% 5 
Western Farmers Elecific Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperative Power 53 0.14% 0 
!ES Ulifities 137 0.35% 0 
Interstate Power Company 16 0.04% 0 
Lincoln E~ System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 326 0.84% 1 
Minnesota Power 12 0.03% 0 
NebraSka Public Pcmer District 247 0.63% 0 
Northern states Pr:JNer 212 0.55% 0 
Nonl"M'estem Publ.ie Service Company 10 0.03% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 172 0.44% 0 
otter Tail Power 15 0.04% 0 

Central IDinols Power CooperatiVe 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois Power Company 2,198 5.64% 32 
Unioo Electric 1,812 4.65% 22 
Tennessee Valley Authority 10,353 26.57% 706 

Total 38,967 100.00% 1,152 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 129 

Post-Merger HHI 1,281 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPD, Northern states, OPPO, 
CooperatiVe Power, Minnesota Power, Norttmestem Pubfie Service Company, IES Ublities, 
and otter T~ Power. 
' Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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I Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
20 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Excluding Southern 

MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City Prmer & Light 2,631 3.51% 12 
Western Resources 3,790 5.05¾ 26 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,473 1.96% 4 
Associated Electrie Cooperative 2,502 3.34% 11 
cajun Electrie PCJNef Cooperative 1,393 1.86% 3 
Central and South West 3 4,345 5.79% 34 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.23¾ 2 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City ot Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00¼ 0 
City of Colfey.-ille, KS 0 0.00¾ 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.35¾ 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00¾ 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00¾ 0 
City Power & Light. Independence, MO 131 0.17¾ 0 
City Utilities, Spnngfield, MO 413 0.55% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 399 0.53¾ 0 
Entergy Ser.ices 11,478 15.31% 234 
Grand Rh-er Dam Authority 1,280 1.71% 3 
KAMO Ele<tric CooperatNe 200 0.27% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 572 0.76¾ 1 
Kansas Electric POHef Cooperative 70 0.09% 0 
Louisiana Energy and P<mer Authofity 116 0.15% 0 
M-.tEne,gy 6 0.01% 0 
Northeast Te>ras Electtic Cooperative 117 0.16¾ 0 
Q}dahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 3.37% 11 
Oklahoma Municipal PONef Authority 118 0.16% 0 
Southwestern PCtHef Administration 2,079 2.n¾ 8 
Soutmvestem Puboo Service Company 300 0.40% 0 
st. Joseph light & Pa-,,,er Company 218 0.29% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 410 0.55% 0 
utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Pubue Serv'.ce) 1,023 1.36¾ 2 
Western Farmers Ele<:tric Cooperative 690 0.92¾ 1 

CooperatiVe Prmer 38 0.05¾ 0 
!ES utilities 107 0.14¾ 0 
Interstate Power Compal'f/ 36 0.05% 0 
Lincotn Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 232 0.31% 0 
Minnesota PCNief 89 0.12% 0 
Nebraska Public Pa.Yef District 176 0.24% 0 
f\'orthem states PONer 347 0.46% 0 
r-.'orthwestem Public Serke Company 14 0.02% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 123 0.16% 0 
otter Tail PCM"er 38 0.05¾ 0 

Central Illinois PctHer Cooperative 257 0.34¾ 0 
IIJinois PoHef Company 3,743 4.99% 25 
Union Ele-cttic 5,274 7.03¾ 49 
Ten~ Valley Authomy 25,038 33.39¾ 1,115 

Total 74,979 100.00•1. 1,544 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 35 

Post-Merger HHI 1,579 

Noles: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric:, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative Powec, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Publie Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Powec. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Fonn 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
25 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Excluding Southern 

MAPPz Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility {including hydro) Share HHls 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Light 2,631 3.17% 10 
Western Resources 3,923 4.73% 22 

Arkansas EJectric Cooperative Corporation 1,788 2.16% 5 
Associated Eleciric CooperatiVe 2,502 3.02% 9 
Cajun Eiectric Pcmer Cooperative 1,393 1.68¾ 3 
Central and South West~ 6,036 7.28% 53 
central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.11% 1 
City ot Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City o1 Coffey,ille, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City o1 Lafayotte, LA 262 0.32¾ 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of W1nfield, KS 40 0.05% 0 
City Pcwef & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.16% 0 
City Utilrues, Splingfield, MO 651 0.79% 1 
Empire Oistrict Electric Company 677 0.82% 1 
Enlef9'/ Se,vices 11,902 14.36% 205 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.54% 2 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.24% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 572 0.69% 0 
Kansas Electric Pc,.yer Cooperative 70 0.08% 0 
Louisiana Energy and POHef Authority 235 0.28% 0 
MktNestEnergy 15 0.02% 0 
Northeast Texas ElectricCooperatiVe 117 0.14% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 3.05% 9 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 118 0.14% 0 
SouU'M'estem Power Administration 2,079 2.51¾ 6 
Southwestern Public SM'ice Comparf/ 300 0.36% 0 
st Joseph light & Power Comparf/ 260 0.31% 0 
Sunllowec Electric PCM'ef Cocporation 410 0.49¾ 0 
Utificorp (WestP1ains and Missouri Public Service) 1,252 1.51% 2 
Western Farmers Electric CooperatNe 969 1.17% 

Cooperative PaNef 36 0.04% 0 
IES Uli1ities 106 0.13% 0 
Interstate Power Company 41 0.05% 0 
Lincotn Electric System 5 0.01¾ 0 
MidAmerican Energy 233 0.28% 0 
Minnesota POY.'ef' 86 0.10% 0 
Nebraska Public Pcmer District 174 0.21¾ 0 
Northern states Pcmer 351 0.42% 0 
NorU'rwestem Public Service Company 14 0.02% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 118 0.14% 0 
Otter Tail PaNer 37 0.04% 0 

Central Illinois Power Cooperative 2,549 3.08% 9 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 4.52% 20 
Union Electric 7,087 8.55% 73 
TeMessee Valley Authority 25,038 30.21% 913 

Total 82,882 100.Wt. 1,351 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 30 

Post~erger HHI 1,381 

Notes: 1 lnefudes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPO, 
Cooperalive Power, MiMesota Power, Northviestem Pubfic SeMCe Company, IES Utilities, 
and otter Tail Po.Yer. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Fo«n 860. 
1996 EIA Foon 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
35 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Excluding Southern 

MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Utility 

Kansas City POHer & Light 
Western Resources 

Arl<:ansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Associated Electric Cooperatt.'e 
Cajun E!ectnc PO'h'ef' Cooperative 
Central and South West ) 
Central Louisiana Elecuic Company 
City of Alexandria, LA 
City of Clarksdale, MS 
City of Colfey,ille, KS 
City of Lafayette, LA 
City of McPherson, KS 
City of Winfield, KS 
City PONe! & Ught, Independence, MO 
City utilities, Springfield, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Entergy se,v,ces 
Grand River Dam Authority 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 
Kansas City Board of Pubtic Utilities 
Kansas Electric P<Hlef Cooperative 
Louisiana Ene<g'f and Pa,,,er Autho<ity 
MiaNest Energy 
Northeast Texas Ele<:ttie Cooperative 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Oklahoma Mun)cipal P<M'ef Authority 
Southwestern POHer Administration 
Southwestem Public Service Company 
st Joseph Light & p,,.., Company 
SunftO'Nef Eleettic PONer Corporation 
lJti6cofP (WestPlains and Missouri Public SeMCe) 
Western FarmefS Electric Cooperative 

CooperawePa,,,er 
IES UUlities 
lnteratate Power Company 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy 
Minnesota Power 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Northern states PCM'er 
Northwestern Public SeMCe Company 
Omaha Pubic PONer District 
OtterTailPCM'ef 

Central IUinois Pa.Yer Cooperative 
llfinois Power Company 
Union Electric 
TeMeSSee Valley Autho<ity 

Total 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 

Capacity 
(Including hydro) 

(MW) 

2,705 
5,202 

1,788 
2,502 
1,613 
8,824 
2,633 

0 
23 
56 

580 
182 

52 
170 
651 
710 

20,156 
1,280 

200 
572 

70 
350 

28 
117 

2,530 
118 

2,079 
300 
260 
522 

1,355 
1,093 

35 
101 
59 

5 
247 

82 
166 
338 
13 

120 
36 

2,673 
3,743 
7,087 

25,038 

98,460 

Market 
Share 

2.75¾ 
5.28¾ 

1.82% 
2.54% 
1.64% 
8.96¾ 
2.67% 
0.00¾ 
0.02% 
0.06% 
0.59% 
0.19% 
0.05% 
0.17% 
0.66% 
0.72% 

20.47% 
1.30% 
0.20% 
0.58% 
0.07% 
0.36% 
0.03% 
0.12% 
2.57% 
0.12% 
2.11% 
0.30% 
0.26% 
0.53% 
1.38% 
1.11% 

0.04% 
0.10% 
0.06% 
0.01% 
0.25% 
0.08% 
0.17% 
0.34% 
0.01% 
0.12% 
0.04% 

2.71% 
3.80¾ 
7.20% 

25.43% 

HHls 

8 
28 

3 
6 
3 

80 
7 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

419 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7 
0 
4 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

7 
14 
52 

647 

1,294 

29 

1,323 

2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative PCM-er, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Publ:c Service Company, !ES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail P(M'ef'. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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1. 
Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 

14 Mills 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Including Southern 
MAPft2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
umtty (Including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas Cily P°""' & Light 2,631 5.85% 34 
Western Resources 3,734 8.30¾ 69 

M<ansas Electric Cooperatr;e Cofporalion 65 0.14% 0 
Associated ElectriG Cooperative 2,280 5.07% 26 
Gajuo Ele-:ttie PCM'ef Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Centfa1 and South West., 2,502 5.56% 31 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 0 0.00% 0 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
Cily of Cla<ksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
Cily of Colfeysille, KS 0 0.00% 0 
Cily of Lafayette, lA 0 0.00% 0 
City of MePherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Pa.Yef & Light. Independence, MO 93 0.21¾ 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 178 0.40o/, 0 
Empire l);stn<t Elecinc Company 307 0.68¾ 0 
EntergySefVices 3,575 7.95o/, 63 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 2.85% 8 
KAMO Electric Cooperawe 200 0.45% 0 
Kansas City Board oC Public Utilities 290 0.64% 0 
Kansas Electric Power CooperatNe 70 0.16% 0 
Lowsiana Energy and Pcmer Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 78 0.17% 0 
Okfahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 5.63o/, 32 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 118 0.26% 0 
Souttmestem Power Administration 2,079 4.62o/, 21 
SouttrNestem Pub!ic Service Company 39 0.09% 0 
st. Joseph Light & Po,,er Company 121 0.27% 0 
Sunl'loY.'er E~ Pcmer Corporation 325 0.72¾ 1 
Ub1ic()(p (WestPlains and Missouri Public SelVice) 909 2.02% 4 
Western Farmers Electric CooperatiVe 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperative - 53 0.12¾ 0 
IES utilities 137 0.30% 0 
Interstate Pa.vet Compafl'J' 16 0.04% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 326 0.72% 1 
MiMesota PCN.'eC 12 0.03% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 247 0.55% 0 
Northern States Power 212 0.47¾ 0 
Norttr.Yestem Public Service Company 10 0.02% 0 
Omaha Public Power Distnct 172 0.38% 0 
otter Tail P<mer 15 0.03% 0 

Central lllinots PCM'el' Cooperati'r'e 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois Power Company 2,198 4.89% 24 
Soul.hem Companies 6,001 13.35% 178 
Union Electric 1,812 4.03% 16 
Tennessee Valley Authority 10,353 23.02% 530 

Total 44,968 100,00% 1,043 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 97 

Post""'1erger HHI 1,140 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP utilities are Interstate, Lincdn Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPO, 
Cooperative PCM'el', Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES utilities, 
and Otter Tait Power. 
1 !ncludes 800 MW from ERGOT. 

Soulces: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Foon 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
20 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Including Southern 

MAPl'2 Exports constrained to 1200 rm/ and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Mari<et 
Utility (including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas Qty Pcmer & Light 2,631 2.87% 8 
Western Resources 3,790 4.13% 17 

M:ansas Electric CooperatiVe Corporation 1,473 1.61% 3 
Associated Electric Cooperative 2,502 2.73% 7 
cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 1.52% 2 
Central and Sooth West l 4,345 4.73% 22 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.00% 1 
City ol Alexandria. lA 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Clarl<sdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Lafayette, lA 262 0.28% 0 
City of McPheraort, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Pcmer & Light. Independence, MO 131 0.14% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 0.45% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 399 0.44% 0 
Entergy SeMOeS 11,478 12.51% 158 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.40% 2 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.22% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 572 0.62% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 70 0.08% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Powef Authority 116 0.13% 0 
Mi<M'est Enerm, 6 0.01% 0 
Northeast Texas Elecllic Cooperative 117 0.13% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Ele<:tric Company 2,530 2.76% 8 
Oklahoma Municipal pa,yer Authority 118 0.13% 0 
Southwestern POHef Administration 2,079 2.27% 5 
Souttr.vestem Public SeMce Company 300 0.33% 0 
St Joseph Light & Pa.Yef Company 218 0.24% 0 
Sunfk7.Ner Electric Pa-Net Corporation 410 0.45% 0 
lJti!icoq> (WestPlains and Missouri Public SeMCe) 1,023 1.11% 1 
Western Farmers Electric CooperatiVe 690 0.75% 1 

Cooperative PoY.>er 38 0.04% 0 
IES Utilities 107 0.12% 0 
Interstate PONel' Company 36 0.04% 0 
Lilcoln Electnc System 0 0.00% 0 
MkfAmencan Energy 232 0.25% 0 
MiMesota Power 89 0.10% 0 
Nebraska Pubtic Power District 176 0.19% 0 
Northern States Power 347 0.38% 0 
Norttmestem Public Sel'lice Company 14 0.02% 0 
Omaha Public Pa.Yer Dfstnct 123 0.13% 0 
Otter Tail PC1Ne! 38 0.04% 0 

Central Illinois Po,yer Cooperative 257 0.28% 0 
llinois POHer Company 3,743 4.08% 17 
Southern Companles 16,780 18.29% 334 
Union Electric 5,274 5.75% 33 
Tennessee VaUey Authority . 25,038 27.29% 745 

Total 91,759 100.00% 1,365 

Change In HHI Rnulting from Merged Company 24 

Post-Merger HHI 1,389 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, Nortlmestem Pubfic Sel\ice Company, IES Utilities, 
and otter Tail Pcmer . 
.i Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
25 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Including Southern 

MAPP1 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 rffl 

Capacity Market 
Utiltty (Including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City POHer & Light 2,631 2.43% 6 
Western Resources 3,923 3.62% 13 

Arl<ansas Electric Cooperative C-O!poration 1,788 1.65% 3 
Associated Electric: Cooperative 2,502 2.31% 5 
Gajun Electrio Power Cooperative 1,393 1.29% 2 
Central and South West 1 6,036 5.57% 31 
Central Louisiana Electric Comparr,, 922 0.85% 1 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of ctarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coff"'J'ille, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.24% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of WinfieJd, KS 40 0.04% 0 
City Pcmer & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.12% 0 
City utilities, Springfield, MO 651 0.60% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 677 0.63¾ 0 
Entergy Services 11,902 10.98% 121 
Grand River Dam Autho/ity 1,280 1.18% 1 
KAMO Electlic Cooperative 200 0.18% 0 
Kansas City Board of Pubtic Ublities 572 0.53% 0 
Kansas Electric Power CooperatNe 70 0.06% 0 
Louisiana Energy and P'1Nef Authority 235 0.22% 0 
M-Ene<gy 15 0.01% 0 
Noctheast Texas Electric CooperatNe 117 0.11% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 2.33% 5 
Oklahoma Municipal""""' Autho/ity 118 0.11% 0 
Sovthwestem Power Administration 2,079 1.92% 4 
Sout.h<Nestem Public SeMOO Company 300 0.28% 0 
St Joseph Light & Powe< Company 260 0.24% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 410 0.38% 0 
utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 1,252 1.16% 1 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 969 0.89% 1 

Cooperative PCM-er 36 0.03% 0 
IES Utilities 106 0.10% 0 
Interstate Power Company 41 0.04% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 5 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 233 0.21% 0 
Minnesota PaNe( 86 0.08% 0 
Nebraska Public Pcmer District 174 0.16% 0 
Northern states POM?t 351 0.32% 0 
Nortl'Nieslem PuNic Service Company 14 0.01% 0 
Omaha Public PoHer District 118 0.11% 0 
Ottet TaH Power 37 0.03% 0 

central Illinois PONer Cooperatlve 2,549 2.35% 6 
Illinois POHer Company 3,743 3.45% 12 
Southern Companies 25,499 23.53% 554 
Union Electric 7,067 6.54% 43 
Tennessee Valley Authority 25,038 23.10% 534 

Total 108,381 100.00-k 1,343 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 18 

Post-Merger HHI 1,361 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPD, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, Norttr.Yestem Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Power. 
'Includes aoo·Mw from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Foon 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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I Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 

35 Mills 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Including Southern 
MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City P(IHe( & Light 2,705 2.14¾ 5 
Western Resoutces 5,202 4.11% 17 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,788 1.41% 2 
Associated Electric Cooperative 2,502 1.98% 4 
Cajun Electric Pc:tNer Cooperatr.-e 1,613 1.28¾ 2 
Central and South West l 8,824 6.98¾ 49 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 2,633 2.08¾ 4 
City o1 Alexandria, LA 0 0.00¾ 0 
City of Oarksdale, MS 23 0.02¾ 0 
City o1 Coffeyville, KS 5& 0.04¾ 0 
City o1 Lafayette, LA 580 0.46% 0 
City of McPheraon, KS 182 0.14¾ 0 
City of Winfield, KS 52 0.04% 0 
City Power & Light, lndependenre, MO 170 0.13¾ 0 
City Ulilrues, Spnngfiekl, MO 851 0.51% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 710 0.56% 0 
Entergy Services 20,156 15.93¾ 254 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 1.01% 1 
KAMO Electnc Cooperative 200 0.16% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public utilities 572 0.45% 0 
Kansas E1ec:tric Power Cooperative 70 0.06¾ 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 350 0.28% 0 
MkM'est Energy 28 0.02% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.09% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 2.00¾ 4 
Okiahoma Municipal Power Authority 118 0.09% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,079 1.64¾ 3 
Southwestern Pubfie Service Company 300 0.24% 0 
st Joseph Light & Pa,,er Company 280 0.21% 0 
Sunftower Electric PONel CorporaUon 522 0.41% 0 
utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public SelVice) 1,355 1.07% 1 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 1,093 0.86% 1 

Cooperative"°""' 35 0.03% 0 
IES Utilities 101 0.08% 0 
Interstate PCM'ef Company 59 0.05¾ 0 
Lincoln Electric System 5 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy- 247 0.19% 0 
Minnesota Power 82 0.06% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 166 0.13% 0 
Northern states Power 338 0.27% 0 
Northwestern Public Service Company 13 0.01% 0 
Omaha Public Pcmer District 120 0.09% 0 
Otter Ts1il Power 38 0.03% 0 

Central llinois P<me( Cooperative 2,673 2.11v. 4 
Illinois POYlef Company 3,743 2.96% 9 
Southern Companies 28,035 22.163/. 491 
Union Electric 7,087 5.60% 31 
Tennessee Valley Authority 25,038 19.79% 392 

Total 126,495 100.00o/1 1,275 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 18 

Post~erger HHI 1,293 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP utlbes are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states, OPPD, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, !ES utilities, 
and Otter Tail P<:tHer. 
i Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 ElA Form 860. 
1996 ElA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
14 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Excluding Southern and TVA 

MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Sollthwestem Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utlll1y (including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City PC1Her & Light 2,631 9.20% 85 
Western Resources 3,734 13.05% 170 

Arl<ansas Eleciiic Cooperative Corporation 65 0.23% 0 
Associated Electric Cooperative 2,280 7.97% 63 
Cajun Ele<:tnc Pc,,i,oer Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Central and South West 3 2,502 8.74% 76 
Central Louisiana Eleciric Company 0 0.00% 0 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Ctarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City ol Colf..,._;Je, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Prmer & Light, Independence, MO 93 0.33% 0 
City utilities, Springfield, MO 178 0.62% 0 
Empire Oistfict E~ Company 307 1.07% 1 
EnterQ'I Services 3,575 12.49% 156 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 4.47% 20 
KAMO Eleciiic Cooperative 200 0.70% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public utilities 290 1.01% 1 
Kansas E}ec;tfic Power Cooperalive 70 0.24% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Prmer Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeas1 Tell3S Electric Cooperative 78 0.27% 0 
Oldahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 8.84% 78 
Oldahoma Municipal PC1Ner Authority 118 0.41% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 2,079 7.26% 53 
Southwestern Public SeMCe Company 39 0.14% 0 
st Jo,eph Light & Power Company 121 0.42% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Cocporation 325 1.14% 1 
Utilicolp {WestPtains and Missouri Public SeMCe) 909 3.18% 10 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperative Power 53 0.18% 0 
IES Ub1ities 137 0.48% 0 
Interstate Power Company 16 0.06% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 326 1.14% 1 
Minnesota PC1Her 12 0.04% 0 
Nebrasl<a Public Power District 247 0.86% 1 
Northern States Power 212 0.74% 1 
Northwestern Public SeMCe Company 10 0.03% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 172 0.60% 0 
otter Tail PCM'er 15 0.05% 0 

Central llfinois Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois Pa-Her Company 2,198 7.68% 59 
Union Electric 1,812 6.33% 40 

Total 28,615 100.00% 827 

Change In HHI Resultlng from Merged Company 240 

Post-Merger HHI 1,067 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern States, OPPO, 
Cooperative PUNer, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tan PaNer. 
, lncfudes 800 W/1/ from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
20 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Excluding Southern and TVA 

MAPP1 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utility (including hydro) Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City Power & Light 2,631 5.27¾ 28 
Western Resources 3,790 7.59% 58 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative CocporatOO 1,473 2.95¾ 9 
Associated Electric Cooperative 2,502 5.01% 25 
cajun EJectric Power CooperatNe 1,393 2.79% 8 
Central and South West 3 4,345 8.70% 76 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.85% 3 
City ot Afexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City cl Clarksdale, MS 0 o.00•1o 0 
City cl Colleyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City cl Lafayette, LA 262 0.52% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.001/, 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 O.OOo/o 0 
City Pa.m & Ugh\ Independence, MO 131 0.26% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 0.83% 1 
Empire District Electric Company 399 0.80% 1 
Entergy Services 11,478 22.98¾ 528 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 2.56¾ 7 
KAMO Eleciric CooperatiYe 200 0.401/, 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 572 1.15% 1 
Kansas ESectric PCNier Cooperative 70 0.141/, 0 
Louisiana Energy and PC1Nef Authority 116 0.23¾ 0 
MidwestE""f!IY 6 0.01% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.231/t 0 
Oktahoma Gas & Electric Company 2,530 5.07'1• 26 
Oldahoma Municipal Power Authority' 118 0.241/t 0 
Southwestern PaNef Administration 2,079 4.161/1 17 
South'-HeStem Public Ser.ice Company 300 0.60% 0 
Sl Joseph Light & PO'Mlf Company 218 0.44% 0 
Suntlowet Electric Pa-He< Ccxporation 410 0.82% 1 
Ulilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Sef'lice) 1,023 2.05% 4 
West em Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 1.38% 2 

Cooperative Power 38 0.08¾ 0 
I ES Utilities 107 0.21% 0 
Interstate Power Company 36 0.07¾ 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Enetg'f 232 0.47% 0 
Minnesota Power 89 0.18¾ 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 176 0.35% 0 
Northern states Power 347 0.69% 0 
Norttrwestem Public Service Company 14 0.03¾ 0 
Omaha Public Power District 123 0.25% 0 
Otter Tail Powef 38 0.08% 0 

Central Illinois Pc:mer Cooperative 257 0.51% 0 
Illinois Pa.ver Company 3,743 7.50% 56 
Union Electtic 5,274 10.56% 112 

Total 49,941 100.00¾ ••• 
Change In HHI Resuftlng from Merged Company 80 

Post-Merger HHI 1,046 

Notes: 1 lnciudes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utiities are Interstate, Llncoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, N-Orthem States, OPPO, 
Cooperative Power, MiMesota Power, Norttrwestem Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail PCINef. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sources: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 ElA Form 423. 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
25 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Excluding Southern and TVA 

MAPP2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Capacity Market 
Utlllty (Including hydro} Share HHI 

(MW) 

Kansas City Pcmer & Light 2,631 4.55% 
Western Resources 3,923 6.78% 

Arkansas Electlic: Cooperative Corporation 1,788 3.09% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 2,502 4.33% 
cajun Electric P(M'ef CooperatNe 1,393 2.41% 
Central and South West' 6,036 10.43% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.59% 
City of Al"'3ndria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clalksd3le, MS 0 0.00% 
City of Cotreyvil!e, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.45% 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield, KS 40 0.07% 
City Pefflef & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.23% 
City Util«ies, Spnngfie!d, MO 651 1.13% 
Empire District Electric Company 677 1.17% 
Entergy Setvices 11,902 20.58% 
Grand River Dam Authority 1,280 2.21% 
KAMO Electric CooperatiVe 200 0.35% 
Kansas City Board of~ Utilties 572 0.99% 
Kansas Electlic PaNer CooperatiVe 70 0.12% 
Louisiana Energy and Pc::,,wr Authority 235 0.41% 
Midwest Enef9'/ 15 0.03% 
Northeast Tm<as EJectric Cooperative 117 0.20% 
Oklahoma Gas & Eleclric Company 2,530 4.37% 
Oldahoma Municipal Pcmer Authority 118 0.20% 
Southwestem Power Administration 2,079 3.59% 
Soutl"M'estem Public Service Comparl'f 300 0.52% 
St Joseph Light & Pc,,;er Company 260 0.45% 
Sunfiowef' Electric Power COrporation 410 0.71% 
Utilicocp ('WestPlains and Missouri Public Service} 1,252 2.16% 
Western Farmers Electtic Cooperative 969 1.68% 

Cooperawe PONer 36 0.061/t 
IES Utilities 106 0.18% 
Interstate ?<mer Company 41 0.07% 
Lincoln E)ec(ric System 5 0.01% 
MidAmerican Energy 233 0.40% 
MiMesota Power 86 0.15% 
Nebraska Public Power District 174 0.30% 
Northern States PoNer 351 0.61% 
Norttr-.Yestem Public Service Company 14 0.02% 
Omaha Public POYier District 118 0.20% 
Otter Tail Power 37 0.06% 

CentraJ Illinois Power Cooperative 2,549 4.41% 
Illinois Pcmer Company 3,743 6.473/o 
Union Electric 7,067 12.251/o 

Total 57,844 100.00% 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Notes: 1 lnctudes transportation costs. 
2 MAPP Utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPD. Northern Stales, OPPD, 
Cooperative Power, MiMesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES Utilities, 
and Otter Tail Po.ver. 
3 Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Sou~: 1995 ElA Foon 860. 
1996 ElA Fonn 423. 

21 
46 

10 
19 

6 
109 

3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 

423 
5 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

19 
0 

13 
0 
0 
1 
5 
3 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

19 
42 

150 

899 

62 

961 
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Economic Capacity: Delivered Fuel Costs Less Than 
35 Mills 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Excluding Southern and TV A 

MAPl>2 Exports Constrained to 1200 MW and Southwestern Public Service Constrained to 300 MW 

Utility 

Kansas Qty PC1Hel & Light 
Western Resources 

Mansas Eleetric Cooperative Co<poration 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
cajun ElectriG PCM'ef Cooperative 
Central and South West ) 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 
Qty ot Alexandna. LA 
City ot aarksdale, MS 
Qty ot Cotreywle, KS 
Qty ot ulayette, LA 
City of McPherson, KS 
City of Winfield, KS 
c;iy PC1He! & Ughl, Independence, MO 
Qty Utilties, Springfield, MO 
Empire Oistnct Electric Company 
Entergy Selvices 
Grand River Dam Authority 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 
Kansas City Board of Public UtiJities 
Kansas Eledric Power Cooperatrw'e 
Lou~ Energy and Power Authority 
M-Energy 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperawe 
Okiahoma Gas & Electric Company 
OkSahoma Municipal pc,.yer Authority 
SoutttNestem Po.ver Administration 
Soul.t'ffiestem Public Service Company 
st. Joseph Light & PC1He! Compart)' 
Sunl'lowef Electric Power Corporation 
utilico,p (West?iains and Missouri Public Service} 
Western FarmeB Electric Cooperative 

Cooperative PC1Hef 
IES Utilities 
Interstate Power Comparl'f 
Lincoln Ele¢trie System 
MidAmerican Energy 
Minnesota P~ 
Nebraska Public P(1Nef Oistnct 
Northem States Power 
Northwestern Public Service Company 
Omaha Public Pcmer District 
otter Tail Power 

Central Illinois Power eooperawe 
Illinois Power Company 
Union Electric 

Total 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Pott-Merger HHI 

Notes: 1 Includes transportation costs. 

Capacity 
(Including hydro) 

(MW) 

2,705 
5,202 

1,788 
2,502 
1.613 
8,824 
2,633 

0 
23 
56 

580 
182 

52 
170 
651 
710 

20,156 
1,280 

200 
572 
70 

350 
28 

117 
2,530 

118 
2,079 

300 
260 
522 

1,355 
1,093 

35 
101 
59 

5 
247 

82 
166 
338 

13 
120 

36 

2,673 
3,743 
7,087 

73,423 

Market 
Share 

3.68% 
7.08% 

2.43% 
3.41% 
2.20% 

12.02% 
3.59% 
0.00% 
0.03¾ 
0.08¾ 
0.79¾ 
0.25% 
0.07% 
0.23% 
0.89% 
0.97% 

27.45% 
1.74% 
0.27% 
0.78% 
0.10% 
0.48% 
0.04% 
0.16% 
3.45% 
0.16% 
2.83% 
0.41% 
0.35% 
0.71% 
1.85% 
1.49% 

0.05% 
0.14% 
0.08% 
0.01% 
0.34% 
0.11% 
0.23% 
0.46% 
0.02% 
0.16% 
0.05% 

3.64% 
5.10% 
9.65% 

100.00¾ 

HHI 

14 
50 

6 
12 
5 

144 
13 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 

754 
3 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

12 
0 
8 
0 
0 
1 
3 
2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

13 
26 
93 

1,164 

52 

1,216 

2 MAPP utilities are Interstate, Lincoln Electric, MidAmerican, NPPO, Northern states, OPPO, 
Cooperative Power, Minnesota Power, Northwestern Public Service Company, IES utilities, 
and Otter Tail Pa.ver. 
s Includes 800 MW from ERCOT. 

Soutces: 1995 EIA Form 860. 
1996 EIA Form 423. 
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Price Range 

14-25 
25-35 
14-20 
20-25 

-~. 
Exhibit_(R, c3) 

Schedule 1 

Analysis of Concentration: Marginal Economic Capacity 
Case 1: Delivered Prices Measured at Utility's Border or SIPP Border 

Market Excluding Southern I Market Including Southern & TVA I Market Excluding Southern & TVA 

Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI 

1,322 16 1,315 10 1,167 43 

792 6 1,708 3 1,521 6 

962 69 1,093 69 881 114 

2,101 0 . :2.,044 0 2,749 0 

Note: 1 Economic capacity for each utility in SPP based on its own energy cost and transmission tariff. Economic Capacity for MAPP, MAIN, 
and SERC utilities based on least cost destination with the SPP. 



_ _..,..~_ 

Price Range 

14-25 
25-35 
14-20 
20-25 

Analysis of Concentration: Marginal Economic Capacity 
Case 2: Delivered Prices at Entergy Border 

---

Exhibit_(R, •. ~-23) 
Schedule 2 

Market Excluding Southern Market Including Southern & TVA Market Excluding Southern & TVA 

Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI 

1,355 27 1,454 14 1.231 70 

2,137 3 1,818 2 2,137 3 

1,700 38 1,484 24 1,525 109 

949 0 ~.508 0 905 0 



Price Range 

14-25 
25-35 
14-20 
20-25 

Exhibit_(f,. -23) 
Schedule 3 

Analysis of Concentration: Marginal Economic Capacity 
Case 3: Delivered Prices Measured at Utility's Border or SPP Border, 

Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 1 

Market Excluding Southern Market Including Southern & TVA Market Excluding Southern & TVA 

Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI Post-Merger HHI Change in HHI 
1,643 0 1,756 0 1,520 0 
2,647 7 2,472 5 3,044 7 
2,174 0 1,836 0 1,977 0 
1,307 0 3,000 

--···---- 0 1,970 0 

Note: 1 Economic capacity for each utility in SPP based on its own energy cost, assuming zero transmission cost. 
Economic Capacity for MAPP, MAIN, and SERC utilities based on costs delivered to the border of SPP. 
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( Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern 

14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Lighl 942 1.83% 3 
Western Resources 2,266 4.40% 19 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,664 3.23% 10 
Associaled Electric Cooperative 1,382 2.68% 7 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 2.70% 12 
Central and South West. 4,343 8.43% 12 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.79% 13 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.51% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.25% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 0.80% 1 
Empire District Electric Company 303 0.59% 0 
Entergy Services 8,062 15.65% 245 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 1.57% 2 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.39% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 337 0.65% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.22% 0 
Midwest Energy 6 0.01% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.23% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.18% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 287 0.56% 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 97 0.19% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 410 0.80% 1 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 1,023 1.99% 4 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 1.34% 2 

Cooperative Power 87 0.17% 0 
IES Utilities 96 0.19% 0 
Interstate Power Company 61 0.12% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 121 0.24% 0 
Minnesota Power 185 0.36% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Northern States Power 537 1.04% 1 
Northwestern Public Service Company 24 0.05% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail Power 88 0.17% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 0.66% 0 
Illinois POYier Company 3,743 7.27% 53 
Union Electric 5,275 10.24% 105 
Tennessee Valley Authority 14,685 28.51% 813 

Total 51,510 100.00% 1,306 

I Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 16 
\ 

Post-Merger HHI 1,322 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern 

25-35 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 

Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 74 0.46% 0 
Western Resources 1,145 7.04% 50 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 59 0.36% 0 
Associated Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperalive 220 1.35% 12 
Central and South West 4,172 25.66% 12 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 1,370 8.43% 13 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 23 0.14% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 56 0.34% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 268 1.65% 3 
City of McPherson, KS 182 1.12% 1 
City of Winfield, KS 52 0.32% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 238 1.46% 2 
Empire District Electric Company 278 1.71% 3 
Entergy SelVices 3,467 21.33% 455 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 222 1.37% 2 
Midwest Energy 9 0.06% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public SelVice Company 0 0.00% 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 42 0.26% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 112 0.69% 0 
Ulilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public SelVice) 332 2.04% 4 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 403 2.48% 6 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
IES Utilities 11 0.07% 0 
Interstate Power Company 355 2.18% 5 
Linccln Electric System 72 0.44% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 479 2.94% 9 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 53 0.33% 0 
Northern States Power 224 1.38% 2 
Northwestern Public SelVice company 0 0.00% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail Power 7 0.04% 0 

Central Illinois Public SelVice Co. 2,334 14.36% 206 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 0 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Tennessee Valley Authority 0 0.00% 0 

Total 16,258 100.00% 786 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 6 

Pos1-Merger HHI 792 
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/ Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
I 

Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern 
14-20 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Ulility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas Cfy Power & Light 942 3.83% 15 
Western Resources 2,199 8.95% 80 

Ar1<ansas Electric Cooperative Corporalion 1,123 4.57% 21 
Associated Electric Coopera1ive 1,160 4.72% 22 
Cajun Ele<:lric Power Cooperative 1,393 5.67% 12 
Cenlral and South Wes! 2,736 11.14% 12 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 325 1.32% 13 
Cfy of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
Cfy of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
Cfy of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
Cfy of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
Cfy of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
Cfy Power & Ugh!, Independence, MO 131 0.53% 0 
Cfy Util~ies, Springfield, MO 413 1.68% 3 
Empire Ois1rict Electric Company 211 0.86% 1 
Entergy Services 1,657 6.74% 45 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 3.30% 11 
KAMO Ele<:1ric Cooperative 200 0.81% 1 
Kansas Cfy Board of Public Utilities 92 0.37% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

( Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 3 0.01% 0 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeasl Texas Ele<:lric Cooperative 117 0.48% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Ele<:lric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.38% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 26 0.11% 0 
SI. Joseph Light & Power Company 97 0.39% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 325 1.32% 2 
Utilicorp (Wes!Plains and Missouri Public Service) 980 3.99% 16 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperalive Power 93 0.38% 0 
IES Utilities 92 0.37% 0 
Interstate Power Company 55 0.23% 0 
Lincoln Ele<:lric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 131 0.53% 0 
Minnesota Power 183 0.75% 1 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Northern States Power 552 2.25% 5 
Northwestern Public Service Company 26 0.11% 0 
Omaha Public Power Ois1rict 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail Power 68 0.28% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois Power Company 2,847 11.59% 134 
Union Ele<:1ric 0 0.00% 0 
Tennessee Valley Authority 5,486 22.33% 499 

Total 24,565 100,00% 894 

I 
Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 69 

\ 
Post-Merger HHI 962 
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i Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern 

20-25 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 0 0.00% 0 
Western Resources 67 0.24% 0 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation S41 1.97% 4 
Associated Elecbic Cooperative 222 0.81% 1 
Cajun Elecbic Power Cooperalive 0 0.00% 12 
Central and South West 1,607 5.85% 12 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 597 2.18% 13 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.95% 1 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 0 
Empire Disbict Elecbic Company 92 0.34% 0 
Entergy Services 6,406 23.34% 545 
Grand River Oam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Elecbic Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 245 0.89% 1 
Kansas Elecbic Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 113 0.41% 0 
Midwest Energy 6 0.02% 0 
Northeast Texas Elecbic Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Elecbic 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahcma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Power Administraiion 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 261 0.95% 1 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 0 0.00% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 85 0.31% 0 
Utilicorp (WestPiains and Missouri Public SelVice) 43 0.16% 0 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 2.51% 6 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
JES Utilities 66 0.24% 0 
Interstate POYier Company 60 0.22% 0 
Lincoln Eiecbic System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Minnesota Power 88 0.32% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Northern States Power 140 0.51% 0 
Northwestern Public Sel\'ice Company 0 0.00% 0 
Omaha Public PCNler District 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail Power 148 O.S4% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 1.24% 2 
Illinois Power Company 896 3.26% 11 
Union Electric 5,275 19.22% 369 
Tennessee Valley Authority 9,199 33.51% 1,123 

Total 27,448 100.00% 2,101 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 0 
\ 

Post-Merger HHI 2,101 



Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 1: Regional Market Including Southern 

14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 942 1.44% 
Western Resources 2,266 3.48% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,664 2.55% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,382 2.12% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 2.14% 
Central and South West 4,343 6.66% 
Central Loulsiana Electric Company 922 1.41% 
City of AJexandria, LA 0- 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.40% 
City of McPheraon, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.20% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 0.63% 
Empire District Electric Company 303 0.46% 
Entergy Services 8,062 12.36% 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 1.24% 
KAMO Eleelric Cooperative 200 0.31% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 337 0.52% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.18% 
Midwest Energy 6 0.01% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.18% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.14% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southviestem Public Service Company 287 0.44% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 97 0.15% 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 410 0.63% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 1,023 1.57% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 1.06% 

Cooperative Power 87 0.13% 
!ES Utilities 96 0.15% 
Interstate Power Company 61 0.09% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Energy 121 0.19% 
Minnesota Power 185 0.28% 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Northern States Power 537 0.82% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 24 0.04% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Otter Tail Power 88 0.13% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 0.52% 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 5.74% 
Southern Companies 13,699 21.01% 
Union Electric 5,275 8.09% 
Tennessee Valley Authority 14,885 22.52% 

Total 65,209 100.00'/, 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

2 
12 

12 
12 
13 
44 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

153 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
33 

441 
65 

507 

1,305 

10 

1,315 
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( 

Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 1: Regional Market Including Southern 

25-35 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 

Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 74 0.31% 
Western Resources 1,145 4.85% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 59 0.25% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 220 0.93% 
Central and South West 4,172 17.69% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 1,370 5.81% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 23 0.10% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 56 0.24% 

City of Lafayette, LA 268 1.14% 
City of McPherson, KS 182 o.n% 
City of Winfield, KS 52 0.22% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0,00% 

City Utilities, Springfield, MO 238 1.01% 
Empire District Elewic Company 278 1.18% 
Entergy Services 3,467 14.70% 

Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 0 0.00% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 222 0.94% 
Midwest Energy 9 0.04% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 42 0.18% 
SunHower Electric P<:1N8r Corporation 112 0.47% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 332 1.41% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 403 1.71% 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 
IES Utilities 11 0.04% 
Interstate Power Company 355 1.50% 
Lincoln Electric System 72 0.30% 
MidAmerican Energy 479 2.03% 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 
Nebraska Public Power District 53 0.22% 
Northern States Power 224 0.95% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Otter Tail Power 7 0.03% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 2,334 9.90% 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 
Southern Companies 7,329 31.07% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 
Tennessee VaUey Authority 0 0.00% 

Total 23,587 100.00'I. 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

0 
24 

12 
12 
13 

313 
34 

0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 

216 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
3 

0 
0 
2 
0 
4 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

98 
0 

966 
0 
0 

1,705 

3 

1,708 
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Marginal Economic Analysis Capacity 
Case 1: UtiliCorp - WestPlains Energy Market Including Southern 

14-20 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 

Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 942 3.85% 15 
Western Resources 2,199 9.00% 81 

Alkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,123 4.59% 21 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,160 4.74% 23 

Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 5.70% 32 
Central and South West 2,736 11.19% 125 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 325 1.33% 2 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.()0% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 OJX>% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.54% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 1.69% 3 
Empire District Electric Company 211 0.86% 1 

Entergy Services 1,657 6.78% 46 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 3.31% 11 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.82% 1 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 92 0.38% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 3 0.01% 0 

Mktwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Eleciric Cooperative 
Oklahoma Gas & Elecirie 0 0.00% 0 

Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.38% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 26 0.11% 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 97 0.40% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 325 1.33% 2 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 980 4.01% 16 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperative Power 93 0.38% 0 
IES Utilities 92 0.37% 0 
Interstate Power Company 55 0.23% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 

MidAmerican Energy 131 0.53% 0 
Minnesota Power 183 0.75% 1 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 

Northern States Power 552 2.26% 5 
Northwestern Public Service Company 26 0.11% 0 

Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 

Otter Tail Power 68 0.28% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois Power Company 2,847 11.65% 136 

Southern Companies 0 0.00% 0 

Union Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Tennessee Valley Authority 5,486 22.44% 504 

Total 24,448 100.00'I. 1,024 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 69 

Post-Merger HHI 1,093 

Exhibtt_{RMS-24) 
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Marginal Economic Analysis Capacity 
Case 1: UtiliCorp - WestPlains Energy Market Including Southern 

20-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & light 0 0.00% 0 

Western Resources 67 0.16% 0 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 541 1.32% 2 

Associated Electric Cooperative 222 0.54% 0 

Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Central and South West 1,607 3.90% 15 

Central Louisiana Electric Company 597 1.45% 2 

City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 

City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 

City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 

City of Lafayette, lA 262 0.64% 0 

CityofMcPherson,KS 0 0.00% 0 

City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 

City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 

City Utilities, Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 0 

Empire District Electric Company 92 0.22% 0 

Entergy Services 6,406 15.57% 242 

Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 

KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 245 0.60% 0 

Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 113 0.28% 0 

Midwest Energy 6 0.01% 0 

Northeast Texas Elecbic Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Oldahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 

Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 

Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 

Southwestern Public Serviee Company 261 0.63% 0 

St. Joseph Light & Power Company 0 0.00% 0 

Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 85 0.21% 0 

Utilieorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 43 0.10% 0 

Western Fanners Eleetric Cooperative 690 1.68% 3 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 

IES Utilities 66 0.16% 0 

Interstate Power Company 60 0.15% 0 

Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 

MidAmerican Energy 0 0.00% 0 

Minnesota Power 88 0.21% 0 

Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 

Northern States PO'N&r 140 0.34% 0 

Northwestern Public Serviee Company 0 0.00% 0 

Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 

Otter Tail Power 148 0.36% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 0.82% 1 

Illinois Power Company 896 2.18% 5 

Southern Companies 13,699 33.29% 1,108 

Union Electric 5,275 12.82% 164 

Tennessee Valley Authority 9,199 22.36% 500 

Total 41,146 100,00o/. 2,044 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 0 

Post-Merger HHI 2,044 

Exhibtt_(RMS-24) 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern and TVA 

14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas Ctty Power & Light 942 2.99% 
Western Resources 2,266 7.18% 

Arkansas Electric cooperative Corporation 1,664 5.27% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,382 4.38% 

cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 4.42% 
Central and South West 4,343 13.76% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 2.92% 

City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.83% 

City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 

City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.42% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 1.31% 
Empire District Electric company 303 0.96% 
Entergy Services 8,062 25.55% 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 2.57% 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.63% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 337 1.07% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.37% 
Midwest Energy 6 0.02% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.37% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 

Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.29% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 287 0.91% 

St. Joseph Light & Power Company 97 0.31% 
SunfloWer Electric Power Corporation 410 1.30% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 1,023 3.24% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 2.19% 

Cooperative Power 87 0.28% 
IES Utiltties 96 0.30% 
Interstate Power company 61 0.19°,(, 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Energy 121 0.38% 
Minnesota Power 185 0.59% 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Northern States Power 537 1.70% 
Northwestern Public SeMee Company 24 0,08% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Otter Tail Power 88 0.28% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 1.07% 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 11.86% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 

Total 31,550 100.00% 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

9 
52 

12 
12 
13 

189 
9 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 

653 
7 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 

11 
5 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 

1 
141 

0 

1,124 

43 

1,167 

Exhibtt_(RMS-24) 
Schedule 1 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern and TVA 

14-20 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 942 4.94% 
Western Resources 2,199 11.53% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative corporation 1,123 5.88% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,160 6.08% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 7.30% 
Central and South West 2,736 14.34% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 325 1.70% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of COffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.()()% 

City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.69% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 413 2.16% 
Empire District Electric Company 211 1.11% 
Entergy Services 1,657 8.68% 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 4.24% 
KAMO Electric COcperative 200 1.05% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utillties 92 0.48% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 3 0.01% 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.61% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.48% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
SouthWestem Public Service Company 26 0.14% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 97 0.51% 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 325 1.70% 
Utilicorp (VVestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 980 5.14% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 

Cooperative Power 93 0.49% 
IES Utilities 92 0.48% 
Interstate Power company 55 0.29% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Energy 131 0.68% 

Minnesota Power 183 0,96°,{, 

Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Northern States Power 552 2.89% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 26 0.14% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
otter Tail Power 68 0.36% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 0 0.00% 
Illinois Power Company 2,847 14.92% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 

Total 19,079 100.00% 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

24 
133 

12 
12 
13 

206 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
1 

75 
18 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 

26 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
8 
0 
0 
0 

0 
22"3 

0 

767 

114 

881 

Exhiblt_(RMS-24) 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern and TVA 

14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 0 0.00% 
Western Resources 67 0.52% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative corporation 541 4.17% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 222 1.71% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Central and South West 1,607 12.38% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 597 4.60% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 2.02% 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 
Empire District Electric Company 92 0.71% 
Entergy Services 6,406 49.37% 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utillties 245 1.89% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 113 0,87'.-
Midwest Energy 6 0.05% 
Northeast Texas Electric Coopera!ive 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 261 2.01% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 0 0.00% 
sunflower Electric Power Corporation 85 0.66% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 43 0.33% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 5.32% 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 
IES Utillties 66 0.51% 
Interstate Power Company 60 0.46% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Energy 0 0.00% 
Minnesota Power 88 0.68% 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Northern States Power 140 1.08% 
Northwestern Public Service company 0 0.00% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
otter Tail Power 148 1.14% 

central Illinois Public Service CO. 339 2.61% 
Illinois Power company 896 6.91% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 

Total 12,974 1O0.0O'/o 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

0 
0 

12 
12 
13 

153 
21 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

2,438 
0 
0 
4 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 
0 

28 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 

7 
48 
0 

2,749 

0 

2,749 

Exhiblt_(RMS-24) 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 1: Regional Market Excluding Southern and TVA 

25-35 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 74 0.46% 
Westem Resources 1,145 7.04% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 59 0.36% 
Associated Electric cooperative 0 0.00% 
cajun Electric Power Cooperative 220 1.35% 
Central and South West 4,172 25.66% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 1,370 8.43% 
Crty of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 23 0.14% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 56 0.34% 
City of Lafayette, LA 268 1.65% 
City of McPherson, KS 182 1.12% 
City of Winfield, KS 52 0.32% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 238 1.46% 
Empire District Electric company 278 1.71% 
Entergy Services 3,467 21.33% 
Grand River oam Authority 0 0.00% 
KAMO Electric cooperative 0 0.00% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 0 0.00% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 222 1.37% 
Midwest Energy 9 0.06% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 42 0.26% 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 112 0.69% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 332 2.04% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 403 2.48% 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 
!ES Uliltties 11 0.07% 
Interstate Power Company 355 2.18% 
Lincoln Electric System 72 0.44% 
MidAmerican Energy 479 2.94% 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 
Nebraska Public Power District 53 0.33% 
Northern States Power 224 1.38% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
otter Tail Power 7 0.04% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 2,334 14.36% 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 

Total 16,258 100.00% 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

0 
50 

12 
12 
13 

658 
71 
0 
0 
0 
3 
1 
0 
0 
2 
3 

455 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
6 

0 
0 
5 
0 
9 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 

206 
0 
0 

1,515 

6 

1,521 
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Exhibtt_(RMS-24) 
Schedule 2 

Page 1 of 12 

( Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern 

14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 1,283 2.44% 6 
Western Resources 2,910 5.54% 31 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,723 3.28% 11 
Associated Electrtc Cooperative 1,382 2.63% 7 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 2.65% 7 
Central and South West 4,343 8.27% 68 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.75% 3 
City of Alexandrta, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.50% 0 
'.:lty of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.25% 0 
City Utiltties, Sprtngfield, MO 413 0.79% 1 
Empire District Electric Company 303 0.58% 0 
Entergy Services 8,326 15.85% 251 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 1.54% 2 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.38% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utiltties 290 0.55% 0 
Kansas Elecirtc Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.22% 0 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.22% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.18% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 26 0.05% 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 218 0.41% 0 
Sunflower Electric PO'Her Corporation 325 0.62% 0 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 1,023 1.95% 4 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 690 1.31% 2 

Cooperative Power 58 0.11% 0 
IES Utilities 120 0.23% 0 
Interstate Power Company 53 0.10% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 256 0.49% 0 
Minnesota Power 124 0.24% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 99 0.19% 0 
Northern States Power 360 0.68% 0 
Northwestern Public Service Company 22 0.04% 0 
Omaha Public Pow-er District 48 0.09% 0 
Otter Tail Power 59 0.11% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 0.65% 0 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 7.12% 51 
Union Electric 5,275 10.04% 101 
Tennessee Valley Authority 14,685 27.95% 781 

To1al 52,540 100.00% 1,328 

I Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 27 
\ 

Post-Merger HHI 1,355 
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( Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern 

14-20 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 1,283 2.91% 8 
Western Resources 2,854 6.48% 42 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,408 3.20% 10 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,160 2.63% 7 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 3.16% 10 
Central and South West 2,736 6.21% 39 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 325 0.74% 1 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 178 0.40% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 211 0.48% 0 
Entergy Services 7,902 17.94% 322 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 1.84% 3 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.45% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 235 0.53% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 3 0.01% 0 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.27% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.21% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 121 0.27% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
Utilicorp (Wes1Plains and Missouri Public Service) 837 1.90% 4 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 

Cooperative Power 100 0.23% 0 
IES Utilities 188 0.43% 0 
Interstate Power Company 31 0.07% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 439 1.00% 1 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 170 0.39% 0 
Northern Stales Power 98 0.22% 0 
Northwestern Public Service Company 19 0.04% 0 
Omaha Public POVier District 82 0.19% 0 
Otter Tail POYler 72 0.16% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 0 0.00% 0 
Illinois POYler Company 2,847 6.46% 42 
Union Electric 3,462 7.86% 62 
Tennessee Valley Authority 14,885 33.33% 1,111 

Total 44,059 100,00'/4 1,662 

( 
Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 38 

Post-Merger HHI 1,700 



Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern 

20-25 mills 

Utility 

Kansas Cfy Power & Light 
Western Resources 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 
Central and South West 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 
Cfy of Alexandria, LA 
Cfy of Clarksdale, MS 
Cfy of Coffeyville, KS 
Cfy of Lafayette, LA 
Cfy of McPherson, KS 
Cfy of Winfield, KS 
Cfy Power & Light, Independence, MO 
Cfy Utiltties, Springfield, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Entergy Services 
Grand River Dam Authority 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 
Kansas Cfy Board of Public Utilities 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authorfy 
Midwest Energy 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
SoulhWestem Power Administration 
Southwestern Public Sel'lice Company 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
Ulilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Sel'lice) 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 

Cooperative Power 
JES Ulilmes 
Interstate Power Company 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy 
Minnesota Power 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Northern States PO'Ner 
Northwestern Public Service Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
Otter Tail Power 

Central Illinois Public Setvice Co. 
Illinois Power Company 
Union Electric 
Tennessee Valley Authority 

Total 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Change in Economic 
Capacity 

0 
56 

315 
222 

0 
1,607 

597 
0 
0 
0 

262 
0 
0 

131 
235 
92 

424 
0 
0 

55 
0 

113 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

26 
97 

325 
186 
690 

0 
25 
85 
0 
0 

298 
0 

726 
27 
0 

40 

339 
896 

1,813 
0 

9,681 

Market 
Share 

0.00% 
0.58% 

3.25% 
2.29% 
0.00% 

16.60% 
6.17% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
2.70% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
1.35% 
2.43% 
0.95% 
4.38% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.57% 
0.00% 
1.17% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.27% 
1.00% 
3.36% 
1.92% 
7.13% 

0.00% 
0.26% 
0.87% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
3.07% 
0.00% 
7.50% 
0.28% 
0.00% 
0.41% 

3.50% 
9.26% 

18.73% 
0.00% 

100.00¼ 

HHI 

a 
0 

11 
5 
a 

275 
38 
0 
0 
a 
7 
a 
0 
2 
6 
1 

19 
a 
a 
a 
0 
1 
a 
0 
a 
0 
0 
0 
1 

11 
4 

51 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
9 
0 

56 
0 
0 
0 

12 
86 

351 
a 

949 

0 

949 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern 

25-35 Mills 

Utillty 

Kansas City Power & Light 
Western Resources 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 
Central and South West 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 
City of Alexandrta, LA 
City of Clarksdale, MS 
City of Cofreyville, KS 
City of Lafayette, LA 
City of McPherson, KS 
City of Winfield, KS 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
City U!iltties, Sprtngfield, MO 
Empire Distrtct Electric Company 
Entergy Services 
Grand River Dam Authority 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 
MidWest Energy 
Northeast Texas Electrtc Cooperative 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Southwestern Power Administration 
Southwestern Public Service Company 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
Ulilicorp (WestPlains and Missourt Public Service) 
Western Fanmers Electric Cooperative 

Cooperative Power 
IESU!iltties 
Interstate Power Company 
Lincoln Electrtc System 
MidAmerican Energy 
Minnesota Power 
Nebraska Public Power Distrtct 
Northern States Power 
Northwestern Public Service Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
Otter Tail Power 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 
Illinois Power Company 
Union Electric 
Tennessee Valley Authority 

Total 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Change in Economic 
Capacity 

74 
941 

0 
0 

220 
4,172 
1,370 

0 
23 
0 

268 
132 

40 
0 

238 
278 

8,254 
0 
0 

282 
0 

= 15 
0 
0 
0 
0 

261 
42 
85 

243 
403 

0 
77 

370 
74 

371 
0 

50 
232 

0 
0 
8 

2,334 
0 
0 
0 

21,079 

Market 
Share 

0.35% 
4.46% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
1.04% 

19.79% 
6.50% 
0.00% 
0.11% 
0.00% 
1.27% 
0.62% 
0.19% 
0.00% 
1.13% 
1.32% 

39.16% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
1.34% 
0.00% 
1.05% 
0.07% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.1)0% 
0.00% 
1.24% 
0.20% 
0.40% 
1.15% 
1.91% 

0.00% 
0.37% 
1.76% 
0.35% 
1.76% 
0.00% 
0.24% 
1.10% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.04% 

11.07% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 

HHI 

0 
20 

0 
0 
1 

392 
42 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 

1,533 
0 
0 
2 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
1 
4 

0 
0 
3 
0 
3 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

123 
0 
0 
0 

2,133 

3 

2,137 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Including Southern 

14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 

Utillty Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & light 1,283 1.78% 
Western Resources 2,910 4.04% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,723 2.39% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,382 1.92% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 1.93% 
Central and South West 4,343 6.03% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.28% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale. MS 0 0.00% 
City of Coffeyville. KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette. IA 262 0.36% 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City Power & light, Independence, MO 131 0.18% 
City Utimies. Springfield, MO 413 0.57% 
Empire District Electric Company 303 0.42% 
Entergy Services 8,326 11.56% 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 1.12% 
KAMO Eleetric Cooperative 200 0.28% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 290 0.40% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.16% 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.16% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.13% 
Southwestern PO'N8r Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 26 0.04% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 218 0.30% 
Sunflower Eleclric Power Corporation 325 0.45% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 1,023 1.42% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 0.96% 

Cooperative Power 58 0.08% 
IES Utilities 120 0.17% 
Interstate Power Company 53 0.07% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Energy 256 0.36% 
Minnesota Power 124 0.17% 
Nebraska Public Power District 99 0.14% 
Northern States Power 360 0.50% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 22 0.03% 
Omaha Public Power District 48 0.07% 
otter Tail Power 59 0.08% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 0.47% 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 5.20% 
Southern Companies 19,498 27.07% 
Union Electric 5,275 7.32% 
Tennessee Valley Authority 14,685 20.39% 

Total 72,038 100.00'I. 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

3 
16 

6 
4 
4 

36 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

134 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
27 

733 
54 

416 

1,439 

14 

1,454 

Exhiblt_(RMS-24) 
Schedule 2 
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( 

Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Including Southern 

14-20 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 1,283 2.34% 
Western Resources 2,854 5.20% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,408 2.57% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,160 2.12% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 2.54% 
Central and South West 2,736 4.99% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 325 0.59% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City Power & Ught, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 178 0.32% 
Empire District Electric Company 211 0.38% 
Entergy Services 7,902 14.41% 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 1.48% 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.37% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 235 0.43% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 3 0.00% 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.21% 
Oklahoma Gas & Eleetric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.17% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestem Public Service Company 0 0.00% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 121 0.22% 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 0 0.00% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service} 837 1.53% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 

COoperative Power 100 0.18% 
IES Utilities 188 0.34% 
Interstate Power Company 31 0.06% 
Lincoln Eleetric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Energy 439 0.80% 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 
Nebraska Public Power District 170 0.31% 
Northern States Power 98 0.18% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 19 0.03% 
Omaha Public Power District 82 0.15% 
otter Tail Power 72 0.13% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 0 0.00% 
Illinois Power Company 2,847 5.19% 
Southern Companies 10,TT9 19.66% 
Union Electric 3,462 6.31% 
Tennessee Valley Authority 14,685 26.78% 

Total 54,838 100.00% 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

5 
27 

7 
4 
6 

25 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

208 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
27 

386 
40 

717 

1,459 

24 

1,484 

El<hibtt_(RMS-24) 
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( Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Including Southern 

20-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 

utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 0 0.00% 
Western Resources 56 0.30% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 315 1.71% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 222 1.21% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Central and South West 1,607 8.73% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 597 3.24% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 1.42% 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.71% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 235 1.28% 

Empire District Electric Company 92 0.50% 
Entergy Services 424 2.30% 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 55 0.30% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 113 0.62% 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 26 0.14% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 97 0.53% 
Sunflower Electric Power COJJ)Oration 325 1.77% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 186 1.01% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 3.75% 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 
IES Utilities 25 0.14% 
Interstate Power Company 85 0.46% 
Lincoln Electric: System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican, Energy 0 0.00% 
Minnesota Power 298 1.62% 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Northern States Power 726 3.94% 
Northwestern Public Serviee Company 27 0.15% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Otter Tail Power 40 0.22% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 1.84% 
Illinois Power Company 896 4.87% 
Southern Companies 8,719 47.39% 
Union Electric 1,813 9.85% 
Tennessee Valley Authority 0 0.00% 

Total 18,400 100.00¾ 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

0 
0 

3 

0 
76 
11 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
1 
2 
0 
5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
1 

14 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 

16 
0 
0 
0 

3 
24 

2,245 
97 

0 

2,508 

0 

2,508 

El<hibtt_(RMS-24) 
Schedule 2 
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( Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Including Southern 

25-35 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 74 0.31% 
Western Resources 941 3.99% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 0 0.00% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 220 0.93% 
Central and South West 4,172 17.67% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 1,370 5.80% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 23 0.10% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 268 1.13% 
City of McPhe~n, KS 132 0.56% 
City of Winfield, KS 40 0.17% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 238 1.01% 
Empire District Electric Company 278 1.18% 
Entergy Services 8,254 34.95% 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 282 1.19% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 222 0.94% 
Midwest Energy 15 0.07% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 261 1.11% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 42 0.18% 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 85 0.36% 
Utilieorp (VVestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 243 1.03% 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 403 1.71% 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 
IES Utilities n 0.33% 
Interstate Power Company 370 1.57% 
Lincoln Electric System 74 0.32% 
MidAmerican Energy 371 1.57% 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 
Nebraska Public Power District 50 0.21% 
Northern States Power 232 0.98% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Otter Tail Power 8 0.03% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 2,334 9.88% 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 
Southern Companies 2,536 10.74% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 
Tennessee Valley Authority 0 0.00% 

Total 23,615 100,00'/, 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

0 
16 

0 
0 
1 

312 
34 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 
1 

1,222 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
3 

0 
0 
2 
0 
2 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

98 
0 

115 
0 
0 

1,815 

2 

1,818 

Exhibn_(RMS-24) 
Schedule 2 
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( 

Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern and TVA 

14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 1,283 3.94% 
Western Resources 2,910 8.93% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative corporation 1,723 5.29% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,382 4.24% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 4.28% 
Central and South West 4,343 13.33% 
Central Louisiana Electric company 922 2.83% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.80% 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.()0% 

City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 0.40% 
City Utiltties, Springfield, MO 413 1.27% 
Empire District Electric Company 303 0.93% 
Entergy Services 8,326 25.56% 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 2.49% 
KAMO Electric cooperative 200 0.61% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 290 0.89% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.36% 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Elecbic Cooperative 117 0.36% 
Oklahoma Gas & Elechic 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.28% 
Southwestern Power Administratk>n 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 26 0.08% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 218 0.67% 
Sunflower Electric Power corporation 325 1.00% 
Ulilicorp (West Plains and Missouri Public Service) 1,023 3.14% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 2.12% 

cooperative Power 58 0.18% 
!ES Ulilffies 120 0.37% 
Interstate Power Company 53 0.16% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Energy 258 0.79% 
Minnesota Power 124 0.38% 
Nebraska Public Power District 99 0.31% 
Northern States Power 380 1.10% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 22 0.07% 
Omaha Public Power District 48 0.15% 
Otter Tail Power 59 0.18% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 1.04% 
Illinois Power Company 3,743 11.49% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 

Total 32,580 100.00% 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

16 
80 

28 
18 
18 

178 
8 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 

653 
6 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

10 
4 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

1 
132 

0 

1,161 

70 

1,231 

Exhibtt_(RMS-24) 
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I 

Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern and TVA 

14-20 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Ulility Capacity Share 

Kansas Cfy Power & Light 1,283 4.95% 
Western Resources 2,854 11.02% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,408 5.43% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,160 4.48% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 5.38% 
Central and South West 2,736 10.56% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 325 1.25% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
Cfy of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
Cfy of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
Cfy of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 
Cfy of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
CfyofWinfield, KS 0 0.00% 
Cfy Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 
Cfy Utiltties, Springfield, MO 178 0.69% 
Empire District Electric Company 211 0.81% 
Entergy Services 7,902 30.50% 
Grand River Dam Authority 810 3.13% 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 200 0.77% 
Kansas Cfy Board of Public Utilities 235 0.91% 
Kansas Electric Power CooperaliVe 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 3 0.01% 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 117 0.45% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 92 0.36% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 
SI. Joseph Light & Power Company 121 0.47% 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 0 0.00% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 837 3.23% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 

Cooperative Power 100 0.38% 
IES Utilities 188 0.73% 
Interstate Power Company 31 0.12% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Energy 439 1.69% 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 
Nebraska Public Power District 170 0.66% 
Northern States Power 98 0.38% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 19 0.07% 
Omaha Public Power District 82 0.32% 
otter Tail Power 72 0.28% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 0 0.00% 
Illinois Power Company 2,847 10.99% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 

Total 25,912 100.00% 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

25 
121 

30 
20 
29 

111 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

930 
10 

1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

10 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
121 

0 

1,416 

109 

1,525 

Exhibtt_(RMS-24) 
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I 
\ 

Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern and TVA 

20-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 

Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 0 0.00% 
Western Resources 56 0.71% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 315 4.00% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 222 2.82% 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Central and South West 1,607 20.42% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 597 7.59% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 3.32% 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 131 1.67% 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 235 2.99% 
Empire District Electric Company 92 1.17% 
Entergy Services 424 5.39% 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 55 0.70% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 113 1.44% 
Midwest Energy 0 0.00% 
Northeast Texas Electric cooperative 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public SO!Vice Company 26 0.33% 
St. Joseph light & Power Company 97 1.23% 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 325 4.13% 
Utilicorp {WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 186 2.37% 
Western Farmers Electric cooperative 690 8.77% 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 
IES Utilities 25 0.32% 
Interstate Power Company 85 1.08% 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 
MidAmerican Energy 0 0.00% 
Minnesota Power 29!! 3.78% 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Northern States Power 726 9.22% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 27 0.35% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
otter Tail Power 40 0.50% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 339 4.31% 
Illinois Power Company 896 11.39% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 

Total 7,868 100.00'!. 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

0 
1 

16 
8 
0 

417 
58 
0 
0 
0 

11 
0 
0 
3 
9 
1 

29 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 

17 
6 

77 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

14 
0 

85 
0 
0 
0 

19 
130 

0 

sos 

0 

905 

Exhiblt_(RMS-24) 
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( Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 2: Entergy Market Excluding Southern and TVA 

25-35 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share 

Kansas City Power & Light 74 0.35% 
Western Resources 941 4.46% 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 0 0.00% 
Associated Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
cajun Electric Power Cooperative 220 1.04% 
Central and South West 4,172 19.79% 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 1,370 6.50% 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 
City of Clarksdale, MS 23 0.11% 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 
City of Lafayette, LA 268 1.27% 
City of McPherson, KS 132 0.62% 
City of Winfield, KS 40 0.19% 
City Power & Ugh!, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 
City Util~ies, Springfield, MO 238 1.13% 
Empire District Electric Company 278 1.32% 
Entergy Services 8,254 39.16% 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 
KAMO Eleclric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 282 1.34% 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 222 1.05% 
Midwest Energy 15 0.07% 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 
Southwestern Public Service Company 261 1.24% 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 42 0.20% 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 85 0.40% 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 243 1.15% 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 403 1.91% 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 
IES Util~ies 77 0.37% 
Interstate Power Company 370 1.76% 
Lincoln Electric System 74 0.35% 
MidAmerican Energy 371 1.76% 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 
Nebraska Public Power District 50 0.24% 
Northern States Power 232 1.10% 
Northwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 
Otter Tail Power 8 0.04% 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 2,334 11.07% 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 

Total 21,079 100.00% 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

HHI 

0 
20 

0 
0 
1 

392 
42 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 

1,533 
0 
0 
2 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
a 
1 
4 

0 
0 
3 
0 
3 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

123 
0 
0 

2,133 

3 

2,137 

Exhib~_(RMS-24) 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Excluding Southern 
14-25 mills 

Utility 

Kansas City Power & Light 
Western Resources 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 
Central and South West 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 
City of Alexandria, LA 
City of Clarksdale, MS 
City of Coffeyville, KS 
City of Lafayette, LA 
City of McPherson, KS 
City of Winfield, KS 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
City Uliltties, Springfield, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Entergy Services 
Grand River Dam Authority 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 
Midwest Energy 
Northeast Texas Electric cooperative 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Southwestern Power Administration 
Southwestern Public Service Company 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 

Cooperative Power 
IES Utiltties 
Interstate Power Company 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy 
Minnesota Power 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Northern States Power 
Northwestern Public Service Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
otter Tail Power 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 
Illinois Power Company 
Union Electric 
Tennessee Valley Authority 

Total 

Change in HHI Resulting-from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Change in Economic 
Capacity 

0 
189 

1,723 
222 

1,393 
3,534 

922 
0 
0 
0 

262 
0 

40 
38 

473 
370 

8,326 
0 
0 

282 
0 

235 
15 
39 
0 
0 
0 

261 
139 
85 

343 
969 

0 
38 
95 
17 
28 

248 
11 

656 
23 

0 
86 

2,549 
1,545 
5,275 

14,685 

45,115 

Market 
Share 

0.00% 
0.42% 

3.82% 
0.49% 
3.09% 
7.83% 
2.04% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.58% 
0.00% 
0.09% 
0.08% 
1.05% 
0.82% 

18.46% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.63% 
0.00% 
0.52% 
0.03% 
0.09% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.58% 
0.31% 
0.19% 
0.76% 
2.15% 

0.00% 
0.08% 
0.21% 
0.04% 
0.06% 
0.55% 
0.02% 
1.45% 
0.05% 
0.00% 
0.19% 

5.65% 
3.42% 

11.69% 
32.55% 

100,00% 

HHI 

0 
0 

15 
0 

12 
12 
13 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 

341 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
5 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 

32 
12 

137 
1,060 

1,643 

0 

Exhibn_(RMS-24) 
Schedule 3 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Excluding Southern 
25-35 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 74 0.45% 0 
Western Resources 1,279 7.79% 61 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
Associated Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 220 1.34% 12 
Central and South West 2,788 16.97% 12 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 1,711 10.42% 13 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 23 0.14% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 56 0.34% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 318 1.94% 4 
City of McPherson, KS 182 1.11% 1 
City of Winfield, KS 11 0.07% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 39 0.24% 0 
City Util~ies, Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 33 0.20% 0 
Entergy Services 8,254 50.26% 2,526 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 114 0.70% 0 
Midwest Energy 13 0.08% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 0 0.00% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 112 0.68% 0 
Utilicorp {WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 103 0.62% 0 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 124 0.75% 1 

cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
IES Util~ies 0 0.00% 0 
Interstate Power Company 297 1.81% 3 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 373 2.27% 5 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 5 0.03% 0 
Northern states Power 61 0.37% 0 
Northwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 103 0.63% 0 
otter Tail Power 8 0.05% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service CO. 124 0.75% 1 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 0 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Tennessee Valley Authority 0 0.00% 0 

Total 16,424 100.00'/4 2,640 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 7 

Post-Merger HHI 2,647 

EJ<hibit_(RMS-24) 
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( Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Excluding Southern 
14-20 Mills 

Utility 

Kansas City Power & Lighl 
Western Resources 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
cajun Electric Power Cooperative 
Central and South West 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 
City of Alexandria, IA 
City of Clarksdale, MS 
City of Coffeyville, KS 
City of Lafayette, IA 
City of McPherson, KS 
City of Winfield, KS 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
City Ulilnies, Springfield, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Entergy Services 
Grand River 0am Authority 
KAMO Eleclric Cooperative 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 
Midwest Energy 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Southwestern Power Administration 
Southwestern Public Service Company 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service} 
Western Fanners Electric Cooperative 

Cooperative Power 
JES Utilnies 
Interstate Power Company 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy 
Minnesota Power 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Northern States Power 
Northwestern Public Service Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
Otter Tail Power 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 
Illinois Power Company 
Union Electric 
Tennessee Valley Authority 

Total 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Change in Economic 
Capacity 

0 
56 

1,408 
222 

1,393 
1,843 

922 
0 
0 
0 

262 
0 
0 

38 
235 
92 

7,902 
0 
0 

282 
0 

116 
6 

39 
0 
0 
0 

261 
97 
85 

114 
690 

0 
31 
86 

0 
0 

279 
0 

681 
26 
0 

97 

257 
1,545 
3,462 

14,685 

37,212 

Market 
Share 

0.00% 
0.15% 

3.78% 
0.60% 
3.74% 
4.95% 
2.48% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.70% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.10% 
0.63% 
0.25% 

21.24% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.76% 
0.00% 
0.31% 
0.02% 
0.10% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.70% 
0.26% 
0.23% 
0.31% 
1.85% 

0.00% 
0.08% 
0.23% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.75% 
0.00% 
1.83% 
0,07% 
0.00% 
0.26% 

0.69% 
4.15% 
9.30% 

39.46% 

100.00¾ 

HHI 

0 
0 

14 
0 

12 
12 
13 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

451 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 

0 
17 
87 

1,557 

2,174 

0 

2,174 
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( 
Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Excluding Southern 

20-25 Mills 

Utility 

Kansas City Power & Light 
Western Resources 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
Cajun Electric Power cooperative 
Central and South West 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 
City of Alexandria, LA 
City of Clarksdale, MS 
City of Coffeyville, KS 
City of Lafayette, LA 
City of McPherson, KS 
City of Winfield, KS 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
City Utillties, Springfield, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Entergy Services 
Grand River Dam Authority 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 
Midwest Energy 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Southwestern Power Administration 
Southwestern Public Service Company 
st. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 
Utilicorp {WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 

Cooperative Power 
IES Utiliies 
Interstate Power company 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy 
Minnesota Power 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Northern States Power 
Northwestern Public Service Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
otter Tail Power 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 
Illinois Power Company 
Union Electric 
Tennessee Valley Authority 

Total 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 

Post-Merger HHI 

Change in Economic 
Capacity 

0 
133 

315 
0 
0 

1,691 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

40 
0 

238 
278 
424 

0 
0 
0 
0 

120 
9 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

42 
0 

229 
279 

0 
47 
84 
74 

124 
0 

50 
232 

0 
0 
0 

2,292 
0 

1,813 
0 

8,514 

Market 
Share 

0.00% 
1.56% 

3.70% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

19.86% 
0.00% 
0.()0% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.47% 
0.00% 
2.80% 
3.27% 
4.98% 
().()()% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
1.40% 
0.11% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.49% 
0.00% 
2.69% 
3.28% 

0.00% 
0.55% 
0.99% 
0.87% 
1.45% 
0.00% 
0.59% 
2.72% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

26.92% 
0.00% 

21.29% 
0.00% 

100.00'/4 

HHI 

0 
2 

14 
0 

12 
12 
13 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
8 

11 
25 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7 

11 

0 
0 
1 
1 
2 
0 
0 
7 
0 
0 
0 

725 
0 

453 
0 

1,307 

0 

1,307 

Exhiblt_(RMS-24) 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 

Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 
Including Southern 

14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 0 0.00% 0 
Western Resources 189 0.29% 0 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,723 2.67% 12 
Associated Electric Cooperative 222 0.34% 12 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 2.16% 13 
Central and South West 3,534 5.47% 30 
Central Louisiana Eleroic Company 922 1.43% 2 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.40% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 40 0.06% 0 
City Power & Light. Independence, MO 38 0.06% 0 
City Utilities, Sprtngfield, MO 473 0.73% 1 
Empire District Electric Company 370 0.57% 0 
Entergy Services 8,326 12.89% 166 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 282 0.44% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 235 0.36% 0 
Mkfwest Energy 15 0.02% 0 
Northeast Texas Elecbic Cooperative 39 0.06% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Pcmer Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 261 0.40% 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Compeny 139 0.22% 0 
Sunflower Elecbic Power Corporation 85 0.13% 0 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 343 0.53% 0 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 969 1.50% 2 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
!ES Utilities 38 0.06% 0 
Interstate Power Company 95 0.15% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 17 0.03% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 28 0.04% 0 
Minnesota Power 248 0.38% 0 
Nebraska Public Power Disl!ict 11 0.02% 0 
Northern States Power 656 1.01% 1 
Northwestern Public Service Company 23 0.04% 0 
Omaha Public P<>Vl'er Oisbict 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail Power 86 0.13% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 2,549 3.95% 16 
Illinois Power Company 1,545 2.39% 6 
Southern Companies 19,498 30.18% 911 
Union Electric 5,275 8.16% 67 
Tennessee Valley Authority 14,685 22.73% 517 

Total 64,613 100.00% 1,756 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 0 

Post-Merger HHI 1,756 

Exhib~_(RMS-24) 
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I Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Including Southern 
25-35 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 74 0.39% 0 
Western Resources 1,279 6.75% 46 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 0 0.00% 12 
Associated Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 12 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 220 1.16% 13 
Central and South West 2,788 14.70% 216 
Central Louisiana Eleebic Company 1,711 9.02% 81 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 23 0.12% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 56 0.29% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 318 1.68% 3 
City of McPherson, KS 182 0.96% 1 
City of Winfield, KS 11 0.06% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 39 0.21% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 33 0.17% 0 
Entergy Services 8,254 43.54% 1,895 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 114 0.60% 0 
Midwest Energy 13 0.07% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 0 
St Joseph Light & Power Company 0 0.00% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 112 0.59% 0 
Utilicorp (W'estPlains and Missouri Public Service) 103 0.54% 0 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 124 0.65% 0 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
IES Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Interstate Power Company 297 1.57% 2 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 373 1.97% 4 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 5 0.03% 0 
Northern States Power 61 0.32% 0 
Northwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 0 
Omaha Public Power Oisbict 103 0.54% 0 
otter Tail Power 8 0.04% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 124 0.65% 0 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 0 
Southern Companies 2,536 13.37% 179 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Tennessee Valley Authority 0 0.00% 0 

Total 18,960 100.00'/4 2,467 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 5 

Post-Merger HHI 2,472 

Exhib~_(RMS-24) 
Schedule 3 
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Marginal Economic Analysis Capacity 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Including Southern 
14-20 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 0 0.00% 0 
Western Resources 56 0.12% 0 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 1,408 2.93% 12 
Associated Electric Cooperative 222 0.46% 12 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 1,393 2.90% 13 
Central and South West 1,843 3.84% 15 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 922 1.92% 4 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 0.54% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 38 0.08% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 235 0.49% 0 
Empire District Electric Company 92 0.19% 0 
Entergy Services 7,902 16.47% 271 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 282 0.59% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.24% 0 
Midwest Energy 6 0.01% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 39 0.08% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 261 0.54% 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 97 0.20% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 85 0.18% 0 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 114 0.24% 0 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 1.44% 2 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
IES Utilities 31 0.06% 0 
Interstate Power Company 86 0.18% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Minnesota Power 279 0.58% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Northern States Power 681 1.42% 2 
Northwestern Publk: Service Company 26 0.05% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail Power 97 0.20% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 257 0.54% 0 
Illinois Power Company 1,545 3.22% 10 
Southern Companies 10,TT9 22.46% 504 
Union Electric 3,462 7.21% 52 
Tennessee Valley Authority 14,685 30.60% 936 

Total 47,991 100.00% 1,836 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 0 

Post-Merger HHI 1,836 

Exhib~_(RMS-24) 
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Marginal Economic Analysis Capacity 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Including Southern 
20-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 0 0.00% 0 
Western Resources 133 0.77% 1 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 315 1.83% 12 
Associated Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 12 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 13 
Central and South West 1,691 9.81% 96 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 0 0.00% 0 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 40 0.23% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Ulilities, Springfield, MC 238 1.38% 2 
Empire District Electric Company 278 1.61% 3 
Entergy Services 424 2.46% 6 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 120 0.69% 0 
Mict-Nest Energy 9 0.05% 0 
Northeast Texas Elecbic Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Power Administration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 42 0.24% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service} 229 1.33% 2 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 279 1.62% 3 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
IESUtilities 47 0.27% 0 
Interstate Power Company 84 0.49% 0 
Lincoln Eleetrie System 74 0.43% 0 
MidAmerican Energy 124 0.72% 1 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 50 0.29% 0 
Northern States Power 232 1.35% 2 
Northwestern Public Service Company 0 0.00% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail Power 0 0.00% 0 

Central Illinois Public Service Co. 2,292 13.30% 177 
Illinois Power Company 0 0.00% 0 
Southern Companies 8,719 50.59% 2,560 
Union Electric 1,813 10.52% 111 
Tennessee Valley Authority 0 0.00% 0 

Total 17,233 100.oo~. 3,000 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 0 

Post-Merger HHI 3,000 

Exhib~_(RMS-24) 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Excluding Southern and TVA 
14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 0 0.00% 0 
Western Resources 189 0.75% 1 

Arkansas Elecbic Cooperative Corporation 1,723 6.85% 12 
Associated Electric Cooperative 222 0.88% 12 
Cajun Electric Po-mr Cooperative 1,393 5.54% 13 
Central and South West 3,534 14.05% 197 
Central Louisiana Electric Co?Jl)any 922· 3.67% 13 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, LA 262 1.04% 1 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winfield, KS 40 0.16% 0 
City P~r & Light, Independence, MO 38 0.15% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 473 1.88% 4 
Efll)ire District Electric Co~ny 370 1.47% 2 
Entergy Services 8,326 33.10% 1,096 
Grand River DamAuthority 0 0.00% 0 
~o Electric CooperatiVe 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 282 1.12% 1 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Pov.er lwthortty 235 0.94% 1 
Mi<hwst Energy 15 0.06% 0 
Northeast Texas Elecbic Cooperative 39 0.16% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
South..wstem Pomr Adrrinistration 0 0.00% 0 
Southmstem Public SelVice Company 261 1.04% 1 
st. Joseph Light & Power Co~ny 139 0.55% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 85 0.34% 0 
Utilicorp (V'/estPlains and Missouri Public SelVice) 343 1.36% 2 
Westem Farmers Electric Cooperative 969 3.85% 15 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
IES Utilities 38 0.15% 0 
Interstate Power Co111>any 95 0.38% 0 
Lincoln Electric System 17 0.07% 0 
Mid.American Energy 28 0.11% 0 
Minnesota Power 248 0.98% 1 
Nebraska Public Power District 11 0.04% 0 
Northern States Power 656 2.61% 7 
Northwestern Public SelVice Cofl1)any 23 0.09% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail Power 86 0.34% 0 

Central Ulinois Public Selvice Co. 2,549 10.13% 103 
Ulinois PO'.Wr Corrpany 1,545 6.14% 38 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 0 

Total 25,155 100.00'/4 1,520 

Change in HHI ResuHing from. Merged Company 0 

Post-Merger HHI 1,520 

Exhiblt_(RMS.24) 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Excluding Southern and TVA 
14-20 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 0 0.00% 0 
Western Resources 56 0.29% 0 

lvkansas Eleclric Cooperative Corporation 1,408 7.39% 12 
Associated Elecbic Cooperative 222 1.16% 12 
Cajun Electric PO'.Wr Cooperative 1,393 7.31% 13 
Central and South West 1,843 9.67% 93 
Central Louisiana Electric CoRl)any 922 4.84% 23 
City of .AJexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, lA 262 1.37% 2 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Winliekl, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City P~r & Light, Independence, MO 38 0.20% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 235 1.23% 2 
Empire District Electric Corrpany 92 0.48% 0 
Entergy Services 7,902 41.45% 1,718 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Eledric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 282 1.48% 2 
Kansas Electric PO'.Wr Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 116 0.61% 0 
Midw?st Energy 6 0.03% 0 
Northeast Texas Elecbic Cooperative 39 0.20% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
OkJahoma Municipal PO'oWr Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Power Adrrinistration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Co!ll>any 261 1.37% 2 
St Joseph Light & Power Corr-pany 97 0.51% 0 
Sunflower Electric Power Corporation 85 0.45% 0 
Utilkorp (WestPiains and Missouri Public Service) 114 0.60% 0 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 690 3.62% 13 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
IES Utilities 31 0.16% 0 
Interstate Power Co!ll>any 86 0.45% 0 
Lincoln EledJic system 0 0.00% 0 
Mid.American Energy 0 0.00% 0 
Minnesota POYA?r 279 1.47% 2 
Nebraska Public POYA?r District 0 0.00% 0 
Northern states Pov-.er 681 3.57% 13 
Norttnwstem Public Service Company 26 0.14% 0 
Omaha Public Power District 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail PO'.Wr 97 0.51% 0 

Central Ulinois Public Service Co. 257 1.35% 2 
Illinois Power Co!ll>any 1,545 8.10% 66 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 0 

Total 19,065 100.00% 1,977 

Change In HHI Resulting from Merged Company 0 

Post-Merger HHI 1,977 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Excluding Southern and TVA 
14-25 mills 

Change in Economic Market 
utility Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Po\Wr & Light 0 0.00% 0 
Western Resources 133 1.99% 4 

.Atkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 315 4.70% 12 
Associated Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 12 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 13 
Central and South West 1,691 25.23% 637 
Central Louisiana Electric Company 0 0.00% 0 
City of Alexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
City of Clarksdale, MS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Coffeyville, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Lafayette, IA 0 0.00% 0 
City of McPherson, KS 0 0.00% 0 
City of Wnfiekl, KS 40 0.60% 0 
City P<mer & Light, Independence, MO 0 0.00% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 238 3.55% 13 
Empire Disbiet Electric Company 278 4.15% 17 
Entergy Services 424 6.33% 40 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and Power Authority 120 1.78% 3 
Mid'-Nest Energy 9 0.14% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
South'M?Stem Power Adrrinistration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern Public Service Co"l)any 0 0.00% 0 
st Joseph Light & Power Company 42 0.63% 0 
Sunflower Electric P~r Corporation 0 0.00% 0 
Utilicorp (VVestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 229 3.42% 12 
Western Farmers Eledric Cooperative 279 4.16% 17 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
!ES Utilities 47 0.70% 0 
l\terstate Power Company 84 1.25% 2 
Lincoln Electric System 74 1.11% 1 
Mi~rican Energy 124 1.84% 3 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 0 
Nebraska Public Power Oisbict 50 0.75% 1 
Northern states Power 232 3.46% 12 
Northwestern Public Service Cort'1)3ny 0 0.00% 0 
Omaha Public PO"M?r District 0 0.00% 0 
Otter Tail Power 0 0.00% 0 

Central Olinois Public Service Co. 2,292 34.20% 1,170 
Dlinois Power Corrpany 0 0.00% 0 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 0 

Total 6,701 100.00'/, 1,970 

Change in HHI ResuHing from Merged Company 0 

Post-Merger HHI 1,970 
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Marginal Economic Capacity Analysis 
Case 3: Regional Market Assuming Zero Transmission Cost 

Excluding Southern and TVA 
25-35 Mills 

Change in Economic Market 
Utillty Capacity Share HHI 

Kansas City Power & Light 74 0.45% 0 
Western Resources 1,279 7.79% 61 

Alkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 0 0.00% 12 
Associated Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 12 
Cajun Electric Power Cooperative 220 1.34% 13 
Central and South West 2,788 16.97% 288 
Central Louisiana Electric Corq,any 1,711 10.42% 109 
City of AJexandria, LA 0 0.00% 0 
Ctty of Clarksdale, MS 23 0.14% 0 
Ctty of Coffeyville, KS 56 0.34% 0 
Ctty of Lafayette, LA 318 1.94% 4 
City of McPherson, KS 182 1.11% 1 
City of Winfield, KS 11 0.07% 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 39 0.24% 0 
City Utilities, Springfield, MO 0 0.00% 0 
E"l)ire District Electric Cofll)any 33 0.20% 0 
Entergy Services 8,254 50.26% 2,526 
Grand River Dam Authority 0 0.00% 0 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Kansas Electric Power Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Louisiana Energy and P<>V&r Authority 114 0.70% 0 
Mid\wst Energy 13 0.08% 0 
Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Eleciric 0 0.00% 0 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 0 0.00% 0 
Southwestern PO"tWr Adrrinistration 0 0.00% 0 
Southwest em Public Service Cor?l)any 0 0.00% 0 
SL Joseph Light & PO'Ner Cofl1)any 0 0.00% 0 
Sunflower Electric Pomr Corporation 112 0.68% 0 
Utilicorp (WestPlains and Missouri Public Service) 103 0.62% 0 
Western Farmers Electnc Cooperative 124 0.75% 1 

Cooperative Power 0 0.00% 0 
IES Utilities 0 0.00% 0 
Interstate Power Conl)any 297 1.81% 3 
Lincoln Electric System 0 0.00% 0 
Mid.American Energy 373 2.27% s 
Minnesota Power 0 0.00% 0 
Nebraska Public PO\Wr District s 0.03% 0 
Northern States Power 61 0.37% 0 
Northwestern Public Service Cofrl)3.ny 0 0.00% 0 
Omaha Public PO'tWr District 103 0.63% 0 
otter Tail Power 8 0.05% 0 

Central Dlinois Public Service Co. 124 0.75% 1 
llinois PO\Wr Con'l)any 0 0.00% 0 
Union Electric 0 0.00% 0 

Total 16,424 100.00% 3.037 

Change in HHI Resulting from Merged Company 7 

Post-Merger HHI 3,044 

Exhibtt_(RMS-24) 
Schedule 3 
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Summary Table 
Economic Capacity 

Market Including Southern 

Post-Merger HHI 

Destination "Market" 

Western Resources/KCPL TDUs 
Associated Electrtc Cooperative 
Central and South West 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
Empire District Electrtc Company 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Lincoln Electrtc System 
MidAmertcan Energy Company 
Midwest Energy 
Missourt Public Service Company (UtiliCorp) 
Nebraska Public Power Distrtct 
Oklahoma Gas & Electrtc Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Union Electric 
WestPlains Energy - Kansas (UtiliCorp) 

14 

1,723 
1,341 
1,232 
1,689 
1,405 
1,714 

948 
832 

1,729 
1,468 

930 
1,511 

900 
1,552 
1,515 
1,599 

Change in HHI 

Destination "Market" 

Western Resources/KCPL TDUs 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
Central and South West 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
Empire District Electrtc Company 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmertcan Energy Company 
Midwest Energy 
Missourt Public Service Company (UtiliCorp) 
Nebraska Public Power Distrtct 
Oklahoma Gas & Electrtc Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Union Electric 
Wes!Plains Energy• Kansas (UtiliCorp) 

14 

135 
95 
65 
77 

105 
134 
43 
34 

111 
158 
42 
88 
70 

101 
43 

102 

Price Level 
20 25 

1,085 
938 
872 

1,129 
965 

1,069 
712 
704 

1,094 
999 
711 

1,002 
668 

1,099 
1,721 
1,094 

903 
1,295 
1,290 

950 
1,342 

903 
606 
618 
902 
854 
621 

1,349 
598 
888 

1,372 
894 

Price Level 
20 25 

182 
108 
109 
195 
133 
179 
84 
70 

183 
133 

84 
144 

76 
177 
42 

183 

89 
39 
38 
98 
40 
89 
51 
46 
89 
76 
50 
41 
46 
89 
21 
88 

Exhibit_(RMS-25) 
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35 

1,333 
1,394 
1,353 
1,368 
1,393 
1,333 
1,003 
1,014 
1,334 
1,355 
1,003 
1,397 

991 
1,378 
1,333 
1,333 

35 

37 
32 
30 
37 
32 
37 
26 
25 
37 
35 
26 
32 
26 
36 
20 
37 



( Summary Table 
Marginal Economic Capacity 

Market Including Southern 

Post-Merger HHI 

Destination "Market" 

Western Resources/KCPL TDUs 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
Central and South West 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy Company 
Midwest Energy 
Missouri Public Service Company (UtiliCorp) 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Union Electric 
WestPlains Energy - Kansas (UtiliCorp) 

14-25 

1,019 
1,353 
1,383 
1,087 
1,361 
1,023 

827 
855 

1,021 
968 
882 

1,363 
860 

1,037 
1,320 
1,054 

Change in HHI 

Destination "Market" 

Western Resources/KCPL TDUs 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
Central and South West 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy Company 
Midwest Energy 
Missouri Public Service Company (UtiliCorp) 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Union Electric 
WestPlains Energy - Kansas (UtiliCorp) 

14-25 

51 
17 
24 
78 
17 
51 

9 
0 

68 
0 
9 

23 
6 
0 

11 
71 

25-35 

2,827 
1,914 
1,725 
2,706 
1,769 
2,827 
2,945 
3,250 
2,841 
3,292 
3,067 
1,800 
3,295 
3,158 
1,985 
2,876 

25-35 

1 
4 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
4 
1 

14-20 

1,253 
1,139 
1,015 
1,463 
1,133 
1,218 
1,248 
1,249 
1,321 
1,203 
1,295 
1,216 
1,107 
1,612 
2,103 
1,452 

14-20 

201 
100 
170 
301 
137 
195 

31 
0 

267 
0 

32 
211 

22 
0 

34 
303 

Exhibit_(RMS-25) 
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20-25 

1,846 
2,733 
2,579 
2,154 
2,459 
1,914 
1,779 
1,467 
1,663 
1,278 
1,947 
2,216 
1,804 
2,013 
2,918 
1,614 

20-25 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



( Summary Table 
Economic Capacity 

Market Excluding Southern 

Post-Merger HHI 

Destination "Market" 

Western Resources/KCPL TDUs 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
Central and South West 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy Company 
Midwest Energy 
Missouri Public Service Company (UtiliCorp) 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Union Electric 
WestPlains Energy - Kansas (UtiliCorp) 

14 

1,677 
1,257 
1,171 
1,562 
1,296 
1,665 

898 
806 

1,649 
1,444 

877 
1,455 

862 
1,481 
1,132 
1,489 

Change in HHI 

Destination "Market" 

Western Resources/KCPL TDUs 
Associated Electric Cooperative 
Central and South West 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 
Empire District Electric Company 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 
Lincoln Electric System 
MidAmerican Energy Company 
Midwest Energy 
Missouri Public Service Company (UtiliCorp) 
Nebraska Public Power District 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Omaha Public Power District 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 
Union Electric 
WestPlains Energy - Kansas (UtiliCorp) 

14 

275 
171 
110 
160 
195 
273 

66 
49 

231 
288 

64 
166 
103 
194 
130 
203 

Price Level 
20 25 

1,129 
1,003 

913 
1,174 
1,015 
1,109 

727 
733 

1,141 
1,062 

727 
1,054 

680 
1,153 
1,028 
1,140 

974 
1,049 
1,064 
1,028 
1,096 

974 
629 
648 
974 
920 
648 

1,104 
624 
954 

1,001 
963 

Price Level 
20 

271 
146 
148 
296 
186 
266 
109 
89 

274 
186 
109 
205 

98 
263 
128 
273 

25 

117 
73 
70 

131 
77 

117 
62 
56 

117 
97 
61 
78 
56 

117 
69 

115 
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35 

960 
1,078 
1,043 

961 
1,077 

960 
676 
707 
962 

1,005 
676 

1,081 
679 
959 

1,031 
960 

35 

74 
63 
60 
76 
63 
74 
46 
44 
74 
70 
46 
63 
45 
74 
63 
74 
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Summary Table 
Marginal Economic Capacity 

Market Excluding Southern 

Post-Merger HHI 

Destination "Market" 14-25 25-35 14-20 20-25 

Western Resources/KCPL TDUs 1,179 1,789 1,253 1,846 
Associated Electric Cooperative 1,138 1,690 1,139 2,088 
Central and South West 1,153 1,395 1,015 2,244 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 1,087 1,673 1,463 2,154 
Empire District Electric Company 1,142 1,590 1,133 2,087 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 1,023 1,788 1,218 1,914 
Lincoln Electric System 827 1,887 1,248 1,779 
MidAmerican Energy Company 855 2,163 1,249 1,467 
Midwest Energy 1,021 1,810 1,321 1,663 
Missouri Public Service Company (UtiliCorp) 968 2,150 1,203 1,278 
Nebraska Public Power District 882 2,038 1,295 1,947 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 1,160 1,642 1,216 1,808 
Omaha Public Power District 860 2,269 1,107 1,804 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 1,171 2,097 1,612 2,013 
Union Electric 1,150 1,531 1,034 2,371 
WestPlains Energy - Kansas (UtiliCorp) 1,054 1,863 1,452 1,614 

Change in HHI 

Destination "Market" 14-25 25-35 14-20 20-25 

Western Resources/KCPL TDUs 51 4 201 0 
Associated Electric Cooperative 33 9 100 0 
Central and South West 47 8 170 0 
City Power & Light, Independence, MO 78 4 301 0 
Empire District Electric Company 33 7 137 0 
Kansas City Board of Public Utilities 51 4 195 0 
Lincoln Electric System 9 4 31 0 
MidAmerican Energy Company 0 5 0 0 
Midwest Energy 68 4 267 0 
Missouri Public Service Company (UtiliCorp) 0 6 0 0 
Nebraska Public Power District 9 5 32 0 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 44 7 211 0 
Omaha Public Power District 6 6 22 0 
St. Joseph Light & Power Company 0 4 0 0 
Union Electric 34 11 100 0 
WestPlains Energy - Kansas (UtiliCorp) 71 4 303 0 
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Economic Capacity Delivered to Relevant Market at Alternative Price Levels 

40 ~------------------------------------------, 
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Power Plants Served by 
Western Resources' Natural Gas System 

19i6 Purchases from 
Power Plant Capacity (MW) Western Resources (MCF) 

KC,KS BPU Kaw Transport 161.300 99,71!6 
KC,KS BPU Quindaro Transport 239.100 4,136 

City or Augusta 23.740 3,186 
CityofBald\lM 6.120 
City or Beloit Transport 19.350 44,915 
City or Girard 10.925 
City of Holton Transport 16.270 51,312 
City of Uncoln 10.650 
City or MiMeapolis Transport 10.200 32,056 
City or Mulvane 7.490 
City or Osborne 7.235 3,522 
City of Osawatomie 7.000 
City of Ottawa 31.250 39,109 
City or 5abetha Transport 18.036 45,734 
City or Wellington Transport 41.000 222.962 

WestPlains Energy - CDfton Transport 88.000 89,488 
WestPlalns Energy- Mullergren 81.1100 1,120,499 
BPU - McPhe<Bon Transport 26.1100 135,724 

City of Ashland 4_g75 780 
City of Belleville Transport 13.125 53,084 
City or Belleville Sales 
City of Clay Center Transport 24.1100 270,381 
City or EDinwood Transport 8.500 8,000 
City or Greensburg Sales 7.800 11,050 
City or Hoisington Transport 13.200 11,121 
Hutchinson Power Plant Transport 1,478,764 
City of Kingman Transport 21.550 455,486 
City of Lamed Transport 19.250 195,887 
City or Pratt Transport 31.300 736,815 
City or Russell Transport 34.343 407,490 
City or St. John Transport 4.1100 7 
City or Stafford Transport 5.100 5,470 
City or Wamego Transport 8.100 29,906 
City or Washington 9.035 

Total 1,011.344 5,556,670 

sources: Western Resources. 
Eje<;tricaf Worjd· Directory or Electrjc Plfflll[ Producers 1997. 

~ 
(A) 0 • 3 Miles 
(B) 3 • 5 Miles 
(C) 5 • 10 Miles 

fipeJjnes 
ANR - American Natural Resources Gathering Co. 
Getty. Getty Pipeline 
KPOC • Kansas Pipeline Operating Corporation 
KGS - Kansas Gas Supply 
KNI - KN Interstate 
NGPL - Natural Gas Pipeline or America 
NNG - Northern Natural Gas 
PNG - Peoples Natural Gas 
PEPL - Panhandle Eastern Pipeline 
WNG • Williams NalUral Gas 

Attemative Pipeline Source 

(A) KPOC, WNG 
(A) KPOC, WNG 

(A) Getty, WNG, (C) KPOC 
(A)WNG 
(A)WNG 
(A)WNG 
(A)WNG 
(A) WNG, NGPL 
(A) NNG, WNG 
(A) WNG, (C) PNG 
(A)WNG 
(A) KPOC, PEPL (C) WNG 
(A) WNG, KPOC (C) PE 
(A)WNG 
(A)WNG, PNG 

(A) NNG 
(A) NNG (B) WNG, NGPL 
(B) KPOC 

(A) NNG, NGPL 
NONE 

NONE 
(A)WNG, NNG 
(A) PEPL, KGS, (B) ANR (C) WNG 
(A) NGPL, NNG, (B) WNG 
(A)WNG, PNG 
(A) KGS, (B) PEPL 
(A) KNI, (B) NGPL 
(C) KGS, PEPL 
NONE 
(A)ANR 
(A)WNG,ANR 
(A)ANR 
(A) NNG 



Power Plant Customers 
Connected to the ONEOK System 

Capacity Annual Gas Connected Into 
Plant Location (MW) Volume (CMF) Another Pipeline 

Mid-Continent Power Pryor 150.0 4,420,711 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Oklahoma City 78.0 4,642 X 
Stillwater Public Utilities Stillwater 22.7 216,803 
Oklahoma Muncipal Power Authority Ponca City 54.0 547,411 
The University of Oklahoma Norman 16.3 743,317 
Oklahoma State University Stillwater 6.0 691,194 
Public Service of Oklahoma Tulsa 443.3 3,700,000 • X 
Public Service of Oklahoma Jenks 947.8 12,000,000 • X 
Public Service of Oklahoma Oologah 160.0 4,100,000 ** X 
Public Service of Oklahoma Oologah 480.0 X 
Public Service of Oklahoma Southwest 484.6 10,300,000 * X 
Grand River Dam Authority *** Pryor 1000.0 467,907 
Fort Howard Mukogee 50.0 1,200,000 

Weyhauser Valliant 50.0 6,000,000 

Total 44,391,985 • 

*Estimated annual consumption based on new contract with service beginning January 1998. 
**Represents volume of both Oologah plants 
-This capacity is for two plants located In Chaouteau. These plants are considered to be part of the 

Pryor Industrial Complex. These plants are primarily coal-fired; gas is used only occasionally for 
peaking purposes. 

Sources: Western Resources. 
Electrical World: Directory of Electric Power Producers, McGraw-Hill Companies, 1997. 

~-
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UNITED STATE OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Western Resources, Inc. and } Docket No. EC97-__ -000 
Kansas City Power & Light Company } 

Verification Pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 33.7 

State of Kansas 

County of 5ra u)() e e 
) 
) 
) 

ss. 

NOW, BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally came and appeared, 
Steven L. Kitchen who, after first being duly sworn by me, did depose and say: 

That he is Executive Vice President and Chief Financial Officer for Western 
Resources, Inc., one of the Applicants in the above proceeding; that he has the 
authority to verify the foregoing Application and Exhibits on behalf of Western 
Resources, Inc. and its jurisdictional subsidiaries; that to the best of his knowledge, 
information, and belief, all of the statements contained in said Application and Exhibits 
are true and correct. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 

Bae~~ 
Notary Public 

My Appointment Expires: 

Steven L. Kitchen 

f 5-1~ day of September, 1997. 

d ~w.m r-llm; :"St~i!II r.;.-,,.,1S 
1.;. ! PA TT! BEA;;LU a I~"·'· My Appl. E, ,J 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Western Resources, Inc. and ) 
) 

Docket No. EC97-__ -000 
Kansas City Power & Light Company 

Verification Pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 33.7 

State of Missouri 

County of _J----'-~=f_:....:S=---/J-Yl...:.__ __ 

) 
) 
) 

ss. 

NOW, BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally came and appeared, 
Mark C. Sholander who, after first being duly sworn by me, did depose and say: 

That he is General Counsel for Kansas City Power & Light Company, one of 
the Applicants in the above proceeding; that he has the authority to verify the 
foregoing Application and Exhibits on behalf of Kansas City Power & Light Company 
and its jurisdictional subsidiaries; that to the best of his knowledge, information, and 
belief, all of the statements contained in said Application and Exhibits are true and 
correct. 

~c~ 
Mark C. Sholander 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this /ot/t.., day of September, 1997. 

C° !Ll, { JL,, }4, 
Notary Public 

t:AROLSM'-1 

My Appointment Expires: ___ .. ..,:, ... ".; .. ~.~~1,.,.,,_ .. ,e,1o.t. 

51
,;,&":rl!'Clwt!la°'.,.:O..,!o

1
ssou,1.,,,,..1,~--

. ,.. '• - - . ' ("_ r·. , ;,/ 
V ·•••• < 

.· ·. u' 
:". ,ioTARY s~ \ 
. <,j( : 

:r·: 4·_,..,. --·- : 
-:•, . ·' ·, y .ou31.IC/ ~ 
. ..··v 

n ........ ·• (, 

. :.· 'l 1sS 

MyCommiNlon E,cpirnJune 15. 1999 



( WORKP APERS TO DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROBERT M. SP ANN 

Dr. Spann's workpapers are contained on the CD-ROM provided with his testimony. A 
guide to these workpapers is attached hereto. 

Dr. Spann used the following software in performing his analyses or preparing 
documentation: 

• Microsoft Excel 97 
• Microsoft Power Point 97 
• Microsoft Word 97 
• SAS version 6.12 (using WINED IT text editor and DBMS COPY to copy SAS 

database into Excel 
• Atlas GIS version 3. 0 
• FERC Form 1 Software. The software is provided with the workpapers, as are the 

data. Please note that the 1995 data are provided in unexpanded *.exe files. 

For the potential convenience of certain parties, the Excel files have been provided in 
both the 97 version and version 5.0. These files are contained in separate directories on 
the CD-ROM to minimize confusion. Please note that Dr. Spann's files were created in 
Excel 97 and it is possible that version 5.0 does not contain all of the functions used. 
Similarly, Word documents have been provided in both Word 97 and version 6.0. 
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Guide to Spann Workpapers 

Sources of Exhibits in Direct Testimony 

RMS 
Exhibit 
Number Description Exhibit Filename(s) Linked Flies Intermediate Sources Original Sources Comments 

1 RMS Re:sume 

' Bubble 0I:u:rram INTERCON.PPT CON MATRIX.XLS Forms 714 

CONMATRIX.XLS provides 
tnterconncctlon!'l.; MARKET1.XLS 

3 Ticr I Interconnection,. Gcncr.ltlng Capacity TIERIMW.XLS MARKET1.XLS CONMATRIX.XLS Form:s 714. EIA Form 660. l provides ocnerntlna e::ipacltv. 
4 WRIKCPL Summ:uy or Purchase::/Sa1cs EXH4.XLS EXHS.XLS. EXH8.XLS FERC Forms 1 

WRIKCPL Short-Term :;md Non-Firm Sales for Rcs:ito, 
5 Sorted Alph:ibcUc:,llv EXHS.XLS FERC Forms 1 

I,-owcr m::irkclcrs ,acnufied from 

6 WR/KCPL Sales to Power M:irkcleB vs. Ut!lllles WEST.XLS 
Powor M:ukol$ Week, QPM 

FERC Forms 1 Database 
7 Top Ten Customers of KCPUWR COMBINED.XLS EXHS.XLS FERC Forms 1 

WR/KCPL Long-Term Firm Sales for Resale, Sorted 
6 Alph:ibellc:il!y EXH8.XLS FERC Forms 1 

EXHS.XLS, EXH6.XLS, 
COMBINED.XLS, 1072FERC.XLS, 
CSW-95.XLS, ALL_ENTR.XLS, 
CSWPURCH.XLS, EMPlR-96.XLS, 
MIDAMER-96.XLS, MOWST• 
96.XLS, OKGE-96.XLS, STJO-
96.XLS, UNION-96,XLS, 

9 Maps or Purchaser~Compclltors MAPS.PRJ, MAPSEX.PRJ UTLCRP9G.XLS FERC Forms 1 
COMBINED.XLS, 1072FERC.XLS, CSW• 
95.XLS, ALL_ENTR,XLS, 
CSWPURCH.XLS, EMPIR-96.XLS, 
MIOAMER-96.XLS, MOWST-SG.XLS, 
OKGE-96.XLS, STJ0-96.XLS, UNION-

10 Tier I Purchases. Sorted Alph:ibcUcaJly 96.XLS, UTLCRP96.XLS FERC Forms 1 
11 Net Export::ftmports for 1995196 MATRIX.XLS Forms 714 
12 Scheduled lntcrcham1cs for 1995196 INTER.XLS Forms 714 

..• Ou0 ,-.croua, ,1 cs: ,..a,::( ,11,.., 
Qu:,lity of Fuels - 1996 :ind 
Inventory of Power Produc6rs -

13 Co::l and Cap:i.eity or Plant:: by Fuel Type by Sl:i.te STATE.XLS 
1995. Retrieved by lnlemct from 

CQ96.POF 1PP95.PDF EIA. 

, __ 
. __ ,, 
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RMS 
Exhibit 
Number Description Exhibit Filename{s) Linked Files Intermediate Sources Orininal Sources Comments 

Spot Price Graph:1 .ind CorrclaUon~Dlfferences P(Nlcr M.t1rkcl$ Weck, v.inous 
14 M.llrlccs PMWSPOT.XLS i:aues. 
15 Tot.ii Cap.ic1ty of SPP/Unlon/MAPP HH1WRKCP.XLS MARKET1 .XLS EIA Form S60 and Form 423 d.ita. 
16 B.iselo.id C.ipacil)' of SPP/Unionr'MAPP MARKPIV1.XLS MARKET1 .XLS EIA Form 860 :ind Form 423 d.ita. 

" CPEX M.ip 
Provtdcxl bv CPEX. 
Power M:,rkot:; w.,ck. V3r1ous 

18 CPEX Distributions, SPP Distribution CPEX.XLS. SPOTSPP.XLS CPEXRAW.XLS, PMWSPOT.XLS issues: CPEX. 
COMBINED.XLS, 1072FERC.XLS, CSW• 
95.XLS. ALL_ENTR,XLS, 
CSWPURCH.XLS, EMPIR-96.XLS, 
MIOAMER-96.XLS, MOWST-96.XLS, 
OKGE-96.XLS, ST JQ.96.XLS, UNION-

19 Tier l Purchases, Sorted bv Price 96.XLS, UTLCRP96.XLS FERC Forms 1 
WR/KCPL Short-Torm .ind Non-Firm Sales for Res.i1e, 

20 Sorted by Price EXH5.XLS FERC Forms 1 

EIA Fonn 860, Form 423. Fuel Cost 
for NPPO, OPPO, Lincoln Electric, 
and SWPA :md capacity for SWPA 

REG_MKTF.XLS, ENTMKTF.XLS, MARKET1 .XLS, OMREGION.XLS, rrom ROI Poword1Jt, FERC Form 1 Files loc.iled under sub-directory 21 Re9ionaVEnterqy M.irkots • HHls REG2MKTF.XLS HOPTAB.XLS Sottw;iro for various other pl;i.nt:1. ~EIA6"' 

EIA Form 860, Form 423. Fuel Cost 
for NPPO, OPPO, Lincoln Electrfe, 
;1nd SWPA ;1nd e:ipaclty for SWPA 

REG_MKTF.XLS, ENTMKTF.XLS, MARKET1 .XLS, OMREGION.XLS, from ROI Powerdot, FERC Form 1 Flies located under sub-directory 22 Rcoion.il/Enterov Markets - HH!!'> REG2MKTF.XLS HOPTAB.XLS Software for various other pl.int!'>. "EIAG" 

EIA Form 860, Form 423. Fuel Cost 
for NPPO, OPPO, Lincoln Electric, 
and SWPA ;1nd capacity tor SWPA 

REG_MKTF.XLS, ENTMKTF.XLS, MARKET1 .XLS, OMREGION.XLS, rrom ROI Powcrdat, FERC Form 1 Files localed under sub-directory 23 Reglonal/Entcrov Markets - HHls REG2MKTF.XLS HOPTAB.XLS Software for various other plants. "EIAS' 

EIA Form 860, Form 423. Fuel Cost 
for NPPO, OPPO, Lincoln Electric, 
;1nd SWPA a;nd capacity for SWPA 

REG_MKTF.XLS, ENTMKTF,XLS, MARKET1,XLS, OMREGION.XLS, from ROI Powordat, FERC Form 1 Files localed under sub-directory 24 ReolonaVEntergy Markets - HHls REG2MKTF.XLS HOPTAB.XLS Sottw;iro for V3rlous other plants. "EIA6"' 
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EIA Form 860, Form 423. Fuel Co:t File$ located under sub-directory 
f0< NPPO, OPPO, Uncoln Electric, ·etA6", one rile per dc;lination 
and SWPA and capacity for SWPA ·marker with lilcn11mo 

MARKET1.XLS, OMREGION.XLS, from ROI Powerd:Jf, FERC Form 1 "MKTF.XLS, preceded by 

25 Destlm1llon. HHls SUMMARY.XLS #MKTF.XLS HOPTAB.XLS Sol'tw;ire for v.ulous other plants. de$Unat!on's ln!U:!.ls 

ETA Form 860, Form -123. Fuel cost 
ror NPPO, OPPO, Uneoln Etectrlc, 
;,nd SWPA and cap.:ic!ty for SWPA 
from ROI Powordat, FERC Form 1 

26 Graph of Empire Economic C:1p:1ellv SUMMARY.XLS EMPMKTF.XLS Softw:aro for various other p!::inl$. 
E~trical World Directory of Electric 

27 G:is Pfont Customer, or Western PLANTPWR.XLS Power Pl:mts 
Elc-etncal World Directory of Elc-etrie ,. ONEOK Customer, EPPCUST.XLS Power Plants: 

Additional Data Files 

Matrix of Interconnections CONMATRIX.XLS Form 714 

F42396.0BF, TYPE3Y95.DBF, EIA Form 860, Form 423, Fuel Cost 
PLANTY95,0BF, UTtLY95,0BF, for NPPD, OPPD, Lincoln Electr!c. 
96423NEW.XLS, NEW96423.S02 ::ind SWPA :Jnd capacity for SWPA 
YEAR860, MEP96_1.SAS, from ROI PowerdlJt. FERC Form 1 Sec MARKET1 .DOC for 

Datab:ise or ol:int c:inacilie:. omd fuel co:.ts MARKET1.XLS TUPFUEL2.S02. Softw:Jre for v:irlou:. other ol:int:.. dc:.crlptlon, 

Tr:insmisslon Cost:; OMREGION.XLS Sec PATHS.DOC for description. 

Number of Wheels HOPTAB,XLS See PATHS.DOC for description. 
96SPP.EXE, 96MAPP.EXE. 
96ERCOT.EXE, 96MAIN.EXE, E:,,-p.ind •.c:,,-e tiles In DOS by 
96SERC1.EXE, 96SERC2.EXE, Downloaded from FERC Electronic typing filenamo \hen ~ ..<f' to 

Form 714 Lo:id:; .ind l;:i;mbd:is 96ECAR.EXE, FORM714.EXE Bullotln Bo;ird. preseNc subdireetorlcs 
Expand ·.exe Illes In DOS by 

Form 423 :ind Form 860 F423 96.EXE. F860 95,EXE Downloaded from EIA website. tvpln!l filcMme. 
SPPSTUOY.TXT (0::it:i), SPPDEFS.TXT 

1997 SPP Summer Peak A:.scs:.ment l(~flnitron:. ol Column Headers) Delimited Text Filo:. 
Utilities Located In Other Utilities· Control Areas. MUNCIPA.OOC 
1997SPPOE•411 data. SPPOE-411.XLS OE.-411. 

--·· ___ .-

/ 
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EX1>3nd ·.exo /He$ In DOS by 
1997 MAIN OE-411 d3ta. MAIN411.EXE Oownlo::ided from MAIN web,itc. tvning litename. 

Expand· .exe files in DOS by 
1997 MAPP OE-411 d::,t::,. MAPPEIA.EXE Downloaded from MAPP web,ite. typing filename. 

-




