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Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name, job title and business address. 2 

A. My name is David Rearden and I am a Senior Economist on the Staff (“Staff”) of 3 

the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) in the Policy Program. My 4 

business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 5 

Q. Please outline your education. 6 

A. I have a Ph.D. (1991) in economics (specialties in econometrics and 7 

microeconomic theory) from the University of Kansas. I received a Bachelor‟s 8 

degree in economics and history from Eastern Illinois University in 1982, and 9 

studied economics at the Southern Illinois University graduate school from 1982-10 

1984.  11 

Q. Please state your work background. 12 

A. Before joining Staff in 2002, I was a Manager of Regulatory Policy for Sprint 13 

Corporation (“Sprint”) from 1998 until 2001. I wrote and defended testimony 14 

before state regulatory commissions, helped develop policy for Sprint, provided 15 

analysis and advice for the business units and supported other aspects of 16 

Sprint‟s external affairs activity.  17 

 I was a Managing Regulatory Economist at the Kansas Commerce Commission 18 

from 1994 until 1997. I wrote and defended testimony on both energy and 19 

telecommunications issues. I was promoted to Chief of Rate Design and 20 

Managing Telecommunications Economist in 1997. I supervised five employees 21 

that analyzed rate design for regulated energy companies in Kansas.  22 
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 I taught economics at the undergraduate and graduate levels at the University of 23 

Kansas (1992-1994) and Cleveland State University (1990-1992). Besides 24 

introductory and basic intermediate courses, I taught public finance, 25 

econometrics and graduate level microeconomics.  26 

Q. Have you filed testimony in Illinois before?  27 

A. Yes, I have prepared written testimony and appeared on the stand for cross 28 

examination in several dockets. Most recently, I filed testimony in Ameren Illinois 29 

Company rate case, Docket Nos. 11-0279/0282 (Cons.).   30 

Q. What is the purpose of your direct testimony? 31 

A. Atmos entered in to a twelve-month contract with its affiliate Atmos Energy 32 

Management (“AEM”) that began November 2005 and ran through October 2006 33 

for supply to Harrisburg-Galatia.  I refer to this contract as the “2005 contract.”  I 34 

analyze whether the 2005 contract is prudent.   35 

Atmos entered in to a twelve-month contract with its affiliate Atmos Energy 36 

Management (“AEM”) that began November 2006 and ran through October 2007 37 

for supply to Harrisburg-Galatia.  I refer to this contract as the “2006 contract.”  I 38 

analyze whether the 2006 contract is prudent.  39 

Q. What are your conclusions? 40 

A. In my opinion, both the 2005 contract and the 2006 contracts are imprudent.  I 41 

calculate a recommended disallowance that compares the cost of the gas without 42 

BEGIN CONF***XXXXXXX***END CONF adder to actual costs and disallows the 43 

costs for the peaking service.  44 
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AEM contracts 45 

Q. Please describe the 2005 AEM contract. 46 

A. The contract is for all supply to the Harrisburg and Galatia delivery points on the 47 

Texas Eastern Transmission Company (“TETCO”) pipeline.  Atmos has 48 

customers behind those two delivery points.  There are three prices that 49 

determine gas costs.  The price for Baseload gas is the first-of-the-month (FOM) 50 

price index from the publication Inside Ferc at TETCO-East Texas (“ETX-FOM”) 51 

price BEGIN CONF***XXXXXXXX***END CONF.  If Atmos customers use more 52 

than the Baseload amount at Harrisburg-Galatia, the additional quantity is priced 53 

at the daily index price at BEGIN CONF***XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX***END 54 

CONF.  Further, if Atmos customers use less than the Baseload amount at 55 

Harrisburg-Galatia, the excess over the Baseload quantity is, in effect, sold back 56 

to AEM at the daily index price at BEGIN CONF***XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX              57 

XXXXX***END CONF1 Further, the contract contains a 10-day peaking service 58 

for which Atmos must pay a monthly fixed charge for five months (November 59 

2005 through March 2006). 60 

Q. Please describe the 2006 AEM contract. 61 

A. The 2006 contract is the same as the 2005 contract except that the peaking 62 

service covers only three months (December 2006 through February 2007) 63 

rather than five months.  64 

Q. Please describe the AEM contracts from 2003-2005. 65 

                                            
1
 Strictly speaking, the amount that nominated Baseload gas exceeds that consumed by Atmos 

customers is cashed out at BEGIN CONF***XXX.***END CONF 
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A. I provided a table (see below) in my testimony in Docket No. 05-0738 that listed 66 

the characteristics of the contracts from October 2003 through September 2005.  67 

The volumes differ along with the demand charges, but the two contracts prior to 68 

the 2005 contract both price Baseload at ETX-FOM flat (i.e., there is no adder).  69 

Table 1  70 

   
Pricing 

Term MDQ 
Demand 
charges 

Nominated 
Vols Incremental Vols Calls Peaking Service 

November 
2003 

1850 
Dth $11,470  

IF TETCO 
ETX FOM GD TETCO ELA  NO CALL N/A 

through   or plus plus     
October 

2004   $6.20/Dth 
transport and 
fuel transport and fuel     

November 
2004 

8300 
Dth $33,670 (1) 

IF TETCO 
ETX FOM GD TETCO ELA  10 day call for  N/A 

through   or plus plus 
volumes over 4700 
Dth    

October 
2005   $4.06/Dth 

transport and 
fuel transport and fuel 

at GD TETCO ELA 
plus   

      
for 1st 4700 
Dth 

for next 4700 Dth 
Inc'l volumes transport and fuel   

November 
2005 

4700 
Dth 

 
BEGIN 
CONF*** 

XXX  

IF TETCO 
ETX FOM  
BEGIN 
CONF*** 

BEGIN CONF*** 
XXX  

***END CONF 
10 day call 
SUMMER ONLY for  

10-day call (2900 Dth per 
day) during  

through   XX 

XXX  
***END 
CONF 
plus plus 

volumes over 4700 
Dth  

November through March, 
the strike  

October 
2006   

XXX 
***END 
CONF 

transport and 
fuel transport and fuel 

at BEGIN CONF*** 
XXX  
***END CONF 
plus 

price is BEGIN 
CONF***XXX***END CONF 
plus transport  

    
 

for 1st 4700 
Dth 

for next 4700 Dth 
Inc'l volumes transport and fuel 

and fuel w/ a monthly 
demand charge of  

            

BEGIN 
CONF***XXX***END CONF 
during November through 
March 

Notes 
      

BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF 
   IF TETCO ETX FOM stands for Inside Ferc's first-of-the-month price index on the TETCO pipeline at the East Texas 

delivery/receipt point. 
GD TETCO ELA stands for Gas Daily's daily price index on the TETCO pipeline at the East 
Louisiana delivery/receipt point.  

 GD TETCO ETX stands for Gas Daily's daily price index on the TETCO pipeline at the East Texas 
delivery/receipt point.  

 

Q. What are the major differences between the October 2003–September 2005 71 

contracts and the contracts at issue in this docket? 72 
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A. The contracts in this docket, like the first two contracts in the table above, both 73 

include demand charges that recover the supplier‟s pipeline charges.  They also 74 

base the purchase price for Baseload volumes on ETX-FOM.  The price for the 75 

first two contracts was ETX-FOM flat.  Staff believes that this is a reasonable 76 

price.  However, there is an adder for the 2005 contract and the 2006 contract 77 

equal to BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF.  This price change is an 78 

unreasonable increase.  79 

  Q. Please describe the history of Atmos’ access to interstate pipeline capacity 80 

at Harrisburg and Galatia. 81 

A. TETCO is the only transportation facility that can deliver gas to Harrisburg and 82 

Galatia.  Atmos, or its predecessor company, United Cities, did have capacity on 83 

TETCO.  However, over the period from 1996 through 2001, it released its 84 

capacity to its affiliate, Woodward Marketing n/k/a Atmos Energy Marketing 85 

(“AEM”).  Thus, during this reconciliation period and the 2005 reconciliation 86 

period, Atmos did not lease any capacity on TETCO, and so could not transport 87 

gas on its own account from the field to its delivery points at Harrisburg and 88 

Galatia. (Staff Ex. 3.0, Docket No. 05-0738, pp. 5-6; Staff Ex. 8.0, Docket No. 05-89 

0738, pp. 24-28)  90 

Q. Do you think this behavior was imprudent?  91 

A. Yes.  A utility typically buys much of its gas in downstream, field locations where 92 

gas is actively traded and transports it using transmission capacity leased from 93 

the pipelines to its citygate delivery points.  There, it enters the utility distribution 94 

system and is delivered to its customers.  Utility customers benefit when their 95 
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utility owns its transportation capacity because the utility has flexibility to buy in 96 

the field from a number of potential sellers and schedule its deliveries in a way 97 

that serves its customers‟ load.  A liquid market means that the utility can 98 

generally count on sufficient supplier interest at the location to keep prices at 99 

competitive levels.  100 

 Another reason that Atmos‟ lack of transportation capacity is imprudent and 101 

harmful to customers is that its suppliers must have transportation capacity on 102 

TETCO to be able to deliver gas to the Harrisburg and Galatia citygate. TETCO 103 

is the only pipeline that can supply them.  This limits the pool of suppliers 104 

available to bid for this business to those that have TETCO capacity.  On the 105 

other hand, if Atmos could take delivery at the ETX location, suppliers only need 106 

to be able to deliver to that location.  107 

Q. By these actions, did Atmos make the market for delivery to Harrisburg and 108 

Galatia uncompetitive? 109 

A. Yes.  The fewer the number of bidders available, all else equal, the lower the 110 

probability that the prices that Atmos has to pay will be at competitive levels.  111 

Atmos permanently released its TETCO transportation capacity for delivery to 112 

Harrisburg and Galatia to AEM over several years.  This had two effects on the 113 

competitiveness of these purchases.  One, it meant Atmos did not have direct 114 

access to relatively liquid downstream markets.  Two, it limited the number of 115 

potential bidders to those suppliers that had capacity on TETCO, which Atmos 116 

claims was fully subscribed.    117 
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Q. How does the fact that AEM is an affiliate of Atmos affect your view of 118 

these contracts? 119 

A. Atmos had an obvious incentive to buy gas from its affiliate at above market 120 

prices.  Customers pay for the gas under the PGA, which recovers the cost to 121 

Atmos.  However, the unregulated affiliate retains the unregulated profits from 122 

any above market prices for shareholders‟ benefit.  For example, it is unclear 123 

what adder over the index would have been unacceptable to Atmos.  The adder 124 

decided on was BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF per Dth, but if AEM had 125 

instead bid index plus 75¢ or index plus $1.00, it is unclear whether Atmos would 126 

have accepted that bid as well.  In this situation, Atmos is allowing AEM to set 127 

the price.  128 

RFP 129 

Q. Are there any problems with Atmos’ RFP process during this reconciliation 130 

period? 131 

A. Yes.  The Company‟s approach discouraged bidders.  Atmos mailed the RFPs to 132 

potential bidders with a letter stating that suppliers would not receive further  133 

RFPs unless they affirmed that they wished to continue to receive RFPs from 134 

Atmos.2 (Co. Ex. 2.1, p. 5) On the other hand, Atmos could have stated that the 135 

supplier would continue to receive RFPs unless it stated otherwise.  As a result, it 136 

was less likely that a given supplier received an RFP the next year.  In fact, that 137 

is what happened.  RFPs mailed out went from 16 to eight between 2003 through 138 

                                            
2
 Inform suppliers in the Request for Proposals (RFP) letter that should they elect not to bid in the current 

RFP that they should advise the Company that they are not submitting a proposal but would like to stay 
on the Supplier List for future RFP‟s. Otherwise, they will be removed from the active Supplier List for that 
specific system.  [emphasis added] 
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2005.  Further, actual bids decreased from two to one over the same period. 139 

(Rebuttal Testimony of Mark Martin, Docket No. 05-0738, pp. 29-30) For the 140 

2006 contract, Atmos received three bids, one of which was „non-conforming.‟3  141 

This behavior was imprudent, since it reduced the number of bidders available.  142 

Such a process is inconsistent with a buyer seeking to maximize the number of 143 

bids in order to ensure a competitive price.  It is consistent with a regulated buyer 144 

attempting to favor its affiliate.   145 

Q. Are there problems with the way that Atmos handled the bid for the 2005 146 

contract? 147 

A. There was only one bid for the 2005 contract, so no evaluation was needed.  148 

However, Atmos‟ written discussion of it seemed to confuse the two prices in the 149 

contract for different types of supply with two different offers. (Staff Ex. 6.0, 150 

Docket No. 05-0738, p. 3)   151 

Q. Mr. Martin asserts that for both contracts, the price was reasonable, 152 

because “it follows a bidding process in order to arrive at a competitive 153 

price.” (Co. Ex. 2.0, p. 7) Do you agree? 154 

A. No.  An RFP is a method to acquire gas at the prevailing market price.  As 155 

argued above, if the underlying market is not competitive, an RFP will not 156 

generate a competitive result.  As discussed above, Atmos took actions that 157 

made the market in which Atmos entered into this contract less competitive.  158 

Indeed, for the 2005 contract, the market was monopolistic, and the only supplier 159 

was AEM, its affiliate.   160 

                                            
3
 It is unclear how many RFPs for the 2006 contract were mailed out.  
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Q. How many bids did Atmos receive on the RFP for the 2006 contract?  161 

A. Mr. Martin testified that Atmos received three responses to the RFP.  One was 162 

the AEM bid, one bid did not conform to the RFP and another bid was evaluated 163 

and Atmos concluded that it would have cost more. (Co. Ex. 2.0, pp. 5-6) 164 

Q. Do you agree that the alternative bid that Atmos rejected cost more? 165 

A. No.  There are two points to make.  One, it is not clear why the bid was not 166 

evaluated.  Mr. Martin testified that it did not conform to the RFP. (Co. Ex. 2.0, p. 167 

5) It offered a price using the index stated in the RFP, and it offered a competitive 168 

bid.4  If Atmos accepted that bid and evaluated its remaining bids with respect to 169 

the remainder of demand, Atmos would have reduced its costs.   170 

With respect to the bid from BEGIN CONF***XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX***END 171 

CONF, its response to the RFP price based its bid on BEGIN 172 

CONF***XXXXXXXX***END CONF.  Harrisburg and Galatia are in TETCO‟s M1 173 

Market Area, yet Atmos evaluated that bid for whether it might have lower cost.   174 

Q. Does Atmos state that BEGIN CONF***XXXXXXXXXXXXXX***END CONF 175 

had firm transportation capacity on TETCO? 176 

A. No.  On page 5 of Co. Ex. 2.1 (Supplier List and Qualification Procedures), the 177 

Minimum supplier qualifications include, “Own or control (right to sell) sufficient 178 

supply in the appropriate pipeline area to meet the Company‟s needs (supply 179 

warranty).”  This appears to suggest that Atmos only cares whether the supplier 180 

                                            
4
 BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF submitted a bid at BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF Dth/day.  
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can meet commodity load, not whether it can deliver the supply to Harrisburg or 181 

Galatia. 182 

Q. Does Atmos argue that the bid from BEGIN CONF***XXXXX***END CONF 183 

was higher priced? 184 

A. Yes.  Mr. Martin testified that, “The Company conducted a thorough analysis of 185 

the bids in accordance with its bid procedures and determined to enter into the 186 

contract with AEM in order to provide service to its customers.”  In response to 187 

Staff data request ENG 1.46, Atmos attached TETCO Analysis 2006.pdf.  Atmos 188 

implicitly argues that the document shows that the AEM bid was lowest. 189 

Q. Do you agree that Atmos showed that the alternative bid was lower priced? 190 

A. No.  First, Atmos does not explain how it developed the prices that it used to 191 

compare the two contracts.  In Schedule 3.2, I calculated the commodity cost per 192 

Dth based on total commodity costs and the volumes assumed in the attachment 193 

to the data request.  For three months (November and December 2006 and 194 

October 2007), it used the prices for the previous year (as provided in page two 195 

of the attachment).  It is not clear how Atmos developed prices for the other 196 

months.  In particular, there is an analysis of the price difference between ETX 197 

and BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF, which indicates that the average price 198 

difference equals $1.24 from 2003 through 2005.  However, the average price 199 

difference between the values used for the evaluation equals $1.87.  The 200 

weighted average over all volumes equals $1.55.  Atmos needs to document how 201 

it developed its prices in this document, because that price differential 202 

determines whether AEM‟s bid is the lowest.  203 
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Q. What does Mr. Martin argue concerning the Company’s gas supply origin? 204 

A. He states that “suppliers can and do obtain gas from various supply points.” And 205 

“The Company requests bids based on an index in order to be able to more 206 

readily compare bids by different suppliers.”  Finally, he points out that 207 

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita disrupted supply and caused the basis between 208 

Louisiana and East Texas to balloon.  (Co. Ex. 2.0, pp. 8-10) 209 

Q. How do you respond? 210 

A. I note that the pipeline on which Harrisburg and Galatia receive service is directly 211 

connected to the pricing point specified in the RFP.  I believe that this is a logical 212 

approach to seeking bids.  While the gas supply can physically originate from 213 

many sources, there is enough of a market at East Texas for there to be a price 214 

index established.  Otherwise, Atmos would not seek bids based on it.  In other 215 

words, I would expect, in general, that a supplier could acquire gas at the East 216 

Texas point and transport it from there to Harrisburg and Galatia.   217 

 While the hurricanes undoubtedly disrupted the gas market in the fall of 2005, 218 

East Texas remained a market for which a price index was calculated.  And 219 

suppliers would have been able to buy at that market price.  Indeed, AEM might 220 

have serviced the contract in that way.   221 

Q. Are you proposing disallowances for costs incurred under the 2005 222 

contract and 2006 contract? 223 

A. Yes.  I propose two disallowances.  One, I propose a disallowance for the 224 

imprudently high price for gas paid by Atmos.  My disallowance is the difference 225 
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between actual gas costs and the costs if Atmos had paid the IF TETCO ETX-226 

FOM flat for all volumes less what it paid.  I develop that adjustment in Staff 227 

Schedule 3.1.  The total adjustment equals $345,805.   228 

Two, I find the peaking service‟s price to be imprudently high.  I recommend a 229 

disallowance equal to the payments for that service.  That equals $112,396 (= 4 ∙ 230 

BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF). 231 

Q. In the 2005 reconciliation, you calculated a disallowance for balancing 232 

costs. Are you recommending a disallowance for that factor in this 233 

reconciliation? 234 

A. No.  The price for incremental volumes in the 2005 contract was the BEGIN 235 

CONF***XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX***END CONF daily price index, which is 236 

greater than the BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF daily price index.  The 237 

BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF daily price index was used for cashing out 238 

AEM when Atmos customers used less than nominated.  I argued that this 239 

configuration of prices usually gave Atmos incentives to under-nominate.  That is, 240 

the contract specified that incremental purchases greater than Baseload were 241 

purchased at the BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF daily price index, while 242 

deliveries less than Baseload were, in effect, sold back to AEM at the BEGIN 243 

CONF***XXX***END CONF daily price index.  Another factor was that Atmos 244 

split balancing between Harrisburg and Galatia during November and December 245 

2005, which raised costs.  Finally, the affiliated companies varied Baseload 246 

amounts in four months in 2005, which did not seem to comply with the contract‟s 247 

terms.   248 
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However, it changed Baseload volumes nine times during 2006.  As a result, the 249 

actual cost to Atmos was usually relatively close to what it would have been if 250 

AEM had charged ETX BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF times total sales (not 251 

Baseload volumes).  This behavior undermines the importance of balancing 252 

costs.   253 

Q. Did Mr. Martin argue that the peaking services in the two contracts were 254 

prudent? 255 

A. Yes.  He stated that, “The Company analyzed the bids it received and selected 256 

the bid it believed to represent the lowest overall expected cost for all of the 257 

services required as a whole.” (Co. Ex. 2.0, p. 15) In other words, Mr. Martin 258 

argues that the costs for the peaking services were incurred under contracts that 259 

were prudently entered into, and thus the costs themselves are prudently 260 

incurred.  This means that when the Company selects the best overall package, 261 

even if a particular component of a bid such a peaking could be obtained at a 262 

lower rate as part of a bid that is more expensive as a whole, all costs are 263 

prudent.  In this case, this means that Baseload pricing is the key determinant of 264 

a bids‟ superiority. As indicated previously, AEM‟s bid was the only bid the 265 

Company received for the November 2005 Contract. For the November 2006 266 

Contract, AEM and the other evaluated bidder specified different peaking 267 

charges. The other bidder‟s peaking charges were estimated to be lower than 268 

AEM‟s. However, the difference was not great enough to make the overall 269 

contract more favorable to the Company. Because AEM‟s bid was more 270 

favorable overall it was the appropriate selection. 271 
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Q. Why do you propose a disallowance for peaking service? 272 

A. Atmos paid an excessive amount for the service.  A 10-day peaking service can 273 

function separately from Baseload and swing purchases.  However, Atmos did 274 

not test the market for peaking services.  The Company bundled the peaking 275 

service with Baseload and incremental volume purchases, and relied on the 276 

outcome of the bundled contract bids to justify the overpriced peaking service.  277 

Q. Why do you say that the cost for the peaking service is excessive? 278 

A. The demand charge per Dth for Baseload demand equals the demand charge 279 

per Dth that Atmos paid for the peaking service.  In other words, the charge per 280 

Dth was the same for a service in which Atmos could take delivery every day of 281 

the year was equal when it could only take delivery for ten days during a five 282 

month period.  To see this, note that the annual demand charge is $228,792 (= 283 

12 x $19,066), so that the demand charge per MDQ equals $48.68 (= $228,792 ÷ 284 

4,700). Similarly, the annual demand charge for the ten-day call over the course 285 

of the entire contract is $141,170 (= 5 x BEGIN CONF***XXX***END CONF). 286 

The cost per MDQ for the ten-day call also equals $48.68 (= $141,170 ÷ 2,900). 287 

However, Baseload is available everyday, while the call is only available for ten 288 

days. Another way to compare the two demand charges is per MDQ per day. The 289 

Baseload demand charge per MDQ per day is $0.13 (= $48.68 ÷ 365), while the 290 

demand charge for the ten-day call per MDQ per day is $4.87 (= $48.68 ÷ 10). 291 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 292 

A. Yes. 293 
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Total Volumes IF TETCO ETX FOM Fuel percent Costs @ ETX flat Actual Costs Disallowance
Month (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F)

MHE 1.2 MHE 1.2 MHE 1.2 (A)x(B)/(1-(C)) MHE 1.2 (E) - (D)
January-06 60,139               9.330$                      6.32% 598,951$              636,724$            37,773$          

February-06 66,297               7.270$                      6.32% 514,495$              530,544$            16,049$          
March-06 55,586               6.700$                      6.32% 397,551$              429,469$            31,918$          

April-06 23,069               6.570$                      5.52% 160,418$              173,267$            12,849$          
May-06 58,270               6.650$                      5.52% 410,135$              442,540$            32,405$          
June-06 53,375               5.560$                      5.52% 314,104$              343,621$            29,517$          
July-06 50,758               5.620$                      5.52% 301,926$              330,960$            29,034$          

August-06 53,944               6.710$                      5.52% 383,112$              412,160$            29,048$          
September-06 55,178               6.380$                      5.52% 372,603$              403,372$            30,768$          

October-06 85,827               3.780$                      5.52% 343,381$              380,252$            36,872$          
November-06 43,917               6.760$                      5.52% 314,224$              340,756$            26,532$          
December-06 61,624               7.460$                      5.52% 486,574$              519,615$            33,041$          

667,984             4,597,475$          4,943,279$        345,805$        

Note: Col. (E) does not include transport costs, but does include fuel charges. 
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PUBLIC  Schedule 3.2

Page 1 of 2

Net Estimated Price Difference
Commodity Purchase Implied Price including the 

Costs Requirements prices Difference Adder
(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

ENG 1.46 Att ENG 1.46 Att (A)/(B) (C)-(C) (D) + $.XX
November 399,769$          26,180                   15.2700$      

329,868$          26,180                   12.6000$      2.6700$        3.2200$                

December 602,332$          47,540                   12.6700$      
436,417$          47,540                   9.1800$        3.4900$        4.0400$                

January 773,375$          57,500                   13.4500$      
568,100$          57,500                   9.8800$        3.5700$        4.1200$                

February 252,495$          27,150                   9.3000$        
212,313$          27,150                   7.8200$        1.4800$        2.0300$                

March 132,696$          17,100                   7.7600$        
123,975$          17,100                   7.2500$        0.5100$        1.0600$                

April 637,617$          82,700                   7.7100$        
588,824$          82,700                   7.1200$        0.5900$        1.1400$                

May 720,000$          93,750                   7.6800$        
675,000$          93,750                   7.2000$        0.4800$        1.0300$                

June 578,956$          89,900                   6.4400$        
549,289$          89,900                   6.1100$        0.3300$        0.8800$                

July 610,207$          94,900                   6.4300$        
585,533$          94,900                   6.1700$        0.2600$        0.8100$                

August 563,248$          74,900                   7.5200$        
543,774$          74,900                   7.2600$        0.2600$        0.8100$                

September 423,447$          57,300                   7.3900$        
397,089$          57,300                   6.9300$        0.4600$        1.0100$                

October 1,039,824$       69,600                   14.9400$      
915,240$          69,600                   13.1500$      1.7900$        2.3400$                

Average 1.3242$        1.8742$                

Note: Highlighted cells indicate the implied price equals the relevant price for 2006.



Totals 6,733,966$       738,520                 9.1182$        
Commodity 5,925,422$       738,520                 8.0234$        1.0948$        1.5549$                

Including 6,765,286$       738,520                 9.1606$        
demand 6,319,607$       738,520                 8.5571$        0.6035$        
Charges
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