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Morning .Session

Chairman Harold Dyck called the Special Committee on
Natural Gas to order at 10:00 a.m., Friday, September 12, 1975.
Chairman Dyck also introduced to the Committee Colonel Lamar '"Bud"
Weaver, Director of the Kansas Energy Office, and Dr. Robert J.
Robel, Chairman of the Governor's Advisory Council on Energy and
Natural Resources.

The first conferee was Mr. Kenneth D. Smith, Executive
Vice-President of the American Dehydrators Association. Mr. Smith
read a prepared statement concerning the alfalfa dehydration
industry and the industry's present economic situation (Attachment
No. 1). Mr. Smith stated that in Kansas there are 40 alfalfa
dehydrating plants which employ nearly 1,200 persons and whose
annual sales amount to nearly $20 million. He also stated that
natural gas is essential to the survival of this industry. Mr.
Smith stated that approximately 10 mef of natural gas is needed
to produce one ton of dehydrated alfalfa.

Vice-Chairman Doyen inquired whether it would be better
to let the alfalfa dry for two to three hours before beginning
the dehydration process. Mr. Smith mentioned that the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture and the American Dehydrators Association
are jointly sponsoring a research project to determine the nu-
trient value of field wilted alfalfa as compared to dehydrated
alfalfa. Mr. Smith stated that field wilting may be a feasible
method of energy conservation as it can reduce natural gas usage
by as much as 50%. Mr. Smith stated that alfalfa dehydration is
placed in FPC priority category 2, 3, or 6. In response to a
guestion by Senator Moore, Mr. Smith indicated that, of the 140
million tons of hay produced in the United States, approximately
1% is dehydrated. Mr. Smith concluded with the statement that
his industry feels it is imperative that a high priority be estab-
lished for the use of natural gas for agricultural processes in-
cluding alfalfa dehydration.

The next conferee was Mr. R. E. (Bob) King, Director of
the Industrial Division of the Kansas Department of Economic
Development. Mr. King stated that the possibility of natural gas
curtailments could lead to a situation which could severely depress
business in Kansas. He noted that KDED is attempting to encourage
Kansas industries to find alternate sources of energy. However,
he feels that natural gas has been used so widely that it will
be difficult to find an effective substitute for this cheap fuel.
Mr. King did indicate that some Kansas industries are already
changing to alternate fuel. For example, several years ago,
Hesston Corporation changed to an electrical heating system using
an air recovery system. The effects of this change are still
being studied.




Mr. King stated that Kansas presently has three large
industrial areas: Wichita, Topeka, and Kansas City. The lack
of industrial development in the western part of the state re-
sults from the fact that many of the desirable factors which
attract industry are lacking in this part of the state. Mr.
King stated that he personally would like to see more economic
development in the western part of the state; however, it appears
to be a standard practice that industry does not develop west of
Highway 81. He stated that KDED is attempting to locate alter-
nate forms of energy which could be used to induce industries
to locate in the underdeveloped areas of the state.

Senator Janssen stated that he feels cooperation be-
tween KDED and the independent gas producers is most important
because industries will locate in areas where natural gas is more
readily available. )

Senator Doyen suggested that perhaps some industries
could be closed down from November until April by giving the
employees compensatory time. 1In this manner, vital fuel would
be available during the crucial period from November until the
end of March. Mr. King was not aware of any organization now
using this system, but did feel that it merited investigation.

Mr. King stated that the current trend is for industries to con-
struct smaller plants in the smaller communities. 1In these cases
KDED attempts to serve as an advisor in the absence of such bodies
as chambers of commerce.

The next conferee was Mr. Carl Nordstrom, Executive
Vice-President of the Kansas Association of Commerce and Industry.
Mr. Nordstrom read a letter which was written to Senator Janssen
in response to several inquiries concerning the natural gas problem
in Kansas (Attachment No. II). Mr. Nordstrom stated that due to
the limited energy supply in Kansas, KACI is advocating natural
gas regulation only so far as to determine priority of use. Such
action has been taken nationally and KACI believes this is a sound
solution. KACI also feels that any other type of natural gas
regulation would be a mistake.

In response to a question by Dr. Robel, Mr. Nordstrom
recommended that the state should set priorities and guidelines
similar to those which have been set by the Federal Power Com-
mission. However, Mr. Nordstrom stated that it was a primary
concern of his association that the state avoid those types of
regulations of natural gas which would work to decrease rather
than increase the available supply. Chairman Dyck stated that
KACI had been quite active in scheduling several seminars and
conferences dealing with energy topics and especially energy con-
servation measures.

At this point, staff members distributed a packet of
materials to Committee members concerning natural gas and briefly



- -

summarized each document. The packet of materials contained the
following:

(1) Federal Power Commission News Release for August
20, 1975, which contains a state-by-state summary
of gas curtailments (Attachment No. III).

(2) Louisiana Department of Conservation News letters
dated August 29, and September 5, 1975 (Attach-
ment No.. IV).

(3) A paper by Dr. Robel entitled "Natural Gas Supplies
and Kansas Agriculture" (Attachment No. V).

(4) The emergency regulations of the Kansas Energy
Office (Attachment No. VI).

(5) FCP Form 16 "Report of Gas Supply and Requirements”
submitted by City Service Gas Company (Attachment
No. VII).

(6) FPC Form 16 submitted by Northern Natural Gas
(Attachment No. VIII).

(7) FPC Form 16 submitted by Kansas-Nebraska Natural
Gas Company (Attachment No. IX).

(8) FPC Form 16 submitted by Arkansas-Louisiana Gas
Company (Attachment No. X).

(9) FPC Form 16 submitted by PanHandle Eastern Pipeline
Company (Attachment No. XI).

(10) A letter by Governor Robert Bennett dated August
25, 1975 which was sent to several natural gas
producers. (Attachment XITI).

The next conferee was Mr. Sard Fleeker, Acting General
Counsel of the Kansas State Corporation Commission, who discussed
the Commission's regulatory authority in the field of natural gas.
Mr. Fleeker stated that he believes existing statutes give KCC the
authority to impose curtailment regulations through their power of
tariff approval. He stated that there are presently 19 distribution
companies and 20 municipal companies subject to KCC jurisdiction.
He also noted that Gas Service Company and Union Gas Company have
filed curtailment plans with the KCC which closely follow the
Cities Service curtailment plan filed with the FPC.

Sendtor Moore inquired whether reserves which have been
dedicated to the interstate market could be transferred to the
intrastate market when the producers' contracts expire. Mr. Fleeker
believed that this gas would then be available to either market.




Dr. Robel, however, remarked that the FPC has taken the position
that, once reserves are dedicated to the interstate market, they
cannot be rededicated to the intrastate market. Senator Moore
stated that perhaps the FPC should be challenged in court over this
postion. Mr. Fleeker remarked that in the past the federal courts
have generally supported most of the FPC's rulings.

Chairman Dyck asked for a motion to approve the minutes
of the August 11 meeting. Senator Moore requested that a change
be made on page 7 of the minutes to reflect that Mr. Williamson
did say that KPL was selling two million mcf on firm contract and

six million mcf on interruptible contract to Anadarko for transmission
to the Butler County refineries.

Representative Graber moved to approve the minutes with
a second by Representative Southern including the amendment stated
by Senator Moore. The minutes were approved as amended. The meet-
ing was adjourned until 1:30 p.m.

Afternoon Session

Mr. Grover McKee, Director of Economic Development for
Wichita, Kansas read a prepared statement (Attachment No. 13). Mr.
McKee discussed the natural gas situation in Wichita and recommended

the Committee give consideration to the following possible courses
of action:

1. Legislation which encourages and permits sizeable
quantities of fuel to be economically transported
to and through the state with specified Kansas fuel
designations, i.e., coal slurry pipelines.

2. Creation by legislative action of a state power
authority by which private, municipal, and rural
cooperative power distributors can construct and
finance central energy facilities;

3. Statewide conservation and fuel consumption stand-
ards.

In response to several questions by Senator Simpson,
Mr. McKee stated that the recent natural gas purchases in Wichita
amount to approximately 10 million mecfd. A non-profit corpora-
tion, the Wichita Industrial Energy Corporation, was organized
to purchase this gas at the wellhead and in turn sell it to
the Wichita gas utility. Mr. McKee stated that the gas producers
were reluctant  to deal directly with the city and, therefore,



the Wichita Industrial Energy Corporation was organized to pur-
chase the gas at the wellhead. Mr. McKee stated that the Indus-
trial Energy Corporation sells the gas to the Wichita gas uti-
lity at cost. Wichita is installing a collector system of
pipelines in the Spivey field to gather the gas which will then
be transported to Wichita through the Anadarko lines.

Mr. McKee stated that the Industrial Energy Corporation
was not formed to initiate new business in Wichita but had as
its primary goal the provision of natural gas to existing Wichita
industries in order to prevent their shutdown. He stated that
this service could be extended, however, to meet the needs of
new businesses if necessary. Mr. McKee stated that some 50 to
60,000 jobs were in jeopardy because of the projected natural
gas curtailments in the Wichita area. Mr. McKee stated that,
even with this new gas, the Wichita gas utility may be forced
to curtail some industries on peak days on a voluntary basis.

Senator Janssen expressed concern that the areas near
Wichita may be short of gas this winter. Mr. McKee stated
that the Wichita Economic Development Corporation has been nego-
tiating with several towns in the area to provide gas to them.
Senator Janssen noted that natural gas curtailments would have
as drastic an effect on an industry employing 10 people as on
one that employed 10,000 people.

Senator Bell inquired what price Wichita was paying
for this gas? Mr. McKee replied that the Wichita Industrial
Energy Corporation was paying $1.85 per mecf at the wellhead
plus a .03¢ per year escalation adjustment for the life of pro-
duction. The Wichita gas utility plans to sell this gas for
$2.35 per mcf.

A general discussion concerning natural gas conserva-
tion methods then took place. Dr. Robel stated that conserva-
tion measures to reduce consumption of this scarce commodity must
be seriously considered. Chairman Dyck noted that it is extremely
difficult for the Committee to take any action until the federal
congress makes a decision on S 692 and other natural gas bills
currently being debated in Washington.

Don Schnacke of KIOGA briefly addressed the Committee
with regard to recent FPC actions. Mr. Schnacke also recommended
that S.B. 564 not be recommended by this Committee. He did,
however, recommend that the Committee consider the concept of
making intrastate pipelines serve as common carriers and legisla-
tion authorizing the automatic pass-through of natural gas price
increases. Mr. Schnacke also expressed the opinilon that KDED
had done wvery little to stimulate matural gas production in Kansas.
He stated that KDED should feel a responsibility to stimulate
natural gas production in the state and to assist communities such
as Wichita to locate an adequate supply of gas.



Following a general discussion of possible legislative
alternatives, the Committee instructed staff to prepare two bills:
one to authorize the Kansas Corporation Commission to establish
curtailment schedules for intrastate gas, and one bill to set up
end-use priorities of natural gas with the state. Chairman Dyck
stated that the Committee would examine these bills at the October
20 and 21 Committee meeting.

Staff distributed an article from the 0il and Gas Journal

of September 8, 1975 which discussed the recent FPC ruling to
permit certain industrial and commercial users to buy natural gas
at free market prices from distant-state producers and move it in
interstate lines (Attachment No. 14). Mr. George Sims also sub-
mitted a list of recommendations of possible legislative action
for the Committee's consideration (Attachment No. 15). The meeting
was adjourned.

Prepared by J. Russell Mills, Jr.

Approved by Committee on:

jo-20-75

(Date)




ATTACHMENT NO, 1

STATEMENT FOR LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE
ON NATURAL GAS

I am Kenneth D. Smith, Executive Vice President of the American
Dehydrators Association. The American Dehydrators Association is a trade
asgociation which represents the alfalfa dehydrators in the United States.

This. includes the dehydrators in the state of Kansas who operate approximately
40 dehydrating plants,

Dehydrated alfalfa is produced by cutting the standing alalfa, hauling
it immediately to a dehydrating plant, and artificially removing the water in
a rotary type drum dryer. This rapid drying process preserves the nutrients
which were in the alfalfa as it was standing in the field.

Dehydrating aifalfa has several advantages over the more traditional
method of harvesting alfalfa by suncuring it in the field. These are:

1. Alfalfa dehydrators are better able to control the cutting

cycle and are, therefore, able to harvest the alfalfa at a
more optimum nutrient level.

2, Dehydrated alfalfa is not subject to weather damage after it
has been cut whereas suncured alfalfa may have considerable
leaching of nutrients as a result of rain.

3. ,Dehydfated alfalfa suffers no loss of nutrients during
transportation and processing because it contains sufficient
moisture to prevent leaf shatter and wastage as frequently
‘occurs in the sun drying process.

4. Dehydrated'alfalfa is not subject to the losses which oceur
from molding and heat damage which frequently occur in stacked
and baled hay. i ;

The above advantages of alfalfa dehydration result in a high quality
ingredient for the formula feed indﬁstry. They also result in more alfalfa being
harvested from the land than in the suncured process, and.quite frequently, more
of the harvested material is able to be utilized. For example, Dr. Kent Nelson,

University of Iowa, says that in purchasing baled hay for the University dairy

herd, they have to purchase 2500 pounds of hay to assure one ton of usable product.
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A dehydrator in Colorado who produces both suncured alfalfa pellets and
‘dehydrated alfalfg pellets maintains that over one harvesting seascn he will
obtain one-half to one ton more product from the land which is being used to
produce dehydrated alfalfa as compéred to that used for producing suncured
alfalfa.

From the foregoing comments, it can be seen that there are two basic purposes
for dehydrating alfaifa. One is to increase the productivity of the land, and the
other is to maintain the value of the produce at a higher level than if it were
suncured. '

It requires approximately 10 MCF of nafufal gas to produce one ton of
dehydrated alfalfa. The cost of natural gas for dehydration may be calculated
quite simply by multiplying 10 times the MCF price of natural gas. It is
conceivable that the price of natural gas could raise ‘to the point where it is
not economically justifiable to pfoduce dehydrated alfalfa. 1In fact, prices
are currently approaching levels Whére dehydratoré_are looking very closely
at field ﬁilting as a method fﬁr cpﬁserVing natural gas. |

field ﬁiltiné can. best be described as partial suncuring, but the alfalfa
lays on the gfouﬁd for only a fewrhours rather than one to three days as is
normal for suncuring. The wilting_process can save up to 50% qﬁ natural gas
utilization, and still produce a product which we bglieve is of eﬁual quality
to direct cut dehydrated alfalfa. A large research project is presently being
conducted by tﬁé USDA and the AbA to determine.thernutrient value of wilted
and direct cut dehydratea alfélfa. |

The contention of the alfalfa dehydrating industry is that alfalfa
dehydration and other agricultural uses of natural gas should have a high
priority in order to assure the availability of natural gas as long as it is

economically feasible There is a priority schedule at the Federal level which



by varying interpretations puts alfalfa dehydration in priority category 2, 3,
or 6. In some instances, even being in category 2 would not be adequate
because some pipelines have curtailed all categories except number 1.

It is not reasonable to allow gas companies to expand their residential
business and provide all the gas their residential customers may use, no matter
how wastefuily, while curtailing the supply of natural gas for the production
of food and other life essentials. |

There are approximately 221 alfalfa dehydrating plants in the United
States. These plants employ close to 6,000 persons and have an annual gross
sales volume of over $100 million dollars. kansas dehydrators employ close to
1200 -persons and have annual sales near $20,000,000.00.

The agricultural processing sector is generally considered to have a
production multiplier of 2.5 which means that as production in this sector
increases by $1, production throughout the economy.will increase by $2.50.
Agricultural processing has an employment multiplier in the rangerof 2...45 to 3.
The employment mu;tiplier is defined as the change in employment due to a one
unit change in the'labor force.

It can readily be seen that the effect on the economy and employment
would‘be Bubé;antial if the alfalfa dehydratiﬁg industry is phased out because
of a lack of natural gaé. We believe it is imperative that a high priority be
established both at the federal and state levels for the usz of natural gas for

agricultural processes includiﬁg alfalfa dehydration.

KDS;mjb



ATTACHMENT NO. 2

I i
/T;‘» Kansas Association of Commerce and Industry

A consolidation of the Kansas State Chamber of Commerce/Associated Industries of Kansas/Kansas Retail Council

WILLIAM W. MARTIN, Topeka, President

HARRISON F. JOHNSON, Independence, Chairman of the Board 500 First National Tower
WILLIAM J. BUSCH, Wichita, Senior Vice President One Townsite Plaza
MAURICE E. FAGER, Topeka, Financial Vice President Topeka, Kansas 66603
CARL C. NORDSTROM, Topeka, Executive Vice President A/C 913 357-6321

CLINTON C. ACHESON, Topeka, Secretary

September 12, 1975

Senator Jack W. Janssen
State Capitol Building
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Senator Janssen:

Thank you for your interest in our viewpoints on the natural gas
issues before your Interim Committee on Energy and Natural Resources.

Today, there exists ample evidence that we can no longer take un-
limited en=rgy for granted. Rather, we are now in a position of
inadequate domestic supply. The future outlook for energy is char-
acterized not only by increased demand, but by increasing foreign
dependence, environmental conflicts, increasing costs and uncertainty.

Government and industry have a responsibility to inform the general
public as to the economic factors, alternatives, and social decisions
involved in providing adequate energy supplies, and the need to de-
velop new sources of supply, new techniques, and facilities.

You have asked several questions concerning supplies and use of
natural gas in Kansas. One observation is that the diffuse and

often conflicting approaches to individual energy issues used in

the past can no longer be tolerated. There needs to be full recog-
nition that all energy-related matters must be analyzed as parts of

a total and unified subject, which has as its foundation well-
defined energy policy, and which recognizes the interplay of economic
and environmental cecncerns.

In other words, it is difficult to answer questions about natural
gas alone, without some indication of policies to be pursued with
relation to other sources of energy. It is imperative that govern-
mental decision-making be speeded up and simplified. For example,
the legislature first must decide such basic issues as whether the
state will promote or impede construction of nuclear energy as a
supplemental source. Will the state give precedence to environ-
mental concerns or energy development projects? Will the state sup-
port national deregulation of gas to maximize output? Will the
state support incentives for exploration?

All of your questions deal with priority of natural gas use. If we
are to assume that we are to answer these questions in the present
context of limited energy, with no state push for expanded sources



Senator Jack W. Janssen September 12, 1975
Topeka, Kansas

of supply, then we are forced to this answer: The first step for
state government is to avoid regulation of gas, except for determin-
ation of priority of use. Such a step has been taken federally, and
the state, in a period of dealing with limited energy supply, should
do likewise with reference to intrastate gas.

To regulate beyond this would only lead Kansas down the path of
mistakes and misjudgments made in the past by the federal govern-
ment.,

Thank you, Senator, for requesting our thoughts on this vital issue.

If there is any way KACI may be of assistance to you or your com-

mittee in its deliberations, don't hesitate to let us know.
Sincerely,

e 7 pretitsmm

CARL C. NORDSTROM
Executive Vice President

bd
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IMMEDIATE RET.EASE
AUGUST 20, 197= No, 21657
Gas Curtailments '

FPC RELEASES 'JTATI‘ BY-STATE SUMMARY OF GAS

CURTAILMENTS

The FPC toda v released a preliminary report prepared
by its staff presemting a state-by-state summary of actval
natural gas curta’lments last winter compared with those
projected for the zoming winter,

The report, by FPC's Bureau of Natural Gas, shows .
actual curtailmer ts as filed with the FPC (Form No, 16)
by interstate pipsline companies of firm and interruptible
delivery obligaticng to their customers for the November 1
1974, through Ma +ch 31, 1975, period. Prowﬂ'ct@d curtail -
ments are shown for the corresponding period of the 1975~
1976 winter,

Hi

The summary also includes the difference be"‘ween actual
and projected curtailments, The FPC on June 6 (News
Release 21454) released statistical information on curtail-
ments by major corapanies. However, that release did not
contain the state ~by-state breakdown,

. The staff summary notes that the projecied information
is based on an occurrence of normal weather and supply-
demand factors projected as of April 1975,

Printouts of the FPC Form 16, Schedule No., 1A, 'mfor-
mation is availabkle for public inspection in the Commission's
Office of Public Information. Arrangements can be nnde
through that office to purc chase copies of the printouts or of

the computer tape

For further info raaticon
cail 275-4006 (Area Code 202) D
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Arizona
Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

Arkanecas
Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

California
Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

Colorado
Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

i Appendix A
PRELTMINARY COMPARISON OF ACTUAL (1974-75) AND
PROJECTED (1975-76) NATURAL CGAS CURTATIMENTS BY STATES
For Winter Periocd November 1 through March 31
(Volumes in Bef)
Actual Projected Increasge : Actual Projected - Increase
Winter Winter or " Winter Winter or
1974-75 1875-76 {Decreasze) 1874-75 1975-76  (Decrezage)
Bef Bef Bcf State Bef Bef Bef
Connecticut
22 30 8 Firm Curt. 4 5 - |
11 14 3 Interruptible = - L=
33 &4 3L Total & 5 1
Delesware _ .
27 a3 & Firm Curt. 1 2 L
Badee S i Interruptible _- - -
27 33 / 6 Total 1 74 I
‘o . Florida
75 73/ (2 - Firm Curt. 12 14 v
4 4 = Interruptible | _5 45 40
i) 77 (2) Total 1 59 - 42
Georgia
77 155 88 Firm Curt. 6 . . 8 - 2
- - : - : Interruptible -+ 13 © 17 4
77 165 88 Total ' 19 5 &
Idaho
- 13 13 Fiym Curt. 6 6 -
i3 .21 8 Interruptible 4 -
13 34 421 Totel 7 7 -



Indiana
"~ Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

Tows
Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

Kentucky
Firm Curt.
. Interruptible
Total

Actuzl
Winter
1874-75

Bef

Projected Increase

37
&

Z1

(o] @
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State

Iouisiana
Firm Curt.

Interruptible

Total

Maryland
Firm Cuzrt,
Interruptible
Total

Mazssachusetts
Firm Curt,
Interruptible

Total

Michigan
Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

Minnecota
Firm Curt,
Interruptible
Total

Appendix A

Actusl Projected Increage

Winter Winter or
1874-75 1975-76 (Pecreage)

Bef Bef Bef
igo 131 22
. 1 1
109 132 Z3
16 20 &

16 70 3

7 7 -

) 7 -

9 .22 13

-2 .| 2.

11 24 13

7 5 (2)

7 °5 (Z



FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

CURTATIMENTIS OF IETE?STATE PIPELINE COMPANIES
BASED ON FOREM 16 REPORTS

SIMMARY BY STATE OF ACTUAL CURTATIMENTS e
FOR 1974-1975 WINTER CCMPARED WITH
PROJECTED CURTAILMENTS FOR
1975-1976 WINIER

BUREAU OF WATURAL GAS
STAFF REFORT

VWaghlington, D. C.
Auguat, 1975



Preliminary Comparison of Actual Curtailwment for 1974-1975
Winter With Projected Curtallment for 1975-1976

On June 6, 1975, Iin news release No. 21454, the Fedsral
Power Commission released statlstical information regarding the
requirements and curtailments as submitted by msjor interstate
natural gas pipeline companies. The staff report attachad

thereto covered actual curtailments for the 1Z-month period ending

LRl

March 31, 1975, and projections for the year ending March 31, 1976.

The information was taken from FPC Form No. 16, Report of
Gas Supply, Requirements, and Curtailmsnts. At page 3 of its
eccompanying report, gtaff indicated that summaries of the
Schedule 1-A of FPC Form No, 16 data are being computerized and
printouts will be avallable at a later date, Preliminary printe
outs are now available, and are the basis for the information
regarding curtailments by state which iz attached as Appendix A.
The results of this analysis are considsred preliminary to the
extent that review of the raw data 1s not complete, and revised
reporits may be forthcoming if neceassary.

The attached summary by states shows asctual curtailmsnts

-89 filed in FPC Form No. 16 by the interstate pipeline companies

of firm and Interruptible delivery obligations to their customers
for the winter period November 1, 1974, through March 31, 1975:.
The projected curtailments are shown for & corresponding peried

for the 1975-1976 winter. The difference between the actual and

projected curteilments is also shown.

The figures provided herein represent the best information
available at this time relating to the natural gas curtailments
by interstate pipelines for the forthcoming winter heating
geason. It should be noted that the projected data are based
on occurrence of normal weather, and supply-demand factors
projected as of April, 1975, when the Form 16 Reports were
prepared by the pipeline companies. :

Printouts of the FPC Form 16, Schedule Wo. 1-A, data are
available to the general public as is the computer tape containing
that information. A copy of existing printouts is availasble in the
Commission's Office of Public Information. Arrangements can be
made through that office to purchase copiles of the print-

outs or copies of the computer tape.



The foliowing detailed repbrts are now available:

1)" Summary report-requirements, curtailments,
deliveries by company/state.

2) Summary report-requirements, curtailments,
deliveries by state/company.

3) Detail report:requirements, curtailments,
-~ deliveries by company/state/customer.

4) Detail report-requirements, curtailments,
deliveries by state/company/customer.

5) Tapes of entire data.

—
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State

Misgsigsippl
Firm Curt.
Interruptible

Total

Missouri
Firm Curt,
Interruptible
Total

Montana
Firm Curt,
Interruptible
Total

Nebraska
Firm Curt,
Interruptible
Total

Nevada
Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Tozal

T
Actval Projected Increase .
Winter Winter or : 5
1974-75  1975-76 {Decrecse)
cf Bef Bef State
New Hampshire
51 64 i3 Firm Curt.
2 2 &. Interruptible
53 66 13 Total
‘ New Jersey
33 35 2 Firm Curt.
1l 13 2 Interruptible
L4 48 4 Total
Hew Mexilco
- - - Fiywm Curt.
o -— i Interruptible
- = - Total
Fs Kew York
4 4 - Fiym Curt,
3 3 - Interruptible
7 7 - Total
North Carolina
7 12 5 Fivrm Curt.
- - = Interruptible
7 12 5 Total

Appendix A

Actual Projected Increase

Winter Winter or

197475 1975-76 (Cecrease)
Bef Bef Bcf
32 46 14
32 46 14

8 8 -

8 8 -
41 93 52
41 93 52
30 46 15
30 46 15



Stete

North Dakots
" Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

Ohio
Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

Oklghoms
Firm Curt.
Interruptible
Total

Oregon
Firm Curt,
Interruptible
Total

Pennegylvania
Firm Curt,
Interruptible

- B
Actusal Projected' Increasge »
~ Winter Winter or
1974-75  1975-76  (Decresase)
Bef Bcf Baf State
hode Island
- = - Firm Curt.
- - W} Interruptible
- - - Total
: . Seuth Carolina
118 152 34 Filrm Curt.
3 3 = Interruptible
121 155 34 Total
South Dakote
5 3 - Firm Curt.
o e .- Interruptible
5 5 - Total
/ Tennegsea
1 1 - Firm Curt.
= = " Interruptible
L i - Total
Texas
65 1056 41 Firm Curt,
= - = Interruptible
65 106 L1 Tot&l

Total

Appendix A
Actual Projected Increase
Winter Winter or
197475 1975-76 (Decreage)
Bef Bef Bef
2 2 -
3 =z =
6 8 2
9 15 6
15 Z3 &
30 25 €5}
_8 -] L
38 34 (4)
7 14 7
7 14 7
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Actual Projected Increase
Winter Winter or
- 1974-75 1975-76 _ (Decreace)
State Bef Bef Bef
Uteh |
Firm Curt. - - -
Interruptible - - -
Totel - - =
Virginia :
Firm Curt. 18 26 8
Interruptible o B -
Total 18 26 8
Washington
Firm Curt. 7 6 {1
Interruptible & i // -
Totel 7 & {1)
Wesgt Virginia /
Firm Curt. 12 17 5
Interruptible £ - =
Total iz 17 5
Source: FPC Form 16

v

¥

State

Wisconsin
Firm Curt,
Interruptible
- Total

Wyoming
Firm Curt,
Interruptible
Total

Appendix A
Actual Projected Increase
Winter Winter or
1974-75  1975-76 (Cecreage)
Bef Bt Bef
- 7 7
= 7 7
2 3 2]
"z 3 1
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TO: CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION
FROM: RAY T. SUTTON, COMMISSIONER
RE: ENERGY LEGISLATION AND OTHER RELATED MATTERS

-

HIGHLIGHTS OF CURRENT REPORT

—~— FPC Grants Small Producers Hicher Contrzctual Rates — The FPC has
granted small producer contractual rates to up 130% of national or area

rates available to large producers. Page 3

—— House Merchant Marine Consideration of the Coastal Zone Management
Program —— The House Merchant Marine Subccmmittee on Oceanography held
a final hearing on legislation to provide additional Federal assistance
to ccastal states. Page 8

~- House Judiciary Subcommittee Consideration of Petroleum Industry Joint
Ventures —~ The Subcommittee on Monopolies and Commercial Law held a hearing
to consider the need to limit or preveant joint ventures among petroleum
companies. Page 10

—~— Ways and Means Committee Begins Considzration of General Tax Reforms ——

The Ways and Means Committee began general tax reform legislative consi-
deration, indicating it will not take up the issue of windfall profits legis-
lation at this time. Papge 11

—-— Extension of the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act -- Anticipating a

Presidential veto of 5. 1849, the Senate plans to attempt an override next
Wednesday. Page 11
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HIGHLIGHTS OF CURRENT REPORT

—=~ FEA Issues Several Notices, Including Its Intent to Issue Entitle~
ment Notices for July and August —— The FEA has decided to issue entitle—

ment notices for the months of July and Auvgust, in spite of likely court
action if a Presidential veto of the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Ex—

.tension Act is sustained. Page 12

~— YEA Issues Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and Public Hearing to Amend
Rules for the Crude 0il Buy/Sell Program —- The FEA has issued a notice

of proposed rulemaking and public bearing to amend the allocation and
price rules for the crude 0il buy/sell program. Page 13

—— House Consideration of the Energy Conservation 0il Policy Act —-
Further consideration of H.R. 7014 will be delayed until House consi-
deration of the expected Presidential veto of S. 1849. Page 13

~— Legislation Introduced —- A summarized list of energy bills dintroduced
since our last memorandum is provided. Page 14 '



FPC Grants Small Producers Higher'Contractual'Ratgg. On August 28, the
FPC issued Opinion No. 742 (R-393) allowing small producers blanket cer—
tification for sales involving contractual rates up to 130% of IpPC-
determined base ceéiling rates applicable to comparable large producer
sales. The opinion for the Commission was written by Commissioner Don
Smith, concurred in by Commissioner Springer, with Chairman Nassikas
dissenting. : :

A small producer is defined as one whose jurisdictional sales do not exceed
10 million Mcf in a calendar year when aggregated with all jurisdictional
sales of that producer's affiliates, if any.

The background for this policy emanates from FPC Order No. 428, issued on
March 18, 1971, wherein the Commission provided that small producers, after
once obtaining a blanket certificate covering all existing and future sales
nationwide, would thereafter be relieved of all filings under the Natural
Gas Act except for abandonment applications and an annual statement showing
total jurisdictional sales. This exemption was to continue as long as the
producer’s jurisdication sales did not exceed the 10 million Mcf threshhold
in a calendar year. This action by the FPC was to encourage small producers
to increase their exploratory efforts and to increase their sales to inter-
state pipelines. It was the decision of the Commission at that time that.
the procedural delays and uncertainties of sale by sale certification pro-~
ceedings acted as a disincentive to small producers to make sales in inter—
state commerce. At the same time, the Comnission intended that regulation
over such sales would not be abrogated by the FPC through such procedures,
due to thé& fact that regulation would be effected at the pipeline level by
Teviewing the purchased gas costs of each pipeline with respect to small
producer sales to each jurisdictional pipeline.

Subsequently, the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit re-
versed Order No. 428 on the ground that the FPC abdicated its statutory
responsibility to assure that all rates of any natural gas company are
just and reasonable. The rationale of this court decision was based on
the fact that the Commission's responsiblity to regulate such sales could
not be met by the FPC's intent to indirectly control small producer rates
through regulation or pipelines or larger producers.

~ On June 10, 1974, the U.5. Supreme Court partially reversed the D.C. Circuit
and affirmed FPC Order No. 428 but remanded the case because Order No. 428
clearly did not satisfy the statutory requirement that all rates to gas sold
in interstate commerce be just and reasonable. The Supreme Court also con-
cluded that the FPC lacked authority to rely exclusively on market prices

as the final measure of "just and reasonable" rates. The Supreme Court, in
reversing the D.C. Circuit decision, also expressed the opinion that the
Jinsuring of just and reasonable rates by means of indirect regulation might
not be administratively,unfeasibled but left that issue for the Commission to
consider upon remand. Further, the Supreme Court, upon remand, held that
the procedures outlined in Order No. 428 provided no guidance to pipelines
and large producer purchasers as to the level of their potential exposure
to non-allowance of a portion of purchase gas costs paid to small producers



Thereafter, on September 9, 1974, the FPC issued a notice ‘of proposed
rulemaking in a proceeding bearing Docket No. R=303, propuging 6 &5-
tablish a just and reasonable rate differential for sales made by small
producers pursuant to blanket certificate procedures set forth in Order
No. 428, above the base rate (exclusive of provisions for production,
severance, or similar tax reimbursement, gathering allowances, or quality
adjustments) established for large producers in a Commission order of
general applicability. The Commission explained in the notice the cost
and non-cost considerations which in its tentative views supported the
‘establishment of a differential for small producersf )

A host of initial and reply comments were filed by large producers, small
producers, producer associations, interstate pipelines, gas distributors,
consumer groups, Federal office holders, and several members of the Congress
the latter requesting the opportunity to cross-examine all witnesses the
Commission would rely upon with respect to small producer costs. In an
opinion issued June 21, 1974, in another docket, the Commisgion held that
there was no need for a formal hearing with oral cross-examination in rate
cases, which the Commission contended could be determined through the
rulemaking procedure. In Opinion Fo. 742, dissued in the subject pro-
ceeding, the majority adopted its June 21 position and denied the request
for cross-examination in the subject proceedings. '

3

JIn Opinion No. 742, the majority concluded that the risk increase, higher
equity finanmcing and greater debt cost for small producers justifies an
allowance for overall rate of return higher than the 15% found appropriate
for the nationwide rate established in Opinion No. 699, and its progeny.

The majority justified its position in this regard as a means of encourag-
ing new entrants into the industry, admitting however that the 20% rate of
return determined to be necessary to achieve this end was arrived at largely
as a "matter of judgment." Applying a 20% rate of return, based upon the
discounted cost factor (DCF) approach utilized in nationwide rates for new
gas (Opinion No. 699-H), results in an increase of the higher range rate

of 51.46¢ to 67.7¢, or a 31.5% increase. Using that calculation, the -
majority then recognized that producer ratemaking does not yield precise
absolutes and rounded off that differential to an increment of 30%, or 130%,
of the nationwide or other base rates as a proper allowance for small pro-
ducers. It should be noted that in its initial notice of proposed rule-—
making, issued in the subject proceeding, a small producer differential

was suggested of 150%.

In comments filed by the New York Public Service Commission, it was sug-
gested that a specific rate differential in cents per Mcf should be es—
tablished, in lieu of a percentage differential. 1In this connection,

New York questioned the need for giving small producers a nultiple of

the base rate to the extent it would include mnon-cost allowances for in—
centives or revenues for reinvestment. Stated another way, New York was
contending that much of what the Commission desired to afford the small
producer was accounted for in the nationwide rate established under Order
No. 699 and its progeny. In dealing with this contention, the FPC majority
stated that while non-cost factors are taken into consideration in deter—
mining the base rate in area or national rate cases, they are not always
severable from cost factors. Further, the majority responded, contingent
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escalations, a non-cost incentive used in some area rate cases, are of

little importance now 1.2 light of the determination in Opinion Mo. 699
to establish a national new gas ceiling in lieu of various area ceilings
previously in effect. (oreover, the majority said one of the important

advantages of the percemtage approach is that it can be applied to each
rate case of general apo>licability decided in the past as well as in the
future. Again, dealing with the contentions of the New York Public Service
Commission, the majorit ¥ held that it would not review the small producer
percentage differential as often as the nationwide rate determination;
hence, the percentage a>proach was more appropriate.

Interestingly, the major-ity stated that the record thus far compiled does
not provide an adequate statistical base from which to guantify variances
of the direct costs of =mall producers from the average direct costs for
the industry, as a whol=, vhich formed the basis for the Opinion No. 699
nationwide rate. Nonetineless, the majority went on to discuss in con—
siderable detail various factors supporting a higher rate for small
producers, including ths fact that the productivity factor for small
producers is probably lower than for large producers. In its Jjustifi-
cation for the assumption of this probability, the Commission points to
the fact that average praductivity offshore, wheres small producars have
fewer interests, is sigmnificantly higher than onshore. Further, in the -~
onshore areas, the major-ity contended that small producers frequently
operate properties on f=rmout arrangements with large producers, engaging
in the further assumptic—n that such properties are more "marginal than
average. Continuing wich this rationale of assumptions, the majority
held that small producers ordinarily do not have the resources to finance
deeper and more expensiwe wells from which the larger remaining undis-—
covered reservoirs are =o be found.

Some other consideratioms mentionmed by the majority in Opinion No. 742,
were an assumed capital structure of 76% common equity and 24% long-term
debt, with an assumed cost of 6.25% to long-term debt and 17.3% to common
equity. Assuming this, the majority felt that most small producers are
probably nearer the 100X equity financed level with supplemental debt
financing being principzlly short-term with a substantially higher cost
than the 6.25% rate. In dealing with this assumption, the majority held
"while generally it is =ssumed that the equity investor's risk declines
as the equity ratio is Increased, the effect has a marginal range within
wihich to operate, given the already high ratio assumed for the industry
‘as a whole, and the eff=ct is more than outweighed by the increased risk
of the small producer v=zntures." All of these factors, the majority con-
cluded, justify an allcwvance greater than the 15% permitted in Opinion
No. 699,

Other factors suggestinz a higher rate for small producers, according to
the majority, include: (1) they are involved principally in exploratory,
wildcat drilling and hazve a higher dry hole ratio than the industry as

a wvhole; (2) they predominate in farmout arrangements with concomitant
overriding royalty charzes; and (3) they have limited risk spreading
capability and a relatively weaker credit standing. The assessment of
these risks, the majoricy held, was a key factor in establishing a rate
of return and suggest that the small producers are entitled to a higher
rate than applicable to the industry as a whole.
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In explaining how the rate differential would be applied, the majority
stated that the differential should be multiplied by the applicable base
ceiling established in an area or national rate order. The resulting
rate would then be subject to gathering charges, quality adjustments,

tax reimbursement, Btu adjustment and any other adjustments to the extent
applicable to the sale as permitted under the particular order or general
applicability. However, the majority made clear that the 130% differen—
tial will not apply to the minimum rate levels which were established in
area rate cases, 'We are not concerned here with contracts where the
small producer is limited to a price below that authorized by this order
as just and reasonable. Our purpose is to establish a just and reason-
able rate ceiling, not a floor, for small producers." :

In comments filed in response to the notice of rulemaking, by pipelines,
United Gas Pipeline contended that where a small producer is collecting

a rate under an existing contract, it should be required to reduce the
rate under Section 5. Otherwise, United said, the pipeline would be
penalized ad infinitum for paying an above ceiling rate. E1 Paso con-
tended that pipeline purchasers should not be required to absorb pur—
chased gas costs with respect to above ceiling purchases from small
producers under existing contracts because rules have changed since

Order No. 428 was issued. In response to these contentions, the majority
stated that it does not intend to require small producers to make refunds
of above ceiling rates for sales made pursuant to a temporary or permanent
certificate under Order No. 428. The Section 5 question, however, will be
decided in individual pipeline cases of in the RM76-5 rulemaking proceeding
initiated along with issuance of this opinion.

In conclusion, the majority dismissed contentions by large producers of
discrimination, taking the position that if a large producer is faced
with a specific problem, relative to risk and operating differentials,

it can seek appropriate relief from the Commission on an individual basis.

Chairman Nassikas, in his dissent, felt that the establishment of a dif-—
ferential for small producers "is repugnant to the concept expressed in
the national opinions that the base rate should be uvniform except in those
cases where the seller can demonstrate that the individual circumstances
require a different result." For this reason, Chairman Nassikas would
permit small producers to demonstrate that their circumstances are truly
unique and require a departure from the uniform national rate.

Chairman Nassikas also expressed that the majority's position will not
encourage small producers to dedicate additional supplies to the inter-
state markets, and, moreover, will end the concept of indirect regulation
of small producers recently approved by the Supreme Court, as discussed
above. 1In this latter connection, Chairman Nassikas went on to state
that if small producer rates are to be established on the basis of
alleged cost factors, the concept of indirect regulation at the pipeline
level is no longer applicable since a "just and reasonable" rate will
have presumably been established at the small producer level.

Relative to the procedure adopted by the majority, in granting a blanket
differential, Chairman Nassikas contended that it was not supported by

- B



"substantial evidence,” and is based solely on the assertion that small
producers should be allowed a 20% rate of return. This in turn was
based on an analysis of the capital structure of large producers. How-
ever, the Chairman emphasized that there is no evidence indicating the
capital structure of the typical small producer of the level of risks
incurred by them as against risks of large producers.

Chairman Nassikas expressed a preference for the continuation of indirect
regulation of small producer rates at the pipeline level by reviewing all
small producer sales in excess of the generally applicable just and
reasonable rate to determine the rates which the pipelines would be justi-
fied in paying. In so doing, he would apply the criteria which the FPC
informed the Supreme Court it would use in prescribing small producer
rates, that is, producer costs, the pipeline's need for gas, the avail-
-ability of other supplies, the amount of gas dedicated under the contract
and rates of recent small producer sales previously approved for flow
through. "These criteria provide greater flexibility than the unwarranted
differential proposed by the majority, and they will allow the Commission
to adapt its regulations to prescribe rates based on an evidentiary re-
cord without excessive charges to consumers."

Without addressing the merits of the position taken by the majority, or
the Chairman in his dissent, it occurs to us that this move on the part
of the majority will clearly fall upon troubled times before the courts,
for there is little doubt that consumer advocates and others will con-
test the dacision and procedure before the courts. Given the numerous
restraints imposed upon recent FPC moves to increase the quantity of

gas dedicated to interstate pipelines by the D.C. Circuit Court of
Appeals, coupled with the majority's own admission that the establish-
ment of a blanket differential for small producers is based largely

upon certain assumption made without the benefit of record evidence,

the procedure is bound to cause considerable trepidation among producers
and pipelines to enter into contracts taking advantage of the cost dif-

ferential afforded by the procedure, at least until it has been thoroughly
tested in the courts. ‘

Another factor that occurs to us, which could cause trouble for the pro-
cedure or differential afforded, is the considerable emphasis placed upon
what the majority contends is a need for improving the position of small
producers, as offset against large producers, through the pricing mechan-
ism. Without taking issue with the merits of such zn outcome, one is
forced to question whether this is a proper role for the Federal Power
Commission, or a proper interpretation of the "just and reasonable"
concept, established as a guideline under the Natural Gas Act as inter-
preted by the courts. In its comments in response to the notice of
rulemaking, the New York Public Service Commission signalled an attitude
of contest over an approach to producer pricing on the basis of such
consideraticns or criteria.

Our observations notwithstanding, there id not likely to be a stampede
of small producer sales to interstate pipelines in the immediate future,
as a result of the rendition of this opinion. Quite to.the contrary,
the concurrent issuance of a notice of proposed rulemaking (RM76-5)
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proposing to prospectively require small producers who are making juris-
dictional sales at a rate in excess of the ceiling established in Opinion
No. 742 to reduce such rates to that ceiling, is bound to discourage those
sales that have been occurring in response to Order No. 428 and Opinion
No. 472,

House Merchant Marine Consideration of the Goastal Zone Management Program.
On September 3, the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Subcommittece on
Oceanography held a final hearing on proposed legislation to strengthen
the Coastal Zone Management program. Appearing before the Subcommittee
were Russell Train, FEA Administrator and Murry Berger, President of the
National Fisheries Institute,

In opening remarks, Subccmmittee Chairman Murphy noted that coastal com—
munities which may be affected by future offshore oil and gas development
have urged Congress to provide them with time to establish coastal zone
management programs and additional Federal assistance in meeting the
onshore impact of future OCS development. Chairman Murphy said that the
legislation under consideration by the Subcommmittee included H.R. 3981,
and the Senate-passed 5. 586. (For a summary of S. 586 and a copy of this
legislation as it passed the Senate, see our Memorandum No. 62.) The
major provisions contained within H.R. 3981 include the following: (1)
~annual grants up to 100% of the costs incurred would be provided to
coastal sta?es'for planning and control of adverse economic, environmental,
and social impacts due to facility siting or energy development and produc—
tion. 7Two hundred million dollars would be authorizes for fiscal year 1976
and each of the four succeeding fiscal vears to finance these grants;

(2) grants up to 90% of the costs incurred by coastal states to further
interstate coordination of coastal zone planning including the formation
of interstate compacts. Five million dollars would be authorized for
fiscal year 1976 and each of the four succeeding fiscal yvears for this
program; (3) 66 2/3%Z of the costs incurred by the coastal states would

be provided for short-term research and training assistance, authorization
-of payment to Federal agencies for the provision of such assistance, and
the hiring of private contracts. Five million dollars would be authorized
for this program from fiscal year 1976 through each of the four succeeding
years; (4) applicants for licenses, permits, or leases for energy resource
development or production or facility siting would have to -certify that the
. conduct of their proposed activities would be in conformance with any ap-
proved state management program; (5) the scope of the existing Coastal
Zone Management Act would be extended to include beaches and islands,
requiring a state coastal zone management plan to include plans for the
protection of access to public beaches and other coastal areas of cn-—
vironmental, historic and recreational value; (6) certification proce-
dures of the present Coastal Zone Management Act would be amended to
include leasing operations as well as permitting and licensing activities;
and (7) the legislation would extend the Coastal Zone Managemen Act through

fiscal year 1980, and authorize Federal appropriations for these additional
years.

In his testimony before the Subcommittee, Russell Train said that the Ad-
ministration recognizes the need for the development of the 0CS with careful
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TO: CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION
FROM: RAY 7. SUTTON, COMMISSIONER

RE: ENERGY LEGISLATION AND OTHER RELATED MATTERS

L HIGHLIGHTS OF CURRENT REPORT

~— Lou Harris Poll Reflects Public Support for Decontrol ~-— Support for
deregulation of all oil produced in this ccuntry has now risen to a
decisive 54-227% majority. Page 3

—~ President Ford Holds Meeting with Governors to Discuss Natural Gas
Curtailments This Coming Winter and Proposals for Dealing with Its
Consequences -- On August 28, Governors in attendance recommend to
the President legislative sanction of 180-day emergency purchase pro-
cedures and deregulation of natural gas wellhead pricing. Page 5

-~ ¥YPC Issues Order in Docket No. RM75-25 -~ FPC issues Order No. 533,
on August 28, establishing rules for direct field purchases of natural
gas by high priority industrials at unregulated prices. Page 10

~—~ FYPC Releases Staff Comments in 1975-1976 Biennium National Rate
Proceedings -~ Rates for 1975-1976 biennium suggested to range from

85.3¢ to $1.70. Page 10

—— FPC Reports Slipht Increase in Fxploratory and Developmental Gas
Well Tootape in First Quarter of 1975 -- Gas well footage drilled in
the first quarter of 1975 was only slightly above the level in the
same quarter last year while the number of gas wells drilled actually
declined by 1.4%. Page 15




"HIGHLIGHTS OF CURRENT REPORT

—~ FEA Issues 01d 0il Entitlements List for Month of June —— 01d oil
supply ratio declines to .360078% while value of entitlement increases
to $7.82. ©Page 16

—— FEA Postpones Hearings on Modification of State Set-aside Program —-—
‘Postponement of August 12 hearing is indefinite, pending consideration
of requests for regional hearings. Page 17 :

—— President Ford Agrees to Delay Veto cf §. 1849, Extending Price
Controls —— President and Democratic leadership agreed to try once
more for compromise of oil price decontrol issues. Page 17

—— Resolution to Accelerate and €oordinate Consideration Legislation
Rejected —— Of the some 1,000 energy bills introduced in the 94th
Congress, only two have become law. Page 18
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"Clearly, sizable numbers of Americans now believe that they
would cut back the use of their cars if the price of gasoline were to
rise further. And the higher the rise, the more the curtailment of uge
of their automobiles would take place. However, past experience in
asking comparable questions about potential behavior in the face of
price changes would suggest counting only those car owners who say they
would use their cars 'a lot less often' or "not at all' as the. likely
magnitude of cut-back in use of “‘their autos. 1In this case, here is the
likely cut in use of cars if the price of gasoline were to rise to dif-
ferent levels: '

LIKELY CUT IN USE OF CARS AT KEY
LEVELS OF PRICE RISE IN GASOLINE

. " No. Who Would
Cut Back Use

‘Of Car
At price rise of:
10¢ a gallon 11
20¢ a gallon 31
30¢ a gallon - 49
. 404 a gallon 61
" 504 a gallon 63

"The biggest cut-back in use of cars would take place when

the price of gasoline rose from 10 to 20 cents a gallon, jumping from
11 to 31 per cent. e

"At least in terms of the road they want to go down on energy,
the American people appear nov to be prepared to allow the price of oil
and natural gas to rise by deregulation of domestic production and they

are counting on the price mechanism to curtail consumption sufficiently
to finally cope with the oil shortage." '

President Ford Holds Meeting with Governors to Discuss Natural Gas
Curtailments This Coming Winter and Proposals for Dealing with Its
Eégﬁgguenceg, On August 28, President Ford met with a number of the
nation's Governors to discuss projected curtailments of natural gas sup-
plies during the coming winter heating séason and options that might be
available to ameliorate the impact upon those consumers to be most ef-
fected, with particular enphasis upon the potential for industrial shutr-
downs, resulting unemployment and economic dislocations.

shortly following the commencement of the August recess, indications were
to the effect that certain of the President's advisors were contending that
the Administration should consider and offer certain proposals or ndtig-
tives" that would be reasonably designed to aid in reducing the impact of
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pProjected natural gas shortages for this winter. At the. same time,
certain factions within the FEA were "pushing" legislative recommenda—
tions to the President, Presumably designed to implement some or all of
the recommendations of the FEA ”Interagency Natural Gas Task Force Com-
mittee,"” headed by Mr. Bruce Pasternak, a member of Mr. Eric Zausner'sg
staff. The legislative Proposals receiving the broadest interest and
concern were four in number.

First, proposed legislation was drafted to afford legislative sanction

to the 180-day emergency procedure, originally implemented by the FPC.
Initially, the Federal Power Comrission, in an attempt to induce producers
to increase sales to interstate pipelines, permitted those pPipelines to
make emergency purchases from the producers at higher than historically~
based cost prices, for periods not to exceed 60 days, so as to mitigate
against the impact of curtailments during the times of relative shortage.
Subsequent thereto, the FPC extended the period for which such emergency
purchases could be made to 180 days. At thar time, the Consumer Federa-
tion of America brought suit against the ERE., challenging the extension
of the elergency purchase period from 60 to 180 days, contending that this
was tantamount to deregulatiqn in violation of the Natural Gas APt as
interpreted by the courts. 1In a recent decision of the U.S. Circuit

Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, the position of the Cop-
sumer Federation was upheld,

In another suit, brought by Cong. John R, Moss, the D.cC. Circuit recently
held that bPregranted abandonment of sales under the FPC's optiomal Pricing
procedures was unlawful and 4in violation of Section 7(b) of the Natural
Gas Act. The rationale of the Court in that decision was that the FpC
could not determine whether permitting a producer to abandon sales to

an interstate pipeline , prospectively, for the reason that the Fro

could not determine, prospectively, whether such an abandonment wvas in

the public interest. These two decisions have had the bractical effect

of denying the interstate pipelines access to a meaningful Percentage of
the available new &as supplies. Both of these court decisions are cur-—
rently pending upon writ application to the U.S. Supreme Court and are
not likely to be acted upon in time -to have any impact upon the supply

of new gas for the coming winter heating season. It should be noted that
just prior to the Tecessy FPC Chairman Nassikas directed such a legisla-
tive proposal to Vice President Rockefeller, as President of the Senate,
which was introduced by Senators Magnuson and Hollings as an accommodation
to the Chairman. The Nassikas bill was referred to the Senate Commerce
Committee, as the Committee having jurisdiction over natural gas legisla-
tion.

The second proposal that was said to be under consideration was one pro-
viding a legislative sanction to a procedure proposed by the Federal Power
Cormmission in R¥M75-25 (sce our Memorandum No. 50) which would permit cer—
tain high priority users to purchase gas ar market prices in the field,
onshore, working out an agreement with interstate pipelines for the trans—
portation of that gas. (Comments were filed in this rulemaking procedure
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by the State of Louisiana.) ‘Also since the commencement of the August
recess, and without regard to the Governors meeting with President Ford,
the FPC has issued an order in this rulemaking proceeding, which will
be discussed elsewvhere in this memorandum.

Another proposal presumed to have been under consideration dealt with
legislation designed to afford the FEA with broad discretionary powers
in allocating propane and butane, and to control their prices, which
powers the FEA will lose should the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act
expire on August 31 by Presidential veto and the failure of the Congress
to override that veto. Presumably the proponents of this legislative
"initiative" felt such powers essentlal to protect propane and butane
users and to deal with potential shortages of these products.

The legislative .proposal receiving the greatest attention was one de—
signed to afford the FFA with standby powers and authorities to deal
with natural gas shortages in times of emergency. Among those powers
would be authority to mandate and order interconnections between pipe-
lines and the allocation of available supply between those pipelines.
Stated another way, the FEA would receive the power and autnority to
order a pipeline to divert some of its gas supply to another pipeline
suffering levels of curtailment greater than the pipeline surrendering
the increment diverted. Within the definition of pipeline, intrastate
pipelines were included. The controversial nature of these latter pro-
posals, with their expected reactions, led the proponents of such legis-
lation to back off or "retreat." Therefore, at the meeting of the
Governors and President Ford, no positive or affirmative proposals were
made by the Administration. Rather the Governors were invited to make
their comments and suggestions as how to deal with the shortages to be
expected this winter, and in the future. (See an editorial appearing in
The Washington Post on August 27, attached as Appendix "A".)

Initially, fifteen Eastern seaboard and Midwestern Governors were invited
to meet with the President, however, concern was raised that the producing
states should be represented in such a forum, therefore, the FEA conde-
scended to invite the Governors of Louisiana, Oklahoma and Texas.

The Governors attending this conference held a caucus prior to meeting
with the President at the National Covernor's Conference headquarters
here in Washington. During the course of the briefing and discussions
at this caucus, a general consensus was developed as to what the
Governors would recommend to President ¥ord, at the subsequent meeting.
Following is a general discussion of that consensus.

General support for legislation sanctioning the 180-day emergency
purchase procedure was noted, however, such legislation should not

be considered by the Congress as a substitute for needed comprehensive
natural gas legislation. Secondly, the Governors proposed to recommend
to the President a natural gas measure, originally suggested by Gov.
David Boren of Oklahoma, when testifying before the Senabte Commerce
Committee dn March on S. 692, which proposal has since been unanimously



“endorsed by the Midwestern Governor's .Conference recently concluded.
Generally speaking, the Boren proposal would call for the suspension

of FPC wellhead price controls on new gas sales for five years, with
exlsting contracts to remain in force, unless and until they expired
during that five-year term. The proposal would further require or
dictate the sanctity of any and all contracts entered into during that
five-year period, no matter what their term., It is contended that such
a proposal would provide the necessary incentive to producers to develop
and bring on new supplies, while at the same time easing the impact on
consumers through the rolling in of higher prices for new gas dedications
with flowing lower-priced old gas supplies. At the end of the five~year
period, a determination would be made whether the suspension of price
controls had achieved the desired supply response, with those controls
to be reimposed should the "trial period" fail to produce results.

The only dissent from this consensus position was that of Gov. Milton
Shapp of Pennsylvania. It should be noted, however, that Cov. Byrne
of New Jersey was not present at the caucus, and therefore did not
have the opportuaity to vote on these proposals. It is not knowa
whether Gov. Byrnme expressed an opinion as to these proposals during
the course of the conference with the President.

‘Little or no discussion was had during the course of the Governors
caucus, or the conference with the President, relative to the RM75-25
type prccedure.

Discussion was had at the caucus, and in conference with the President,
relative to the wisdom and workability of allecating available natural
gas supplies between pipelines, interstate to interstate and intrastate
to interstate. With the exception of Gov. Byrne, there appeared to be
little or no support among the Governors in question for the allocation
of supplies between pipelines, regions of the country, etc. At the
subsequent conference, President Ford, supported by FPC Chairman Nassikas
and Frank Zarb, took the rather firm position that diversion of intrastate
gas to the interstate market, was not a solution to the problem; would
create as many, if not more, dislocations than it solved; and, more
importantly, would simply be unworkable. The FPC has consistently taken
this position in testifying before various Committees of the Congress.

President Tord evidenced an intention to make .recommendations to the
Congress, relative to these discussion, and to give particular attention
to the "Boren" proposal for a moratorium on the imposition of FPC well-
head price controls.

In the context of 5. 692 and the various substjitutes offered therefore,
it is obvious that the Boren proposal is now a viable contender and yet
another option that will be available to the Congress upon its return
from the August recess for it has now received the endorsement of at
least half the nation's Governors.



Due to representations made by the FEA, in Administration press releases
and at briefings conducted by the Administration for the Covernors and
their staffs, relative to what regions or states will be most impacted
by the shortages this winter, we feel it essential to provide the dele-
gation with projected curtailments, state by state, which were published
by the FPC on August 20.

Early following the commencement of the recess, the Administration issued
a press release listing the ten states to be most severly impacted by
shortages this winter. Among those ten states listed, eight were on

the Eastern seaboard, plus California and Ohio. Presumably, the data
leading to these conclusions were based upon the impact on those states,

in terms of the percentage of volumes to be curtailed from full require-
ments.

The Administration press release went further to state that the only
states that would be spared from shortages this winter were the pro-

ducing states of Louisiana, Oklahoma and Texas. This latter statcment
is simply not correct. i '

The Federal Power Commission does not break down its projected curtail-
ments, state by state, on the basis of percentage of full or contract
requirements. Rather, the FPC curtailment projections are based on
volumes curtailed. Following is a list of the ten states that will

suffer thé_largest volumes of curtailed deliveries for the coming winter
heating season, which reflects that Louisiana ranks third among all states
in the nation in terms of total volumes to be curtailed this winter by
interstate pipelines. This is particularly significant when it is realized
that only approximately one-third of Louisiana's requirements are supplied
by interstate systems. It is also significant to note that several other
principal producing states (P) rank in the top ten in curtailed volumes.

PROJECTED CURTATLMENTS
WINTER 1975-76 (Bef)

'STATE ‘Firm Interruptible Total
1. California (P) 165 o 165
2. Ohio 152 3 158
B Louiéiana (P 131 1 132
4. Pennsylvania }06 -0 106
5. New York 93 0 93
‘6, Indiana 91 1 92
7. Arkansas (P) 73 4 17
8. Mississippi (P); 64 2 66
9. Florida 14 45 . 59
10. Kansas (P) 50 4 54



It should be clearly understood that the foregoing figures, relative to
curtailments projected to occur in producing states do not include cur—
tailments occuring on intrastate systems within those same states,

IPC Issues Order in Docket No. RM75:25. on August 28, the FPC issued
Order No. 533, in Docket No. RM75-25, :

On April 4, 1975, the FPC issued a notice of rulemaking in this docket,
soliciting comments upon a proposal to permit direct and indirect cug—
tomers who use natural zas for residential, commercial, feedstock,

.and process fuel, and are subject to curtailment to negotiate with
producers for the acquisition of gasg produced onshore, at market prices,
and arrange by agreement with interstate pipelines to transport that gas
through whatever excess capacity such pipelines might have. Commentsg
were filed by the State ‘of Louisiana in thig proceeding, following the
notice of rulemaking. (See our Memorandum No. 50 ),

Generally speaking, the order issusd by the FPC states simply that 4ir
will consider applications for certification of such arrangements on
a case by case basis, but is limited to industrial users.

Without regard to the legal and practical problems that such a practice
and procedure might produce, the conditions imposed upon such arrange-
ments by ‘the FPC, render it difficult to see how producers will be able
to accommmodate the limitations Imposed upon such arrangements. For
example, such arrangements will not permit direct sale burchasers to
receive, or the producer to deliver, volumes of gas in excess of the
level of curtailment being realized by that purchaser, which fluctuates
of ceourse from day to day. Producers simply cannot, from a technical
standpoint, vary the flow from a given well on a day by day basis.
Following is a direct quote taken from Order No. 533. "We recognize

Producers may be unwilling to make direct sales of volumes which fluc-
tuate to the levels of curtailment. There may be practical problems in
transporting and delivering direct sales volumes which replace, but do
not exceed, a direct sale customer's level of curtailment," Such con-~
cessions are, to say the least, an understatement.

Relative to the legal problems presented by this overall procedure, it
is interesting to note that FpC Chairman Nassikas sent to the Congress,
Jjust prior to the recess, a bill designed to afford legislative sanction
to these procedures, however, it was not introduced due to the time of
its arrival.

YPC Releases Staff Comments in 1875-1976 Biennium National Rate Proceedings.

On August A:NI§75, the I'PC relcased staf%vcommégzs relative to the dEEEr-
mination of a just and reasonable rate for application during the 1975-1976
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biennium for sales of gas dedicated to interstate commerce since
January 1, 1973, The delegation will recall that two delays have heen
occasioned in the filing of these comments,

In its dinitial solicitation of comments from the staff, the FpC requested

Separate comments from the agency's Bureau of Natural Gas and its Office
of Economicsg.

Depending on assunptions regarding preoductivity and Federal income tax .
allowances, the Bureau of Natural Gag (BNG) estimated nationwide costsg
of new gas ranging from 85.34 to $1.63 per Mcf for 1975, and from 88,74
to $§1.70 per Mcf for 197s6. Relative to productivity assumptions, typ
Were used, i.e., 454 Mcf per foot based on productivity experience for
the 12-year period, 1943 through 1974, and 375 Mcf per foot based on
the 9-year average for.the years 1964 through 1974, Federal income

tax assumptiong were at a level of no income taxes, 247 and 48Y%.

In the case of all assumptions made by the BNG, a rate of return of
15% was computed on a discounted cogt factor (DCF) basis, taking into
account an average royalty payment to the lessor or land owner of 16%.

Following is a table setting forth the range of rates calculated and
" suggested by the BXG, employing the foregoing assumptions and variables.

1975 1976

1963-1974 1966-1974 1963~1974 1966--1974

Productivity Productivity Productivity Productivity
(454) (375) (454) (375)
T =y, (458 —2I)
Assuming Federal income
tax rate at: ' )
0% | 85. 3¢ 104. 3¢ 88.7¢ 108. 64
249 102, 1¢ - 124.5¢ 106,14 129.6¢

487 134, 24 163.4¢ 139.4¢ - 170.0¢

It is significant to note the substantial difference that oceurs when ap-
proaching ratemaking on the basis of historical cost data, depending upon
the duration or selection of the historicail period to be utilized. It ig
also significant that all of the rates Suggested by the BNG, regardless of
the assumptions made, exceeds substantially the levels mandated by sS. 692,
i.e., between 40¢ and /5¢ per Mcf, to remain frozen for five yYears from the
date of enactment. : :

The BNG explains that the "dramatic" increases from the 51¢ national rate
currently in effect ware due primarily to declining productivity, a con-—
tinuation of cost increases, the elimination of bpercentage depletion and
elimination of the negative inceme component (arisiug from application of
a8 tax credit for a major share of Pre-production costs) from the return
calculations in Opinion No. 699-y, .



The BNG dealt with the ongoing debate as to the accuracy of reserve es-
timates, and their effect on rates,in what we consider to be an innovative
- manner. As a result of differences between offshore additions reported by
AGA and offshore figures indicated by pipeline certificate application,
coupled with deficiencies in the accuracy of reserve additions data and the
technique of  employing average experience in past years to estimate future
productivity, the BNG elected to use currently available AGA data on re—
serve additions, which is understated, in combination with the averaging
technique, which overstates future expectations when the trend in produc-
tivity is down. ° This approach tends to cancel the effects of both, which,
although "imprecise," results in a superior technique to the simple cor-—
rection of only one of these factors.

Relative to Federal income taxes, the BNG said it was not possible to
evaluate the precise impact of the elimination of the oil and gas depletion
allowance, in part because of the need to take the investment tax credit
and deductions for interest on debt into account. TFor this reason the
BNG employed the 0%, 24%, and 48% range of rates and recommended that
parties submit evidence in this proceeding respecting the rate impact of
the tax legislation on actual tax liability, so as to permit a more pre-
cise approach to the selection of the rate to be adopted.

The estimates of the Office of Economics (OEC) are based on a new costing
approach sgparating exploratory productivity and developmantal productivity,
together with other distinctions, which we find quite difficult to under—
stand. Nonetheless, the OEC estimates the nationwide cost of new gas in
1276 in a range of 46.6¢ to 62.64. Alternatively, the OEC's calculations
use two values for productivity, i.e., a high and a low average for 1970
through 1974, two values for lease acquisition costs including and excluding
offshore costs, and two rates of annual take, i.e., one constant and one
variable. As was the case with the BNG calculations and recommendations,
the OEC adopted a 15% return, based on the DFC methodology. In conclusion,
.the OEC recommended a continuation of the bage rate established on Opinion
No. 699-H (currently 51¢ per Mcf) for the 1975-1976 biennium.

The novel methodology employed by the OEC admittedly provides for no
Federal income tax. Further, the OEC cost analysis does not contain
schedules reflecting the computation of return on investment and does
not indicate the extent to which return is included. In addition, there
is no indicaticn that the OEC unit. cost totals include any increment for
the payment of royalties by the producer.

The OEC study contains a summary schedule showing the costs, utilizing its
various options and alternative assumptions, which reflect totals that do
not appear to bear any relationship to the ultimate conclusions reached by
the OEC. At a minimum, it is rnot explained what elements of cost account
for the differences between the totals shown in those tabulations and OEC's
estimated unit cost totals ranging from 46.62¢ to 52.98¢ for the alternative
excluding offshore lease acquisition costs, and from 55.51¢ to 62.55¢ for
the alternative including offshore lease acquisition costs.



The Commission has directed that comments in reply to the staff presentations,
and in reply to initial comments submitted on or before May 30, 1975, be
filed by September 11, 1975.

- Initial comments were filed in late May and early June by a number of

producers, pipelines and distributors in this rulemaking proceeding.

Summarizing those comments, the producer group recommended establishment
of a national rate in the $1.49 to $1.55 per Mcf range based on the
commodity value of natural gas at the wellhead, the price level of the
high 10% of intrastate contracts executed during the period January 1,
1974, through January 31, 1975, and estimated nationwide new gas costs.

" Pipeline parties, although not suggesting a specific price ceiling,

generally urged the Commission to set ''realistic" rates giving consi-
deration to non-cost factors, particularly intrastate prices and commo-
dity value. The American Gas Distributors (AGD) recommended the establish-
ment of separate rates for offshore and onshore production, with onshore
rates to be based on both cost and non-cost factors. The United Distri-
bution Companies (UDC) submitted a number of studies relating to intrastate
price levels, productivity of new gas well drilling, and cost of finding
and developing new gas supplies, among other things. The UDC determined
new gas costs in the range of $1.25 to $1.53 per Mcf excluding data fer

“Alaska, the Gulf of Mexico, the Texas Permian Basin and Appalachia. Another

study showed that higher field prices up to $1.60 per Mcf for new gas would
be more economical for consumers than the costs accompanying ever—increasing
curtalilments.

In comments filed to date, the only other party besides the 0EC to oppose -
an increase in the national rate for the 1975-76 biennium was the American
Public Gas Association (APGA) which took the position that the TPC should
take action to reduce unregulated intrastate rates because of the '"dis—
ciminatory impact on interstate markets,'" relying on a 1914 decision of
the U.S. Supreme Court, dealing with railroad rates.

Belative to this entire dialogue, the FPC invited comments on the question
of '"what weight, if any should be given to current prices in the intrastate
market which now absorbs about 40% of all gas sold by producers."

In requesting comments on this question, the Commission explained that,

in addition to use of costs and other relevant non-cost factors in deter—
mining the just and reasonable rate, it was also considering the use of
“representative intrastate market price evidence to the extent that the
intrastate market is workably compétitive." The Commission further stated
that the cconomic theory of workably competitive markets, i.e., that the
price which results from the interaction of supply and demand is a cost-

based price, "suggests the possiblity of looking to field prices in the

intrastate market for evidence of the cost of production in that market."
While few, if any,markets are entirely free of competitive imperfections,

the FPC added, "nmevertheless, the preponderance of evidence regarding the
competitive nature of the gas producing business may provide a premise

for accepting market prices in the unregulated sector as generally indicative
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of current costs of production, " Further, the TPC asked that the comments
on intrastate Prices consider, among other things, "the Current state of
the intrastate field market for gas and its effeciency in adjusting to

the major changes that have occured in domestic and world energy markets
during the past two years."

The parties submitting ctomments, relative to this intrastate rate issue,
included the Producer group {some 32 companies)andglfmgindividual pro-—
ducers, the Interstate Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA} and
several individual Pipelines, the United Distribution Companies (uncy,
the Associated Gas Distributors (AGD), the State of New Mexico, the New
York Public Service Commission, the Office of Consumer Affairg of HEW,
and a few others, Except for the New York Public Service Commission

and the Office of Consumer Affairs, the comments strongly urged that
substantial welight be given to intrastate pPrices’ in arriving at g just
and reasonable New gas rate for the 1975-1976 biennium. AGD, however,
favored consideration of intrastate Prices only in the determination of
rates for onshore sales. New York agreed with the AGD position on thig
issue and expressed‘skepticism‘regarding the effectiveness of relying
on intrastate Prices to regulated rates for any onshore sales where the
instrastate market is able to absorb virtually all of the new supply

. A review of thesge supplemental comments also reflects an updated analysisg
of the Form 45 data, establishing a weighted average price of $1.17 for
intrastate: galeg by independent producers, pipeline producers, and pipe-
line Producing affiliates. The highest Priced and the high price (by
volume) for the 376 contracts reported in 1975 were $2.44 ang $1.89 per
Mef, respectively, compared with $1.91 and $1.45 per Mef, respectively,
under the 1148 contracts reported having initial deliveries in 1974,
These studieg also reflected a decline in the average term of contracts
between 1974 and 1975. Most interestingly, clear indications exist that
there is g levelling off and some softening of Prices in the intrastate
markets, on a national basis, asg supply and demand tend to come into
better balance.

There were algo tomments, relative to the intrastate markets, by several
members of the academic community studying the available data which
conclude generally that the intrastate market, through the interaction
of supply and demand, behavesg in the "classic manner of g workably com-
petitive market. "

Also among supplemental comments filed in late July, the United Distribu-
tion Companies submitted a study estimating the cost of finding ang de—
veloping offshore supplies on leases in the Gulf of Mexico. The study
developed a range of offshore unit costs from $1.02 to $1.49 per Mer for
large fields (reserves less than 400 Bef), and from $2.49 to $3.83 per Mcf
for smaller fields, depending also upon rate of return level (15% or 17%)

and inclusion or exclusion of 3 Federal incone tax allowance, This par-
ticular study is interesting when consideration is given to the consis-—

tenly employed distinction between what should be done to alleviate the
Crisis, in terms of wellhead Pricing, between onshore and offshore Prospects.
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It has always been understood and accepted that offshore exploration
and development costs are higher than onshore, which, of course, com-
pounds the effect of the field size on unit prices.

In light of the hard evidence, logic and reason, one can only conclude
that such distinctions are based upon a combination of the anti-major

0il company sentiments, which companies are considered to dominate the
0CS, coupled with the want of intrastate competition in the Federal domain
area, rendering that gas "captive" to the interstate market. These are
simply not sound economic or practical distinctions, if more gas is what
we want. ‘ .

HWe will attempt to analyze-the reply comments after they are filed and
report to the delegation accordingly.

—

FPC Reports Slight Increase in Exploratory and Developmental Gas Well
Footage in First Quarter of 1975. On August 8, 1975, the FPC released

a report entitled "Gas Supply Indicators," which is the tenth in a series
of quarterly reports providing current information on industry trends
affecting gas supply, particularly that available for interstate markete.
.This report is prepared by the FPC's Office of Economics, covers the first
quarter of 975 and shows that after achiewing record highs in 1973 and
1974, the effort to find nev supplies of natural gas has been levelling
off since mid-1974. Gas well footage drilled in the first quarter of
1975 was only slightly above the level in the same quarter last vear

and the number of gas wells drilled actually declined by 1.4%Z.

These quarterly reports contained statistical data relative to what the
FPC classifies as "gassupply Indicators” and include marketed production
of gas; producer sales to interstate pipelines; number of active drilling
rigs; exploratory and development drilling; and new contract annual sales
by producers to interstate pipelines. The report also reflects welghted
average initial rates paid by interstate pipelines for natural gas under
long-term and short~term emergency contracts.

Following are some of the disclosures appearing in the quarterly report:

1. Exploratory and developmental gas well footage increased
4% and 27, respectively, compared with the first quarter of 1974.

2." The number of gas wells drilled in the first quarter de-
clined 1% while the number of oil wells increased 447%.

3. Offshore, exploratory gas footage drilled during the first
quarter declined by 11.5%, while development footage increased by 48.27%.
 About 75% of offshore exploratory drilling took place off Texas and 95%
of developmental drilling was in offshore Louisiana.

4. Total wells drilled (cil, gas and dry) and ‘total footage
inereased 227 and 16%, respectively.



5. Active rotary rigs increased 19%.

6. Marketed production and producer sales to interstate
pipelines decreased 10% and 8%, respectively.

7. The weighted average of all new contract rates (long and
short—-term) authorized or allowed the first.quarter of 1974 increased to
54.66¢ per Mcf from 49.83¢ per Mcf in the same quarter of 1974, but
declined from 58.74¢ in the fourth quarter of 1974.

8. Estimated annual sales by producers, exempting small pro-
ducers, under new long —term and limited-term contracts increased by
160% in the first quarter of 1975 over the same period last vear. Es-
timated annual sales under long-term contract increased over 250%, while
limited-term emergency sales declined95%.

9. The weighted average initial prices paid by interstate pipe-
lines in new long-term contracts authorized under the arca and nationwide
rate orders was 51.48¢ per Mcf in the first quarter compared with 24.524
per Mcf in the same quarter last year.

- _FEA Issues_Ofd 0il Entitlements List for Month of June. On August 12,
1975, the FEA issued its entitlement notice under the old o0il allocation
program for the month of June, which was in turn published in the Federal
Fegister on Monday, August 18, 1975.

For the month of June, the adjusted national old oil supply ratio is
calculated to be .360078.

Attached as Appendix "B" is the appendix notice, appearing in the Federal
Register for Auvgust 18, which lists the name of each refiner to which
entitlements have been issued, the number of entitlements issued to

each such refiner, and the number of barrels of old oil included in

each such refiner's adjusted crude oil receipts.

The price at which entitlements shall be sold and purchased for the month
of June is fimed at $7.82, which is characterized as the exact differen—
tial as reported for the month of June between the weighted average costs
to refiners of old oil and of new, released, stripper well and imported
crude oil.

. The listing of entitlement issuances contained in the Appendix reflects
relief granted in decisions and orders issued by FEA's Office of Exceptions

and Appeals. The following refiners are not shown in the listing due to
their having been exempted from the entitlement purchase requiremants ol
the program under exception decisions: Famariss, Fletcher, Good Hope,

Husky, J & W, Midland, Navajo, 0il Shale, OKC, Pasco, Powerine, Rock
Island, Thagard and Young.



HATURAL CGAS SUPPLIES AUD
KANSAS AGRICULTURE 1
by
R. J. ROBEL, Chalrman
Covernor's Advisory Council
on Energy and Natural Resources

T wish I could be optimistic regarding supplies of inexpensive natural
gas for agricultural uses in Kansas. I would very much like to tell you that

everyiniis is under control, and that you can expect unlimited supplies of

S

inexpensive natural gashfor the production ﬁf anhydrous ammonia fertilizers for
vour crops, ample supplies of inexpensive natural gas té pover vyour irrigation
pumps, for drying your grain, and to produce the electricity you use for ;ll
sorts of agricultural activities. ﬁowgver, I cannot in good faith give you
those‘falsﬁ assurances. Iﬁstead,'I would like at this time to review the
overall energy situation,:and then focus on the matural gas picture in Kansas.
Tt has been almost o years since the OPEC cartel imposed the oil
erbargo on the indusirial nations. We mu@dled through the fuel shortage during
the winter of 1973-74. . . thanks to mild weather. Ve got throuph the harvest
season of 1974 without gréat disruptions. We are still getting by, but, today
this Nation faces an energy situation morec serious than we had during the pexiod
immcziatcly prior to and following the oil embargo. Today, 22:months after the
OPEC dimposcd petroleum Shortage; we still do not have a national cnergy policy
for thls country. Instead we sce the develepment of regulations and decisions
which may in fact worsen our cncrgy problcm.rathcr than resolve dt. ‘Our cprrent
energy problem is fundamentally one of petroleum and natural gas, with a complex
mixture of politics-and economics. Our cnergy problem is a simple dmbalance

between production and consumption.

Ipresented on 3 Septenber 1975 at the Colby Branch Agricultural Experiment Statlon,
Colby, Hansas 1n conjunctlon with the Bravch Station's Tield Day.
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Je arc becoming more and more dépendcnt on expensive lmported crude odl
and refined prodicts to make up the difference between our domesfic production
and domestic consumption. Today the crude oil production in the United States
amounts to approximately 8.4 million barrels per day, 11 percent less than
the 9.4 million barrels per day which was produced in the summer of 1973. 1In
phe SUmmer 5f 1573, 38 percent of the petrolcum available in this country was
imported, in mid August 1975, 44 precent of the petroleum available in this
country was imported; Tncreased prices of foreign oil coupled with our greater
reliance on foreign supplies, has resulted in higher energy prices for every
segment of our socciety, a sérioué baiance of payments problem for this nation,
and a greater vulnerability to acﬁionp by foreign powers and cartels. We now
pay $75 million_'pei day for foreign petroleun; that amounts to more than $25
billion'peﬁ year. !

We all know gasoline, diesel fuel, heating oils, and other petroleum
products are more costly now than they were priqr to the embargo. But few people
unaerstand why. Here is a bréakdown of average gasoline pfices in this country

during June 1973 (pre~embargo), and July 1875 (post—embargo).

Costs of Gasoline (cents per gallon)

June ‘73 July '75
Transportation to refinery and refining _ 5.3 55
Wholesaling costs (jobbers, etc.) - 6.9 6.9
Retailingrcosts (local gas station) 7.0 ' .0
State and Tederal taxes . 11.7 - 11.7
Crude oil ‘ .0 © 25, an%
i 39.9¢/gal. 58.3¢/gal.

*based on 70% domestic crude @ $4.15 per barrel and 30% imported crude @ $2.95
per barrel. ' '

#*based on 56Y% domestic crude @ $8.27 per barrel and 44% dmported crude @ $13.50
per barrel.

Tt should be pointed out that small companles relying solely on local old
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domestlc crude oll ($5.25 per barrel) for refining can still sell gasoline for
as low as 37¢ per gallon and make a profit #hila companles relylng solely on
imported crude 0il (§1.3.56 per barrel) must sell gasoline for at least 65¢ per
gallon to even break even, Other fuels have shown similar increases in price.
We willl continue to see the cost of fuel rise as our.local petroleum pfoduction
decreases and_WE‘rely more on imported fuels..

Conservation Efforts

During the cil embargo, there was a national plealfdr energy conservaltion.
From Novembeé 1973 until April or May'1974, the natipn repondedeuite well, we
used less energy. Towever, the respoﬂse was of short duration. The conservation
ethic was lost in March 1974 probably coincidental with the iifting of the OPEC
oil emhargo. Consumgtion'frbm Ju1y11974 ta now, has been equal to or greater
than ourigonsumption during comparablé periéds of the previous ycars; That
increased consﬁmption coupled with our 6% annuai decrease inrdomestié'producgggg
causes us greater concern each day.

We gll recall the étorieé of refinery storage tanks overflowing, of the
increased reserve stocks of fuel oils and gasoline, Yes, oﬁr reserve stocks did
increase when people used lcss.l The refinery system in this country is designed
to yefine crude oil, not store the prdducts. Thus ﬁhen consumption decreases,
stocks do build up, and storage tanks do overflow. Let's look mo}e closely at
the current status of these “increased stocks". I am afraid our past "extra
inventories" gave false assurance to the average public. For exaﬁple, in mid
August 1974, we had 226 mlllion barrels of gasoline in storape: we had only
203 million barrels in storage in August 1975 (23 mlilion barrcls less). The
following is a comparison between our August 1974 inventories and our August

1975 inventorles, and remember, our 1973-74 stocks were danperously low.
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Petroleun Inventorles (willdon barrels)

15 August 1975 levels minus Percent

Products - 14 Aupust 1974 levels _Changes
Gasoline ‘ ~2302 A 7~10.3%
Distlllate fuzl oil ~15.5 - B, 2Y
Residual fuel oil - 0.1 - 0.1%
For Pusl | o D3 - 7.0%

Relative to reserve petroleum stocks, this nation is in a worse position
now than it was iaét year right after the.oil embargo.

The petrdléum situation is not encouraging. Politicians and aﬁcrage
citizens alike must accept these facts: (1) domestic prodﬁction of oil is
decreasing at a rate of 67 per year, (2) our-dpmestic consumption of petroleum
has not decreased, (3) we are“importing-mpre 0il now than we did prior to
the oil embargo, and (4) our reserve stocks of petroleum products are lower

now than they were a year ago.

The Natural Gas Situation —- Less Encourapging

If you feei I have presented a gloomy pictufe of the petroleum situatiqn,
let me just briefly review an even more seriéus situation, the supplies of natural
#as. You might nct be aware of the natural gas usage in Kansas, but most of
you havﬁ heard of the large Hugoton gas field in southwestérn Kansas. The Hugoton
field produces about 70% of the natural gas produced in Kaﬁsés. Natural gas
1s used in many dndustrial processes, it is used.to manufacture anhydroué'ammonia
fertilizers, to dry grain, heat homes and produce electricity. Tor years, mnatural
gas has béen a very cheap fuel. 1Its price has been held at a level so low as
to encourage wasteful use. The current price of interstate natural gas —— (51¢

per MCIF) is approximately equal to crude oil at $2.,25 per barrel, The rescrves

of natural gas have declined rapidly due to high consumption, and lack of

successful exploratory activity.



in 1259, oﬁr proven natu§a1 gas regerves dn Kancas were 20.2 trillion
cuble feet, Five years later, our proven reserves were 18.0 trillion cubic
feet, and by 19069, ourlraserves had declined to 14.5 trillion cuble feet. At
the end of 1973, our known natural gas LESEIVES were down to only 11.7 trillion
cubic feet~—and wé are withdrawiné from those reserves at a rate of almost 1
trillion cubic feet per year, Last yecar, we punched a great many holes in

the Kansas landscape in search 6f new natural gas reserves.....but we didn't

find much. Only one significant pool was discovered, and that pool probably
containsrless than 1 trillion cubic feet of new natural gas. Natural gas will
be in short supply in the futﬁre.

Qur three major suppiiers of uatuyal gas enticipate supply problems in

1675, {ansas industrial consumers have. already experienced summer curtailments

of natural gas; the major natural gas suppliers predict 1975 curtailments will

-

be twice what.they were in 1974, 1In general, large industrial users in
KRansas are receiving not more than 40% of their needs, We can expect natural
£as éhortages in Kansas this winter., Our major suppliers of natﬁral gas will
not have sufficient amounts of natural gas for our use this winter, in fact,
they will be 54 billion cubic feet short of being able to supply our needs
between November and March 1975-76. To replace thét 54 billion cubic foot
shortfa%l in Kansas willlrequire about 400 milliop galloﬁs of fuel oil.
In KXansas, the curtaiiment of natural gas supplies this winter will be
concentrated on the large low—p?iority users, pfimarily industry and our
electric generating plants., Since these users will need to replace their
normal supply of inexpensive natural gas cnergy with a more expensive fuel
such as fuel oill, &ou can expect as a direct result of these curtallments,
\

manufactured products and celectrledity will be wore costly.

We do not expect Priority 1 users of natural gas dn Kansas (residential
and small commercial consunwers) to be curtalled this winter, llowever, some

curtallment of Prilority 2 consumers is miticipated by some companiles (currently



al

,.otural pgas uscd for irrigation has a Priorlty 2). Secveral suppllers -

-.IindiCatc that sevpfe curtailments of Priority 3-9 uscrs are planncd for this
winter and next summer, You should be awarc that agriculture 1s considered

an industry, and various agricultural actlvities will be subject to natural
gas curtallments depending on their priority ranking. The recent Feécfal

Pover Commission ruling which proposes to allow high priority industrial consu-

meré-to purchase intrastate gas in producing states for use in another state,

could decrease the supplies of natural gas available for our use in Kansas.
Unless fgdg;al poliqies and economic conditions change drastically in

the very near future, you caﬁieipect ever decreasing supplies of natﬁral

gas. No matfer what,_natu;nl gas prices will be higher in the future. I

feel safe in‘prcdictiug tﬁét, 10 years‘ﬁrom T0W, naturél gas prices will be at

least 7 to'l0 times what they are now. Currently, the average wellhead price

=

of matural gaérin the Hugoton Field is about 23¢ per MCF; mavket price of
intrastate natural gas is currently $1.40 to $1.90 per MCF, and synthetic
naturél gas is expected to cost $2.00 to $3.00 per”MCF to produce. Based on
the current market price of crude oil ($11.00 to $13.50 per barrel), the
equivalent amount of energy in the form of natural gas should cost between
$1.90 and $2.30 per MCF. I believe the wellhead pfice of natural gas will
approach the §1.50 to $2,50 per MCF in the not too far distant future.

-In summary, natural gas is inAshort supply, and will continue to be so
in the foreseeable future. This shortage Biil éffect your agricultﬁral'
operations, both in terms of supply and costs. I strongly recommend
that you plan now for reduced use of natural gas in your agricultural
operations. Reduced uvse will prolong our limited supplies of natural gas, and

will also benefit you financially,

Thanlk you.
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Purpose: The purpose of these rules and regulations is {o establish a
‘.f;;stem of priorities for the allocation of available energy resources,

other than agricultural fertilizers, and the curtailment of the consumption

of such energy resources during any energy emergency as proclaimed

by the governor pursuant to Section 6 of Chapter 394 of the 1975 Kansas
Session Laws. These rules and regulations ghall apply to all gggplie:;; and
consumers of such enerpy resources not subject to regulation as to
allocation or curtailment by any federal agency. ( Authorized by X.S. A, 1975
Supp. 74-6807, E- > , effective August 27, 1975. )
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Definitions:

L Kaﬁsas Energy Ofﬁce: An office c‘:reated by the 1975 Kansas e
Legislature pursuant to Chagtgr 394 of the 1975 Kansas Session Laws.

i Director: The Directo.r .of The Kansas Energy Offic-e.

34 Available Energy Resources: Those energy resources, other than

agricultural fertilizers, commonly in use at the time of an energy
~emergency as declared by the governor pursuant to Section 6 of
‘Chapter 394 of The 1975 Kansas Session Laws.

4, - Enerpy Emergency: Whenever it appears from an evaluation of
conditions in the state by the governor that the supply of energy
resources, other than agricultural fertilizers, is inadequate to meet
the demand for such energy resources in the state or any geographic
areas of the state and that the public health, safety and welfare are
threatened thereby, the governor may proclaim that an energy emergency
exists within the state, subject to six (6) members of the state finance
council approving such proclamation., The emergency proclamation of

.the governor shall recite his findings, shall declare that an energy
emergency exists, shall specify the area of the state in which such
emergency exists, and shall specify the period of time during which a
system of priorities for the allocation of available energy resources,
other than agricultural fertilizers, and/or the curtailment of con-
sumption of such energy resources may be imposed. Such period of time
may be extended or reduced after a reevaluation of conditions within the
state and a further proclamation of findings by the governor which
require such extension or reduction.

5. . Allocation: Allotment or division of available energy resources
-according to certain priorities set forth below . ( Authorized by

K.S5.A, 1975 Supp. 74-6807, E- - » effective
August 21, 1975, ) :

-,;...__;...__ Ih e ‘.'
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Emergency Regulations

Priorities for Allocation of available energy resources, other than
agricultural fertilizers, in the event of an enerpy emergency declared by
the Governor pursuant to Section 6 of Chapter 394 of the 1975 Kansas Session Laws

(a) First Priority shall be given to emergency services and the
protection of public health, safety.and welfare including maintenance of gas and
electrical services for hospitals, juvenile and adult correctional institutions,
nursing homes, hotels, motels, and residences such as individual homes,
apartments and similarly occupied dwelling units, publicly owned water,
sewerage and storm water drainage systems, which systems supply services
to the aforesaid; and emergency transportation services.

(b) Second Priority shall be given to the maintenance of agricultural
operations and the processing of agricultural products, including farming,
ranching, dairy, irrigation, and services directly related to agriculture;
to the manufacture of ethical drugs and to plant protection.

(c) Third Priority shall be given to exploration, production, processing
and refining efforts to attain maximum production or extraction of oil,
natural gas or other hydrocarbons.

-{d) Fourth Priority shall be given to the maintenance of all public
services, including facilities and services provided by ﬁlunicipal, cooperative,
or investor-owned utilities required for customers who come under Paragraph
(b) 2nd (c) next above, or by any state or local government or authority,
including transportation facilities or services which serve the public at
large, and to educational services and facilities. This priority shall not ap'ply
to those publicly owned water, sewer and storm water drainage systems
referred to under Paragraph (a) next above, since those are the first priorities.

(e) Fifth Priority shall be given to maintenance of private transportation
and to commercial and business activities selling goods and services.

(f) Sixth Priority shall be given to industrial plants, including
electrical generating plants to the extent not provided for in Paragraph (d)
above, having a present requirement for use of intrastate natural gas for
boiler fuel not possessing present alternate fuel capabilities. ’

{g) Seventh Priority shall be given to industrial plants, including
electrical generating plants to the extent not provided for in Paragraphs (d)
and (f) above, having a present requirement for boiler fuel use, in those
instances where alternate fuel capabilities now exist, or may be installed
with relatively minimal cost and delay. ( Authorized by K.8.A. 1975 Supp.
74-6807, E- - , effective August 21, 1975. )




K\\' CITIES SERVICE GAS COMPANY
A C
ASFRES LS N

FIRST NATIONAL CENTER + OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA

PHONEC (405) 236-060I
" REPLY TO

' POST OFFICE BOX 25128 2 May 21 ) 1975

OKLAHOMA CITY, 22125

Kemneth F. Plumb, Secretary
Federal Power Commission

Union Center Plaza Building
825 North Capitol Street, N. E.
Washington, D. C. 20426

D?Qr Mr. Plumb:
Enclosed'for filing are the originai and three copies of
Scheduqulﬁ to I'PC Form No. 16 which was submitted by Cities Service
~ Gas Compauyléu May 1, 1975. A copy of this filing is being mailed
to the persons designated in the Commission's Order No. 523.

Very truly yours,

/) P
WQ_/L,—\_ g/- %ﬂ‘%ﬂ
Allan W. Wassom, Manager
Rates & Certificates Department

AWY/rh

Attachments
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REi'-'Cl'I'I CF CAS SUPPLY AHD R{CULIRFFEHTS = SCHELULE M0O. 1A

WECLIREFERTS CF CUSTCFERS OF PUPCRTING PIPLLIAE PAGE 1
COFPARY hAML PERICC APRY 15
CITIES SEAVICE GAS CCHPANY . CCVFRED ¢ PARC s
- PROJECTED ANLY AKKRUAL _.sTte CCIN
CUSTOKERS CF e ToreL PLAX CAY
REPCRTING PIPELINE JuL. AUG. FPCF FrCF
{ay 1y (cy (18] (F) [ (ol (P
RALSAS
RESALE
GAS SEAVICE CCPPANY
DELIVERIES — FIRY 270.4  194.2 1€6.% 177.7 1T6.1 175.0 2C6.0 30A.5 405.F 4A54.7 427.5 3a&l.1 ICL431.8 a.5
CURTAILMENTS — FliM 6003 5505 44,5  4T.2  hb.& AS.] 51.7  69.1 92.8 J01.9 100.5% - €L.1 2914k.1  15£.0
PLCLIREFERTS = FER¥  338.7 253.7 212.9 224.9 222.5 27E.1 2¢3.7 37%.& ASB.6 55B8.4 528.C &47.2 126592.7 E85.5
BURLINGEFE CITY CF
DELIVERIES - FIRP .3 .1 .0 wl o1 .0 .1 .3 .5 .5 .5 o4 1C7.5 .8
CURTAILFERTS — FIRK .0 .0 .0 I R . .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 -0 .0
RECUIREFERTS ~ FlRK P .1 -0 ol .1 «C el -1 -5 5. .5 .4 1C7.5 ]
CHAKUTE CI1TY CF -
CELIVERIES — TIPH 2.8 1.4 1.0 s ) .8 i 1.6 3.3 5.1 il 5.6 4.5 1c45.7 9.R
CURTAILFERTS ~ FIRK ot .0 .0 .0 £ .C .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
RECLIREMERTS — f ¥ 2.8 Lot 1.0 =7 - | 1.1 1.6 3.3 5.1 6.1 5.6 4.5 1C45.7 9.8
CCHFERCT4L PLPELINE :
DELIVERIES ~ Flap 1.5 -9 W6t .6 .t 1.0 1.7 2.4 2.8 2.6 2.1 529.5 5.0
CURTAILFENTS ~ F1aHM «0 -0, .0 -C .C .0 .0 <0 .0 -0 -0 .C .0 -0
CRECLIREFENTS — Fluw 1.5 .9 .6 L S | .t 1.0 1.7 2.4 2.8 2.8 7.1 529.5 5.0
ESKRINGE CITY CF :
DELIVERIES — FIRM ] .2 .0 ot .1 " ) o1 Y3 .6 T £ .5 169.2 1.2
CURTAILMERNTS — FIRK .0 .C .0 .C = «C .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .C
t RTCUIRFPERTS — Fla¥ -3 .2 -0 ! ] -1 .1 .3 -5 =7 -1 -5 1c9-2 1.2
GARAETY CITY CF s .
CELIVERIES ~ FIRM .9 -6 o5 o4 -4 -4 3 1.1 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.3 317.% 3.0
CURTAILFERTS — FIRE T.0 .0 -0 .0 .C .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 . . .G .c .0
RECLIKEREATS — Flap -9 .t .5 .4 .4 .4 -6 12 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.3 337.9 3.0
GREELY GAS CO>PANY ¥ E : "
CELIVERIES — FIRM 4.3 2.0 2.1 2.4 z2.¢ 2.1 2.h 5.2 T.7 9 8.3 6.7 1683.1 1€.2
CURTAILFERTS — FIRH i) +3 .2 ah o2 2 .2 -1 -4 -3 .4 -3 1030 &
RECLIRFHERTS — Flur 4.5 2t 2.1 2.e 2.2 z.13 3.0 5.3 8.1 9.2 B.T 1.0 17¢6.2 1.8
HAUCKE PIPE LINE €C. .
DELIVERIES — FIRE .5 .2 2 .2 <1 .2 0 .5 .8 .9 -8 | 16Yoh - 1B
CURTAILFERTS — Flnp -0 - .0 vb .C .C .0 .0 .0 -G .C .0 .C .0
RECLEREFENTS - FlRWM 5 T 2 -2 .2 .1 .2 w3 «5 af =4 «8 a7 161.4 1-6
HCHARE CiTY CF :
GELIVERIES - FIRM 3 .3 .2 +1 .2 -1 2 -3 -4 +5 5 o4 3.6 .9
CURYAILFERTS — FIx¥ .0 .0 -0 . C - .C .0 .0 .0 .C .C . .C <0
HECLIREFERTS — FIRM .3 -3 s 2 it ] .1 .2 o | oh ] -5 ok 113.6 .9
HUMPRLCY CITY CF -

CRELIVEALES - FInM <5 -2 il .2 iy L) .1 -6 .e 1.1 1.C <k 177.2 1.9
CUAYAILFENTS - Fiue T .0 .0 .0 wl - .C .0 . .G 5 oC -2 <G .0
RECLIREWENTS ~ Flap -5 .2 ol .2 -1 - a2 .3 .6 .9 1.1 1.C .E 171,2 1.9

ECLA CITY CF
CELIVERIES ~ FifK 1.6 1.0 b .5 wE .t o9 1.9 2.8 3.5 1.2 2.6 €05.¢ €.8
CURTALLFFANTS = Fluw -C .C .0 «C .C .C .0 o .c o6 .c .0 =) .0
HECLIREMERTS — Flu¥ 1.6 1.C o5 5 .5 ot .9 1.9 2.9 3.5 1.2 2.6 EC5.H t.p
EANSAS PORER ANC LIGHT
CELIVERIES - FIARM 2C.5 1.9 11.86 1t. 1C. % 11.9 15.4 23.8 31.9 16.2 34.2 25.5 T5CT.2 53.7
TCURTAILFFRES — [1ap 4. 4t 3.4 3 7.1 .4 Lok 5.7 15 A.4 7.9 1.6 1764.,5 ti.n
. RECUIREWENTS — FIR¥ 2503 1E.C  15.0 14.2 13, 15.3  19.8  29.5 39,4 44.6 42,1 21.1 9251.7  €5.3
¥ARSAS PUELIL SERVICE -
CELIVERIES — Flaw il.) 1.C 5.0 S.i 5.0 S.t 7.7 13,1 18.7  21.7  20.4  .1€.5 417B8.14
CURYATLFEATS — LK a5 .5 .3 5 o -4 o7 -8 1.1 1.3 1.2 .L 23i%.4 3
RECUTREFEATS - FIRM 1.8 1.5 53 5.¢7 5.% e.C 8,4 13.9  19.8 ?23.0 2l.6 17.3 4437.12 37.2
KECCESHA C11Y CF . -
RELIVERIES — FIRY o7 .3 = | il .2 .2 o4 .B 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.¢ ?31.4 1.C
CURTAIL¥EATS — FIRY .c .C .c .C .C .C .0 .0 .0 .0 G -0 .0 .0
RLCUIREFERTS - FIAM a1 -3 ol .1 .2 .2 .4 .8 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.0 237.4 3.C
CSACE CI1TY Cily CF
FELIVERIES - FlRP ot =3 - .2 <1 : i3 -6 I3 1.5 1.4 1.1
CLRTATLFENTS — FIR™ »C .C .0 .C . -C -0 .0 .0 .C .C .c
RECLIRCYERTS — FlRY -6 .3 .1 +2 Wl -2 .3 .8 1.2 1.5 1.4 1.1
PECPLLS AATLRAL GAS CC. °
CELIVEAIES - F1RK 2.5 0.2 11.7 14.C 13.¢ 12.1 7 9.6 17.0  15.8  15.5 15.¢ 13.5
CURTAILFERTS — FIR¥ 5.8 4.2 3.1 3.4 3.1 3.7 2.8 9.2 12.1 3.9 -12.¢ #.17
RLEUIREVERTS — FIRM 8.1 15.0 14.5 17.4  1¢€.1 15,3 12.4  26.2  21.9  29.&  27.6 27.2
SCULTFEASTERN ¥FARSAS GAS CC. -
CLLIVERIES — FIRM .1 .4 .7 W3 .1 .2 oh .8 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.C
CLRTAILMFATS - FInv o -C .G -C .€ -0 .0 .0 .0 . .C .c
RECLIKEMEATS — FIRM 1 .k .? -3 -3 L L2 .4 .8 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.0
THI CITY GAS (CFPaRY . :
CELIVFRIES = Flaw ot o4 .2 .2 -1 .1 .3 .7 1.c 1.2 1.2 -9
CUXTAILKENTS - F1RM .0 -c -n .C . - - .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
RECLIREMENTS — FIRM ot 4 .2 .2 .1 o1 .3 .7 1.0 1.2 1.2 -7
UKICE LAS SYSTEM |KC. . :
RELIVERIES - FIRF 8.4 1l.4 T.4 A} 7.t E.l 12.5 21.3  3C.T 35,8 33,2 27.C &15C.)  45.7
CURTAILMENTS - Fln¥ N .5 .4 .5 .5 .1 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.8 L5 1.2 17a.1 2.0
RLLLIPEFEATS = FIKM 18.0 11.6 T.R 8.6 r.1 [ 13,6 22.4  32.C 1T.6 34,7 2P.2  FCROLL 51.7
UNICH 625 SYSTOM IKC. 2
CELIVIRIES - FIRK 22,2 29.% 3201 1.1 1.¢ 11,5 25.1 20,7 27.4 23,2 723.5 6.0 I0185.4 23,5
CURTATLMENTS - FIRM F.9 1.t 4.n Bt St LS Bl 10.5 4.8 13,8 13,7 16,2 361 7.8 14,4
PECLIREMENTS - FldP 31,1 3.1 37.1 3T.2 0 31.70 1.1 Ir.2 3.2 31,7 37.1 17.2  3T1.2 13ECALT 3Tk
UKCER 1CC,CCC POF/YEAR . = 5
CELIVER]FS - ey 1.C .t .7 o5 -9 -2 1.2 3.5 5.4 b 5.R 4,8 ICRI. 4 1C. 6
CUBTAILKERTS = FIR¥ oG .C .0 .c ol .0 .0 .0 .0 -t .0 .0 e .0
HLELIREFEATS = FlrM 1.0 1.t o .9 .5 .9 1.7 3.5 5.4 Gt 5.0 T3 1CFI.L 1€.3
TC14L HESALE : i
PELIVEMIES = T[H¥ 119.6 217,01 28306 254.F  25C.T  25%.7 251.1 43C.2 55H.2 E2%.H [ES R T S P
CUPTLILEFNTS —~ Flup EPLS TELT SE.T EC.E SS.C 0 £.2 15,0 94.5 1310.0  lal.s 13513 205.%
HOCLIREVIATS = FIRM  &LP.E 3544 30C.1 315.3  309.7 110.4 3€6.3 5767 GHE.2  T09.1 1751592, H1r2.?
CIRrct Shers
ACHI ERICK LCKPANY
CLLIYERILS - FIRM ) ) .2 .2 o2, .3 -1 ] o1 P2 .2 ol .1 i | vl
CURTSILFERLS = Flar .2 .2 .? w2 .1 A .2 % .? ] -4 ! 1.9 .t
AFLLIKLFFATS - Flaw 5 .4 o5 .4 .4 o4 .5 a0 W .5 A - .4 155.¢C .5
ACFE Callw CIFMANY
COLVLRIES = §1RP .2 o 2 a3 .t 2 .2 «¥ .2 o7 T5.7 .0
CUMISILFERTS - | 12» .2 .2 .2 o ol ? o7 .? s | .? .2 Te.n .4
ALGLIREFERTS — 1tk Tt -4 o o4 .4 .4 ot o4 % o o4 -4 Sl.1 N
APOR. PUIRL. (0 CF T0XAS
CHLAVERILS = §wp 1.2 1.7 =¥ 1.2 1. ¢ 1 1.4 1.4 1.1 . .7 1.2 e
CUsTALLFERTS - 1.3 1.! 1.1 .5 - = .9 1.3 . 7. 7.0 Pk 7.1
BECLIAOEFNLY - 7% 1. P E | 2.t FuL 2.3 2.1 [ 1.2 2.1 18 a2
APCC OfL LCRPORALION
COLtvruins - 1.8 i 4.0 [P0 4.1 a) 4.0 1.7 p 2.1 2.4 2.0 i
CUATEILFERTS - b 2 2.1 .t 2.C P 2. 1.6 tal S 5l LS bl
RELCLLAr»T RIS = 14 £ [ €. Lal [ t.8 7Y T.n Teh .5 [ .2
ASE [afyt CEMERT CLEPANY
LELIVT GRS = [ irF L 4. 5.2 6. byt 1 5.0 4.2 2.1 2.2 =T Vol 7
CHRATALUSCAIS - FQep 4.1 1.5 4 7.5 7.k N p 4. b4 bt 1.7 Sod auh
ACLLIAT*INIS = b vk 9.2 £t e.n £.5 1.4 to7 [ 5 B.l 1.5 2.4 LI ALk




REPCAY CF GAS SUPPLY ARC RECLIREFEMIS — SCHECULE NO. LA -
REQUIREFENTS CF CUSTOIEAS DF REFOATING PIPELIKE 2

. . COFPARY KIre i PERICE apR, 1575
CITICS SERVICLD GAS CCHPAMY . CCVERED 10 FARCH .., ile

ARKLAL SYSTOF CCIK

CUSTCMERS CF e e e e B e e ICTAL PEex CAv
REPCRIING PIFELIME APR, NiY JuN, JUL o AUG, SEP. e 15 KCV. CEC.  JaN. FiEB. AR KHCF FrIF
14 (el (F) 161 L3} tn 1J) (£9] iy (H) (1581 (40} iri
1 BEECH LIRCRAFT (Cab. i
2 CELIVERICS — FlRw o7 .5 g -5 L -1 b .7 ] 5 5 .5 202.2 -1
3 CURTAIL*{"TS5 - FLRHK ) 5 8 2 =3 ) b -l ] 1.2 1.0 - 1.0 22T.06 2.5
k FECLIRATFERTS ~ FIANM 1.3 1.¢ 1.0 -7 -9 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.4 1.7 1.5 1.5 £29.8 . 2.t
s TrE BCEING CLFPINTY 5 . )
[ CELIVERILS - Flan - 2.0 1.2 -9 S ] 9 8 1.2 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.7 L.4 5C7.4% -2
7 CURTAILYENTS - FRRE 2.1 1.C b -4 -5 -5 a8 1.9 3.4 4.9 4.0 2.5 eE7.5 4.C
3 RECLIREXINIS = FIRM 4.1 2.2 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.3 2.0 3.8 Sl 6.8 5.7 3.9 1t8g.s 4.2
S BUILCEx, IhT.
19 CELIVE 5 - FIRH 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.1 -1 -4 b «8 3ED .4 o1
11 CURTAILMINIS ~ FIRM 1.1 1.¢ -9 T .7 a1 M “l.0 e 1.5 1.5 1.3 375.¢C 2.4
. 12 RECLIALFFRTS = FIRW 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 ol 2.1 2.1 2.1 .1 2.1 2.1 Te2.a 2.5
13 CITY CF CrAnuTE
14 CELIVERIES ~ FIRrR 1.0 1.1 1.2 2.2 2.2 1.n 1.3 1 o7 b -6 -7 45€C.9 -l
3 15 CURTATLFENTS = FlaM -9 -9 .2 1.3 1.2 1.2 -9 1.1 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.2 LEFES ] 1.C
. 16 FFCLIRLMENTS -~ Flam 1.5 2.C 2.5 3.5 3.4 l.C 2.2 2. 242 2.1 2.1 1.9 £9l.2 3.1
17 CITIES SERVICE FELEX =
18 CELIVERICS = FIRK &1.2 £5.5 7.4 1.2 6.2 52.4 El.q 643 69.1 55.3 LS 57.4 23034.E 9.7
19 CURTAILAERTS - TR#M -0 -0 . &0 «C -C =0 - -0 . a0 «0 -0 -C -0 - C -C
20 RECLIRE¥ERTS — FIAW El.2 t8.5 1.4 €1.2 Eha2 52.4 bl-4 [ 69.3 $5.3 (18] 5T.4 23C39.6 E9.7
21 - CITIES SEEVICE TIL CCPPANY .
22 CELIVERIES - FlRM 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.£€ 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.7 E2z.7 1.5
23 CURIAILFLLTS - FlaNM -0 -0 =0 .C «C «C -0 0 «0 0 «C .C -2 -G
24 PECLIRFFERTS - Flaw 1.8 1.2 1.7 .7 1.¢ 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.0 1.8 1.7 €22.9 1.9
25 CITIES SERVICE CIL COPRANY :
26 CELIVERIES - FlRM 4.3 4.2 L2 3.6 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.0 4.1 4.4 4.7 4.2 1252.2 2.9
21 CURTAILFERTS ~ FIRM .0 .0 .0 .0 -C -C -0 -0 =0 22 «C .C £.C 1.1
28 RECUIHEFERTS ~ Flap 4.3 4.2 4.2 3.8 4a3 4 4.3 4.0 4.1 hob 4.1 4,2 156C.2 4.C
29 C. S. CIL €n. z
30 ° CELIVERIES - =lam 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.5 4 2.¢ 2.1 3.0 1.7 1.3 .4 L.5 154.1 -2
31 CLRTAILFENTS ~ FIRWM 2.1 1.1 1.4 1.1 1.1 1-C 1.5 3.8 3.C 3.1 3.1 2.7 TES.Y .0
32 BECLIRFFENTS - FR¥ 4.2 3.8 3.8 3.¢ £ 3.C 3.6 1.6 4.7 ] 4.5 4.2 1543.4 5.2
33 YHE COTP. FARK CHEM¥. ASSY,
34 CELIVERIES - Flew A7.7 4T.4 47.5 K6.5 47.3 EE Y] 47.0 S1.2 51.8 42.1 42.3 45.0 leACl.5 3r.2?
35 CURTHILF¥ELTS = Flaw 3.1 2.7 2.5 2.C 2.€ 7.0 2.4 3. 4.C 4.8 4.2 3.7 Licr.a 7.7
36 s RECLFREFLAIS - FlrF 50.8 561 SC.0  48.% 45.3 3Ee6 49,4 54.2 55.B  46.9  46.5  4B.T 179Cl.s 44.9
37 THE FHPIRE DISTRICT SLEC.
38 CELIVERIES = Finp 12.8 G.1 12.5 1607 168.€ 14.2 10,2 10.8 6.3 ALh 9.5 T.4 41C.2 .8
343 CLURTALLPERIS - Flaw 12.2 7.4 F.7 2.1 5.5 1.3 1.1 1C.6 12.0  27.¢c  21.1 1z.9 %2&9.¢ 2a.C
&0 RECLIRCPERTS = FlaM “24.2 17.¢ 21.2 24.8 21.% 21.5 17.3 2l.6 168.3 30.6 31.2 20.3 b439.4 24,0
<41 F¥C CCwp, 8 ) .
42 CELIVERILS - Flaw 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1. 1.0 1.0 =E B 1.0 43e.1 .2
L3 CURTATLIFENTS = Flaw 1.4 1.2 -9 ? £ -7 =9 .1 1.6 1.2 I.8 L.& 45C.5 2.6
LT RCCLIPEMIRTS = FlgR¥ 2.7 2.¢ 7.4 2.2 2.3 2.7 2.1 2.1 2.8 7.6 2.4 2.6 EES.C 2.8
LS FRRFLLKD INDULSTIRIFES, ThC.
LG CELIVERILS ~ Flww 2741 2T.2 27.5 2e.C 21.5 27.1 21.6 27.1 26.3 26.1 6. 29.6 ERE_3- 25.0
L7 CLRTAILFERTS - FIRM 2.2 2.1 1.5 1.4 .4 . ).t 1.6 2.2 3.6 3.2 3.1 2.7 £12.1 4.8
LE = RECLIREMEKRTS = Flr¥ 26.1 29.3 29.4 29.4 25.3 FATS | 29,4 29.3 2%.3 29.3 29. 28.3 16CS.C 258
L7 LEVY CF GARNETT .
50 3 CELIVERILS - Flew a1 2 ? 3 -3 =4 1 .2 o | ol oG ol 1C.5 -C
51 CLRATALLMERTS ~ Flak .2 o1 2 .3 .2 -2 -2 =1 -2 -3 .3 .2 LB.b -3
57 FECLIFEFELTS — Fluv -3 3 .4 N3 -5 -6 .3 3 23 ] .3 .3 1315.5 -3
53 THE GOTLYEAR TIdE L RLRRER CC.
% 54 CELIVERIES ~ Flaw 2.8 2.6 2.n Il 3.3 2.3 2.9 2.7 2.C 1.6 1.8 2.1 555.1
55 CLURTA[LFERTS — Fak 2.9 2.1 2.0 1.% 1-¢ 1.7 2.0 2.8 3.8 4.1 4.0 3.0 LEL P
3 PECLIREFERTS - Fluwm 5.7 £.2 4.0 L.t 4.5 Z.C 4.9 5.5 5.8 5.7 5.4 5.9 1646217
57 THE COCCYEAM TIRE € BUPPER [C. 2
58 CELIVERIFS - FIRM 5 .3 =3 Y -2 -3 =4 N o6 T N4 7 Ite.s -5
59 CURTAILFERTS - Fle¥ il -C .0 e - .0 .0 -0 -0 -C .0 .G 1.0 -1
(A1) PECUIREVERTS = FIRM -5 3 -3 .2 .2 .3 b -6 b -7 o8 T 1€7.9 =6
61 CLLF CIL CCRP.
62 CELIVERILS - Fl&P 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.8 1.7 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.C .1 1.7 £52.8 -1
" 63 CURTAILFERTS — Flr¥ 1.9 1.1 -3 - P -8 .9 T 1.7 2.0 2.5 2.4 2.C £2s5.1 3.7
€4 PECLIHEVMERTS = FIR¥ 3.0 2.5 2.1 2.7 2.1 Z.6 1.9 2.4 L ) 3.5 3.5 3.2 Ic1s.s 1.8
65 BLFPCLOT ExICe L TILE CC.
(11 CELIVERIES - FIRR 2 -1 2 -1 a4 +3 .2 a2 2 -1 ol -1 7P.1 -1
c7 CLRTAILNMERYS - Flaw .2 2 st 2 -1 .2 -7, 2 -3 -4 ah -3 FC.} -5
ce RECLTIREFPIANTS = FlRM 4 =3 1 el -5 -5 ok h -5 -5 - <4 I5%.4 b
3] CITY CF 1CLA
70 DELIVERIES -~ Flr» -C G -0 1.5 1.5 ] -0 -C +C «C «C «C 1c2.5 -C
71 CLRIAIL¥ERTS — FIRW .C -C .0 . ] .2 .0 -0 -0 -0 .0 .t 55.2 .1
72 RECLIREFERTS ~ FlRK s - T 0 2.3 2.4 ) 0 =0 -G WG 0 -0 1e2.1 -1
3 KS. GaS L FLEC. (C. .
14 EFLIVAAIFS - Fin¥ 21.2 23.8 26.1 £2.5 4t.r 4£3.0 35.0 1}.0 1.8 1t ) 23.5 20.1 11271.3 Z.1
75 CUHIATLMERTS = Fiaw e, 19.4 17.3 7t.C 21.9 22.9 271.1 }i.c 6.1 40.9 514.1 6.3 L1C27.r St.d
76 RESLIREPTRTY = FLRY £5.7 42.% 44.C 7.5 6T.5  £5.9 t6.l 66.0  54.9  HT.C T6.6 7.6 72253.3 5P.E
77 KANS. GAS L [LEC. CC, . .
78 CELIVELLIFS - Fipw 3.5 e.c R.? 1€.4 SL.F 1c.c 8.6 7.9 S.4 7.3 7.6 bak f4RL.3 a1
79 CLRTSJLYEATS - Flup 3.6 Eat 5.7 s.C 4.1 L | Eal 1.8 10.13 6.0 6. ? 7.7 2217.14 11.2
L0 RECLIREFENTS ~ FlRw 1.1 [ 13.3 15.4 16.¢ 5.1 14,7 15.1 15.7 n.3 B.0 12.1 4135 . 17.3
81 FENS. FLWER L LICKI CO.
2 EFLIVERIES = Flup £5.1 53.¢ €14 SE.C GE.2 B2.4 1c.c 545.C it.1 35.1 33.3 3I7.3 F223).4 4.5
33 CURTAIIFEATS = FIR¥ SELT KeL4 46,7 41.4 ae.s 2.3 4B.T _58.0 70.9  a1.p 2.2 £5.2 PI1ECE.T 12C.8
EL . RECLI#tMEATS — Flaw 111.¢ SP.C 1YA.2 0 l4S%.4 0 L4227 12%.T7 LLF.T }14.0 106.0 1727.7 122.% 1C2.5% &3517.4 123.3
ES KARNS. STAIC PONITERTIARY
BL CELIVEKLIES - FlaF - Wb .1 > W ? .2 a? sl ah 5 -4 3 o3 | 115.¢ -1
BY CUBTIATLFENYS - FJRP -k =13 1 ? A -2 7 ah Y] B P -7 15C. ¢ -9
EB PESLIALFELTIS = FRW B .t -5 b <4 5 b .9 1.0 a1 1.1 1.0 269.3 1.¢C
1.5 LIKRCELN Guals INC.
90 CELIvER)ES - FlUM -3 2 7 .1 a? o W1 +h & -4 ) & 1€5.1 al
91 CLEVAILNCATS = F ey i€ &t .0 .C .C oE -0 .0 .c N .c .C e .0
52 FECLIMIFENTS = F KK ] .2 i .l .? .1 al h 3 o4 .5 o4 | .l
93 LONE ST2a CHMENT CCAP.
a4 CELIVIRILS - FiR¥ 3.t 4.7 5.1 5.4 L | Lot 3.R 2.9 L.p 2.C 2.7 Last.y .2
05 CUATALLMELTS = Fup 3.6 ).e Y. 5 2.1 2.t 2.7 .2 3.9 5.5 4.P 4.7 4.5 [ RES I | .5
95, HECLLIR VOLTY = Flan 1.2 £i3 .k .4 HoC .0 1.P L% k.4 6.6 . 7.2 24y, .7
97 PIC-A%r¥, J4FFIh, CCHP. A
: LR PELIVEAILS - Flkw il .7 .7 .6 o5 -5 N Wb .5 .h .4 o4 225,05 |
99 CLRTAILFFRTS - F Q> ot ot .5 o4 wiE ok o5 -4 .9 W e .0 221.9 [
100 5 RECLI@e VLAY = Flam 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.} 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.2 491k .5
101 THE FCh220r CEMENT CF 5
102 TelIveries - 1.4 LR 5.7 el .5 Bt LR 7.1 2.1 1.1 2.2 1azton -3
les CLRIAJLFERTS — Flaw 1.t 1.4 3.2 2.0 2.4 2.5 Y.p 4.2 4ot S.4 3.7 L7 L1132, # F.}
194 PELULIMEPIRLS = e 1.0 T. 1.9 B 1.5 tak 9.4 B [} T.5 L 5.9 275¢ Foh
los KR&T. ALF2LT CErY, [ FILLING
195 CELIWEELS — Fiow .1 .5 .3 8 .7 g b . C Wt .C .C 1711
197 CAMTATLVERTS — Fluw oL -C c N4 -0 -0 -0 -C - Bt A C « 0 .1
135 PYLnTS - Fnw o7 ] 3 . «T ol .5 .0 «C .0 .0 121.1 .C
107 ClUy CF Apifa§es :
119 CEldvialts - rpay W2 A .7 ¢ .5 oG oA W2 oy ot .2 172¢.5 .
m TUBIAT{SihTS = ffan 2 P .3 ) o o3 ok .t Y b P | C | oh
ile Priuiuliribly - Frey ah -t 1.C 5 oK ol + 8 - B - 9 .5 26l.k 1.0
113 CHIY CF fbharg CHTy
11k CELIVTAIFS - [Inp @2 .2 .2 ot Wb .4 o2 .l .2 W a .l 4.2 "
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REFCRT LF A5 SUPPLY AKD GEGUIREWENIS — SCHELULE hC. 1A
RECUTREPCNTS CF CUSTCMERS GF REPGARTING PIPLLIN

AP

ARKRLAL SYSTHP CCIN
DAY
E

FEAR
FrC
e

in.

COFPANY hAPE ’ PERICL
CITILS SERVICE GAS COMPANY COVLREL 10 AR
CUSTCHERS CF e e e e e e e e e e e e TCTAL
REFCRIING PIPLLINE APR. pay QUM JULe  RUG. BIC. "JAN.  frb. HARL FECF
(4) (4] [14] 1] [F1 (cy 23] (] (M) ] 161
CURTAILFERTS — FInM . -2 12.8
LECUIREMERTS — FIRH .3 o 141.6
PHILLIFS P, L. CC.
CLLIVERIES ~ FIRNM .1 .2 51.5
CURTAIL¥FRIS — FIRM -l . 50.6
KECULREFENTS =~ FIRM .3 : ad 1c2.1
PHILLIPS P. L. CC.
CELIVERIES — FIRH .2 .2 =] 4 . .3 .3 .3 o2 At ol o1 .1 $31.4
CURTAILFERYS — FIRM <3 -3 .2 o b .2 -2 el o ¥ -4 .5 o4 ) SE.0
RECUIREFEANTIS ~ FIRH 5 .5 .5 .3 5 .5 ok .5 .5 b .5 -5 185.4
PHILLIPS PIPELINE CC. . °
COLIVERIES — F|uK 5 ok .4 .2 o .3 ek Tk A .t .3 cek rie.8
CURTAILMEATS — Flaw .4 .3 .2 .2 ol -1 .2 .3 .5 .7 o7 .5 137.5
RECLIREMENTS — FIRK .9 .1 o6 4 o5 vh .6 .7 .8 1.1 1.c .5 246.3
VERKA RESCURCES, IHC. i
DELIVERIES — §IRM 52 3. .3 o4 o3 . | o2 .2 .2 -1 .2 .2 56.9
CURTAILFENTS ~ FRM ¥ =2 .2 .1 .2 wd .3 o] -4 o5 4 .3 161.1
PECLIREFENTS — FIpK .5 .5 -5 .5 +5 o5 .5 .5 .6 N3 .6 -5 2C1.0
UKIVERSAL ATLAS CEMENT Clv. .
2 , DELIVERIES - FiRM 3.3 4.4 4.8 5.4 5.4 5.C 4.6 4.1 2.8 2.3 2.5 1.6 1412.6
+ CURTAILMERNTS - F[RA 3.3 3.7 1.4 2.6 2.¢ 25 3.2 4.1 5.4 5.8 5.7 2.9 13E1.7
RECLIREMERTS ~ FIRN bab 8.1 8.2 8.C 8.¢C 7.5 7.8 8.2 B.2 8.1 8.2 4.5  2154.3
USA, DEPT CF AIR FCACE
FELIVERIES - FIlawr .0 o€ .0 N .C .c .0 .0 .0 .0 o8 .0 .0
CURTAILMEATS — FIRM -0 .C -0 "] .C .0 .0 .0 .0 -0 -0 .0 -0
POCLIKEFENTS — FIRP -0 -0 -0 «C . C -C +0 N «C -0 -G -0 «C
USh, DEPT CF AIR FCRCE
CELIVERIFS — F IR . -2 .1 B I | .2 .z o .E .4 - .6 131.2
CURTAILFENTS ~ FIRH .5 -2 o1 o1 .1 =1 .1 .2 .5 I | 1.1 .4 129.2
J RECLIREVENTS ~ FIRP 1.¢ b .2 .2 .2 B} .3 <9 1.1 1.5 1a5 1.0 260.4
USE, DTPT CF AIR FCORCE TR
DELIVERIES - FIR# -4 .2 «1 =1 9 .1 .2 -3 .5 -8 .5 -4 1CR.C
CURTAILVFENTS = F[RM -0 .C .0 «C “C .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 -0 .a .0
RECLIKEFEATS ~ FIrp 4 -2 ol .1 .1 .1 .2 .3 -5 -6 «5 & 1CE.0
LSk, CEPT CF Appy
CELIVERIES = Flaw 2.5 1.4 .5 .8 .t -5 1.8 2.3 3.5 4.3 4.C 2.8 TSy
CURTATUFERTS — FlRM .0 .0 .0 .0 - .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 -0 .0 g
RECUIHEPERTS — FlRe 2.5 1.4 .1 . B .B -9 1ot 2.3 3.5 4.3 4.0 2.4 Te5.5
US4, DLPY GF anmy G 3
LCEVIVERIFS ~ FiRp S .3 = | -2 -l .2 2 ] .2 -2 .3 .2 L9.9
CURTAILFENTS = FIup w3 1 sl -1 o€ -1 L1 .2 .4 -5 oh -4 3.0
FECLIREFERIS — Flip .6 -4 2 o2 .2 -2 .3 .5 N .7 »1 -6 1el.5
USA. CEPT CF JUSTICE
CELIVERIFS — FIRF .3 o4 .5 -5 o4 N e .5 I | .3 o4& 147.7
CURTAILPENTS - FIRM .5 .4 .3 .3 .3 2 .3 .5 .7 .9 .2 .4 172.¢
RECLIREMEATS — FIry .8 ] .l ] ] -6 .7 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.0 319.7
USA, VETERANS ACMIN. (EATER
S LELIVERIES - Flne o .2 .2 .2 .2 a1 ] .2 <3 .7 .3 .2 3.1
CURTAILFERTS — FIne .2 .2 .1 .c w1 o at w2 o4 =5 .6 .6 o5 1ce. 3
<% RLCCUIREMENTS - Flmy -6 -4 o o2 wd -? -5 .t .8 o8 .3 o7 ES1.4
WLSTERN PRIXC CHEFP, CCAP. -
COUIVERECS - Ty ] .5 .R o8 = .8 .6 G 4 .5 .6 .5 .4 251.5
CURTAILFERTS - FIRw -9 - oA +5 o3 44 .5 -6 1.1 1.2 * 1.3 1.6 27241
RECLTAEFCATS - FlR¥ 1.¢ 1.5 1.4 1.3 £ b4 1.1 1.3 1.6 T Y 1.€ 521.8
CENTRAL TELF, & UTIL. CCRP.
DELIVERIES - FLRK 5.5 5.8 1.0 5.0 Bt .9 6.7 2.3 .0 -0 .6 .0 15eC.4
CUKTAILFERTS ~ Fluw 5.6 4.5 4.8 4.3 4.C L 0 4.5 2.4 .G .0 it € JC4E.9
RECLIREFERTS = FluM 1.1 1L.7 1.2 3.3 12.&  1C.& - 1.2 4.7 -0 .0 .c 0 2821.2
RILLIAMS PRCS. P, L. CC. :
FELIVERIES — Flnw .? .2 .3 .5 ] -4 .3 .3 .2 .2 i .2 5H.C
CURTAILFENTS - FleK wd 2 .2 -1 .2 .2 .? .3 - | -5 .4 .2 8.3
RECLIREPEATS — Flam o4 ok T8 ot .5 N3 «5 N -5 -7 ot oh | 1]
UKNCER 1C0,CCO PCF/YEAR
CELIVERIES — Flgv 4.5 €.2 1.2 8.3 7.C €2 4Lk 2.k B - S.T - 2. 1.4 1752.C
CLRIAILMEATS - fjn¥ 2.¢ 1.7 1.5 .5 1.1 1.2 2.4 4.8 6.4 7ub 5.2 5.3 1Ce1 .4
RECLIREFEATS - £law £.5 1.5 B.6 5.2 ] 1.4 7.6 7.8 TeZ . B3 1.0 E.7T 2012.4
TOCTAL CIRECT 3ALES e
CELIVERIES ~ fRr¥ 281.5  3CC.0 321.% 354.8 321.S 32,7 425.7  307.6 25%.7 220.2 247, 236.7 110937,
CURTAILFERTS - FLA¥  152.3 122.9 119.6 11S.1 V14,1 11C.F  129.7 lo?.4 19601 237.0  215.C 1El.4  S5TP44.F
PECLIREVERTS ~ FIRK  443.8 472.9 44C.9 S13.6 4G&.E 464.5 4S5.4 47C.1 452.4 4ENL2  4P2.2 41FR.D 1LT1843.3
TCTAL KANSAS
CELIVERIES - Flap E71.4  STT.T S64.7 £45.6 632.¢ SPE.Q 617.0 734.1 A13.9 p44.0 Ris.e 132.9 252479.,2
CURTAILPEATS - FINF  241.2  1SS.E  126.1 195.4 173.7 111.0 7C4.7  24m.9 26,7 2175.5  3T2.¢ 233.3  w01Se.r
RECLIRTFERIS = FIRW  S12.& T17.3 74l.C €25.2 BCe.? 7Te1.9 621.7 997.C V14D-¢ 1229.5 12€5.¢ 1026.2 34323&.C
FISSCLRI
REBALF . : : .
GASTSTHULICE CCFPANY
. TOLIVERTES-—. E1RF. 323.6 0 229.6 2272, 20 PR1.T 23005 219.1 371.6 476.3 S20.i A9%.5 473,38 1226454,
CULTAILFERTS - FIRML_ 10C.6  TE.6  F1.S  8l.1  F4.9  B7.6  15.5 109.1 TEO.1  155.7 152.8 143.1 4C4il.5
FECLIRERLATS = FIuM 40400 308.5 36441 31L.T  326.4  325.1 3l6ne  ani.3 bib.4  b9L.F 691.1 SEb.4 162FRS.C
BL. CF PLB."LTIL. CF SPRINCFIELT™—_ .
TELIVERIES — Flup Th T 20771t 15.C 15.2 1409 20,8 3R.T B7.2  65.5  61.5  SC.s 125€7.5
CUPTAILFERTS - Fep T 2.4 2. L 1.4 1.2 1.7 2.1 3.2 1.5 3.2 2.4 16,
RECLIREFENTS ~ Flnp 1.1 23.2 (4% B VI 23.5  6C.E 60,4 BY.& 6.7 52,9 13179,
GRARNY CITY C1 .
CLLivERATES ~ Flar ) o7 .2 4 N .7 .7 .t
CLRTAJUERTS - fluw .C .t .0 .0 .0 . .0 -0
RECULIRLECATS ~ FlRw .3 2 ~a? -4 N3 . .7 .6
FISSCURT PLELIC SEAVIQE CC. M
CELIVERIES = f (up 20.9 4.7 1l.e 32401 5.0 e, 2.0 ST.T 0 3.y 2e.E 1T4l.4
CLKTEILFERTS = fliw LI J.on 2.6 & 1.8 4ot Tl [ 1 1.2 14317
FCCUIREFERTS - 1 [R¥ 24.% 1.l 1.8 .4 16,8 28.3 S0 41T 4Ll 2A.0 0 9177.1
PLATISHLAG CIlY f . =
CELLVERIES - Flup .5 .2 .2 al ol -1 .2 .t -5 o~ I1.cC &y 173
CUMTAILYIATS - FlaM «C . .n, it .C .C .0 .0 .0 N .0 oG
ECLIREMERTS - Flaw 5 .z 2 ol ol .1 .2 ot .9 1.1 1aC ™ o7 1733
UACEH 1CC,CAC FCF/YCAN e
CELIVELIES = Flop- .1 N .n 26 e 1 .1 .1 5 .2 2 S e R
CUBTALLMEATS - flaw .C sl .0 i oF .c .0 .0 .0 .C .0 .t TG
RECUIAERCATS = | jap .l ot 0 .0 . .1 .l ¥ .2 .2 ? .2 ar.6”
TCTAL HESALE -
CELIvERIES = F[ap 3PA.1 0 285.C 25CaN 250.5 2IC.1 PL4LF 27E.4 A3%.3 561,90 €31.1 S92.2 SE2.1 1eslio.
CURTATLEOAIS = FI4M  1CE.E B&)  LS.%  E%.49  pq.¢ Alad PL.O BEE.2 16P.T  11S.2  led.e Labh.] 43e56. .
ROCLIRLYERTS = FIRM  &PE.9  344.3 V15,4 184, F  354.7° 3%e.1 A5Teh 55105 TY6LL ACS.Y  I%N.2  LAALR LhSIOP.2
fIRECT Saprt
AS1 GACYL CLEIAY COFPENY
FOLIVERKIFS = Fer a3 1.7 | 2.1 .c 1.9 L.y tal .8 o7 WA 542,27
CURILILFERTS = Fuw 1.% 1.4  # . 1.1 1.1 1o4 1.2 2.1 1.6 2.C. L.4 512,10

]
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, 1 Northern
2223 Dodee Streel % E‘E&ZE’U pl!’_’:jg

i Omaha, Nebraska 69102 g o R e
Telephione 402-348-4000 il @Eﬂ‘:ﬁ Company

Kenneth F. Plumb, Secretary
Federal Power Commission

825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D. C. 20426 '

Dear Mr. Plumb:

Enclosed are four copies of Northern Natural Gas Company

Report F.P.C. Form 16 for Period April
required in Orders No. 489 and No. 523.

Very truly vyours,

NORTHERN WATURAL GAS COMPANY

/

- ~ i
‘\_ ; S Lo ‘-.\'/'--“'h[l-r.
//

JC. W. Radda

o
i Controller
Transmission Division
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of RQ'DOZ'ul:'LC’,' Pipelinex

April 1, 19 75

WEAT NUGE PERI0D Scpteasber 1, 19
RORTIDERN NATURAL GAS COMPAIN :*50’:; COVZRED To March 31, 19 /b T;p August 3i, zS’
& Del. Pt. Projected Averape Mucfd#w Annael Eyste= Coin,
'i'; Cusvomners ol 3lstle, April May Juae Jdy Aug. Sopta Oct. Kov. Dec. Jan. Heb, Mar', Totel Péix Doy
e Reporting Pipelire County Sept. Cect. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mor, April Yoy June July PN Mt ot fap
! () {b) (c) {d) (e) €3] (&) {n) £5) (1) (k) (1) {z) n) (o) (2}
1
2 '
3
4 Deliveries
5 Firm 0 0 1 1 1 Q 0 0 0 o] 0 o] 100
. 0 Curtailment
7 Fimm 0
3 Reguirenents i
9 Firam ' 0 o] L 1 5 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
10 .
11 'Kensas Pvr. & Light
2 Deliveries * . ; !
13 Firm 1 1 G 0 0 0 . ik 2 2 2 2 1 380 3
14 Curtallment ’
15 Firnm ¢
16 Requirecents
17 Fimm ' : 1 1 0 0 0 v 1 2 2 2 2 1 380
15 , : :
I3 ¥orthatn Gas Products
20 Deliveries ' .
21 Firm ) .76 2. 71 74 59 75 69 ) 73 73 70 78 12 26,886 £6
22 Curtailzeat '
23 Flrm Q
4 Requiraemects . = ; L.
25 Fira b ' 76 72 71 . 74 59 75 - 6% 73 73 70 78 72 26,836
26 ; :
27 Morthern Helex Cowpany
28 Deliverles
4| Flim 3 P ) 2 2 a 2. . 2z 2 kS “ aLy i
30 Curtailwment '
31 Fimm C
32 Requiremeats
33 Firm 3 2, 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 819
34
35
3
37
3
3 "
40
41
*Provide informa tlon for ctch C'L_...UCD. normally receives 100,000 Mef or mors per year.

tha
The date for the remeindng customers mey
-~c more than cze line for customers rece

Mrz snd interruptidble volumes.

at
be coxzbined., Provide totels for all customers by gtabes,
iving both firm cnd interruptidle gas and show totals of

3



REIORT
Raquirements of Cush

a

(X5

LT ITY TTan
LR G

NORTHER:T NATURAL CAS COMPAXT

COMDAL

copE 3600

OF GAS SUPELY AID RIUIREMENTS -

mors of Neporting
Bt

ApTil L, 1975
To Merch 31, 19 IS

September 1, 19
To Augugt 31, 19

2 Del. Pt. Projected Averape Mcfd#s* Anmual System Coin.
= state, April Moy une July . Aug. "Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Fco. Mor. Total Peak Dag
= wy Septh. Oct. Hov. Dee. Jon. Feb. Mer. April Moy June July Aug. el 1Mef
= ) (c) () (e) (£ (= (4) (1) () (k) (1) (m) (=) (o) (z)
1 Staie of Kansas

5 AR S Lo

4 . .

5 14 10 10 14 21 15 *'16 19 20 21 18 15 5,960 22 .

6 . . . Y

7 0

3 % B

9 14 10 10 14 21 19 16 < 19 20 21 18 15 5,960
10

s Total Kansas
12 Deliveries

*Provide informetion

Firm

Requircmants
i

%
The date Tor the

94 5

94 gs

v and iztermuptidle volumes.

.85

85

Provide totals for all cu
-e for customers receiving both firm an

91

91

83~

for coch cusbemer thet normelly reccives 100,000 Mof or mor
renoining customers oy be corbined.
#xTse zore then ene 1X

96

96

88

88

e per yeer.
stomers by stafes.

96

d interruptinle gas and show totels of

9

97

95

95

101

101

S0

90

116
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INANSAS-NEBRASKA IWNATURAL GAS COMPAN Y. TRG:
400 NORIDIT S0, JOSEIIT AVIENULR 3 )
HASTINGS, NEBRASIA 68001

T TELEPHONIE 409 402-2141

May 30, 1975

Federal Power Commission -
825 North Capitol Street, N.E.
Washington, D. C. 20426

Attention: Mr. Kenneth F. Plumb, Secretary

Re: Report of Supply and Requirements
EFPC Form No. 16

JWA~-1141

Gentlemen: . -

In response to Orders No. 489 and 523, we enclose herewith
four copies of FPC Form 16 and the new Schedule 1A for the period
April 1,-1974 to March 31, 1976. The delay in our filing this report
was approved by the granting of a 30-day extension.

A list of the customers, state regulatory commissions, state
energy offices, and Federal Energy Administration Office to whom this
Form 16 is being furnished as required by Appendix C of Docket XNo.
R-472 is attached.

Should you have any questions concerning any of the material
submitted, we will be happy to answer them for you.

Very truly yours;

T 4. |
\]Léé} ({;J,{:,L;,-'?/i ra i
J. W. Asbury

/Nice President - Operations

’

JWA:nce
Enc.

cc:  Hassel Sanders
J. Robert WVilson
S. b. Ford, Jr.
John P. Yurman
E. J. Jackson




IMENTS "

SCHEDULE NO,

1A

" hpprove

REPORT OF GAS SUPPLY AND REQ ™ 2 % ] foprore S HE
P"hUTR:EEFTS, ELIVERIES AND CURTAILMENTS OF REPOPTT G PIPELINE fo Customeré)* Expiress 5 -
[P I—— WY ity =
J'“““*“' e semigy  APPEE 35 19E5 September 1, 19
; Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas Company, Inc.. , COVERED 15 Mareh 31, 1976 To August 31, 19____
i L CELIV.PT, | Projected ' MK AVERAGE MMcidrr ERFICIAE. SYSTEM

& o Sm s B ol : fMlene IHe
El Bt O STATE,  Laprit | way | dine | ouiy AUG. | SEPT. | LT nov. | ozc. | v, | fes. | manch | TOTAL | pese DAY
}:.:_ ! AIPOATING PIPELIKE URNTY S FoE = s R a3 == :=§,',‘,—;;;:.—.:,'.-'J.,:’-g:‘,t:“:q‘mi‘;;?ﬁj}‘r:-_::,t;;?{:;}-{_A::;«k:.;‘f‘:::::-:u“j;t:::mg bt e Mhcf Myt
!:[ (c) (b) Lc) (d) (e) {f) (G)‘t ,(hJ (i)' (j) (k) (1! (ﬁ) (”> (o) (3) ]

il3tate oi Kansas ' .

ZiDeliveries for Resale

JiCentral Kansas Power Cq. : r | |

¢§ Firm (L) 6.6 4.0 3.7 ,3.8.3.7;. 4.2y 5.2; 8.8]|11.,3|12.0 [11.5|10.1 | 2576 13.9

5l Interruptible ' - b2 = B Es - e -- - -- -- = - = e

£ Total 6.6 1 4,01 3.7 3.8 3.7 G2t 5.2 .8.81 11.31712.0 (41,5 {10.2 | 2576 13.9

& Greeley Gas Company i, 2 : Pt - S y . '

?! ‘Firm A1) .61 0.2] 0.2 0:2 = 0.3 U2y 0Lk E,01 2,27 306 L.31 L 237 1.9
10 Interruptible T v P e SE LR ) SR ] B e toA .,f? R e e -
111 " Total :0.61°0.2¢ 0.2¢..0.2-0,1{:70,2{ " 0.4] -1.0] 1.2 w140 1,341 1.1 -.237 L8 |
13:?ecple: Natural CGas Co v ﬂ Wl : > jf o A NN R by ;ﬂ' Tl nE o
iy s Firm Sherman {* 5.8(..5.2" 4.0 }:-. 4.7 4.8 5.3| :6.3] 8.2| :8.2) 8.1 4.6{ 4.5). 2124 18.2
{15 Interruptible 101 - 0 0.9 ‘5}% A.7) 0.4 3.7 2.8, 5.7 4,9 0 0 876 4.3
16 Total »5.8{.-5.2{ 4.93:10.0 .9.5{..5.7! 10.0| 11.0| 13.9} 13.0} 4.6 4.5} -3000 12.5
-3 - . ; Rt ' N ' ,
=1 'y : ol S L :
18;Producers Cas Equities e, S e L i T,‘ L i F P - G !
1gl Firm 1y~ 16:71 16,0} 1a:31 1341 '13.0| 15.1} 15.8] 17.0] 17.5!-17.8 | 18.0 - 17.7 | 5B68) 1IB.7
zch Interruptible 0.7 - ol 1.t oo 2.1 o0.2] 0.3 o 0 0 0 0" 166 - --
24" Tota 17.4} 16,0 15.4| .15.2 15.1 1531 18.1¢ 1701 17.5] 17,8 18.0 60341 ~18.7
22 :

'17.7

2% Northern Natural . T : , a b _ X 5 ' ‘

54 Firm Kearny |. 0.8] 0.7] 1.1 3.3 2.2/ 1.8] 2.0 1] 3.1 2.6 2.7 2.7| 762 2.6
Zﬂ Interruptible s e e " - == it -=" e s B wi V] = --
2% Total 0.8}. 0.7y L.1} - 3.3 2.2y 1.8 . .2.0f 2.1} 3.1 2.,6| 2.7} 2.7 762 2.6
27‘i . . . ¥ .

2-5: '—ﬂer K”ﬂsio . . 7 .. _7 . gk * a -‘- - i .
,H Firm (1. e 0t cfolo. o of:no ol fop 0.1f.0.1f 0.1] 0.1f 0.1; 20 0.1
=:»GI Intei‘ruptlble - == e - - == == R s .- o R = i
kEB Total 0 ¢ -0 -0 9 0 0y 0,1}-0.1fy 0.1 o0.1| 0.1 20 0.1
. | .
b L
i |

® Provide information for each customer that normally receives 100,000 Mcf or more per year., The daia for the remaining custiomers may bé combined.

. Provicde czeparate totals for all resale customers and for all oirecﬁ customers. Provide totals for all customers by states. )

1Y Vo

Use more e

an cne line for customers receiving both firm and

1_4\3 Tncludp del ve~y nainta 10m mAara Flhae

interruptible gas and show t

MNSY rtarm e

otals of firm and interruptible velunes,



. . - ‘ ‘ R e _ S : k| . . . me s
‘ Aﬂprove "

REPORT OF GAS SUPPL Y AND. REG EME ITS - oCHEDULh NO, TAT7 herove s |
2R ULE

REQUIREVENTS, DELIVERIES AND CURTATLMENTS OF RErORTI ¢ PIPELINE (By Customers)¥’ .~ Expires: 12

COYPARY NARE . ) ¢ ’ : » ’ i . F r'cu April 1, 1975 ' September 1, 19
Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas Company, Ipc. . COVERED 15 March 31, 1976 To August 31, 15_____
éi _ 0ELIV. PT. | Projected xRk AVERAGE Wlcig=» ANNUAL Sgg]i“
L B ol g 1V ol 2 1 | = ) Al .
f:E ) c;flri_ja 0! _ STATE, | wpaiL | - maY NE ) JULY AUG. | SEPT. 0CT. NOV, DEC. JAN. FEB. | MARCH | TOTAL | peax pay
Y REPORTING PIPELINE _ COUNTY Sopzo ::.3,:5'___%&”,_,“ ﬁ&{};::& T e e Y | [ T e s S SV SUNS PRy, o Kiicf ¥icf
IS (2) 4 (b) (c) | (e) (e) (£) ( a,(h) (i) Gy oG | ) | =) | () (o) (5)
ﬁ Total Xansas Deliveries - - | | ' )
2 for Resale ' . _
T .| 30.57 26.1% 23,21 27,14 2 26. 29.7 |37.2141.4 1 42,0 | 38,2/36.2 | 11587 A

= Lo

: ; 1042
‘40.0 47.1 1 46.9 |, 38.2|36,2 | 12629

o}
el
r
H
a'
._.-l
)
(]
\J
(]
e
O
n
o
O O
Releaigee)
"0 O
BN OOy
o~
~ O -
o
s
w
~!
I~
(]
i
1
1
i
W 4~ W
~ Lo

B b
L e
G
rroH
u
==
w
=
ae}
-
L
W
N

26,1] 25.3| 32,5

N

)
.

ﬂ State of ¥ansas

8 Direct Delivexies : - -

g Western Alfalfa o SR Ve i e e ¥ BREC T i B v B B e s Dy A
T CRSAUTI I COARE B S LA A DTS RT3 IS U7 B0 S T N B Y N I YV B
118 nte 1; 2zl - - - | e w1 e ."'.-' Tl B - - D C e - - -
12 Total Op L7 3.5 3.1y 204 1.71,37 0.8 100 L 0. ol 0| 396
i% Colby Powér Plant . . b S0 ﬂgA' : 'vf} fﬁf‘ ”;: .AL“ ”ff‘ ;';‘ 'jf? '
13 Firm Thomas: | i w=- Ml Nl RN Boes = § asllm™ | ¥ il ) 7 S AN E WL o e | e i B,
14 Inte rqutﬁblc o 707 0.6 0.8) V1.1 +1.010 0.9 0.8 0.8 .0.8] 0.8 | 0.8/ 0.7 | 298 0
1y Total | 0.7y 0.6/ °0.8; 1.1}-1.0).0/9% 0.8] 0.6| 0.8| 0.8 | 0.8 0.7 | 298 0
i% Comop Refinery | o 1s A ; % % |
20 ' Fhem ¢ - o0 JRBELIAES dewd ] FEET) aa - - R Y. ‘-1- - —_— e | L k-2 -
|21 1ULCLELpt1ble S| 4T 6l 5081 2,21 5,31 6.2 5.9 4.6 2.1 2.5 | 2.0] 2.8 | 1522 0.0

i Total 470 6.1 5.812.2| 5.5 6.2| 5.9 44| 2.1} 2.5 | 2,0 2.8 | 1522 0.0

Eill City Power Plant
Firm ’ Graham | ==

O O
~
OO 3.

L. Lo
oo

D R PO MNP D
N0 O =l en by IS L

Interruptible ©0.3{°0.3] 0.4] 061 0.5 ' 3103003 0.30.3] 1301 + ol
; Total 0.3} 0.3] 0.4] 0.6] 0.5| 0.4 300303 0303 130 | o0
; o . . :
128 Norton Power Plant - ; .
'3l Firm - |Noxton -- -- - e S . S - R - -- --
3 Interruptible 0.5 0.5} 0.6{ 0.9 0.3| 0.6/ 0,51 0.5 0.5 0.4 'o L1 0.4 | 200 a
3% Total 0.5/ 0.51 0.6] 0.9} 0.8} 6.6 0.51{ 06.5] 0.5} 0.4 | 0.4| 0.4 200 | .

" Previde inforzaticn for each customer that normally receives 100,000 Wcf or more per year. The data for the remaining cusiomers m2y bé combined.
Frovide separate totals for 211 resale customers and for 31l dircct customers, Provide tétals for all customers by states.
i : ; - . . v ; : o
m* Use aore than one lire for cusiomers receiving boih ‘firm and interruptibis gas and show totals of firm and interruptible volunes.
: '

include Zelivery points in more than one countwy.
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A ‘ : ) ) - i ‘>,'3‘l.‘: ; ",;: B ';- ‘."-': R ; 'w‘ [ARY  - u;;ja;- . ‘ ‘
REPORT OF GAS SUPPLY AND REQU. _-MENTS:- SCHEDULE NO."14 - . g koW '
REQUIREZMENTS, DELIVERIES AND CURTATLMENTS ‘OF REPORTING PIPELINE (By Customers)# Erpirest 12-51-
%C:-:-.'P.;\.‘\"f RAME . . ‘ B '. . ‘ ' PERIOD horil 1", 19 75 o " September 1, 1§
; Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas Company, Inc. . ‘ + COVERED 14 March 31, 1976, To August 31, 19
£ sELIY. PT. | N Proiccted ' HXAHX AVERAGE Micid» - { et 5;?5“
= CUSTCREIRS OF : STATE, ! appiL | mav JUNE JULY AUG. | sEPT ] acT. NGV, l -DEC. JAN. _L_FEB. KARG TOTAL | pEak paY
w REPOATING PORELINE RN @a::===wﬁ:::#3ﬁ==z@@;=ﬂx=%mn=='ﬂ?FzTnmRm¢=:%mﬂ;:=amF:==;ﬁﬁF—r=w:&ﬁ=:%ﬁ: hic f Midef
i (a) ' 4 (v) (c) 1 (q) (e) () {a) (n), () () (k) (1) ] (=) {n) | {o) (o) |
];Ouilﬂy Power Plant ' ‘ ‘ . |
z Firm Logan - - - -= - o - - s e e i oo -= |
31 Interruptible 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.4 1 0.4 0.4 | 0.4 | 0.3 0.3 0.31 0.3 140
& © Total 0.4 1 0.4 1 0.5.) 0.5 [.0.4 | 0.4 | 0.6 | 0.4 | 0.3 | 0.3 0.3| 0.3 140 | 0 |
o . § . ..,-‘ ' 1
¢ioberlin Power Plant , e W E 3 B . _ |
1 Fizm Decatur’| == i BEC TR I - ST - |- - - - - _— i
& Interruptible| . 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.5 8.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 f 0.3 10,3 0.3 124 0 g
Gl Total - 0.3} 03104 1.0.5/04]03}0303/[03|03 |03 03] 12 0 |
LGE . - ! P -  7_ ‘ . i . . -g
11Royel Brand Roofing ; . oo T i . 5 ; B z
E2| Firm Phillips| =-- | -- b BT T AU Rt P SUNE RGN A T R R == ]
“| Interruptible o i lor 11009120 1,0°01.1 10,9 10.3 | 1.0] 1.1 35 0 |
Lé[ . Total . 51 310 1.1 1.0 { 0.5 Lé2 | 140 Lilsg B9 9.3 Py 11 354 0 E
L3 . o W b i LT ‘ ' o :
L3] ;
-5 Steckton Power Plant N . %
i Fimm Rooks ( SR T R - -- - - - -- SETE A - - -~ ?
B Interruptible | .34 0.310.3 /050,47 0.370.3./0.3[0:3 [0.3°] 0.2]-0.3] 115 20 g
.?i Total 0.3 ¢1.0.340.310.5104|0.3]0,310,310:310.3 | 0.2! 0.3 115 0 £
iD! ' | , . | ' ' ‘
‘iWheatland Electrie ’ i
2f  Pewer Plant . . . , : €
3; Fd_m Scott . - - - - - - - -— i --‘} - -.- - - - - :[i
4; Interruptible 1.8 } 1.3 { .7 2.0 {.1.8 | 1.L. ied 11045 | LB | 2.1 1.8 1.81 611 2.2 e t
51 Total 1.5 y.1.5) 1.7 } 2.0 | 1.8 .b.11.,5 (1.5 1.8 | 2.1 1.8 1.8} 61l 2.2 . ¥
7l0ther-Kansas . g : - : 5 _ i
5l Fiom. (1) 2650 22,0 123.0 {37.0 [50.0 [40.0 {23.0 {25.0° i29.0 35.0. { 33.0(28.5111305 |51.1 ?
g Interruptible 1.3 j1.0f 101,21 1.0}0.871.1 (1.2 {1.0 0.9 1 0.9} 0.9 371 0.7 ! i
Q} Total 27.3 123.0 {24.0 38,1 |5L.0 {40.8 |24.1 [26.2 13000 - 135.9 "} 33.9.| 29,4 [i1676 | 51,8 | i
| . ;
|
! i,
i ?
j Ik

: j T ; 1y
® Previde infermailon for cach custermer thal rormally receives 100,000 Mcf or more per year. The data for the remdining cuslomers may be combined. . i
: g ]
Pravide separate totzls for all resale custemers and for zall dicecl customers. FProvide totals for all.custonmers by states. 3
T Yze rora dhan cas line for cusiemers receiving both firm and interrupiible gas and show leials of firm and intercuptible volumes, . .
TN -y I K SN . - - K L N D ] s L ow



REFORT OF GAS bd”bbx AND #i] RQUIREMENTS - SCHEDULE NO, iA- . %yé};ﬂgxmuﬂ
' REQUIRIMENTS, DELIVERIES AND CU?TATLM NTS REPORTING PIPELINE (By Cus+0mers)% Expires 175 .
[ CCYPANY NAKE ;o - A Stk TRy pemico - April 1, 1975 " September 1, 19 ]
i B i . . . % goene g e . : i o ' L]
i Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gasg Company; Inc =10 Coveato To March 31, 1976 o Augdst 31, 19_
E N CELIV.'PT. | _ rojected Imm®L AVERAGE Muefdes _ ANBUAL Sggfgm'
ff‘ﬁl QUSTORERS OF STATE, U apmiL | way | June JuLY AUG. | SEPT. | OCT. | NOV. | ofC, | AN, | Fes. | whmcy | T0TA SEAK DAy
f REPCRTING PIPZLINE COURTY AT S W6 S Nt T B T MDY SV st e taie e S EERTN R SE YV SO VTR et
=8 . Mref
=1 (:) 4 () (c) (d) (e) (£) (o) 1 (») (-0 (k) (1) (=) | (n) (o) (p)
% Central Kansas Power- : .
2 Titm (L) = e -- - e B e -- 5 o o Romm e ok s
% Interruptible +10.5f 11.67 13.7! 10.6{ 10.9 11.6 11.2110.2 7.8 4.7] 8.0 7.9 | 3613 0.5
& Total 10.5) 11.6} 13.7| 10.6{ 10.9]-11.6 3.2 1 0.2 7.8 4.70°8.0 | 7.9 | 3613 0. 5
| j Curtailment (2) o Bl A7k . | L.0f 6.0 5.3| 3.5| 780
| 8 ‘ ' ' ' : ¥
7| Total Kansas Direct: 7 s P :
& reliveries . o i 4 : . ‘
i % Firm -, 26,0f 23,7} 26.5] 40,1 52.4( 41,3 23.8 25.01 29.0¢ '35.0/33.0 | 23.5 11701 | '51.%
11d Interruptible . 21.64 23.6{ 26.3{ 21.0| 23.4 25.81 Z3.3 2150 16.1 12,9116.0 | 16.8 7473 3.4
jlﬂ . Tctal | i 47.6) 47.3] 52.8) 61.1 75.8] 65.1 47.1 | 46,0 | 45,11 47.9 49.0 |1 45.3 119179 54.5°
12 Curtailment 2. 3.21 8.8 ° |« / 3.7 6.1 5.9 3.9 790 '
+% Grand Total Xansas ) ;= by > ¥
lﬁ Deliveries g f O . e T - i g, R oo e ‘ : . .
1g Firm E .| 56,5} 49,8] 49.8]| 67:2 76.2 B7.99.53,5:| 62.2 70.4 |- 77.0{71.2 | 64,7 | 23288 96.5
i7 Interruptible | . . {'22.3 23.6] 28,3 26.4] 30:2| 24.4 27.3] 23.8( 21.8 -17.8/16.0 ! 16.8 §520 7.7
1g Total IV 78.8 73.41 78.1] 93,6|106.4] 92,3 80.8 86,0 92.2 24.8 87.2 | B1.5 | 31808 104,2:
15 Curta ailment (2) _ I on1 32 3.2 ' ‘ i 6.1} 5.9} 3.9(. 790
. J
tt * e
Sy :..- e
} ,. i
f % oa . s e o e g = : . P :
* Provide information for each customer that normally receives 100, OGO Mcf or more per year. . The data for the rema ining customers may be combined.
Provide separate totals for 2ll resale CUatPTCF“ and for all dlrcct customers. Provide tetals for 2ll customers by tates.
*f Use more than one iLine for Customers ' receiving both firm and Jntercuptidle gar and show totals of firm and lntQFFUﬁttblc volumes, .

lelivery points in more than one county. - _ Co T e
pecified--nene occurred or is ; ‘
sult of abandonment of service

[
¥
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I A ANSAS LOUISIANA O
L Lot

.0, BOX 1734 ° SHREVEPORT, LOUISIANA = 71151

May 22, 1975

.

Chairman

State Corporation Corilssion
State Office Building
Topeka, Kansas 066617

'Dear St

Attached is @ copy of Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company's
FPC Form 16 submitted 0 the Federal Power Commission for the period
indicated in the repo “t-

Yours very truly,

ARKANSAS LOUISIANA GAS COMPANY

Afxﬁ //f
f/ t/t—w 22

Kﬁ;/J V. Cllvton, Vice President
JNC:1be

Attachment
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COMPANY NAME 3

LRKaNSAS LOUISIANA GAS COMPANY : ;o COVEKED LU FrdAnell &dad &t
DEL PT . ACTUAL AVERAGE MMCFD ANNUAL  SYSTEM COIA
LINE CUSTOMERS OF STATE. APRIL  MAY .JUNE JuLy AUG <EpT  OCT NOV DEC AN  FES MAR T0TAL = PEAX DAY
N3 REPCRATING PIPELINE COUNTY = _ MMCF MMC T
(A {6) (C) (D) te) (Fy t(GY (HY (I} (3} (k3 (L)t W) (0} tr
L KANSAS '
5 AMERICAN SALT COMPANY
3 FIRM DELIVERIES 1.7 1.6 1.7 le6 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.5 1e8 1le7  le4 1.5 596.0 0.0
4 FIRYM CURTAILMENTS h.o  Dsa 0.0 ©D.0 0s@ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 Shul 1.3
5 F{RM REOUIREMENTS 1.7 led LaT  1e6 LT 1e7 107 1.5 .2.0 1.9 2.0 1.7 63248 1.3
r "1' -
6 BERT & WCTTA SALES INC
7 E1R% DEL IVERIES 0.0 0.0 : 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.l 0.4 6.2 - 0al 0.1 0.1 0.1 7.8 0.1
8 E1Rd4 CURTAILMENTS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
9 . FIRM REQUIREMENTS 0.0 0.0 0.5 045 0.3 Ds1  0.% G.2 0.l 0.l 0.1 0.1 128 gs1
10 CARGILL INC .
5% FIRM DELIVERIES 0.1 0.1 .4 1.3 1.7  le& 1.0 0.7 1.2 1.1 i.3 Eal 367.8 1.4
12 F1RM CURTAILMENTS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 02
15 E1RM REQUIREMENTS : b1 "Oul Oe& Is3 R 1eA  Je0 0.7 1e2 lal 1o lal 46941 1.6
14 CUDARY PACK ING COMPANY
15 E1AM DELIVERIES 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.8 0.9 336.5 0.0
16 F1RM CURTAILHENTS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.2 27.9 05
17 c1RM REQUIPEMENTS _ - 0.9 0.9. 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.1 264 % 0.8
13 DERBY REFINING CO ) , :
19 F13M DELIVERIES 2.8 3.0 0 2.0 2.2 2.8 2.9 5.5 2e2 2sT 3.2 3.4 2.8 987.8 0.7
22 F1RY CURTAILMENTS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.1 21.9 1.7
21 E1ay AEQUIREMENTS 2.8 3.0 2.0 2.2 2.8 2.9 2.5 2.2 249 3e3. 3.8 2.9 10097 25
52 GREELEY GAS CO-CALDWELL
23 FlAM DEIL IVERIES 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.6 133.3 0.8
24 1R CURTAILMENTS 6.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
25 E1ad REQUIREMENTS 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.} 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.6 143.3 0.8
26 GREELEY GAS CO-SO HAVEN .
5t FIRM DELIVERIES 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 @.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 35.8 0.2
28 E1RY CURTAILMENTS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0, 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0
29 FIRM REQUIREMENTS o1 0.0 0.0 0.0 €0 0.0 0.1 0.l 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 35.8 0.2
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(SAS LOUISIANA GAS COMPANY

CEL PT
LINE CUSTNYERS OF STATE»
NO REPOITING PIPELINE COUNTY
{A) {83
1 KANSAS
2 KANSAS BEEF INDS, INC
3 FIRM DE;;VER:ES

4 FIAM (U ATLHENTS

5 FIRY hf‘dl*‘”ﬁ‘*’

& HORTON SALT COMPANY

T FIRM DELIVERIES

8 FIRM CURTAILMENTS

9 FIRY REQIPIREMENTS

10 STERLING POWER PLANT

7] FiaM DELIVERILS

12 FimM CURTAILMENTS

13 FIRY REQUIREMENTS

14 SUPERIOR SANC

15 FIf™M DELIVERIES

16 FIRM CURTAILMENTS

¥7 FIRM RECUIREMENTS

"

18 CITY OF WINFIELD, KA

19 FIRM DELIVERIES

20 FIRM CURTALLMENTS

21 FIRY ARECQUIREMENTS

22 WINFIELD POWER PLANT-EAST 12
23 FIRM DELIVERIES

24 FIRM CUQTLILPENTS
25 " EIRM REOQUIREMENTS

26 HINFIELD POwER PLANT—WEST 14
27 FIRM DELIYERIES
23 FIRM CURTAILMENTS
29 IRM REQUIREMENTS
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COMP ANY NAME

ARKANSAS LOUISTANA GAS COMPANY

LINE
NDY

—

oA

0@~

REPORTING PIPELINE

KANSAS

CUSTOMERS OF

tal

UNDER 100 MMCF/YEAR
FIRM DELIVERIES
FIRM CURTAILMENTS
FIAM REQUIREMENTS

TOTAL KANSAS

=
F
I:

L
i
v
4

R

FIRM DEL IVERIES

N CURTAILMENT
¥ REQUIREMENTS

T T e el
wasE Y

DEL PT v _

STATE, APRIL  MAY JUNE JULY
COUNTY

(el (<) {0) (E}  (F}
17.0 - 9.5 7.9 4.2
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
170 * 945 79 4.2
2601 18.0 17.5 "17.8
303 306 £ 3.,5 O-O
29.4 2146, 21.0 17.8

© AUG

38

P N AT I

REQUIREHMENTS OF CUSTOMLERS OF RUPURT

Ak was amrn
IRG PirPEL]

ACTUAL AVERAGE MMCED

SEPT  OCT
(HY (1}

" 7.0 1.
0.0 D
%8 Ts

21.8 20.4
0.0 0.0

21.3., 20.%

[oNaRe]

NOV

(J1

.DEC

{x)

TR )

NE

JAN

0 o P T U PTG H SR L17) G SR
.~

PERICD
COVERED
FEE  MAR
(M} {N)
23.06 9.6
0.0 c.0
23.6 9.6
i)ZtO 2601
4.7 1.1
L4&6.T 272

A N LY R 4 L T VPR NS MR T

.
APRIL 1¢ 197

&

TO MARCH, 197

ANNUAL  SYSi... COIN

TOTAL PEAK DAY
MMCF MMCF
(o) (P}
4294.1 29.4
0.0 0.0
4294.1 29.4
9513.0 38.3
" 572.9 1337
10CB5.9 52.0



FPANHANDLE EAsTERN PiPE Ling COMPANY
3000 BISSONNET AVENUE
P.O.BOX 1642
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77001

June 4, 1975

.

Federal Power Commission
825 North Capitol Street, N, E.
Washington, D. C. 20426

Attention: Mr. Kenneth F. Plumb,
Secretary

Re: FPC Form 16 Report of Gas
Supply and Requirements

Gentlemen:

Attached are four copies of corrected TFPC

- Form 16 for the periled April 1, 1975 to March 31, 1976.

These pages .are to be substituted for those filed by
letter of transmittal dated April 30, 1975. 1In addition
four copies of Schedule 1A applicable to the period
April 1, 1974 to March 31, 1876 are attached hereto.
Such schedule was not included in the original filing.
Copies of these corrected popes and Schedule 1A are
being sent to Panhandle's customers, affected State
Regulatory Commlszions, State Energy Offices and to

the appropriate Federal Energy Administration Offices.

Very truly yours,

/e/ J. T. Kennedy

J. T. Kennedy
Vice President

Enclosures

G2
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i SCHEDULE 1A - Estimated Recuirements, Curtzilments and Deliveries to Custowmers of Interstate Fipelines Poze § of 10
P ey R ttd Pe d:
Pipeline Company Keme: PANHANDLE EASTERN PIPE LINE COMPANY Rgaxting fexis APRIL 1, 1975 to MARCH 31, 1976
Projected Average MMcf Per Day Annual
Line All Customers of L ok . Total Peak
Xo. " Reporting Pipeline 1/ Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nevs Des. Jan. | Feb. Hax., M Day
(a) () (c) (<) (e) (£) () (h) (i) (1 (k) (1) (=) (o} (o)
ILLI®OIS (Cont'd)
S »
268 DEXKALB AGRICULTURAL ASSOC, Requir‘cment (1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0- 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.C 39.6 0.0
IR9 " Cuztailment (I) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.5 0.0
270 " Allewable Deliveries (I) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.1 0.0
7 ' '
271 G. M. CORPORATION - DANVILLE / Requirement (I) 3.7 4.2 6.1 3ie 4.1 4.3 4.7 5.0 Sad 5.3 5.1 4.3 1618.8 T+7
272 " Curtailment (I) 35 2.7 1.2 1.0 1.2 1.3 4.0 5.0 5.1 5.3 5l 4.3 1209.5 5.3
273 k& = / Allowable Deliveries (I) 0.2 148 2.9 Zed 2.9 3.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 409.3 2.4
/
274 JACKSONVILLE - ILLINCIS POWER” Requirement (I) 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.4 140.4 0.6
275 " e " Curtailment (I) 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.4 140.4 0.3
278 " / Allowable Deliveries (I) 0.0 c.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.C 0.0 0.0 Cc.0 0.3
/ ; '
277 MARBLEHEAD LIME COMPANY” Requirement (I) Y.l 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.9 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.0 365.9 1.2
278 " Curtailment (I) 1.0 0.6 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.8 151 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.0 268.1 0.9
279 " Allowable Deliveries (I) 0.1 0.4 0.6 G.6 0.6 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 97.8 C.3
T
220 RATIONAL DISTILL_EF;S . 'Requi:cnent (1) 56.8 72.1 56,2 54,5 59%.6 55.3 63.9 56.5 54.0 47.7 51.0 50.8 20703.6 63.4
231 LF 4 Curteilment (I) 175 22.7 4.8 5.9 8.8 355 20.9 23.7 38.1 43.2 38.9 26.4 7759.1 43.2
282 /;" Allowable Deliverfes (I) 39.3 49.4 51.¢4 48.6 50.8 51.8 43.0 32.8 15.9 4.5 12,1 24,4 12944.5 20.2
/
283 WESTERN ILLINOIS POWER CO-OP TINC. Requirecent (I) 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 6l 1.1
284 /} ) = Curteilment (I) 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.a 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 24.4 - 0.1
285 f " Allowable Deliveries (I) 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 1.0
263 ILI.IN}G{S (Sub~Total) a Requirecent 441.9 345.1 261.1 230.9 255.6 309.6 404.9 370.9 650.1 721.8 666.6 644.4 1167983.2 826.7
287 ) . Curtailoent 128.2 95.9 61.8 52.7 '60.6 63.2 1 109.1 | 155.2 § 201.7 | 228.1 | 233.2 | 194.1 { 48223.0 { 223.0
2ES Allowable Deliveries '313.7 1 249,2 % 199.3§ 178.2 1 195.0 | 246.4 | 295.8 | 415.7 | 458.4 | 493.7 433.4 | 450.3 §119760.2 | 5%8.7
KANSAS
239 GAS SERVICE COMPANY Requiremeut.tF) 6,2 2.6 2.1 L.9 2.0 2.4 4.0 6.7 8.3 9.9 9.0 7.1 1832.8 13.9
250 " Curtailment (F) 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.0 0.3. 1.5 1.5 0.7 313.2 1.5
291 o w0 Allowable Deliveries (F) 3.3 1.9 1.5 ksl 1.4 1.8 3.4 5.7 Y55 8.4 7.5 6.4 1519.6 12.4
232 5C-3"s Requirerent (F) 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.8 1.2 1.4 1.6 L5 1.3 335.1 4.1
29 - Curtailment (F) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 C.1 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 39.6 0.4
294 " #4llowable Deliveries (F) 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.8 I ¢ 1.l 1.2 1.2 Ll 295.5 3.7
295 JAYHAWK PIPELINE Requirement (I) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0:1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0 0.1 0.2 45.9 0.2
295 " Curtailment (I) 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.6 0,2
297 " Allcowable Celiveries (I) 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.0 1523 c.0
298 OKLIE PIPELINE Requirement (1) o5 | 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 54.9 0.4
232 " . Curtailment (I) ) 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 39.6 0.2
309 " Allowable Deliveries (I) 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 010 15.3 0.2

1/ Provide information for each customer that normally
firm volunes (F);
totals of firm and interruptible volumes.

receives 100,000 Mcf or more per year.

interrupcible volumes (1) as sold under pipelines' rate schedules or contracta.

The data for

the remaining customers may be combined,

Provide separate totals by Stste. Denote

Use more than one line for customers receiving both firm and interruptiblo gas zod show

CORRECTE!




) SCHEDULE 1A - Estimated Requirements, Curtailments and Deliveries to Custemers of Interstate Pilpelines Page 10 of 10
. : iod: ‘
Pipeline Compsny Name: PANFANDLE EASTERN PIPE LINE COMPANY Reporting Perio APRIL 1, 1975 te MARCH 31, 1976
Projected Averape MMcf Per Day Annial
Line " All Customers of = - Torsl Paak
v Reporting Pipeline 1/ Apr., May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep, Oce. Nov. Dec. Jan, Feb. Mar, Mcf Day
(a) _ B J 4 1@ 1@ @ | [ m @ | | w | W | (e) (o)
KAREAS (Cont'd) )
{AMROCK Requirement (I) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 G.0
?.9,} SHAs " Cujtailment (1) 0.0 0.0 ¢.0 0.0 0.0 0.C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.¢
o " Allowable Deliveries (I) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
104 Pt PS PIPE LINE COMPANY Requirement (I) 1.2 1.3 i 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.2 L 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.3 439.0 1.5
o5 HRLLERS RERE I Curtailment (I) 1.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.2 ) 0.9 1.2 1.2 252,56 0.9
_:,.2 " Allowable Deliveries (I) 0.1 0.7 1.2 142 1.0 1.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 186.4 0.6
307 STALLINGS,EUGCENE W, Requicement (I) 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 84,7 0.4
208 ' * Curtailment (1) . 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 45.7 0.2
309 1 Allewable Deliveries (I) 0.0 *0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 49.0 0.2
310 NATIONAL HELIUM CORP. Requirement (I) 20.8 19,9 19.4 17.6 19.2 21,6 20.7 20.0 24.0 19. 22,2 21.6 7521.8 26.1
311 " Curtailment (I) 15.4 i 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0} 13.14 16.9} 22.4 | 18.2( 2.0 18.8 | 4107.6 | 19.2
312 L Allowable Deliveries (I) A o12.2y 194y 17,20 19,2 2108 7.6 31 1.6 : 1.2 2.8 | 3413.9 6.9
313 KANSAS (Sub-Total) Requirement 27.4 24.9 23.6 21.6 23.3 26,1 27.3 29.7 35.6 32.8 3.5 339 10323.9 46,6
314 Curtailment 17.8 9.1 0.6 1.2 0.6 0.6 15.1 19,7 25.3 22.6 24,5 21,5 4828.9 2.6
15 Allowable Deliveries 9.6 15.8 23,0 20.4 22,7 255 12,2 10.0 10.3 10.2 10.0 10.4 5495.0 26.0
TEYAS
316 55-3's Requirement () 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.8 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.1 292.3 3.0
217 " Curtailment/(F) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
318 " « .Alloun?-'b@liveries (F) 0.7 0.5 C.4 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.8 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.3 L.l 292.3 3.0
OFTAHOMA // ; .
319 5G=3's Reqdirement (F) 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.7 158.3 3.2
320 " Curtailment (F) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
321 " \1lowable Deliveries (F) 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.7 158.3 3.2
CANADA ) //
322 UNICN GAS CORMPANY OF CANADA, LTD' Fequirement (F) ’ 30.8 49.8 54,1 53.6 58.2 ar.z 52.6 55.3 54,2 1.7 15,1 41.4 § 15416.4 | - 25,7
323 " Curtailment (F) 8.5 5.4 6.6 6.7 12.0 6.4 14.1 16.2 19.0 0.7 6.6 14.0 3551.3 0.7
326 " / Allowable Deliveries (F) 283 44,4 47.5 46.9 46.2 30.8 38.5 39.1 35.2 1.0 8.5 27.4 | 11865.1 25.0
//
325 GRANT TOTAL "'{ REQUIRIMENTS 2159.4 § 2010.3 { 1822.1 | 1779.6 | 1814.4 1904.2 § 2122.1 ] 2347.7 | 2567.3 | 2673.9 2682.6 1 2536.3 | 799%08.3 {3127.2
325 ‘,r’r CURTATIMENTS 550.0 f 400.0 ) 275.0] 275.0 300.0{ 300.0 525.0 625.01 775.0 800.0 800.0 | 725.0]193500.0 | 800.C
327 J ALLOWABLE DELIVERIES 1609.4 ; 1610.3 | 1547.1 | 1504.6 | 1514.4 1604.2 | 1597.1 § 1722.7 | 1792.3 | 1873.9 1692.6 | 1811.3 | 606408.3 {2327.2
1/ Previde {nformacion for esch customer that normally receives 100,000 Mcf or more per year. The data for the remalning customers may be combined. Provide ceparate totale by State. Denote

fira volumes (F); interru:

totals of firm and interruptible volumoa.

ptible volumes (I) aa sold under plpelines’

rate schedules or contracta,

Use more than one line for customerg recaiving both

firm and interruptible ses ond chow

CORRECTE:



Orrice or THE GOVERNOR

ROBERT F. BENNETT

Governor

State Capitol
Topeka

Mr. T. B. Pickens, Jr., President

Mesa Petroleum Co.

P. O. Box 2009

320 South Polk
Amarilleo, Texas 79105

Mr. Carl W. Sebitz
Pickrell Drilling Co.

705 Fourth National Bank Bldg.

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Mr. John Rogei McCoy
McCoy Petroleum Co.
502 Union Center Bldg.
Wichita, EKansas 67202

Mr, W. F. Hanagan
Cities Service 0il Co.
- Box 300

Tulsa, Cklahoma 74102

Mr. Rogex Bpiitlock
Clinton 0il Co.

217 North Water

Box 1201

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Gentlemen:

August 25, 1975

Mr. Charles R. Yarbrough

- Mobil 0il Corporation

P. O. Box 1534
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73101

Mr. R. D. Randall
Petroleum, Inc.

800 R. H. Garvey Bldg.
300 West Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Mr. Jack R. Thrasher

National Cooperative.
Refinery Association

Box 908

McPherson, Kansas 67460

Mr. Heber Beardmore
710 Union National Bldg.
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Mr. Balfour S. Jeffrey
Chairman of the Board
Kansas Power and Light Co.
818 Kansas Avenue

Topeka, Kansas 66601

As you know, during the 1975 Legislative Session proposed
legislation was introduced with reference to the regulation

of intra=~state gas,

During the Session I urged the Legisla-

ture to study these proposals during the interim and assured
them and the general public that we would monitor intra-state
sales and negotiations during this same period in an effort



August 25, 1975
Page 2

to give assurance that the crisis in the supply of intra-
state gas would not occur. : '

We have attempted to monitor the market as best we can and in
the process have heard that contractual negotiations between
Kansas Power and Light Company and Mesa Petroleum Company
have been concluded or are about to be concluded. We are
unaware of the status. of negotiations with the remaining

- suppliers. '

This letter is written to inquire from each of you what the
status of these negotiations might be and what the prospects

for solution without consideration of governmental intervention
might be. I would appreciate it if you would share with me a
status report on your negotiations. including some estimate as +to
when you feel these negotiaticns might be concluded.

As I am sure you are well aware I would infinitely prefer to
'see this matter settled by the private sector and to see it
settled as expeditiously as possible avoiding the necessity
of even considering, let alone calling, a special session.
At the same time, in my recommendations to the Legislature-
I did indicate that we would monitor this situation and that
a special session would be called if necessary. In keeping
with that commitment which was an essential part of at least

some leygislators towards deferring action, it would be most

' : ' ﬁﬁﬁﬁtﬁéﬁﬂ%% of Kansas
RFB:p¢ » = . T
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OLATIE, Kan. (AD) —
Former Kansas Ally. Gen.
Vern Miller festilicd Monday
in Johinson County District
Court during the trial of Craig
Glazer, once an undercover
drug agent for Miller.

. Glazer, 22, of Cverland
Par‘ﬂ, isonlrialen acharge of
conspiracy lo dellver cocaine
in connection with a June 24,
1974, drug bust at a Merriam
motel,

Miller testified Monday that
Glazer told him he had known
R.C. Bonds of Kansas Cily

the time of the drig
raid that ended in the arrest of
Donds’ brother, James, 22,
and his brother-In-law, Lar
Johnson, 23, who claimed they
were set up as hll guys in Lhe
raid.
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HONORABLE MEMBERS OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEL ON NATURAL GAS

Thank you for making time available for this presentation on behalf of the City

of Wichita.

it is our understanding that the goal of the Special Committee is to arrive at
sorn‘e concrete answers to the problems of the natural gas shortage and develop
valid suggestions to present at the next session of the Legislatﬁre. T will
atternpt to provide you with the consensus o;ailnion of the City of Wichita, its

: Gés Ut:llity consultants, professional staff, industry and private utilities as

to these concrete answers and valid suggeslions.

First, to ad:clress the problem of the natural gas shortagé, it is our feeling

that natural gas will _Ilg_i;rbe a viable fuel for most Kansans past 1990 or so.
Depending upon which set of assumptions you use, these estimates range from
-agout 1986 up to roughly 1993, Z_B\it,‘ in the final analysis, the first concrete
answer that we suggest is to simply face the fact that natural gas is not an answer

for Kansans over the long pull.

As for the short run, our consultants - enginecers and geologists - have
encouraged us to feel that substantial additional quantities of new gas
production can be made available to modestly prolong thé.t inevitable day of
reckoning. We are of one voiée in our belicf that the only means by which
these additional Kansas gas reserves can be feasibly developed a'md produced
for Kansas involves stable andr predictable government (regulatory)
atm'osph_ere and a free-market economic climate. specifically, we suggest

that the Committee recommend whatever steps arc necessary, if any, to



shore up the Kansas Corporation Commission's authority to reguirc prudent

management of the statels natural resources production at the point of

Eroduct'lon.

Next, we suggest that the Committee urge the State Legislature to take
appropriate steps as are necessary to encourage incentive conservation of

natural gas and other fuel consumption.

Thirdly, we recommend that the Committee present to t‘he Legislature a
program of incentives for parties willing to explore and develop new gas
p'ro'duction, including reworking of existing producti.on.

_As to the quesi::i-on of state‘rcontrol of end-use, well-head price regulation, sales
contract control and the like, it would seem to be perfectly ob?ioas- that such
measures, however politically expedient, can do little on a long-term picture
to provide ''concrete answ_ers”. Th,e answers that therse approaches address,

rather, appear to be written in water.

Now, to put some of the aspects of the State's natural gas probiems into
perspective, we would like to direct the Committee’s attention to the following

facts: s

1. Kansas is probably as dependent upon natural gas as its primary

fuel as is any other state. Reason - Abundance of low-cost gas.

2. - It will cost Kansans as much to convert from gas to alternate fuels

as any other state. Reason - Abundance of low-cost gas.



3. T’uel bills in Kansas are among the lowest in the nation. Reason -

Historic price levels here have been quite low.

4, Fuel bills in Kansas will probably increase at one of the highest

rates in the nation. Reason - Historic price levels have been quite

low.

Now, f(;>r the bright side. This winter, it will cost a widow living on a fixed
income of $5, 000 per year about $125. 00 in January just to heat, cook and
provide hot water {using natural gas) to an average 1, 000 square foot dwelling
in New York City., The same individual could get the same resvlts in

Wichita for about $30. 00,

Many industries in the Northeast States f_acga complete shutdown this winter
“owing to inadequate fuel supplies. Few Kansas industrieé face this prospect.
However, a number of Wichita industries have been confronted with massive
natural gas curtailments for seve.ra]_‘years. We in Wichita have been forced
to limit growth in our industrial sector for a number of years owing to limited

natural gas supplies.

Wichita’s present natural gas -projecfz is not directed to secure new industry
but, rather, to furnish an interim fuel supply to present industries that face
virtually complete curtailment in the immediate future. We have been

successful in this endcavor,

We have been able to achieve this without detriment to other communities in

the state, That was our pledge several months ago. It is a fact todav! Man
¥ ¥

persons in Wichita have no interest in sitting comfortably in their homes while

. . N o : .}\:‘..
their employer's plant is shut down for lack of fuel.



Again to the question of suggestions by the Committee to the next legislative

session, we would recommend consideration of the following:

1. Legislation which encourages and permits sizable quantities of fuel
to be economically transported to and through the state with

specified Kansas fuel designations.

2. Creation by Legislative action of a state power authority by which
private, municipal and rural cooperative power distributors can

construct and finance central energy facilities.

3. Statewide conservation and fuel consumption standards.
We in Wichita offer our staff time and our consultants! findings to the Committee
gratis, In this regard, we will be happy to respond to any questions which

you may have.

Flease let us know if we can be of service.

Grover E. McKee

Director of Economic Development
City of Wichita, Kansas
September 12, 1975
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I.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION BY
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON NATURAL GAS IN KANSAS

Recommend the Committee take no action to regulate or set

priorities except to allow natural gas to be bought and sold on
a free and open market.

A,

The effect of this action would be to allow natural gas to
seek its proper place in the market and its price will set
the priority. A number of homes, industries and utilities
are not in a position to convert to other fuels, and un-
less they are it would be of little benefit to have natural
gas to burn and no electricity to run the fans to distribute
it or jobs to pay for it.

The setting of priorities except on peak days will cause

the price of gas to escalate as the lower volume of gas

will have to carry the same fixed cost of the prior higher

volume. Present Kansas and Federal laws allow sufficient

regulation of distributors to prevent any discrimination

against users who should be served or those who wish to
question the allocation of the gas by the various distribu-

tors.

Further regulation will not create any more natural gas

and is a deterent to the future search for gas. Our present
laws for the prevention of waste and the protection of
correlative rights are sufficient to protect the public
interest.-

Kansas is considered a mature, developed state as for the
production of oil and gas, and while a number of gas fields
may be found that will produce or be capable of producing

1 to 3 trillion cubic feet of natural gas, this amount if
found could not be produced in one year and if it could
with present consumption at around 6 to 7 billion cubic
feet a year, this would only last 1 to 3 years. As
mentioned before, the incentive to discover is dependent
on a climate that will encourage the search.

We must take a close and realistic look at the nature and
source of the larger portion of natural gas consumed in
Kansas. The figures vary from 40% to 60%. (Shirley Small
estimates 51% of Hugoton gas in her report of production
and distribution of natural gas from Kansas gas fields.)

A rough figure for the percentage of natural gas consumed
in Kansas of an interstate nature is 75%. (The Paul report




mentioned above shows about 85% of the Hugoton area gas,
which is about 80% of the total gas produced in Kansas,
goes to the interstate market.) Kansas then is vitally
concerned for its consumers with the interstate market
even though we are an export state.

As Kansas gas production declines, we will continue to

become more dependent on interstate gas. The earliest
estimates of the time Kansas will cease to be,an exporter
state and become an importer state are 4 to 5 years. When

this occurs we will depend heavily on Texas, Oklahoma,
New Mexico and Louisiana for our natural gas.

II. Kansas should continue to support in all ways possible the
effort to develop natural gas in those areas now considered most
likely to contain natural gas in quantities sufficient to alleviate
the present shortages. The lead time to discover, develop and
market a new field is 3 to 10 years, depending on location, depth
and proximity to market.

III. We should continue to support de-regulation of natural gas
to spur its development,and more importantly, to create a climate
where other sources of energy may compete and develop a share of
the energy market to stop the dominance by one source of energy on
the market which was caused by Government artificially pricing
the product below its replacement cost and forcing other forms of
energy out of the market,

'If we do not reverse this situation we are only delaying
the present crisis to face a future catastrophe. There is a finite
limit to the amount of natural gas producible from the earth's
reservoirs. Continuation of our present system to gain a temporary
advantage is a sure way to a future disaster.

It is easy to say "let them" (whoever they are: industry,
utilities, manufacturers and finally as the supply dwindles,
between cities and then later home owners within the city) convert
to another source of energy, but other sources are not readily
available and need lead time to develop, expand and prepare a
method of transportation and storage which is similar in time to
the development of new fields plus the added consumption of our
natural resources of steel and related products to deliver this al-
ternate source of energy. Industry also needs time to convert to
this new energy, whatever it is, unless it is converted to a form
similar to what it is now using.

If we are to keep this nation healthy and strong we must
search for and find sources of energy not now known or to produce



economically the known sources which can be used in existing
facilities, or convert existing facilities to consume the new
forms which takes time.

We have the choice to make of doing these things or prostrating
ourselves before those nations who control the presently known
reserves, or doing as other nations have done when forced to the
wall by lack of foresight and discretion. We can attempt to take
by force that which is needed to resolve the problem. I do not
recommend either of these last two alternatives as they are the
least desirable of all our other choices.

Attached are two sheets from the USDA crop reported magazine
"Agricultural Situation, July 1975. What this article points out
for agricultural products development also applies to oil, gas and
other forms of energy. We should learn from this article that our
nation of free enterprise is the one nation those who control,
restrict and limit must depend on in emergencies. Russia and
China are dependent on our system to relieve their shortages. 1
have not seen the figures on how much of the world's products we
produce in this nation nor how much we share of those products
produced with the rest of the world, but I am sure that the figures
of 6% of the population in this nation consuming 30% of the world's
energy would show we are sharing proportionately our goods with the
remainder of the world in a similar relationship.

Attachment. ' George A. Sims
Hugoton, Kansas 67951
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CROP STOPPERS
IN THE LDC’S

What is it that holds back farm
production in the developing coun-
tries? Bad weather? Lack of know-
how? No fertilizer?

It's all of these and more,
according to researchers with
USDA’s Foreign Agricultural Serv-
ice. In a recent survey, they found 46
of 50 less developed nations had
government policies that hamper
agncultural development.

While the survey didn’t attempt to
measure the specific impacts of the
programs, it did identify thekindsof
policies that directly or indirectly
curb farm production and why.

Here are some of them . . .

Price controls. When certain prod-
ucts are in short supply, some coun-
tries fix producer selling prices or
consumer retail prices in order to
make food distribution more equit-
able. But when the prices are set
below what they'd be when deter-
mined by supply and demand only,
farmers feel they have nothing to
gain by upping their output.

Noncompetitive buying. In a
number of countries, the govern-
ment is the only buyer of certain
farm products. This.guarantees con-
sumer supplies and earns revenues.
But when the government pays less
than the going market price, pro-
ducers are discouraged from
growing more, and consumers pay
higher prices for limited supplies.

Export controls and export taxes.
Besides posing a harrier to free

July 1975

trade, these policiescan resultin lost
export markets. When countries
impose export taxes—as 22develo
ing nations did at the time of th
survey—they drive up costs to
foreign buyers, who then cast about
for other sources. Faced with
shrnking export markets, farmers
in these countres think twice before
expanding production.

Reduced export demand also
slashes the foreign exchange earn-
ings needed to finance imports. To
avoid this situation, some countries
give exports top prionty.

Argentina, for instance, has long
maintained a stable export market
for its beef by manipulating taxes
and exchange rates. If domestic beef
prices start to climb, the Argentine
government simply reduces export
duties or raises subsidies so that
export levels won't be alfected. But
over the long run, these adjust-
ments tend to disrupt domestic
prices ... and shake producer confi-
dence as well.

Impaort subsidies. Some develop
ing nations subsidize certain food
imports to halt inflation and assure
adequate supplies. Import subsidies
usually apply to grains, but not
always. Subsidized meat imports in
Spain, forexample, seriously choked
that country’s livestock industry.

Restrictions on farm size, land
tenure, and credit. Farmers who
can’t expand their acreage wont
mvest in highly productive inputs,
and farmers who can’t get credit
can't make the investment anvway.
Nonetheless, the survey found re-
straints like these on the lawbooks

. of 19 developing nations.

Restrictions on the movement of
agricultural products from surplus
districts to deficit districts within a
country. These may be the least used
of all policies that hold back farm
production,  but  their  effect s
obvious. .. denied  access o
markets that need their produacts
farmersseenobenefitinstepping u
production. '



