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Nebraska Public Power’s Competitiveness 
In the Regional Energy Market

 The subsequent analysis was prepared 
for Wind is Water by Ernest Goss, Ph.D., Principal 
Investigator, and Jeff Milewski of Goss & 
Associates Economic Solutions. Findings remain 
the sole property of Wind is Water Foundation 
and may not be used without prior approval of 
this organization. Any errors or misstatements 
contained in this study are solely the responsibility 
of the authors.1 The authors’ biographies are 
provided in Appendix G.  Please address all 
correspondence to:  

 Goss & Associates thanks Wind is Water 
Foundation for their assistance in providing data 
for this study. However, any errors, omissions, or 
misstatements are solely the responsibility of Goss & 
Associates and the principal investigator. 

  

1This study was completed independent of Creighton 
University. As such, Creighton University bears no 
responsibility for findings or statements by Ernie Goss, or 
Goss & Associates, Economic Solutions.

Goals of the study
 The goal of this study was to examine how 
Nebraska’s power industry operates within the 
Southwest Power Pool, particularly the integrated 
marketplace, and to determine whether Nebraska’s 
Public Power Model is adequately serving the 
ratepayer. 

 Specific goals of the study are to: 

• Determine whether increased competition and 
choice in Nebraska’s power industry leads to 
cheaper sources of electricity and better rates 
for consumers.

o  If so, explore how increasing competition and  
    choice affect Nebraska’s generating utilities,  
    consumer-utilities, and ratepayers.

• Examine how federal tax credits for renewables 
and environmental regulations, particularly the 
new Clean Power Plan, would affect Nebraska’s 
public power utilities.

• Investigate how Nebraska’s public power 
structure restricts choice. What disincentivizes 
private capital from investing in Nebraska’s 
electricity sector?

• Determine whether legislative changes would 
help increase transparency and promote greater 
choice in the electric industry in Nebraska.
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Executive Summary

• Since the implementation of the SPP Integrated Market (IM) in March 2014, electricity prices have trended 
downward due to the addition of wind generation and low natural gas prices. Because of the high cost 
of production at some plants in Nebraska, ratepayers have not fully benefited from the more than $1 
billion saved by lower electricity prices from the SPP IM. Until Nebraska’s generation costs are reduced, 
ratepayers will not benefit from the lower prices in the SPP IM.

• The cost effectiveness of Nebraska’s public power generation is currently at risk in the SPP IM. There 
are two main reasons for this: (1) low natural gas prices; and (2) additional wind generation in the SPP 
footprint.

• The financial risk to ratepayers in owning generation is increasing, as seen with the decommissioning 
of the Fort Calhoun nuclear plant. Divesting from generating assets and embracing retail choice could 
reduce ratepayers’ risk by eliminating the potential future costs of stranded assets.

• A more competitive energy landscape would allow consumers to choose among public and private power 
providers in the state. This arrangement is commonly referred to as “retail choice.” In a competitive, retail 
choice environment, Nebraska public power could pursue a strategy to divest from owning generating 
assets, and instead, focus solely on the management and operation of transmission and distribution 
systems. This would incentivize competition to produce from the cheapest sources of generation and 
substantially reduce the ratepayer risk and uncertainly of owning generation in a changing energy market.

Nebraska Public Power’s Competitiveness 
In the Regional Energy Market
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Section 1 - The Southwest Power Pool’s 
Integrated Marketplace Challenges 
Nebraska’s Public Power Model 
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Introduction
 The Southwest Power Pool (SPP) is a 
regional transmission organization (RTO) based 
in Little Rock, Arkansas with approximately 600 
employees. It covers all or parts of fourteen states: 
Arkansas, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, North 
Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas and 
Wyoming.  
 Figure 1.1 shows the SPP footprint. As 
of June 2016, the SPP had 94 members and 175 
market participants (See Appendix A). Several 
Nebraska Public Power utilities own transmission, 
including the Nebraska Public Power District (NPPD) 
and the Omaha Public Power District (OPPD). NPPD 
and OPPD joined the SPP in 2009. 

 The SPP footprint recently expanded in 
October 2015 to include much of North Dakota 
and South Dakota, and parts of Montana.2  This 
expansion added 5,000 megawatts of demand and 
9,500 miles of transmission lines. The expansion 
added more wind production to the SPP footprint 
and integrated market. 

 In 2014, the SPP established a pooled 
marketplace, referred to as the Integrated Market 
(IM), for buying and selling electricity to its Market 
Participants (MP). Market Participants in the IM are 
members of the SPP, which consists of private and 
public utilities, independent power generators, and 
retail providers. The purpose of the IM is to optimize 
generation to meet the demand for the SPP footprint 
by determining which generation is dispatched for 
maximum cost-effectiveness.  

2http://www.spp.org/about-us/newsroom/southwest-power-
pool-expands-electric-grid-management-to-14-states/. 

Figure 1.1:  SPP Footprint, 2016

Source: SPP
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SECTION 1 - THE SOUTHWEST POWER POOL’S INTEGRATED MARKETPLACE CHALLENGES NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER MODEL

 When the IM became operational in 2014, 
the SPP consolidated 16 balancing authority areas 
into a single balancing authority. This meant that 
the SPP, instead of the individual SPP members, 
became responsible for balancing the supply and 
demand to ensure reliability over the entire SPP 
footprint. SPP does not own the transmission grid 
but independently operates it to ensure reliability, 
and manages long-term planning for future 
needs. The SPP members continue to own their 
transmission systems within the SPP footprint.

 Essentially, electricity is a commodity that is 
traded like any other commodity. In the Integrated 
Marketplace, the SPP acts as the market operator, 
responsible for clearing transactions. As a market 
operator, the SPP determines which power is bought 
and sold based on current demand (load) and supply 
from electricity generators located throughout the 
power pool footprint. 

 The IM has a day-ahead market, where the 
market price changes hourly, and a real-time market, 
where the market price changes every 5 minutes.  
MPs can either submit load and generation into 
either the day-ahead or real-time market.

 A total of 83,465 megawatts (MW) of 
generation capacity is available from 756 generating 
plants participating in the SPP integrated market. 
This currently provides a reserve capacity of 28% to 
ensure that the SPP can reliably meet demand for 
electricity during extreme peak times when loads 
are high. 

 To put this in perspective, all the current 
generation in Nebraska could be eliminated and 
the excess reserve capacity in the SPP integrated 
market would be enough to supply all customer 
demand in Nebraska. 

 The SPP IM does not select generation 
based on fuel type but on bid price and reliability. 
The market determines the winners and losers of 
generation based on the marginal production cost, 
which does not include any fixed costs. 

 Since the start of the SPP integrated 
marketplace, estimated electricity cost savings to 
MPs have totaled more than $1 billion.3 

3https://www.spp.org/about-us/newsroom/total-savings-from-
spp-s-markets-cross-the-1-billion-mark/. 

How is the SPP market price 
determined?
 In the integrated market, each market 
participant bids in generation to supply their 
forecasted load for the following day as required 
by the SPP. The MP does not have to submit 100% 
of its forecasted load into the day-ahead market; a 
portion of the forecasted load can be submitted into 
the day-ahead market and the remaining portion 
of the load can be purchased from the real-time 
market. 

 Market participants bid generation into 
the IM based on their marginal cost of production, 
as allowed by SPP requirements. The generation 
bid amount does not include any fixed costs. The 
following terms used for the SPP IM are defined for 
the purposes of this report:

 Generation.  Generation is the ability of 
power plants to generate electricity that is bid into 
the SPP IM. Generation is also known as capacity, 
which is the amount of generation that a power 
plant is capable of producing at a given moment 
in time. For instance, if a 1,000 MW power plant is 
sitting idle and is capable of producing 1,000 MW of 
electricity if called upon (dispatched), then it would 
have 1,000 MW of capacity that could be bid into the 
SPP IM. If the same 1,000 MW power plant could 
only produce 800 MW of electricity, if called upon, 
due to being derated, then it would only have 800 
MW of capacity available to bid into the SPP IM, not 
1,000 MW.

 There are three types of generation:  
baseload, intermediate, and renewable. Baseload 
generation is either fossil fuel or nuclear that are 
designed to operate at a constant output. 

 Since the start of the SPP 
integrated marketplace, 
estimated electricity cost 
savings to MPs have totaled 
more than $1 billion.
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 Intermediate generation is designed 
to change output more quickly than baseload 
generation and is used when the demand for 
electricity changes. 

 Renewable generation output is based on the 
conditions (wind and sun) at any given time. Due to 
variable weather conditions, renewable generation 
cannot always generate at 100% of its rated output, 
SPP credits 10% of its rated output for capacity in 
the SPP IM. 

 Marginal Cost of Production (or Incremental 
Energy Cost). This is the incremental cost of a 
generator to produce electricity. This includes fuel 
and variable operations and maintenance (O&M) 
costs. Variable O&M costs are costs for items that 
are needed to produce electricity, but not needed 
when the plant is sitting idle. The marginal cost of 
production changes due to the plant’s efficiency 
at different outputs. The plant does not incur the 
marginal cost of production when the plant is not 
producing electricity.

 Fixed Cost. This is the generator’s cost 
that does not change based on the output of the 
generation. This cost would be the same if the plant 
was sitting idle or operating at 100% of its capacity. 
Fixed costs include items like labor, debt service, 
routine maintenance, facilities, and corporate 
charges.

 Cost of Production. This is the total cost 
of generation, which is sometimes referred to as 
busbar cost. Cost of production includes both the 
marginal cost of production and fixed cost.

 SPP IM Market Price. This is the price 
established by SPP based on the generation and 
load submitted by the SPP Market Participants 
into the SPP IM. The Market Participants purchase 
electricity from the SPP IM at their purchase node. 
For Nebraska public power, the SPP North Hub is 
used for pricing the electricity that is purchased. 
Generation that is dispatched by SPP receives the 
market price for their electricity at the SPP pricing 
node for the generation’s location. Each generation 
source in the SPP footprint has an SPP pricing node. 
Since cost data isn’t available for Nebraska public 
power generation, the SPP North Hub market pricing 
will be used in this report.

 Generation or Capacity Cost. This is the 
difference between the cost of production and 
the SPP market price at the generator’s pricing 
node (Annual Cost of Production - Annual Revenue 
from the SPP IM). This is the cost to the Market 
Participant for owning the generation. If the cost of 
production is more than the SPP market price, the 
cost must be passed through to the ratepayers in 
the rates.

 If a power plant that produces 6.8 million 
megawatt-hour (MWh) of electricity annually 
with a cost of production of $306 million, and the 
average annual SPP market price is $20/MWh, the 
generation cost for that year that must be passed on 
to the ratepayers is $170 million ($306 million - (6.8 
million x $20)). 

 The SPP combines the forecasted load 
(demand) of all market participants to determine 
how much generation is needed to provide the 
most cost-effective and reliable combination of 
generation to be dispatched the following day. 

 For example, Figure 1.2 shows the 
forecasted load (demand line) and generation 
(supply curve) intersecting at the CCGT2 generator. 
The SPP will dispatch CCGT2 and all the generation 
units left of CCGT2 (i.e. the generators with the 
lowest marginal cost of production: CCGT1, Coal, 
Lignite, Nuclear, Hydro, and Wind). In the day-ahead 
market, the forecast load and generation are bid 
(offered) in hourly so the dispatch of generation 
and IM price changes hourly. If an MP’s generation 
isn’t selected to be dispatched for any hour in the 
day-ahead market, the MP can bid their generation 
into the real-time market using the same bid criteria 
as the day-ahead market. The MP is not required to 
submit their total forecasted load in the day-ahead 
market; load can be purchased from the real-time 
market at the real-time market price. 

 The market price in the integrated market 
is determined by the price of the next available 
generator that could be dispatched at the forecasted 
demand (see Figure 1.2). The graph shows the 
forecasted load (demand) and generation (supply) 
curve intersect at CCGT 2’s marginal cost of 
production. At this intersection point, the market 
price is established at the bid price (i.e. marginal 
cost of production) of CCGT 2. If the market 
bid price for CCGT 2 was $23.74/MWh, then all 

SECTION 1 - THE SOUTHWEST POWER POOL’S INTEGRATED MARKETPLACE CHALLENGES NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER MODEL
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SECTION 1 - THE SOUTHWEST POWER POOL’S INTEGRATED MARKETPLACE CHALLENGES NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER MODEL

generation bids in the day-ahead market with lower 
marginal cost of production than CCGT 2 (left of the 
Demand line) would receive the same market price 
of $23.74/MWh for that hour.

 Since the IM bid (offer) price for generation 
is based on fuel price, the dispatch order can 
change depending on fluctuations of fuel prices for 
different forms of generation. Due to the current 
generation mix and low gas prices in the SPP 
footprint, gas-fired generation is on the margin, 
meaning that gas generators are typically the last 
generation units dispatched during high demand 
(on-peak) periods. 

 During periods of very low demand (off-
peak), it is possible that the SPP IM price can 
go negative because there is more supply than 
demand. Excess supply is created when large 
baseload plants (e.g. coal and nuclear) are unable 
to change output levels fast enough to react to 
changes in demand. Gas and renewable generators 
have the ability to rapidly adjust output, making 
them better able to capitalize on changing market 
conditions. 

 Natural gas prices have trended downward 
since the second half of 2008. Since electricity 
produced from gas-fired generators are dispatched 

Figure 1.2: How the supply and demand of electricity signals price based on the dispatch order of 
different generation assets

Source: Goss & Associates

as the marginal fuel supply, lower natural gas prices 
put downward pressure on the wholesale market 
price in the SPP’s IM. 

 As explained above, it becomes increasingly 
important to own generation (capacity) with the 
lowest cost of production, not the lowest marginal 
cost of production, when participating in the SPP 
integrated market. The MP’s customers must make 
up the difference between the cost of production 
and the market price.

 Figure 1.3 profiles the relationship between 
the price of natural gas and SPP wholesale 
market prices. The data supports a strong positive 
association between the price of natural gas 
and SPP market prices. In fact, the correlation 
coefficient between natural gas prices and SPP 
market prices from January 2012 to December 2014 
was 0.87 indicating that the two move in almost 
lockstep.4 

4The linear correlation coefficient, measures the strength and 
the direction of a linear relationship between two variables, in 
this case natural gas prices and SPP prices.  The value ranges 
between -1.0 and +1.0. A larger the value, the greater the 
association (e.g. +1.0 indicates two variables move in perfect 
lock step such as farenheit and  centigrade temperature).
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Table 1.1: SPP capacity (2013-2015) and consumption (2013-2016) by fuel type

Type 2013 2014 2015 2016 (rolling 365)
Coal Capacity 34.1% 35.4% 33.3%
Coal Consumption 61.2% 58.8% 55.1% 47.9%
Natural gas Capacity 42.0% 46.5% 42.6%
Natural gas Consumption 21.2% 18.9% 21.6% 23.4%
Nuclear Capacity 3.3% 3.4% 3.2%
Nuclear Consumption 6.0% 7.9% 8.1% 8.0%
Wind Capacity 10.0% 11.5% 14.9%
Wind Consumption 10.8% 11.8% 13.5% 16.7%
Hydro Capacity 4.6% 1.1% 4.1%
Hydro Consumption 0.6% 2.5% 1.5% 3.7%
Other Capacity 26.8% 20.8% 23.1%
Other Consumption 0.6% 2.5% 1.5% 0.3%

Source: SPP

 

SECTION 1 - THE SOUTHWEST POWER POOL’S INTEGRATED MARKETPLACE CHALLENGES NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER MODEL

Figure 1.3: Natural gas prices and SPP day ahead locational market price, Jan. 2012- Nov. 2014

Source: Goss & Associates, SPP and Federal Reserve of St. Louis

 Table 1.1 lists the electricity capacity 
and consumption by fuel type. As indicated, the 
consumption and capacity of coal generation has 
steadily declined, although coal consumption has 
declined more significantly than the capacity. This 
indicates that utilities in the region have not altered 
their generation mix capability as fast as market 
conditions dictate.

 It also supports the hypothesis that 
electricity producers have reduced utilization 
(capacity factor) of electricity plants fueled by 
coal.5  Likewise, the consumption of natural gas has 
risen more dramatically than capacity. On the other 
hand, wind generation has expanded steadily and 
significantly over that time period.

5For example, a 1,000 MW coal plant operating at an 80% 
capacity factor would produce 7.0 million MWH of electricity 
in a year (1000*.80*8760). For a 70% capacity factor it 
would generate 6.1 million MWH of electricity in a year 
(1000*.70*8760).
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SECTION 1 - THE SOUTHWEST POWER POOL’S INTEGRATED MARKETPLACE CHALLENGES NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER MODEL

 There are currently more than 12,000 MW of 
wind generation in the SPP footprint. The addition 
of renewable generation and the retirement of coal 
and nuclear generation has impacted the market 
price. Since the fuel cost of wind energy is zero, and 
is dispatched first in the day-ahead market, wind 
generation lowers the market price by displacing 
generation with higher fuel cost. The retirement of 
nuclear generation, however, will increase market 
prices because nuclear has lower fuel costs than 
generation currently on the margin (gas-fired). The 
effect on market prices from the retirement of coal 
plants depends on whether the fuel cost is above or  
below the fuel cost on the margin. If it is above the 

Table 1.2: Breakdown of generation costs for specific types of power plants

Plant Type Size (MW) Marginal Cost of 
Production ($/MWh)* Fixed Cost ($/MWh) Cost of Production 

($/MWh)

Large Coal 1,350 13.15 13.20 26.35
Small Coal 225 21.00 33.85 54.85

Nuclear 800 8.90 36.10 45.00
Combined Cycle 250 42.75 117.80 160.55

Wind 300 0.00 20.00** 20.00**
* This would be the generation bid price in the SPP Integrated Market

**This would be the Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) price

fuel cost on the margin, then it will have no effect on 
market prices, but if it is below, one can expect the 
market price to increase.  

Effect of SPP Integrated Market on 
Nebraska’s Public Power
 Prior to the SPP Integrated Market becoming 
operational in March 2014, Nebraska public 
power was responsible for dispatching their own 
generation to match their load. They also acted as 
the balancing authority for Nebraska. 

 This meant that nearly all generation 
from power plants in Nebraska was used to 
serve the native load in Nebraska. Therefore, the 
cost of production (fuel, variable operations and 
maintenance, and fixed) for generation was passed 
along to customers through rates.

 For an illustration of generation costs, 
see table 1.2. Note: the following information are 
approximations based on the best information 
available for various plant types. Nebraska public 
power has denied a request for information 
concerning generation costs so actual cost data is 
not being used.

 The cost for each type of generation ratepayers were paying prior to 2014, when the SPP IM went 
operational, is as follows:

Table 1.2a: Cost for each type of generation ratepayers were paying prior to 2014, when the SPP IM went operational

Plant Type Annual Output 
(MWh)

Cost of 
Production ($/MWh)

Annual Energy and 
Demand Cost ($)

Large Coal 9,650,000 26.35 254,277,500
Small Coal 1,120,000 54.85 61,432,000

Nuclear 6,800,000 45.00 306,000,000
Combined Cycle 137,000 160.55 21,995,350

Wind 1,314,000 20.00 26,280,000

 Since the fuel cost of wind 
energy is zero, and is dispatched 
first in the day-ahead market, 
wind generation lowers the 
market price by displacing higher 
fuel-cost generation.
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SECTION 1 - THE SOUTHWEST POWER POOL’S INTEGRATED MARKETPLACE CHALLENGES NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER MODEL

 Prior to the SPP IM, and based on the costs in table 1.2a above, ratepayers would be charged 
$669,984,850 for their public power utility to provide them with electricity. If a utility sold 19,021,000 MWh, the 
generation cost (energy and demand) would have been $35.22/MWh. 

 After the SPP went operational in 2014, energy and demand costs are separate, as illustrated in Table 
1.2b. Note: for simplicity and illustration purposes, the 2015 SPP North Hub average market price is being 
used; in reality, every generation in SPP has a market price node for their location.

Table 1.2b: Energy and demand costs

Large Coal Small Coal Nuclear Combined Cycle Wind

Cost of Production  
($/MWh) $26.35 $54.85 $45.00 $160.55 $20.00

2015 Average Market 
Price1 ($/MWh) $20.28 $20.28 $20.28 $20.28 $20.28

Annual Output (MWh) 9,650,000 1,120,000 6,800,000 137,000 1,314,000

Demand Cost ($/MWh) $6.07 $34.57 $24.72 $140.27 -$.08

Annual Demand Cost2 $58,575,500 $38,718,400 $168,096,000 $19,216,990 -$105,120

Annual Demand Cost3 $44,389/MW $172,082/MW $210,120/MW $76,867/MW -$350.40/MW
1 Energy Cost
2 Annual Cost to for generation that must be paid by the ratepayers as a demand cost 
3 Annual Demand Cost ($) divided by Generation Size

 The Demand Cost ($/MWh) does not provide much value, the Annual Demand Cost is what is 
important since this amount must be included in the rates that the ratepayers must pay. The Annual Demand 
Cost expressed in $/MW is also important for determining the capacity cost relative to other types of 
generation . As shown in Table 1.2b, nuclear generation is the most expensive generation capacity.

 Using the information from the Table 1.2b above, the SPP market price is the energy cost. The capacity 
or demand cost for the utility’s total generation is $284,501,770/year or $14.94/MWh. The total energy 
and demand cost remains, as before the SPP IM went operational, at $35.22/MWh. As the energy price 
(SPP market price) decreases the demand cost for generation increases because the difference between 
the marginal cost of production and the market price isn’t high enough to further offset fixed costs. If the 
generation’s cost of production was lower than the market price, the generation would have negative demand 
cost and would have a positive cash flow. 
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Table 1.3: Average SPP market price
Average SPP market price (North hub)

2014 (As of March 1) $28.06
2015 $20.28

2016 (thru June) $17.34
Source: SPP

SECTION 1 - THE SOUTHWEST POWER POOL’S INTEGRATED MARKETPLACE CHALLENGES NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER MODEL

 Since the SPP IM went operational in March 2014, Nebraska public power no longer dispatches their 
own generation to supply electricity to their customers. Instead, they purchase power from the market, either 
day-ahead or real-time, which is supplied from generators within the SPP footprint with the lowest marginal 
cost of production (fuel and variable O&M). See Appendix B for an illustration on how the SPP Integrated 
Market works for generation and supplying electricity to market participants. 

 When the SPP market price is lower than Nebraska public power generation’s marginal cost of 
production, the generation assets remain idle and Nebraska’s public power utilities purchase electricity from 
the IM at a cost lower than their generation can produce it because they will not be incurring the marginal 
cost of production. Purchasing electricity from the SPP IM when the market price is lower than the MP’s 
generators marginal cost of production saves the MP money and should ultimately save the ratepayer money 
because the MP is purchasing electricity cheaper than the cost of self-dispatching their generation to provide 
electricity to their customers, which they did prior to the SPP IM.

 Table 1.3 shows the average  SPP market prices since the IM went operational in March of 2014. As 
shown, the market price has been lower every year since becoming operational. This is due mostly to the 
increase of wind generation in the SPP footprint and low natural gas prices.
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Introduction
 The cost effectiveness of Nebraska’s public 
power generation is currently at risk in the SPP IM. 
There are two main reasons for this: (1) low natural 
gas prices; and (2) additional wind generation in the 
SPP footprint. 

 Low natural gas prices keep the SPP IM 
market price low. Gas-fired generators are the 
marginal supply, so bids from those generators 
typically sets the market price. Lower fuel costs 
for natural gas generators lead to lower bids in 
the market since fuel is a major contributor to the 
generator’s bid price. 

 Low market prices threaten the 
competitiveness and ultimately the value of coal and 
nuclear assets owned by Nebraska public power. 

  The second threat comes from additional 
wind generation in the SPP footprint.6  Wind 
displaces higher cost fossil fuel generation when 
SPP dispatches generation. Significant increases in 
wind generation are expected in the SPP

6Wind generation as a percentage of supply in the SPP contin-
ues to set records, with penetration now exceeding 40 percent 
on certain days: http://www.platts.com/latest-news/electric-
power/houston/us-southwest-power-pool-sets-new-wind-peak-
record-21139345.

footprint.7 The SPP will have nearly 17,000 MW of 
installed wind by the end of 2016, up from 12,397 
MW in 2015. An additional 2,000 MW is expected 
to be installed in 2017. As more wind energy is 
produced, there is risk that Nebraska’s coal plants 
will sit idle more often, less able to recover fixed 
costs, as electricity is dispatched from wind 
generation first, and mainly from other states within 
the SPP footprint.

Excess Coal and Nuclear Generation 
when Natural Gas is Cheap
 Nebraska’s generation portfolio has a higher 
coal and nuclear mix relative to the SPP generation 
mix. Table 2.1 shows the breakdown of NPPD’s 
and OPPD’s generation mix compared to the SPP 
generation mix. NPPD and OPPD combined have 
half the wind percentage and nearly 20 percent 
more coal capacity than the SPP generation mix.

7The SPP estimates that it can reliably handle up to 60 
percent wind penetration: https://www.spp.org/docu-
ments/34200/2016%20wind%20integra¬tion%20study%20
(wis)%20final.pdf.

Section 2: Threats facing Nebraska’s Public 
Power Generation 

Table 2.1: Generation Mix comparison between NPPD and OPPD and the total SPP mix, 2015

NPPD and OPPD Generation Mix SPP Generation Mix
Coal 52.2% 33.3%
Natural gas & oil 18.8% 42.6%
Nuclear 19.0% 3.2%
Wind 7.0% 14.9%
Other 3.1% 6.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Source: SPP,  NPPD, and OPPD Annual Reports

 Nebraska’s generation portfolio has a higher coal and 
nuclear mix relative to the SPP generation mix.
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 Baseload capacity, like coal and nuclear, 
is expected to continue to decrease in value as 
wind generation capacity increases in the SPP.8  
For example, in September 2016, NPPD’s Sheldon 
Station went offline because the SPP’s wholesale 
market price was lower than its marginal cost of 
production. It doesn’t make economic sense to burn 
the fuel to produce electricity which would have 
been sold below the fuel cost. Fixed costs, however, 
are still incurred while the plant sits idle.

 
 OPPD recently took action to shut down 
Fort Calhoun Nuclear Station (FCS) because of its 
high cost of production and low SPP wholesale 
market prices. In 2015, OPPD’s generation capability 
(capacity) was 3,080 MW and system peak load 
was 2,315 MW.9 With SPP requirements to have 
generation capacity for 112% of peak load, OPPD 
had 487 MW of excess capacity with FCS. Shutting 
down FCS will decrease excess generation and 
reduce generation costs to OPPD ratepayers.  

 If additional generation is needed due to 
FCS being shutdown, OPPD can either replace 
the generation, by building new generation or 
contracting generation from another supplier, with a 
lower annual cost of production.

8Energy Information Administration (EIA), ‘Higher wind 
generation in the Southwest Power Pool is reducing use of 
baseload capacity’, http://www.eia.gov/today-inenergy/detail.
php?id=12831.
9OPPD quick facts: http://www.oppd.com/media/216550/quick-
facts.pdf.

 NPPD generates more than four million MWh 
of excess generation (more electricity is sold to the 
SPP market than purchased from the SPP market to 
serve their customers). In 2015, NPPD’s generation 
capability (capacity) was 3,660 MW and system 
peak load was 2,695 MW.10  Since SPP requires 
Market Participants have generation capacity for 
112% of their peak load, NPPD had 642 MW of 
excess capacity. This excess generation would be at 
produced from NPPD’s Cooper Nuclear Station since 
this is NPPD’s generation with the highest annual 
cost of production.

 Even when market prices are above the 
generation’s marginal cost of production, low 
market prices result in less revenue to help offset 
the fixed cost of generation. OPPD’s decision 
to shut down the Fort Calhoun station can be 
seen as an indication of low forecasted market 
prices in the SPP. OPPD determined that incurring 
decommissioning costs of over $1 billion today was 
more cost effective than shortfalls in covering fixed 
costs while keeping the station operating.11 

 The price of natural gas has reached 
near record lows in 2016. This has driven SPP 
IM wholesale market prices below $20/MWh for 
several months this year. Figure 2.1 shows this 
year’s monthly gas price (right axis) compared to the 
average monthly wholesale market prices (left axis) 
in the SPP IM.

10NPPD Financial and Sustainability Report, 2015 (http://www.
nppd.com/assets/publications/2015FinancialSustainabilityRep
ort/files/assets/basic-html/page-1.html#).
11http://www.oppd.com/news-resources/news-releases/2016/
june/oppd-board-votes-to-decommission-fort-calhoun-
station/. 

SECTION 2: THREATS FACING NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER GENERATION

 Baseload capacity like coal and 
nuclear is expected to continue 
to decrease in value as wind 
generating capacity increases in 
the SPP.

 The price of natural gas has 
reached near record lows in 
2016. This has driven SPP IM 
wholesale market prices below 
$20/MWh for several months 
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SECTION 2: THREATS FACING NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER GENERATION

 The future price of natural gas is uncertain, 
but projections of supply growth versus demand 
growth in the United States indicate that excess 
supply from shale will remain. Projections by 
the U.S. Energy Information Administration 
(EIA) indicate that by 2020 domestic supply will 
substantially outpace domestic consumption, 
making the U.S. a net exporter.12  Expect excess 
domestic supply to put downward pressure on the 
price of natural gas. 

 Although U.S. energy policy is uncertain 
going forward, the potential implementations 
of regulations from the Clean Power Plan could 
continue to increase the cost of production of fossil 
fuel generation. With Nebraska’s heavy reliance on 
coal, there is a presence of regulatory risk.

Renewables Displace Baseload 
Generation
 The growth in low-cost wind generation in 
the SPP footprint is putting downward pressure on 
the SPP IM wholesale market prices. As the amount 
of wind generation increases throughout the SPP 
footprint, expect this low-cost source of generation 
to drive down average wholesale market prices in 
the SPP IM as it displaces fossil-fueled baseload 
generation.
12http://www.eia.gov/pressroom/presentations/siemin-
ski_06282016.pdf..

 In October 2015, the SPP expanded its 
footprint to cover most of North Dakota and 
South Dakota, and parts of Montana. This added a 
substantial amount of wind generation to the SPP, 
raising wind generation as a percentage of total 
generation resources. As a result, more wind is 
now available to dispatch prior to other sources of 
generation. 

 In addition, wind generation in the SPP 
footprint is currently growing and is expected to 
continue to grow because of the recently renewed 
federal renewable electricity production tax credits 
(PTC). The PTC is an inflation-adjusted per-kilowatt-
hour (kWh) tax credit for electricity generated by 
qualified energy resources. The electricity must 
be sold by the producer to an unrelated person or 
organization. Originally the duration of the credit 
was 10 years for all facilities placed into service 
after August 8, 2005. 

 In December 2015, Congress passed 
the Consolidated Appropriations Act, which 
extended the expiration date for this tax credit to 
December 31, 2019, for wind facilities commencing 
construction. For 2016, the inflation adjustment 
factor used by the IRS is 1.556, resulting in a 2016 
calendar year tax credit amount of $0.023/kWh. The 
tax credits do, however, phase down with projects 
commencing construction after December 31, 2016.

Figure 2.1: SPP IM wholesale market prices versus the cost of natural gas

Source: SPP State of the Market Report, Summer 2016
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 The tax credit phase-down for wind facilities 
is a percentage reduction in the tax credit amount 
listed above: (a) for wind facilities commencing 
construction in 2017, the PTC amount is reduced 
by 20 percent, (b) for wind facilities commencing 
construction in 2018, the PTC amount is reduced by 
40 percent, and (c) for wind facilities commencing 
construction in 2019, the PTC amount is reduced 
by 60 percent. The duration of the credit is 10 years 
after the date the facility is placed in service.13 

 These recently renewed tax credits are 
incentivizing wind generation investment throughout 
the SPP, putting downward pressure on the IM 
wholesale price. Nebraska’s public utilities do 
not pay taxes and therefore are unable to directly 
benefit from tax credits. However, in most cases, 
wind generation is purchased from a private wind 
developer through a Power Purchase Agreement 
(PPA). 

 
 Nebraska’s public power benefit from federal 
tax credits indirectly because they are factored 
into the PPA price along with any other capital or 
fixed costs incurred by wind generators. The PPA 
price for electricity can be thought of as the cost 
of production when comparing to other types of 
generation. 

13Renewable energy facilities placed in service after 2008 
and commencing construction prior to 2015 (or 2020 for wind 
facilities) may elect to make an irrevocable election to claim the 
Investment Tax Credit (ITC) in lieu of the PTC. Wind facilities 
making such an election with have the ITC amount reduced by 
the same phase-down specified above for facilities commenc-
ing construction in 2017.

SECTION 2: THREATS FACING NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER GENERATION

 
 PPAs to purchase wind energy are currently 
averaging $20/MWh in the interior states, according 
to recent analysis by the Berkeley Lab and the U.S. 
Department of Energy.14  PPAs at this price are 
significantly less than NPPD’s and OPPD’s average 
generation cost of production, and below the average 
2015 SPP IM wholesale market price. 

 The growth of wind generation throughout 
the SPP will displace baseload generation in the 
dispatch order, raising the risk that baseload plants 
sit idle more often. This will raise the overall costs to 
own those types of plants, since revenue will not be 
generated to help offset fixed costs. This increases 
the risk that costlier generating assets will be forced 
to close as demand for baseload will not keep pace 
with this additional generation capacity. 

14PPAs for wind in the interior states have a significant cost 
advantage to the rest of the nation. In 2013, wind PPAs signed 
in the interior states averaged between $20-$25, whereas the 
Great Lakes region averaged above $40 and the West and 
Northeast region averaged above $50: http://energy.gov/sites/
prod/files/2016/08/f33/2015-Wind-Technologies-Market-Report-
Presentation.pdf.

 These recently renewed 
tax credits are incentivizing 
wind generation investment 
throughout the SPP, putting 
downward pressure on the IM 
wholesale price. 

 Since the private wind developer 
can receive tax credits, the price 
of PPAs incorporate those cost 
savings, allowing Nebraska 
Public Power to indirectly benefit 
from overall cheaper wholesale 
prices of electricity. 

 The growth of wind generation 
throughout the SPP will displace 
baseload generation in the 
dispatch order, raising the risk 
that baseload plants sit idle 
more often. 
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SECTION 2: THREATS FACING NEBRASKA’S PUBLIC POWER GENERATION

 Since wind generation is intermittent, it only 
receives capacity in the SPP integrated market for 
only 10 percent of its nameplate capacity (i.e. 10 
MW for a 100 MW wind farm). This is unlike other 
types of generation, which receive credit for the full 
amount of nameplate capacity. Wind generation is 
bid into the SPP IM the same as other generation, 
but the credit counted toward market capacity 
requirements is different. 

 This is done to ensure that there is enough 
generation available when the wind does blow. 
Expect the SPP to consider larger capacity credit for 
wind in the future as energy storage technologies 
advance to alleviate intermittency concerns.15  
This will further decrease the value of baseload 
generation. 

15Although unproven in the market, industrial-sized batter-
ies have seen some traction at the utility level. Tesla recently 
signed a deal to supply a California utility with industrial 
capacity lithium batteries to reduce intermittency concerns 
from renewables: http://www.bloomberg.com/news/ar-
ticles/2016-09-15/tesla-wins-utility-contract-to-supply-grid-
scale-battery-storage-after-porter-ranch-gas-leak.

 It is true that Federal Tax Credits are a key 
driver of the expected growth in wind generation 
throughout the SPP footprint. After the tax credits 
expire, expect investment in wind to lessen. 
However, cost of wind generation is falling rapidly 
and is expected to become competitive, even 
without tax credits, relative to new builds of other 
forms of energy.16  

 If new generation (capacity) is needed to 
supply demand growth in the future, expect wind 
and solar to compete with new builds of coal, 
natural gas, and nuclear.17  The cost of solar has 
fallen rapidly in recent years due to increases in 
investment worldwide.18 

16Lazard estimated that the unsubsidized levelized cost of en-
ergy for wind has decreased 61 percent from 2009 to 2015. The 
unsubsidized levelized cost of energy for solar has decreased 
82 percent during that same period. New wind builds, unsubsi-
dized, now average between $32-$52/MWh, compared to new 
coal at $61-$150/MWh and new natural gas at $52-$78/MWh.
17The EIA projects that in 2022 the LCOE for wind and solar will 
be $64.50/MWh and $84.70/MWh, respectively, compared new 
builds of coal to be $139.50/MWh and nuclear to be $102.80/
MWh. New builds of natural gas LCOE is expected to range from 
$57-$84/MWh: https://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/pdf/electric-
ity_generation.pdf .
18The learning curve (i.e. production cost decrease) for solar 
follows a trend called Swanson’s Law. Swanson’s Law is the 
observation that the cost of solar decreases 20 percent every 
time the cumulative shipped volume of photovoltaics doubles. 
Worldwide shipments of photovoltaics are growing fast, led by 
investment in Asia, with a compounded annual growth rate of 
42 percent from 2000-2015: https://www.ise.fraunhofer.de/de/
downloads/pdf-files/aktuelles/photovoltaics-report-in-englisch-
er-sprache.pdf.
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Section 3: A Case for Retail Choice in 
Nebraska: The effect on electric rates, 
reducing ratepayer risk, and the need for 
greater transparency using unbundled billing

A Case for Unbundling and Retail Choice in 
Nebraska
 Nebraska public power has changed 
significantly since 1936 when public power was 
established to provide power to rural customers 
in Nebraska. More changes came when Nebraska 
public power joined the Southwest Power Pool in 
2009 and began participating in the SPP Integrated 
Market in 2014, where they now buy and sell 
wholesale electricity. 

 Today with competitive wholesale energy 
markets, electricity is no longer a natural monopoly. 
Transmission and distribution systems, however, 
do remain for the most part natural monopolies 
because it is typically not economical to duplicate 
transmission and distributions systems in a given 
area. Providing electricity and being a transmission 
owner are two completely different business 
models, and as such it makes no sense for them to 
be bundled together. 

 Participating in a competitive wholesale 
market involves much risk and uncertainty, whereas 
being a transmission owner involves little risk 
(mainly weather events) since the same amount of 
electricity is transported through the transmission 
system regardless of who is providing the electricity. 
This is also holds true for the distribution system. 
The transmission and distribution system owner has 
the responsibility for maintaining their system to 
deliver electricity from the wholesale market to the 
end-use (retail) customer. 

 In 2009, when Nebraska public power joined 
the SPP, Nebraska was no longer an electricity 
island, but part of a much larger market-based RTO. 
The landscape changed even more dramatically 
in 2014 when the SPP IM became operational. In 
this environment, Nebraska public power no longer 
dispatches power plants or supplies electricity 
to their customers with their own generation.         

These functions were all turned over and are now 
the responsibility of the SPP. 

 As part of being members of the SPP, 
Nebraska public power no longer maintains the 
reliability of the transmission system in the state. 
Transmission owned by Nebraska public power 
is regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC). In 1996, FERC issued Order 
888 to provide “open access” to transmission at 
non-discriminatory rates to third-party electricity 
providers to allow for a competitive wholesale 
electricity market. 

 What this means is that private electricity 
generators (e.g. wind farms) or power marketers 
are able to use transmission infrastructure owned 
by Nebraska public power for a regulated, set rate, 
which is non-discriminatory. This open-access 
infrastructure makes retail choice possible, where 
private power marketers with access to competitive 
generation and/or lower overhead costs can 
participate in the electricity market and potentially 
provide more competitive options to ratepayers in 
the state. 

  Furthermore, according to Nebraska 
legislative research, three conditions must be met 
for customer (retail) choice to be effective and 
beneficial to the citizens of Nebraska.19  They are:

• A viable regional transmission organization and 
adequate transmission must exist in Nebraska 
or a region that includes Nebraska;

• A viable wholesale electricity market must exist 
in a region that includes Nebraska;

• Wholesale electricity prices in the region must 
be comparable or competitive to Nebraska 
prices.

19Annual report – Monitoring of “Conditions Certain” Issues 
2010 Report in Neb. Rev. Stat. 70-
1002 (6) to (8), dated 2010.
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 The report at the time stated that the first two conditions were satisfied and the last condition was not 
satisfied. However, since the report was last issued in 2010, Nebraska public power has significantly raised 
rates across the board and wholesale market prices have dropped significantly. 

 Figure 3.1 shows industrial rates in Nebraska compared to the United States from 2005 to 2014. 
Compared to US averages, the industrial rate in Nebraska became more expensive in 2012. Comparing 
Nebraska’s rates to the U.S. understates how uncompetitive the state is to the surrounding region, as 
electricity rates on the East and West coast are usually significantly higher than the Midwest. Having 
uncompetitive industrial rates is a deterrent for bringing and keeping companies in Nebraska. 

 Wholesale market prices in the SPP IM are currently more competitive as well. Based on figures 
reported in NPPD’s and OPPD’s annual report, SPP IM wholesale market prices are substantially below the 
cost of production for NPPD’s and OPPD’s generation. As shown in Table 3.1, in 2015, NPPD had an average 
generation cost of production of $28.21/MWh and OPPD had an average generation cost of $32.11/MWh.20  
The 2015 average SPP IM day-ahead market price was $22.84/MWh and the real-time market price was 
$21.68/MWh.21  The 2015 SPP average IM prices include both the North and South Hub. NPPD and OPPD 
had generation cost of production that were 23.5 percent and 40.6 percent, respectively, higher than the SPP 
IM day-ahead market price. Both the recent rise in rates for consumers and the decreasing market price of 
wholesale electricity satisfy the third criteria listed above. Retail choice in Nebraska would be effective and 
beneficial according to the guidelines of the legislative report discussed above. 

 As outlined in Section 2, lower wholesale market prices are the result of low natural gas prices and 
more renewable sources of generation in the SPP footprint. Natural gas prices in 2017 are expected to remain 
lower than the average price of the last five years.22  Renewable generation is expected to expand significantly 
within the SPP footprint over the next few years due to the five-year extension of production tax credits. 
Expect wholesale market prices to remain low as the renewable market matures and natural gas extraction 
continues to provide plentiful supply.

 This environment has resulted in wholesale market prices in the SPP IM dropping below the cost of 
production of coal and nuclear generation, creating additional losses for those types of plants. 

20Reported average NPPD and OPPD generation costs presented here due not include capital costs or debt servicing costs, therefore 
these figures underestimate the true cost of generation, but still provide a conservative comparison for competitiveness to market 
prices. 
21These prices were averaged from the SPP North and South Hubs. Source: SPP State of the Market Report, Winter 2016; https://www.
spp.org/documents/37619/qsom_2016winter.pdf. 
22https://www.eia.gov/forecasts/steo/report/natgas.cfm. 

SECTION 3: A CASE FOR RETAIL CHOICE IN NEBRASKA

Figure 3.1: Nebraska’s average industrial rate (cents per kWh) per year compared to the U.S.
 2005-2014

Source: EIA
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SECTION 3: A CASE FOR RETAIL CHOICE IN NEBRASKA

 The decision to decommission OPPD’s Fort 
Calhoun nuclear plant depended partially on the 
expectation that wholesale market prices in the SPP 
IM would remain low, making the plant expensive 
to operate relative to other generation resources. 
This controversial decision is a signal that OPPD’s 
leadership does not expect wholesale market prices 
to return to levels where this nuclear station would 
be cost effective. 

 The financial risk to ratepayers in owning 
generation is increasing, as seen with the shutdown 
and decommissioning of the Fort Calhoun plant. 
Divesting from generating assets and embracing 
retail choice could reduce ratepayers’ risk by 
eliminating the potential future costs of stranded 
assets. In this case, stranded assets are generating 
assets such as coal or nuclear plants that decrease 
in production value due to a change in the 
economics of the industry. 

 Currently, inexpensive renewable generation, 
greater environmental regulations, and an excess 
supply of natural gas threaten the competitiveness 
of Nebraska’s coal and nuclear plants, raising 
the risk that more plants will become more 
uneconomical in the future. 

 A more competitive energy landscape would 
allow consumers to choose among public and 
private power providers in the state. 

Table 3.1: Comparison of NPPD and OPPD average generation costs versus the SPP 2015 integrated market
average prices

NPPD average generation cost $28.21
OPPD average generation cost $32.11

SPP IM day-ahead average price $22.84
SPP IM real-time average price $21.68

Source: SPP, OPPD and NPPD annual reports

 This arrangement is commonly referred to 
as “retail choice.” In a competitive, retail choice 
environment, Nebraska public power could pursue 
a strategy of competing in the energy market or 
divest from owning generating assets, and instead, 
focus solely on the management and operation of 
transmission and distribution systems. 

 Retail choice would incentivize competition 
by owning generation with the lowest production 
costs and maintaining low corporate overhead 
costs. This would substantially reduce the risk and 
uncertainly to the ratepayer in a changing energy 
market. 

 NPPD Wholesale Power Contact 
Renewal
  In 2015, many rural public power districts 
and municipalities approved a new 20-year 
NPPD 2016 Wholesale Power Agreement.23  This 
agreement requires that those who approved the 
contract to purchase the majority of their wholesale 
power requirement from NPPD who buys the power  
from the SPP IM. The agreement does not specify 
any price for the electricity but only a performance 
criteria that allows the customer to decrease the 
required amount of electricity that is purchased 
from NPPD if NPPD’s rates go up drastically.

 Several of NPPD’s current wholesale 
customers did not sign the NPPD 2016 Wholesale 
Power Agreement, and decided instead to contract 
with other wholesale power providers.24  This is 
possible due to the competitive wholesale markets 
and open access to transmission.  

23NPPD 2016 wholesale power contract (http://info.cityoflex.
com/ccdocs/meeting/2015/October27/5C102715.pdf). 
24http://www.omaha.com/news/nebraska/rising-rate-hikes-
prompt-some-nppd-customers-to-look-to/article_d99e15f9-
e41d-58dc-8c3d-ac03c7cc36ec.html. 

 Stranded assets are generating 
assets such as coal or 
nuclear plants that decrease 
in production value due to a 
change in the economics of the 
industry.
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SECTION 3: A CASE FOR RETAIL CHOICE IN NEBRASKA

The Cost Composition of Electricity 
Rates 
 To understand how divesting from 
generation and embracing retail choice in Nebraska 
would affect ratepayers, it is important to know the 
composition of electric rates and how each cost 
component would be affected. 

 Electric rates are made up of various 
components that recover the electricity provider’s 
costs to deliver their product to the customer. The 
two major types of electric rates are wholesale and 
retail. 

 Wholesale Rate: Wholesale power is the 
bulk electricity that is delivered by a wholesale 
power provider to the retail electricity providers for 
resale to its customers. Bulk electricity is bought 
and sold into an energy market similar to other 
commodity markets. The major cost components 
that go into a wholesale rate are: energy cost, 
demand cost, transmission cost and the wholesale 
power provider’s overhead. For NPPD in 2014, the 
breakdown for wholesale energy costs is; 47% 
Energy, 39% Demand, 10% Transmission, and 4% 
other.

 Retail Rate: The retail rate is what the 
end-use customer pays for electricity. There are 
typically three categories of retail rates that are 
based on electricity usage: industrial, commercial, 
and residential. Wholesale power is delivered to the 
retail customer by the local distribution entity after 
adding on the distribution charge. Local entities are 
often rural electric associations (REAs) or cities. 
The end rate paid by the retail customer is the retail 
rate. The retail rate includes the wholesale power 
cost and distribution cost to the customer. The 
breakdown of the cost components of the retail rate 
is generally: 60% wholesale electricity cost, 10% 
transmission, and 30% distribution.

 Electricity Cost: This is the cost the 
wholesale power provider pays to purchase the 
electricity from the energy market. The energy 
market updates the electricity price every hour in 
the day-ahead market and every five minutes in the 
real-time market. The average 2015 market price for 
Nebraska public power was $20.28. 

 Transmission Cost: This is the cost 
the wholesale power provider pays to get the 
electricity from the energy market to the wholesale 
customer. Wholesale power is transported through 
transmission lines. The wholesale power provider 
may or may not own the transmission lines. The 
cost to use the transmission system is the same 
for all wholesale power providers that uses the 
transmission system. 

 Distribution Cost: This is the cost the local 
energy provider, usually a rural power district or 
city, pays to get the wholesale electricity from the 
transmission system to the retail customer. 

 Overhead: This is the cost that determines if 
the wholesale power provider’s rate is competitive, 
because the costs for electricity and transmission 
are essentially the same for all wholesale power 
providers. Overhead costs include demand, debt 
service, administration, employee healthcare and 
pension plans.

 One other major component of overhead 
is demand (capacity) costs. As mentioned above, 
capacity is the ability to generate electricity that 
can be supplied to the energy market at any given 
time when called upon to meet the market demand 
for electricity. The wholesale power provider must 
either own or purchase capacity to meet the energy 
market requirements for capacity (i.e. if a wholesale 
power provider is going to purchase 100 MW of 
electricity, then it must have at least 100 MW plus 
required SPP margin of capacity available). 

 It should be noted that just because a MP 
has 100 MW of capacity available, generation 
from another market participant might be used to 
produce the electricity needed to supply the MP’s 
100 MW load. 

 Generation or capacity cost is comprised of 
the total expenses (fuel, operation & maintenance, 
facilities, capital improvement, etc.) minus the 
revenue from selling the electricity generated to the 
energy market, such as an SPP integrated market. 
Capacity costs vary significantly depending on the 
type of generation (i.e. coal, nuclear, gas, renewable, 
hydro).
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SECTION 3: A CASE FOR RETAIL CHOICE IN NEBRASKA

The Importance of Cost-Based Rates
 The electricity rates on a ratepayer’s most 
recent bill might not represent the true cost of 
power. It is possible that a utility could defer costs 
(i.e. pensions, retirement, decommissioning, debt, 
etc.) into the future in order to avoid raising rates 
in the present. These deferred costs, also known 
as unfunded liabilities, could expose customers to 
unexpected higher rates in the future. 

 An unfunded liability exists when a utility 
incurs an expense but defers payment. If current 
rates are based on deferred expense, the rate 
doesn’t represent the true cost of electricity today. 
Therefore, once those unfunded liabilities come 
due, future customers will face higher rates, while 
customers today obtain the benefit. 

 When the ratepayer is locked into a 
monopolistic power provider and cannot choose 
from whom they purchase electricity, the rate 
should be cost-based to avoid receiving benefit 
from services they are not paying for. As described 
above, deferred costs by an electricity provider 
(public or private) are unacceptable for cost-based 
rates. If an electricity provider (public or private) 
makes bad business decisions, future ratepayers 
suffer the outcome because there is no other option 
for the customer to choose. The utility suffers no 
consequences in the form of lost customers as the 
result of its decisions.

Providing Cost Transparency through 
Unbundled Billing
 With several cost components making up 
an electric rate, it is important that consumers 
understand what is driving any changes in their 
rates. Consumers can gain insight into costs of 
electricity production through unbundled billing. 

 Unbundled billing improves transparency and 
accountability by separating the cost components of 
the rate that the electric utilities charge. An example 
of an unbundled bill is illustrated in Appendix C, 
Example of an Unbundled Bill. 

 For example, an unbundled bill would show 
separate charges for energy, demand, transmission, 
and distribution, supplemental charges, which all 
contribute to the overall rate. Additional charges 
such as decommissioning costs and metering 
charges should also be included in a properly 
unbundled bill. This line-by-line billing information 
allows the ratepayer to scrutinize each component. 
When rates increase, an unbundled bill would 
indicate the factors that caused it. 

 Unbundled bills should be a staple in 
public power districts and cities in Nebraska. As 
a public power state, Nebraska’s ratepayers vote 
for the board of directors of the public utilities 
that represent and serve them. A voter should 
be informed by seeing which costs drive any 
rate changes. Without this level of transparency, 
ratepayers lack the knowledge to make informed 
decisions when electing the board of directors 
who have the fiduciary responsibility to hold 
management accountable for decisions it has made. 

 The National Energy Marketers Association 
(NEM) says that “proper rate unbundling is a 
prerequisite to sending proper price signals, to 
assist in making educated consumption decisions, 
and to permit suppliers to invest risk capital to make 
competitive product and service offerings available 
to consumers.”25

 Increased transparency from unbundled 
billing is also important in today’s changing 
energy landscape because of competition from 
renewable sources of generation. The preference 
for renewables is often overshadowed by the 
assumed higher costs rather than recent objective 
data. Unbundled bills would give Nebraska 
ratepayers insight into whether renewable sources 
of generation are cost effective compared to current 
sources such as coal and nuclear. Alternative 
sources of generation, such as wind or solar, could 
be offered by companies competing in a retail 
choice environment. 

25https://www.energymarketers.com/Documents/nem_me_un- 
bundling_ nal_cmts.pdf.

 An unfunded liability exists when 
a utility incurs an expense but 
defers payment. If current rates 
are based on deferred expense, 
the rate doesn’t represent the 
true cost of electricity today. 
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SECTION 3: A CASE FOR RETAIL CHOICE IN NEBRASKA

 Having the costs separated, particularly distribution and transmission, would allow consumers to 
clearly compare prices of different energy providers. There is nothing physically (transmission or distribution) 
to prevent retail choice from being implemented in Nebraska. With retail choice, the only thing that would 
need to change would be a line item on the bill to show who the customer is purchasing electricity from. The 
transmission and distribution cost would remain the same as it is currently, with local entities delivering the 
electricity to the consumer. SPP is responsible for the planning and reliability of the transmission system. 
All repairs would still be handled the same as they are today, by the local distribution or transmission system 
owners.  

 Electricity is the competitive component of a customer’s bill, whereas other charges are non-
competitive; all retailers rely on the same transmission and distribution systems and incur the same charges. 
In a retail choice environment, electricity providers compete on how efficiently they can supply a commodity: 
electricity. Unbundled bills give clear information on who supplies electricity in the most cost-effective 
manner. 

Retail Choice in Practice
 Seventeen states have adopted retail choice. The level of adoption differs, with some states allowing 
full retail choice for all customers, and others providing it only to commercial and industrial customers. Retail 
choice becomes more important as competing sources of electricity production enter the market. Without 
retail choice, consumers are left with no other option than one with expensive rates if the monopoly utility 
makes poor business decisions such as choosing the wrong portfolio of generating assets. Figure 3.2 shows 
states that have implemented some form of retail choice.

 Retail choice in Texas is administered by the Public Utility Commission through the website 
powertochoose.org (see Appendix D). This site provides a good example of how retail choice could work 
for residential, commercial, and industrial ratepayers in Nebraska. After entering a zip code, the ratepayer 
is shown multiple competitive offers from different electricity retail providers available in their area. Offers 
mainly differ in terms of price and contract length. 

Figure 3.2: States that have implemented retail choice

Source: EIA
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 Some contracts last only three months while 
others last an entire year. This gives the ratepayer 
the option to lock in a current rate for an extended 
time, if that rate predictability is well-suited to their 
budget. Some retail providers offer rates based on 
the source of generation. This gives the ratepayer 
the option to buy electricity from a retailer that 
sources electricity entirely from renewables, if that’s 
preferred.

 Electric retailers offer different rates 
because each company has its own strategy 
when it comes to sourcing the most cost effective 
sources of generation. Generation costs are based 
on many variables, most prominently fuel costs 
and technological advances. Since those variables 
are unknown in the future, strategic decisions 
should be made in an environment where market 
forces dictate the allocation of capital, which is not 
possible in a monopoly environment. The invested 
capital financed by ratepayers is at risk with 
publicly-owned generation, whereas, in retail choice, 
private investors bear the investment risk. 

 A retail choice environment promotes 
competition among suppliers and matches 
preferences to consumers. This ensures that the 
most cost-effective strategy to procure generation is 
available, which is passed on to consumers through 
lower rates. Ineffective generation investment 
strategies will be uncompetitive, ceasing to exist. 
On the demand side, consumer choice is especially 
important in being able to match production to 
consumer preferences, especially in regards to 
environmental concerns. 

 If consumers prefer renewable sources 
of generation, a retail choice environment would 
be able to match that preference effectively. A 
competitive environment increases both productive 
and allocative efficiencies.26 

Potential Cost Savings from Retail 
Choice
 The price of a retail rate is comprised 
of approximately 60 percent generation cost, 
30 percent distribution cost, and 10 percent 
transmission cost. The ability of retail choice to 
offer competitive rates is dependent on the costs of 
each retailer’s owned generation mix and/or costs 
of wholesale purchases. The conditions that can 
affect wholesale energy costs can change rapidly, 
and are variable throughout the state. For example, 
the current market price for wholesale energy 
supplied through wind PPAs has recently dropped 
to levels that are very competitive to other sources 
of generation. Compared to the costs of owning 
and operating coal and nuclear plants, a retailer 
that is able to quickly adapt and execute wholesale 
purchases in favorable market conditions would be 
in a more competitive position. The combination of 
low-priced wholesale electric purchases and less 
overhead expense, should allow providers to put 
competitive downward pressure on rates in a retail 
choice environment. 

 To illustrate the variability in retail rates 
throughout the state, see Appendices E and F. 

26Productive efficiency is the ability to produce at the lowest 
cost. Allocative efficiency is the ability to match production with 
consumer preferences. Market failures occur when the econo-
my fails to allocate resources efficiently.

SECTION 3: A CASE FOR RETAIL CHOICE IN NEBRASKA

 Some retail providers offer 
rates based on the source 
of generation. This gives the 
ratepayer the option to buy 
electricity from a retailer that 
sources electricity entirely from 
renewables, if that’s preferred.

 A retail choice environment 
promotes competition among 
suppliers and matches 
preferences to consumers. 
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SECTION 3: A CASE FOR RETAIL CHOICE IN NEBRASKA

 In the competitive wholesale environment, 
power districts, cities, and regional utilities are able 
to seek out the lowest cost wholesale supply, as 
did twelve cities and a regional utility in Nebraska.27  
For example, instead of NPPD, South Sioux City has 
signed a wholesale provider contract with a utility in 
Ohio and Northeast Nebraska Public Power District 
has signed with a provider in Kentucky. 

 This is because approximately 60 percent 
of the retail rate a city or regional utility offers to 
consumers is made up of the wholesale cost of 
electricity, so the cheaper they can procure this 
electricity supply, the more cost savings they can 
pass on to consumers. 

 In contracting with cheaper wholesale 
providers, entities like Northeast Nebraska Public 
Power and South Sioux City have less costs incurred 
with this wholesale supply component of the rate, 
which can then get passed on to end users in the 
form of cheaper rates. 

 This explains some of the rate variability 
possible throughout the state. Similar competitive 
forces, as seen in the wholesale competitive market, 
could lead to additional downward pressure on rates 
if applied to the retail environment.

27http://www.omaha.com/news/nebraska/cities-regional-utility-
turn-down-new-nppd-contracts/article_205502e9-d68b-5cf5-
8c5c-23eecf9aa5ec.html.

 According to the EIA, in 2015 Nebraska 
ratepayers paid more than $2.5 billion for 
electricity.28 The ratepayer could save between 
$250-$400 million annually if retail choice was 
permitted in Nebraska as demonstrated by the 
public power districts and cities that chose to 
purchase their power from utilities outside of the 
Nebraska Public Power System. Since the SPP 
IM went operational, the competitive market price 
for electricity has dropped 38% but Nebraska 
public power electric rates have not decreased. In 
fact, many ratepayers are having to pay more for 
electricity because NPPD and OPPD are increasing 
the customer charges due to sustained revenue 
shortfall from external market factors and lower 
customer usage.

 The Nebraska Public Power Model currently 
is not effective in the SPP wholesale power market 
due to past and current decisions to build and 
maintain generation resources. With a wholesale 
power market in place, the Nebraska Public Power 
Model should be changed to allow free market 
principles to work to lower electricity prices for 
the ratepayer.  This would be consistent with the 
findings of the legislative study for retail choice in 
Nebraska.

28http://www.eia.gov/electricity/sales_revenue_price/
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Appendix A: SPP market participants 
(source: https://www.spp.org/about-us/footprint/)

Alliant Energy Corporate Services, Inc. Flat Ridge 2 Wind Energy NSP Energy Trading 
American Electric Power West Franklin Power Occidental Power Services 
Appian Way Energy Partners Southwest, LLC Freepoint Commodities, LLC Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company
APX Galt Power Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Golden Spread Electric Cooperative Omaha Public Power District
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. – Power Market Goodwell Wind Project Oneta Power
ATNV Energy, LP Google Energy Otter Tail Power Company
Automated Algorithums Grand River Dam Authority Peninsula Power, LLC 
Basin Electric Power Cooperative GRG Energy Pharetram Energy Services, Ltd. 
BioUrja Power, LLC Guzman Energy Powerex Corp. 
BJ Energy H.Q. Energy Services US Public Service Co. of Colorado 
Black Hills Power Harlan Municipal Utilities Public Service Co. of Colorado MISO MP 
Black Oak Energy LLC Hastings Utilities Pure Energy 
Blackout Power Trading Heartland Consumers Power District Rainbow Energy Marketing
Blue Canyon Windpower Hexis Energy Trading Resale Power Group of IOWA
Boston Energy Trading & Marketing High Majestic Wind II RPM Access LLC
BP Energy Company Iberdola Renewables Saracen Energy Midwest 
Brookfield Energy Marketing LP Inertia Power III Seiling Wind LLC
Brookfield Renewable Energy Group Intergrid Midwest Group Sempra Generation 
BTG Pactual Commodities (US) Invenergy Energy Management SESCO SPP Trading LLC 
Buffalo Dunes Wind Project J. Aron and Company Shell Energy North America
Calicot Energy Kansas City Board of Public Utilities Smoky Hills Wind Project II
Calpine Energy Services Kansas City Power and Light Solea Energy, LLC 
Canadian Woods Products Kansas Municipal Energy Agency Southern Company Services
Caney River Kansas Power Pool Southwestern Public Service
Canopus Power Trading, LLC Kentucky Municipal Power Agency Sunflower Electric Power
Cargill Power Markets Lincoln Electric System Sustaining Power Solutions
Carpe Diem Trading II Little Elk Wind Project SW Power Trading, LLC 
Castleton Power Trading, LLC LM Power TEC Energy, Inc. 
Chisholm View Wind Project Macquarie Energy Tenaska Power Services
Cimarron Wind Energy MAG Energy Solutions Tennessee Valley Authority 
Citigroup Energy Marshall Wind Energy The Energy Authority
City of Chanute Mercuria Energy America Tios Capital, LLC 
City of Fremont Merrill Lynch Commodities TPS1
City of Grand Island MET Southwest Trading TPS2
City of Independence, Mo. MidAmerican Energy Company TPS3
Conoco Phillips Midwest Energy TPS4
CP Bloom Wind Midwest Energy Trading East TPS5 
Cumulus Master Fund Minco Wind TPS6 
Darby Energy Minnesota Muncipal Power Agency TPS7 
DC Energy Midwest Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc. TPS8 
DC Transco, LLC Missouri Joint Municipal Trailstone Power 
Dempsey Ridge Wind Farm Missouri River Energy Services TransAlta Energy Marketing (U.S.) Inc. 
Denver Energy Montana-Dakota Utilities Trumpet Trading LLC 
Dogwood Power Management Monterey SW Tungsten Power LP 
DTE Energy Trading Monterey SWF Twin Eagle Resource Management 
Dufossat Capital VI Morgan Stanley Capital Group Uncia Energy LP - Series D 
Dynasty Power Morningstar Commodity Data, Inc Utilities Plus 
East Texas Electric Coop Municipal Energy Agency of Nebraska Velocity American 
Ecesis NextEra Energy Power Marketing Vitol 
EDF Trading North America NJ Resources Westar Energy
EDP Renewable North America Noble Americas Gas & Power Western Area Power Admininstration - Rocky Mountain Region 
eKapital Investments Noble Great Plains Windpark Western Area Power Administration - Upper Great Plains Marketing
Emera Energy Services Northern States Power Western Area Power Administration 
Empire District Electric Northpoint Energy Solutions Western Farmers Electric Cooperative
Endurance Energy Midwest LLC Northstar Trading LTD XO Energy SW 
ETC Endure Energy NorthWestern Corporation dba NorthWestern Energy XO Energy SW2 
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Appendix B: Illustration of Southwest Power 
Pool Integrated Market

 Market Participants submit bids for both their load and generation for each hour in the day-ahead 
market. Suppose an SPP Market Participant (MP) forecasts that their load (demand) for the following day 
at hour-12 will be 2,300 MWh. The MP submits a bid for their load into the day-ahead market for hour-12 the 
following day for 2,000 MWh (SPP does not require that 100% of the forecasted load be bid into the day-ahead 
market). The SPP will purchase the remaining 300 MWh forecasted load in the real-time market.

 SPP requires the MP to submit generation bids into the day-ahead market with at least enough 
generation (capacity) to meet 112% of the load that was bid into the day-ahead market (2,240 MWh) for hour-
12. The 112% requirement is to ensure that there is enough margin for reliability in case the demand is higher 
than expected. In the illustrative example below, the MP bids in the following generation into the day-ahead 
market for hour-12:

Table B1: Illustrative example of MP bids for generation into the day-ahead market for hour-12

Amount Marginal Cost of 
Production2 Cost of Production

Wind 200 MWh1 $0/MWh $20.003/MWh
Nuclear4 800 MWh $8.90/MWh $45.00/MWh

Large Coal 1,350 MWh $13.15/MWh $26.35/MWh
Small Coal 225 MWh $21.00/MWh $54.85/MWh

Combined Cycle 250 MWh $42.75/MWh $160.55/MWh
1 Wind generation is only credited 10% of rated nameplate or 20 MW toward the 2,240 MWh bid requirement
2 SPP generation bid price only includes fuel and variable operation & maintenance costs
3 This is recent Power Purchase Agreement cost for wind generation
4 Nuclear is considered “must-run” or a “price-taker” so it will dispatch regardless of market price

 Based on the above table, the MP bid 2,645 MWh of generation into the day-ahead market. This is 
more than 2,240 MWh the SPP day-ahead required for supplying the MP load.

 For example, if the day-ahead market price for hour-12 is determined to be $18.00/MWh based on the 
generation bids received from all the SPP Market Participants. SPP will dispatch the generation with marginal 
cost of production at or below $18.00/MWh.  Based upon the information above, SPP will dispatch the MP 
wind, nuclear, and large coal. The MP will still purchase 2,000 MWh from the day-ahead market to serve the 
load they bid into the SPP day-ahead market. All the generation that is dispatched by SPP will receive $18.00/
MWh for the output from their generation. Note that the cost of production for generation that was dispatched 
by SPP is, in this illustration, more than the market price of $18.00/MWh, except for wind generation. This 
means that the market price did not cover the cost of the MP to own the generation for other sources.

 If the marginal cost of production for generation is greater than the day-ahead market price, the MP 
purchases electricity cheaper from the day-ahead market than it would cost them to produce the electricity 
themselves (for Small Coal, $21.00/MWh to produce vs. $18.00/MWh to purchase). The MP generation that 
SPP did not dispatch, Small Coal and Combined Cycle, did not receive any revenue from the day-ahead market 
and incurred fixed costs during this period.
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Appendix C: Example of an Unbundled Bill
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Appendix D:  Screenshot of powertochoose.org 
showing suppliers’ rate options
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Appendix E: 2015 utility bundled 
retail sales - residential

2015 Utility Bundled Retail Sales- Residential
(Data from forms EIA-861- schedules 4A & 4D and EIA-861S)

Entity State Ownership Customers (Count) Sales 
(Megawatthours)

Revenues (Thousands 
Dollars)

Average Price 
(cents/kWh)

Auburn Board of Public Works NE Municipal 1,904 24,543 2,229.0 9.08
Burt County Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 3,341 57,379 7,485.0 13.04
Butler Public Power District - (NE) NE Political Subdivision 4,603 60,903 6,778.0 11.13
Cedar-Knox Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 5,422 95,184 8,137.0 8.55
Cherry-Todd Electric Coop, Inc NE Cooperative 827 8,605 1,028.9 11.96
Chimney Rock Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 1,981 22,178 3,496.0 15.76
City of Alliance- (NE) NE Municipal 4,185 38,856 4,811.8 12.38
City of Beatrice - (NE) NE Municipal 5,782 67,896 6,458.0 9.51
City of Broken Bow - (NE) NE Municipal 1,896 22,092 2,182.6 9.88
City of Cambridge - (NE) NE Municipal 481 5,621 608.0 10.82
City of Central City NE Municipal 1,370 16,660 1,700.4 10.21
City of Crete NE Municipal 2,444 25,264 2,313.0 9.16
City of David City NE Municipal 1,207 14,264 1,658.0 11.62
City of Fairbury NE Municipal 2,672 30,922 3,235.0 10.46
City of Falls City - (NE) NE Municipal 2,135 24,033 1,959.0 8.15
City of Fremont - (NE) NE Municipal 12,345 136,546 12,646.0 9.26
City of Gering - (NE) NE Municipal 3,439 32,648 4,975.0 15.24
City of Gothenburg - (NE) NE Municipal 1,486 19,973 1,644.0 8.23
City of Grand Island - (NE) NE Municipal 21,467 213,241 20,960.0 9.83
City of Hastings - (NE) NE Municipal 10,882 108,725 10,058.1 9.25
City of Hebron - (NE) NE Municipal 743 8,756 805.0 9.19
City of Holdrege NE Municipal 2,564 28,541 2,675.4 9.37
City of Imperial NE Municipal 1,040 11,630 1,205.0 10.36
City of Kimball - (NE) NE Municipal 1,445 9,938 1,548.0 15.58
City of Lexington - (NE) NE Municipal 3,436 48,412 4,914.7 10.15
City of Madison - (NE) NE Municipal 793 9,420 897.0 9.52
City of Minden - (NE) NE Municipal 1,321 14,261 1,877.7 13.17
City of Nebraska City NE Municipal 4,759 52,445 5,692.5 10.85
City of Neligh - (NE) NE Municipal 869 9,207 961.0 10.44
City of North Platte NE Municipal 11,269 117,841 11,768.0 9.99
City of Ord - (NE) NE Municipal 1,126 15,973 1,371.0 8.58
City of Pierce - (NE) NE Municipal 999 12,057 1,050.0 8.71
City of Schuyler - (NE) NE Municipal 2,112 27,919 2,633.0 9.43
City of Seward - (NE) NE Municipal 2,788 28,494 3,312.0 11.62
City of Sidney - (NE) NE Municipal 4,065 29,988 3,692.0 12.31
City of South Sioux City NE Municipal 4,686 68,516 6,931.0 10.12
City of St Paul - (NE) NE Municipal 954 11,112 1,152.0 10.37
City of Superior - (NE) NE Municipal 1,023 9,608 1,047.0 10.90
City of Syracuse - (NE) NE Municipal 1,071 8,802 983.0 11.17
City of Tecumseh NE Municipal 809 7,920 954.3 12.05
City of Valentine - (NE) NE Municipal 1,422 22,017 1,939.7 8.81
City of Wahoo - (NE) NE Municipal 1,878 21,928 1,897.0 8.65
City of Wakefield - (NE) NE Municipal 566 4,676 507.4 10.85
City of Wayne NE Municipal 2,019 17,951 1,989.0 11.08
City of West Point - (NE) NE Municipal 1,490 14,430 1,677.0 11.62
Cornhusker Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 7,054 122,722 13,558.0 11.05
Cozad Board of Public Works NE Municipal 1,708 20,404 2,140.1 10.49
Cuming County Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 2,791 48,443 4,817.8 9.95
Custer Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 4,598 72,438 8,320.0 11.49
Dawson Power District NE Political Subdivision 15,642 237,391 24,392.0 10.28
Elkhorn Rural Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 5,917 103,210 10,150.0 9.83
High West Energy, Inc NE Cooperative 1,778 17,815 2,274.0 12.76
Highline Electric Assn NE Cooperative 751 8,162 1,009.3 12.37
Howard Greeley Rural P P D NE Political Subdivision 3,218 52,850 5,685.0 10.76
KBR Rural Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 3,345 35,811 4,765.0 13.31
LaCreek Electric Assn, Inc NE Cooperative 168 2,263 242.0 10.69
Lincoln Electric System NE Municipal 117,859 1,168,564 110,421.3 9.45
Loup River Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 14,993 227,342 22,541.0 9.92
Loup Valleys Rural P P D NE Political Subdivision 2,854 39,334 4,442.0 11.29
McCook Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 3,734 37,445 4,839.6 12.92
Midwest Electric Member Corp NE Cooperative 3,195 33,805 3,865.3 11.43
Nebraska Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 70,318 793,831 84,858.0 10.69
Niobrara Valley El Member Corp NE Cooperative 4,786 49,709 5,804.0 11.68
Norris Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 12,920 240,805 22,917.1 9.52
North Central Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 3,504 40,981 4,830.5 11.79
Northeast Nebraska P P D NE Political Subdivision 6,713 114,287 11,554.0 10.11
Northwest Rural Pub Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 1,439 20,529 3,038.6 14.80
Omaha Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 319,501 3,452,484 382,260.0 11.07
Panhandle Rural El Member Assn NE Cooperative 1,766 29,749 3,788.0 12.73
Perennial Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 3,587 64,402 6,303.0 9.79
Polk County Rural Pub Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 2,859 41,046 4,694.5 11.44
Roosevelt Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 2,081 29,726 3,509.0 11.80
Seward County Rrl Pub Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 3,152 56,679 5,988.0 10.56
South Central Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 3,802 62,198 5,793.5 9.31
Southern Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 15,045 233,136 23,455.9 10.06
Southwest Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 2,247 34,644 3,492.0 10.08
Stanton County Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 1,788 28,177 3,174.0 11.26
Twin Valleys Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 4,106 36,693 4,338.0 11.82
Wheat Belt Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 3,235 33,907 4,307.8 12.70
Wyrulec Company NE Cooperative 269 2,722 407.0 14.95
Adjustment 2015 NE Other 28,101 301,053 34,709.1  
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Appendix F: 2015 utility bundled 
retail sales - Industrial

2015 Utility Bundled Retail Sales- Industrial
(Data from forms EIA-861- schedules 4A & 4D and EIA-861S)

Entity State Ownership Customers (Count) Sales 
(Megawatthours)

Revenues (Thousands 
Dollars)

Average Price 
(cents/kWh)

Auburn Board of Public Works NE Municipal 1 2,904 262.8 9.05
Burt County Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 685 22,750 3,413.0 15.00
Butler Public Power District - (NE) NE Political Subdivision 666 8,921 2,553.0 28.62
Cedar-Knox Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 1,198 24,805 3,774.0 15.21
Cherry-Todd Electric Coop, Inc NE Cooperative 226 16,566 2,032.1 12.27
Chimney Rock Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 928 18,039 2,361.0 13.09
City of Alliance- (NE) NE Municipal 12 29,093 2,868.4 9.86
City of Beatrice - (NE) NE Municipal 119 69,163 5,325.0 7.70
City of Broken Bow - (NE) NE Municipal 8 52,275 3,738.8 7.15
City of Cambridge - (NE) NE Municipal 1 33,788 2,059.0 6.09
City of Central City NE Municipal 11 5,851 609.0 10.41
City of Crete NE Municipal 3 63,323 4,062.0 6.41
City of David City NE Municipal 30 18,179 1,871.0 10.29
City of Fairbury NE Municipal 18 31,762 2,465.0 7.76
City of Falls City - (NE) NE Municipal 7 4,278 298.0 6.97
City of Fremont - (NE) NE Municipal 530 230,816 16,910.0 7.33
City of Gering - (NE) NE Municipal 40 18,185 2,085.0 11.47
City of Gothenburg - (NE) NE Municipal 15 22,654 1,889.0 8.34
City of Grand Island - (NE) NE Municipal 99 317,928 23,554.0 7.41
City of Hastings - (NE) NE Municipal 128 180,698 11,145.5 6.17
City of Holdrege NE Municipal 2 54,208 2,625.2 4.84
City of Imperial NE Municipal 45 4,321 357.0 8.26
City of Lexington - (NE) NE Municipal 5 115,517 7,792.3 6.75
City of Madison - (NE) NE Municipal 1 45,108 3,010.0 6.67
City of Nebraska City NE Municipal 34 69,297 5,922.0 8.55
City of North Platte NE Municipal 4 38,521 2,664.0 6.92
City of Pierce - (NE) NE Municipal 28 609 36.0 5.91
City of Schuyler - (NE) NE Municipal 127 97,418 7,295.0 7.49
City of Seward - (NE) NE Municipal 5 29,559 2,460.0 8.32
City of Sidney - (NE) NE Municipal 67 36,138 2,793.0 7.73
City of St Paul - (NE) NE Municipal 32 8,908 802.0 9.00
City of Superior - (NE) NE Municipal 15 6,017 560.0 9.31
City of Syracuse - (NE) NE Municipal 19 5,798 454.0 7.83
City of Tecumseh NE Municipal 5 7,485 643.8 8.60
City of Wahoo - (NE) NE Municipal 4 12,533 935.0 7.46
City of Wakefield - (NE) NE Municipal 1 36,630 2,556.0 6.98
City of West Point - (NE) NE Municipal 80 31,330 2,947.0 9.41
Cornhusker Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 2,287 152,835 14,106.0 9.23
Cozad Board of Public Works NE Municipal 1 4,301 371.8 8.64
Cuming County Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 326 14,653 1,688.4 11.52
Custer Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 4,911 98,225 13,236.0 13.48
Dawson Power District NE Political Subdivision 5,795 241,846 27,821.0 11.50
Elkhorn Rural Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 2,807 109,716 12,773.0 11.64
High West Energy, Inc NE Cooperative 1,196 71,167 8,048.0 11.31
Highline Electric Assn NE Cooperative 1,084 63,788 8,138.7 12.76
Howard Greeley Rural P P D NE Political Subdivision 1,445 39,213 4,140.0 10.56
KBR Rural Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 779 34,562 5,631.0 16.29
LaCreek Electric Assn, Inc NE Cooperative 46 2,432 277.0 11.39
Lincoln Electric System NE Municipal 184 487,115 32,121.3 6.59
Loup River Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 53 662,298 42,513.0 6.42
Loup Valleys Rural P P D NE Political Subdivision 2,245 72,081 7,113.0 9.87
McCook Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 910 101,832 8,620.5 8.47
Midwest Electric Member Corp NE Cooperative 2,058 141,936 17,330.1 12.21
Nebraska Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 56 1,170,406 66,056.0 5.64
Niobrara Valley El Member Corp NE Cooperative 1,203 64,229 7,544.0 11.75
Norris Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 1,869 460,966 33,847.5 7.34
North Central Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 1,109 38,128 5,903.1 15.48
Northeast Nebraska P P D NE Political Subdivision 673 12,689 2,341.0 18.45
Northwest Rural Pub Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 652 45,414 5,843.0 12.87
Omaha Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 174 3,299,315 201,969.0 6.12
Panhandle Rural El Member Assn NE Cooperative 847 36,869 6,048.0 16.40
Perennial Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 2,709 194,047 16,590.0 8.55
Polk County Rural Pub Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 1,289 21,702 4,335.4 19.98
Roosevelt Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 684 18,498 2,246.0 12.14
Seward County Rrl Pub Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 757 9,933 1,863.0 18.76
South Central Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 3,129 74,072 8,547.8 11.54
Southern Public Power District NE Political Subdivision 9,359 767,508 64,605.8 8.42
Southwest Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 1,280 116,678 12,314.0 10.55
Stanton County Public Pwr Dist NE Political Subdivision 594 93,517 7,461.0 7.98
Twin Valleys Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 1,246 27,471 4,768.0 17.36
WAPA-- Western Area Power Administration NE Federal 1 3,982 32.0 0.80
Wheat Belt Public Power Dist NE Political Subdivision 1,014 87,579 10,170.7 11.61
Wyrulec Company NE Cooperative 164 4,070 616.4 15.14
Y-W Electric Assn Inc NE Cooperative 72 6,131 774.0 12.62
Adjustment 2015 NE Other 349 32,528 3,888.0  
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director for Creighton’s Institute for Economic 
Inquiry. He is also principal of the Goss Institute in 
Denver, Colo.  Goss received his Ph.D. in economics 
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has testified before the U.S. Congress, the Kansas 
Legislature, and the Nebraska Legislature. In the fall 
of 2005, the Nebraska Attorney General appointed 
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pricing in the state. 

He has published more than 100 research studies 
focusing primarily on economic forecasting 
and on the statistical analysis of business and 
economic data.  His book Changing Attitudes 
Toward Economic Reform During the Yeltsin Era was 
published by Praeger Press in 2003, and his book 
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was published by the University of Michigan Press 
in March 2007. 

He is editor of Economic Trends, an economics 
newsletter published monthly with more than 
11,000 subscribers, produces a monthly business 
conditions index for the nine-state Mid-American 
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U.S. states.  Survey and index results are cited each 
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Journal, Investors Business Daily, The Christian 
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Each month 75-100 radio stations carry his Regional 
Economic Report.   

Jeffrey Milewski is a senior research economist 
at Goss & Associates. He received his master’s 
degree in political economy from the London 
School of Economics and Political Science in 
2013. He completed his bachelor’s degree at 
Creighton University in 2007, having studied 
economics and finance. Milewski also has 
experience working in finance and as an 
entrepreneur. Recently, he has co-authored impact 
studies on a range of topics such as property-
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