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 In Opinion No. 391, Williams Pipe Line Company successfully proved that it 

lacked market power in certain of its markets.  The Commission affirmed that private 

pipelines and certain pipelines without terminals could be included in calculating the 

Herfindahl-Hirschman Index of market concentration.  Barges, refineries, and trucks 

could also be included in the calculation.  However, in evaluating other factors that bear 

on competition, the Commission concluded that exchanges should be given little weight 

in the post-screening review of markets.  Phase II of the proceeding at 75 FERC ¶ 63,016 

(1996) involved setting base rates for Williams’ remaining markets that were determined 

to be uncompetitive.  
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