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INTRODUCTION 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Seminole) has entered into an agreement with Bums & McDonnell 

to prepare a cost-of-service study and to recommend an appropriate rate structure for Seminole. As part 

of this agreement, dated September 21.1999, B u m  & McDonnell has completed an electric cost-of- 
service analysis and wholesale rate design for Seminole, a generation and transmission cooperative 

located in Tampa, Florida. 

At Seminole’s request, this is an independent, cost-based study in which Seminole staffhas limited their 

involvement. Seminole or its member systms’ strategic plans and long- and short-term objectives were 

not considered in the study. To further ensure an independent analysis, Seminole staff did not provide 
guidance or direction during the study, and they did not provide existing or prior wholesale rate 

schedules. 

The primary objectives ofthis study are to perform an independent cost-of-service study for the Seminole 

system, where individual member cooperatives are considered as one customer class, and to recommend 

an appropriate wholesale rate structure for Seminole. This report contains a description of the results of 

the electric cost-of-service analysis and proposed wholesale rate for application to all Seminole members. 

As the elechic utility industry deregulates across the nation, Seminole should begin preparing itself for a 

more competitive business environment. While the effects that competition will have on the state of 
Florida are still not Imown, Seminole and its members systems should move to position themselves for an 

uncertain and competitive future. 

COST-OFSERVICE ANALYSIS 
This analysis consisted oftwo primary steps: I )  development of the revenue requirement consistent with 
Seminole’s year 2000 budget and 2) assignment of the various costs which make up the revenue 
requirement to unbundled functions. 

Revenue Requirements 
A cost-of-service study analyzes and identifies the revenue requirement for the fiscal year in which any 
revised rates would be implemented. The first step is to select a test year to be used in the development of 

revenue requirements. Since operating revenues and expenses of a utility generally vary on a seasonal 

Seminole Electric c3opmuw. Inc. ES-1 Burns & Mcwnnell 
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basis, a 12-month period was used to capture the seasonal impaas on Seminole's financial results. 

Seminole has requested that Bums & McDonnell develop rates based on its budget forthe year2000. 
Given the advantages of using afuture test year and the relationship of trust and accountability one would 

expect in a cooperative organization, this approach seems reasonable. Therefore, Seminole's budget for 

2000 was used as the basis for identifying costs for this cost-of-service study. 

Seminole provided budget information for the year that is summarized as Table ES- I .  From this budget it 

can be seen that Utility Member Service Revenues are expected to be $553,789,741. This amount 
represents the revenue requirements that must be recovered from the proposed wholesale rates and thus 

the cost of service for the member distribution cooperatives. Revenues from other sources result in a total 
Operating Revenue and Patronage Capital of $568,221,117. 

Rate Base 
In addition to identifying all the costs for the test year, it is also necessary to define the rate base. The rate 
base represents the total investment required by Seminole to provide service to its member systems. It 

includes utility net of depreciation and an additional amount to recognize Seminole's investment in 

working capital to operate the system. The rate base is not truly a cost and is not added to the cost of 
service. Rather, it represents the investment needed to provide service and is used later to assign capital- 

related costs included in the year 2000 budget 

Cost Assignments 
Having identified the costs to be included in the analysis, Bums & McDonnell turned to the next phase of 

the cost-of-service study, assigning costs to the appropriate utility functions. This phase is also known as 

the unbundling phase, in that total utility costs are broken out or unbundled by function. In this phase 

costs are assigned to the various functions or service that the utility provides. Breaking costs down into 

functions allows them to be used in rate design. Rates can then be designed to reflect how each customer 

or customer class uses the various functions or unbundled services of the utility. The unbundled costs for 
Seminole were summarized into the following major areas: 1) power supply - demand; 2) power supply - 
energy; 3) transmission; 4) consumer services; and 5) general. 

The generation investment costs, i.e. depreciation, interest, patronage capital, etc., are a significant 

portion of the cost of service. How these costs are assigned can significantly impact the rate design 
process. Three different approaches were considered in the assignment of investment costs. 
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Using a ‘Traditional” approach, the investment cost (and fixed O&M cost) of a plant are recovered 

through the demand charge and the commodity cost of fuel and variable O&M are recovered through an 

energy charge. This type of assignment recognizes the cost-causation relationship for the utility as it 
exists today. 

An alternative approach to assigning power production costs, the “Energy” method, is to assign all 
baseload generation investment cost to power supply - energy. The reasoning behind this assignment 

method is that baseload units are developed to produce kilowatt-hours. Therefore the investment costs as 
well as the fuel and variable 0 & M  cost should be recovered through an energy charge (investment costs 

of peaking units under this methodology are. normally assigned to the power supply - demand function). 

T h e  recommended approach, the ”Equivalent Peaker” method of assigning investment costs, is based on 

the type of generation resource and not whether the costs are fixed or variable. Peaking units are installed 

to provide capacity and the investment costs associated with this type of generation are assigned to the 

power supply - demand function. On the other hand, a baseload resource is installed to provide capacity, 

but also low-cost energy. Therefore, the investment cost for these units should be assigned to both the 
power supply - energy and power supply - demand function. Only that portion of the investment cost that 

would have been incurred with the peaking unit is assigned to the power supply - demand function, thus 

the term equivalent peaker method. The remaining investment costs are more appropriately assigned to 

the power supply - energy function. 

The budget costs identified in Table ES-1 were assigned to the utility functions and sub-functions. 

Results of all three mahods arc compared on Table ES-2. In addition to the rate base assignments 

discussed above, several assignment methodologies were used for other costs. These included the use of 

a cost-of-service ratio, payroll ratio and total utility plant ratio. These ratios were developed by adding 

the costs assigned to each of the functional categories and then dividing by the total cost. In other cases, 

costs were directly assigned to specific functions. 

Unbundling the costs of providing elat&ity to the distribution cooperatives will give Seminole a clearer 
picture of the source of their costs. It is important for Seminole to remain aware of the opportunities and 
consequences of deregulation in other states and in Florida as they relate to its electric system. 
Examining and understanding the detailed costs of delivering power through its transmission system will 

aid Seminole in its management ofcompetition. With the nationwide movement toward deregulation, and 
the challenges undertaken by Seminole to b the future provider of choice, it will be important for 



Table ES-2 

COMPARISON OF YEAR 2000 BUDGET ASSIGNMENT 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Year 2000 
Assignment Method Budget kW KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL 

TRADITIONAL $553,789,741 $21 1,041,972 $290,308.500 $33,596,446 513,330,013 $1,476,741 $4,036,067 

EQUWALENTPEAKER $553,788,741 $171,056,682 $330,283,781 $33,696,446 $13,330,013 $1,478,741 $4,036,067 

ENERGY $553.789.741 $136,967,004 $364,383,468 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,478,741 $4,036,067 



Seminole to know the unbundled cost of service in order to realize its efficiency in each sepamte 

unbundled category. In preparation for changes in the industry, the proprietary cost-of-service model 
developed by Bums & McDonnell was designed to support the development of unbundled service rates. 

Cost Allocation 
Generally, the next step in a cost-of-service study is to allocate the unbundled costs to the appropriate 

customer classes. In this part of a study, costs are allocated based on various classes use of different 

services, i.e., kWh, kW, meters, etc. For this study, Seminole requested that all member distribution 

systems be. considered as one class. To the extent that all member cooperatives receive the same level of 

service, this is an appropriate approach. Actual allocation between the various member systems then 

becomes covered in the actual rate design. 

The unbundled costs listed on Table ES-2 (for the “Equivalent Peaker“ method) were subsequently 

summarized into the following major areas: 

Power snpply - energy - Power supply energy costs are expected to vary directly with the 

production or purchase of energy measured in kilowatt-hours (kwh). The power supply 

energy portion of Seminole’s budgeted costs totaled $330,293,781. Power supply energy 

costs included Seminole’s expenditures associated with electricity generation and purchases. 
Power supply - energy costs were defined as the costs incurred to meet the energy needs of 

the consumers and consisted primarily of fuel costs and variable generation operation and 

maintenance (O&M) costs. 

Power snpply - demand - Power supply - demand costs are expected to vary directly with 

the capacity installed or purchased to meet thedemand requirements of Seminole’s system 

measured in kilowatts (kW). The power supply - demand portion of Seminole’s budgeted 

costs totaled $171,056,692. Power supply - demand costs were defined as the costs incurred 
to meet the peak demand needs of the customers and included Seminole’s expenditures 
associated with electricity generation and purchases. These costs consisted primarily of the 
equivalent peaker portion of investment costs for Seminole’s generation resources, fixed 

generation O&M costs, and demand-related purchased power costs. 

Transmission -Transmission costs are expected to vary directly with the transmission 
capacity installed or purchased to meet the transmission kemand requirements of Seminole’s 
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system measured in kilowatts (kw). The transmission demand portion of Seminole's 

budgeted costs totaled $46,926,459. Transmission demand costs were defined as the costs 

incurred to transmit the peak demands of Seminole's customers and consisted primarily of 
transmission facilities and operating expenses. 

Consumer - Consumer casu for the Seminole ~ystrm totaled S1.476,741. Consumer service 

costs included expenditures that are directly related to providing member services to 

Seminole's ten distribution cooperatives. 

General - General costs totaled $4,036,067. These general costs are necessary to support all 

of the above functions of the utility. For this reason, the general costs wre broken down into 
sub-functions in proportion of the subtotal of the costs for power supply - energy, power 
supply - demand, transmission, and consumer costs. 

RATE DESIGN 
Bums & McDonnell used the cost-of-service study results that were based on the equivalent Faker 

method of assigning costs to design the proposed wholesale rates. The costs were combined into three 

major categories: commodity, capacity, and customer costs. These costs are summarized on Table ES3. 
Commodity costs included the power supply - energy costs. Capacity costs included the power supply - 
demand and transmission costs. Customer costs included the consumer costs. General costs were 

included in each category based on the sub-function breakdown. The three major categories of costs 

provided the basis for developing three separate charges to recover revenues from the member 

distribution cooperatives on a cost basis. 

Having determined the costs to be collected, the next task in designing wholesale rates was to identify the 
billing units that would be applied to the resulting rates. Table ES-4 summarizes the billing units that 

were selected for recovering each of the three cost categories. 

Proposed Rates 
Having defined the costs and the billing units, developing the proposed rates basically became a matter of 
dividing costs by billing units. The proposed cost-based rates for Seminole's member systems arc 
summarized in Table ES-5. The commodity charge of 2.73 cents per kilowatt-hour is applied to all 
energy sales. The capacity charge is applied to the members' contribution to Seminole's monthly peak. 
The actud rate was developed by dividing the sum of monthly capacity costs by the sum of Semir:sle's 
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Table ES-3 

COST TO BE RECOVERED 
THROUGH WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Category cost 
Commodity 832,718,663 

Capacity 

Customer 

219,503,495 

1,407,503 

Total Cost of Service 8553,789,741 



Table ES-4 

BILLING UNITS 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Central 
Units Flotida clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter 

kwh Purchawd 401.047.636 2,522,189,887 325,643,638 2,671,165,760 387.811.855 

Sum of Monthly Colncident Peak. (kW) 973,941 5,908,709 657.585 5.966.874 880.499 

Customer 1 1 1 1 1 

1,658,790,641 

4.304.641 

1 

Units Suwannee Talquin Tri-County Wthlacoochee Total 

kwh Purchased 302,701,398 858,509,058 185.508.871 2,882.794.637 12,194,IUNl 

Sum of Monthly Coincident Peak. (kW) 74.858 231.021 42,104 838.935 19,079,186 

Customer 1 1 1 ' 1  10 
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Table ES-5 

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Commodity 

Capacity 

2.73 cents per kwh 

$7.43 kW per month 
Monthly member 
contribution to 
SECl peak. 

Customer Charge $12,397 per member 
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monthly peak demand and then dividing this result by 12. Since the billing units used to determine this 

rate were the sum of the 12 months' demands. no ratchet is included in this rate. Finally, the customer 

charge is a monthly charge assessed to each member system. 

Rates Under Alternate Assignment Methodologies 
To provide an indication of how assigning the investment costs of baseload generation would affect the 

rates, rates were also calculated using the traditional and energy methods. Table ES-6 was included to 
compare the effect of using different assignment methods on each of the member systems. The average 

cost of service, expressed in cents per kilowatt-hour, was calculated for each member cooperative using 

each of the three assignment methods. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study was based on information provided by Seminole, including the 2000 budget numbers, and 
other sources. The information was also used by Burns & McDonnell to make certain assumptions with 

respect to conditions that may exist in the future. These assumptions provided the basis for this cost-of- 
service and rate design study. 

Important assumptions made in performing the cost-of-service study and rate design are that 

1. energy and demand will be as forecast for Seminole and its members; 

2. costs will be as budgeted by Seminole; and 

3. all member cooperatives will be considered as one customer class. 

Conclusions 

Based on the costsf-service study and rate design, Bums & McDonnell concludes that: 

1. Seminole will need to meet a load of 37,907 MW and produce 12,194,143,000 kWh for its members 
in 2000. 

2. The total cost of service for Seminole to provide service to its ten member distribution systems in the 
year2000, will be SSS3,789,741; 

Seminde Uecbic Coopereuve, Inc. ES-11 Bums 6 McDonnell 
CoSt4Sewka 6 Rat0 Design Study 



Table ES-6 

COMPARISON OF COST TO MEMBER SYSTEMS WITH DIFFERENT ASSIGNMENT METHODS 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

( e n  WkWh) 

Central 
Units Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter 

TRADmONAL 4.51 4.41 4.22 4.31 4.43 4.69 

EQUIVALENT PEAKER 4.51 4.48 4.28 4.39 4.45 4.61 

ENERGY 4.57 4.49 4.32 4.42 4.41 4.65 

Units Suwannee Talquin Tri-County Withlacoochee Average 

TRADlTlONAL 4.55 4.60 4.44 4.72 $4.54 

EQUIVALENT PEAKER 4.56 4.59 4.47 4.69 $4.54 

ENERGY 4.56 4.58 4.49 4.61 $4.54 



3. This total cost of service can be assigned to the major utility functions using the equivalent peaker 

method to: 

Commoditycosts - $332,718,663; 

Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Capacity costs - $219,583,495; and 

4. Using the traditional method of assigning costs transfers $40,278,836 from power supply - energy to 
power supply - demand. The total cost of service can be assigned to the major utility functions using 
the traditional method to: 

Commodity costs - $292,439,827; 

Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Capacity costs - $259,862,33 1; and 

5 .  Using the energy method of assigning costs transfers $34,339,960 from power supply - demand to 
power supply - energy. The total cost of service for Seminole in the year 2000 using the energy 

method consists of: 
Commodity costs - $367,058,623; 

Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Capacity costs - $185,24243,535; and 

6. The following rates (based on the equivalent peaker method of assigning costs) are cost-based and 

can provide the basis for designing wholesale rates for Seminole’s ten members systems: 

Commodity 2.73 cents per kWh 

Capacity $7.43 kW per month. 

Customer $12,397 per member 
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Recommendatlo_ns 
Based on conclusions as stated above, it is recommended that: 

I .  The equivalent peaker method be used for the assignment of costs; 

2. Assignments based on the equivalent peaker method be the basis for developing final rates; 

3. Seminole compare the cost-based rates with Seminole’s existing rates to consider rate stability; 

4. Seminole compare the cost-based rates with its strategic plans and other long- and short-term goals; 

5. Seminole modify the rates, if necessary, after making comparisons with existing rates and Seminole 
and member goals; 

6. Seminole implement the rate among its member systems; 

7. Seminole’s cost of service be re-evaluated regularly to ensure full cost recovery; 

8. Seminole continue to review the effectiveness of its rates, especially if changes in member status or 

the electric utility occur. 

9. Seminole continue to position itself to be prepared as changes occur through the deregulation of the 

electric utility industry; and 

10. Seminole continue to position itself to be prepared as changes occurthrough the deregulation of the 
electric utility industry and consider investigating the appropriateness of rate concepts in the future 

including time-of-use rates, performance-based rates and accelerated recovery of investments. 

Bums 6 MCDonnell ES-14 Seminole &chic C C J O ~ ~ ~ V W ,  Inc 
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PART I 
INTRODUCTION 
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Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Seminole) has e n t d  into an agreement with Bums & McDonnell 
to prepare a wholesale costsf-service study for the Seminole system and to develop a wholesale rate for 
application to all Seminole munbus. As part of this agreement, datcd September 21,1999, Bums & 

McDonnell has completed an electric cost-of-mice analysis and wholesale rate design for Seminole 

Electric Cooperative, Inc., a generation and transmission cooperative locatcd in Tampa, Florida. 

At Seminole’s request, this is an independent, cost-based study in which Seminole staffhas limited their 
involvement Seminole’s or its members’ strategic plans and long- and short-term objectives were not 
considered in this study. To further ensure an independent analysis, Seminole staff did not provide 
guidance or direction to Bums & McDonnell, nor did they provide existing or prior wholesale rate 

schedules. 

This report contains a description of the results of the electric cost-of-service analysis and rate design 

performed for Seminole. The primary objectives of this study were: 

to determine the revenue required to meet all operating and capital costs consistent with 

Seminole’s 2000 budget; 

to perform a cost-of-service study for the Seminole system where individual member systems 

are considered one customer class; and 

to develop a wholesale rate for application to all Seminole members. 

The electric utility industry has undergone substantial changes in moving toward a more competitive 

business environment. The potential impacts of the impending deregulation of the electric industry are 
becoming clearer. While the effects that competition will have on Seminole are still not completely 
known, Seminole and its members should move to position itself for an uncertain and competitive future. 

As the electric utility industry deregulates, utilities and suppliers must have competitive rates. In 
response to this changing environment, Seminole should have a clear understanding of its current cost 
structure. This cost-of-service analysis will provide Seminole with information to continue addressing 
this changing environment. The knowledge gained from the cost-of-service analysis will result in a rate 

Seminole E k W  Cooperalive. Inc. I-1 Bums 6 McDonnell 
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design ha t  will allow Seminole to effectively recover its costs based on the assumptions made, including 

the projections in Seminole’s 2000 budget. 

SEMINOLE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 
Seminole is a generation and transmission cooperative system with headquarters located in Tampa, 
Florida Seminole provides wholesale electric service to ten member distribution cooperatives: 

Central Florida Electric Cooperative 

Clay Electric Cooperative 

Glades Electric Cooperative 

Lee county Electric Cooperative 

Peace River Electric Cooperative 

Sumter Electric Cooperative 

Suwannee Valley Electric Cooperative 

Talquin Electric Cooperative 

Tri-County Electric Cooperative 

Withlacoochee River Electric Cooperative 

Seminole’s primary generating facility, the Palatka generating station, is located on the St. Johns River in 

Putman County and consists of two 625 megawatt coal-fired units. Seminole also owns 14.4 megawatts 

of Florida Power Corporation’s Crystal River 3 nuclear plant and approximately 345 miles of 
transmission line. While Seminole’s primary source of electric power purchases is provided through a 
long-term agreement with an independent power producer, Seminole also has contracts with other Florida 

utilities. 

METHOD OF ANALYSIS 
The cost-of-service analysis performed by Bums & McDonnell first consisted of the determination of 
Seminole’s revenue requirement for the year 2000. This determination was made by use of Bums & 

McDonnell’s “Unbundle” model using data from Seminole’s 2000 operating budget. Then the various 
costs that make up the revenue requirement were assigned to electric utility fvnctions (i.e., power 
production, transmission, and consumer). The functionalized costs were classified as being either 
demand-related, energy-related, transmission-related, consumer-related or some combination of these 

Bums 6 McDonnell 1-2 Seminde Redtic Cooperalivs. Inc. 
Cd-of-Seffke 6 Rate De- M y  



Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 
ltmduction 

Part I 

four. The ten member cooperatives in the Seminole system were treated as one customer class for the 

purposes of this study. The resulting cost of service provided the basis for the design of the proposed 
wholesale rate that resulted in a cost-based whole~le  rate for all members. 

Seminole’s financial and accounting data, provided as input for the analysis, closely followed the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) Uniform System of Accounts for electric utilities. The FERC 

USOA captures expense data on a functional cost basis as unique accounts arc categorized as production, 

transmission, or administration expenses. This organi2ation of accounting data is important in a cost-of- 
service analysis for functionalking costs, as well as assigning these costs to power supply - demand, 

power supply - energy, transmission or consumer services. 

Part I1 of this report discusses the cost-of-service study including the determination of the revenue 
required from the distribution cooperatives. Results are shown at various stages in the analysis and are 

explained in detail in this section. The assignment of costs in the cost-of-service study performed for 

Seminole is based on an “equivalent peaker” methodology. Results are also shown for two other methods 

so that the reader can compare the equivalent peaker method to other alternative methodologies. 

Part I11 discusses the rate design for Seminole developed with their member systems treated as one 

customer class. Results for two other methodologies are also shown hem for comparison to alternative 

methodologies. 

Part IV summarizes this report and provides conclusions and recommendations regarding the cost of 

service and recommended rate structure. 

SOURCES OF DATA 
Seminole’s staff and management provided data for the cost-of-service study. This data included 

computer-generated reports, financial and statistical information, financial reports, and other documents 
such as power bills, debt service schedules, trial balances, and RUS Form 12 data. The data for the year 

2000 provided by Seminole reflected the projected levels of expenses, sales, and revenues from the 2000 

operating budget. 

Burns 8c McDonnell used the information provided by Seminole and other sources to make certain 
assumptions with respect to conditions that may exist in the future. While we believe the assumptions 
made are reasonable for the purposes of this report, we make no representation that the conditions 

w Bums 6 Md)onnall Seminole Uecbic Coopereahs. Inc. 
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assumed will, in fan, occur. In addition, while we have no reason to believe that the information 

provided to us by Seminole and other parties is inaccurate in any material respect, we have not 
independently verified such information and cannot guarantee its accuracy or completeness. To the 
extent that actual future conditions differ from those assumed herein or from the information provided to 
us, the actual results will vary from those projected. 

Bums 6 McDmnen 1 4  
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PART II 
COST-OFSERVICE ANALYSIS 

OVERVIEW 
This part of the report describes the data, methodology, and results of the wholesale cost-of-service 
analysis performed by Burns & McDonnell for Seminole Electric Cooperative Inc. Seminole has 
requested that Burns & McDonnell develop rates that were based solely on the cost of service. To 
complete this assignment a cost-of-service study needed to be completed. In an electric utility there are 

many costs that are shared or common to more than one consumer. For this reason, a detailed study is . 
necessary to determine the cost of providing service to each of Seminole's ten member distribution 

cooperatives. 

In determining the cost of service, it is necessary to make a number of subjective decisions as to how to 

account for various costs. Obviously, these are decisions that affect the results of the cost of service and 
the subsequent rate design. In this report we have laid out in detail not only the information from which 

the cost of service was calculated, but also the methodology and assumptions used in developing the 
unbundled cost of service. With a better understanding of the methodology and assumptions. the reader 

will better appreciate the results of this study. 

Completing a cost-of-service study involves several phases. These include identifying the costs necessary 

to provide service, assigning or unbundling these utility costs to functions provided by Seminole and 
summarizing the results in a succinct and meaningful manner. This part of the report has been written to 

follow the methodology outlined above and describes in detail the procedure used to identify, define, 
assign, and summarize Seminole's costs of providing wholesale electric power to its member distribution 

systems. 

In performing this study, Bums & McDonnell made use of Unbundle, its proprietary cost-of-service 
model, to assign costs. A complete copy of the output from the model% included as Appendix A to this 

report. Significant intermediary and final results have been extracted from the model and are included as 
tables in the body of this report 

In addition to providing the basis for wholesale rates, a thorough cost-of-service study will provide other 
benefits to Seminole. It will provide unbundled cost data that will be of value to Seminole as it prepares 

Seminole Ekcidc Coopsrsbire. Inc. 11-1 BumsdMd)onnell 
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for deregulation. Unbundled cost information will help Seminole evaluate its ability to provide specific 

unbundled utility services in a deregulated market. Detailed cost breakdowns will also provide additional 

information to Seminole to help manage and operate its system. 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 
Identifying all of the costs necessary to operate Seminole's electric system provides the foundation for the 

cost-of-service study and ultimately the final wholcsale rate design recommendation. Simply stated, rates 
must be designed to collect dI of the costs of operating an electric utility. These costs include operating 

costs, depreciation, interest, taxes and margins. In addition, other costs and revenue sources such as sales 
to non-members, non-operating margins, capital credits, etc. must be accounted for. In defining costs, the 

costs of operating the system for a complete 1Zmonth period are used. A full year of cost information is 
necessary to recognize the seasonal variation of costs in operating an electric utility. For this reason, the 

first step in defining costs is to define a test year. 

Test Year 
Although there are a variety of ways to develop a test year, generally speaking test years can be broken 

into historical test years and future test years. Most other forms of test years are basically combinations 
of actual and projected cost information. Both historical and fbture test years offer advantages and 
disadvantages. 

An historical test year method uses data developed from historical accounting and operating records. The 
advantage to using an historical test year is that the cost actually did occur and the data in the cost-of- 

service study can be verified by others such as regulators or intervenors. If an historical test year were to 
be used at this point, Bums & McDonnell would most likely need to look back to 1998, the most recent 

year for which audited financial information is available. This would result in developing rates that 

would be based on information that would be over two years old at the time that rates were actually 

implemented. 

Using a future test year allows the analyst to design rates based on costs that are expected to be incurred 

during the period in which the rates are initially in effect If reliable budgets are available, this approach 
produces rates that have a higher probability of producing the desired results. 
useful when future conditions are expected to change or differ from actual historical year data. 

This approach is also 
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Seminole has requested that Bums & McDonnell develop rates based on its budget for the year 2000. 
Given the advantages of using a fuhue test year and the relationship of trust and accountability one would 
expect in a cooperative organization, this approach seems reasonable. In addition, Seminole’s projected 
budgets have historically been very close to year-end a d d  costs. Therefore, Seminole’s budget for 2000 

was used as the basis for identifying costs for this cost-of-scrvice study. 

Year 2000 Budget 
Seminole provided budge! information for the year that is summarized as Table 11-1. From this budget it 
can be seen that Utility Member Service Revenues arc expected to be 16553,789,741. This amount 

represents the revenue requirements that must be recovered from the proposed wholesale rates and thus 
the cost of service for the member distribution cooperatives. Revenues from other sources result in a total 

Operating Revenue and Patronage Capital of $56832 1,117. 

The cost of operating the Seminole system consists of operation & maintenance expense, depreciation & 

amortization expense, and other deductions. These coststotal S573,590,034. To account for all costs of 
serving member systems, margins and capital credits and interest on long-term debt must be added and 

non-operating margins and other revenues must be subtracted. The budget was restated on Table 11-2 to 
show how this cost build-up produced the total cost of service (%553,789,741) equal to the Utility 
Member Service Revenues. This table also shows a more de.tailtd breakdown of the costs. 

Production Expenses and Cost of Purchased Power were the two largest operating and maintenance 

expenses and together accounted for over $46 I million or nearly 90 percent of the $5 I4 million in Total 
Operation & Maintenance Expense. Transmission Operation & Maintenance Expenses accounted for 

approximately seven percent of the total Operations & Maintenance expenses with Administrative and 

General expenses accounting for approximately three percent Depreciation was budgeted to c x c d  s25 
million and lnterest on Long Term Debt to exceed S30 million. Taxes and Other Deductions are expected 

to total less than $4 million. 

The most significant of other Non-Operating Margins is interest of slightly over $7 million. Other 

Revenues are budgeted to exceed $14 million. The total of Other Revenues and Non-Operating Margins 

is budgeted to be $22 million. 



Table 11-1 

YEAR 2000 BUDGET 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Item 

Utility Member Service Revenues 
Nowmember Sales 
Interruptible Sales 
Martel Sales 
Other Operating Revenues 
Total operating Revenue and Patronage Capital 

Production Expense 
Cost of Purchased Power 
Transmission Expense - Operation 
Transmission Expense - Maintenance 
Administrative and General Expense 
Total Operation (L Maintenance Expanse 

Depreciation and Amortization Expense 
Taxes 
Interest on Long-Term Debt 
Other Deductions 

Total Expenses 

Patronage Capital or Operating Margins 

Non Operating Margins - Interest 
Gain on Disposition of Clean Air Allowances 
Non Operating Margins - Other 
Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends 

Patronage Capital or Margins 

Year 2000 
Budget 

$553,789,741 
8,006,085 
5,137.708 

62.806 
1,224,777 

$ 568,221,117 

$243,299,011 
218,516,713 

35,526,936 
1,200,514 

15,336,534 
$513,879,708 

$25,581.072 
164.817 

30,145,557 
3.818.880 

~~ 

$573,590,034 

($5,368,917) 

$7,010,135 
100,000 
493.662 
100,000 

$2.334.880 



Table 11-2 

DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Year 
2000 
Budget Aanunt Name Acct# - 
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Table 11-2 

DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Year 
2000 

Acct # Account Name Budget 

DEPRECIATION AND AMORTWTION EXPENSE 
403.1 Steam Production Plant $18223.995 
403.2 Nuclear Production Plant 1,081,449 
403.5 Transmission Plant 3.854.282 
403.7 General Plant 953,646 
990 Depreciation Transferred (23.785) 

1,205,605 404 Amortiration Leasehold Improvements 
405 Miscellaneous DepreciationlArnortiration 288.624 
406 Amortization Electric Plant Acquisition 17,256 

408.1 Property Taxes $6.618.067 
408.2 Payroll Taxes 24.186 
408.3 Payroll Taxes 1,731.795 
408.4 Payroll Taxes 15.116 
408.7 Taxes, Other (12.282) 
990.0 Overhead Allocation and Taxes Transfemd ( I  0,212.065) 

425 Miscellaneous DepreciationlAmortization 572 
426 Donations 38.120 
428 Amortization of Debt Discount and Expense 3,780,688 

TAXES 

OTHER DEDUCTIONS 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE ~543,444~477 
REQUIRED MARGINS (L PATRONAGE CAPITAL 
REQUIRED MARGINS a PATRONAGE CAPITAL 
NON-OPERATING MARGINS 

52,334,800 

419 Non-Operating Margins - Interest ($7,010.1 35) 
41 1 
421 Non-Operating Margins - Other (493.662) 

Gain on Disposition of Clean Air Allowances (1 00,000) 

424 Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends (100.0oo) 
INTEREST ON LONG-TERM DEBT 

427.0 Interest on Long-Term Debt $30.145.557 
OTHERREVENUES 
Interruptible Sales ($5,137,708) 5 (8,006,085 
Martel Sales (62.806) 

TOTAL COST OF SERVICE 5553,789,741 
(1 224.777) 456 Other Electric Revenues 
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Rate Base 
In addition to identifying all the costs for the test year, it is also necessary to define the rate base. The rate 
base represents the total investment required by Seminole to provide service to its member systems. It 

includes utility net of depreciation and an additional amount to recognize Seminole's investment in 
working capital to operate the system. Table 11-3 summarizes the rate base for Seminole. The actual rate 
base numbers shown am not truly cost of service and are not added to the cost of service. Rather, they 
represent the investment needed to provide service and arc used later to assign capital-related costs 
included in the year 2000 budget. 

As shown on Table 11-3, total utility plant net of depreciation is $489 million. This amount is based on a 

projected balance sheet for December 3 I ,  2000, the end of the test year. Although this information is 
"projected" it provides a good indication of the relative investment and plant equipment. Since these 
dollars will not be directly recovered, but rather used as the basis for assigning patronage capital cost, 
they are appropriate for use in this study. Working capital is expected to be $56 million. This represents 

15 days of power production and purchase power expense, 45 days of other operating expenses, and 

approximately $30 million in materials, supplies, and prepayments. 

COST ASSIGNMENT 
Having identified the costs to be included in the analysis, Bums & McDonnell turned to the next phase of 
the cost-of-service study, assigning costs to the appropriate utility functions. This phase is also known as 

the unbundling phase, in that total utility costs are broken out or unbundled by function. In this phase 

costs are assigned to the various functions or services that the utility provides. Breaking costs down into 

functions allows them to be used in rate design. Rates can then be designed to reflect how each customer 

or customer class uses the vm'ous functions or unbundled services of the utility. 

Table 11-4 lists the four major functions and associated sub-functions used in the cost-of-service study for 
Seminole. Also listed are the codes shown for each of the sub-functions. These codes are shown on a 
variety of tables and are provided to assist the reader in understanding how costs were tracked. The 

specific major functions were: . 

0 Power Supply 

0 Transmission . Consumer 

0 General 
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Table 11-3 

RATE BASE SUMMARY 
Seminole Electnc Cooperative. Inc. 

A a u m l  ' Yearzoo0 
Nunber h m  WP.( 
301-503 Total Intangible Plant S5.779.220 
310318 TOW Produdion Plant- *am 875.348.929 
320-325 TOW Productim P!ml- Nudear 22.JoB.484 

T0t.l Produdon Plant t T O l , * U s  

350 Land and LDnd Rights 
352 Stn~durea and Improwmcnb 
353 StstionEqulpmM 
354-359 Olher Truumiuion Plant 

TotalTnrumbaIon Plant 

389 Land and Land Rig& 
391 Oma, Funlhm, h Eqvlpment 
392 Tnnrpomtion Equipment 
397 Communication Eqvlpmnl 
398 Mlsdanous Equipmern 

Total General Plant 

Au Other Utility Plant 

116.4M.249 

140,203,133 
siw.w))..mz 

S780.157 
1.597.554 

748.182 
5.649.731 

15,591.733 
$24,385,367 

107 ConsbucSon Work In Prcgreu 0 

Tot4 UUlity Plant S1182.429.372 

108.1 
108.2 
108.5 
108.7 
106.9 
111.1 
111.1 
111.1 
115.1 
120.5 

154 
185 

235 

IJepnclrUon R n e m :  
Seam Phnl 
Nuctaar Flant 
Tnnsinlrrion Plant 
General W n l  
Cost O f  Removal. Nudear 
TRt7SpoNtion Leasa 
intangible Plant (HPSAaren) 
Leasehold Improvemarts - u2 
Acqui r i i i~  Adjustment 
Nudear Fuel 
Total DepmlrUon 

N.1 Pkn l  

WOrlClng Caplbl: 
Power Produdion 
Purchase Paver kpense 
TnnunbMn 
Admlnistmtive h General 
Paymu 6 property TUOS 
Workirg Funds 
P(mn1 Matenab and Operating supplies 
Pnpa).ments 

Working Capltll 

m d u t u o ~ :  
Consumer Deposits 

(1281.169.188) 
($8,413,949) 
(49,002.883) 
(I 2.79l.Zsr) 

(94,379) 
(23.444.300) 
(2 .3l l .W) 
(8,650.31 1) 

(428.202) 
(6.504.47 

IU19,817,6Sl 

f9.980.589 
8.980.139 
4.520.M2 
1,890,808 
1279,342 

4289 
17.545.183 
12.021.01 8 

556247.408 

(3.9611 

1~5,861,000 TOTAL RATE BASE 
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Table 114 

UTILITY SERVICES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

I. Power Supply 

Demand 

Energy 

2. Transmission 

Demand 

Access 

3. Consumer 

4. General 

Unbundled 
Codes 

kW 

kWh 

T-kW 

ACC 

CONS 

GENL 
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Assignment of Generation investment Cost 
As can be seen from a brief review of the costs identified in the previous section, the generation 
investment costs, is., depreciation, interest, patronage capital, etc.. are a significant portion of the cost of 

service. How these costs are assigned can significantly impact the rate design process. To the extent that 
these costs are assigned to an energy- or demand-related function, they will impact the design of rates and 
its effect on high and low load factor consumers. Assigning investment-related costs for generation and 

transmission cooperatives is probably the single most controversial issue faced in most cost-of-service 

studies. For this reason, the following discussion of cost assignment is included before moving on to the 

discussion of the actual assignments used in the study. For this assignment, Bums & McDonnell 

evaluated a traditional form of investment cost assignment as well as an energy-based method and an 
equivalent peaker method. 

Traditional Method. Traditionally, power supply costs are assigned either to power supply - energy 

or power supply - demand. Generally, there is little disagreement that fitel and variable operating cost 

should be assigned to the power supply - energy function. Traditionally, fixed costs including investment 

costs are assigned to the power supply - demand function. This approach helps ensure the fixed 

investment costs of generation resources (such as the depreciation) are recovered in the demand 

component of the resulting rates and are not subject to fluctuation and energy sales. Using this method, 
the investment cost (and fixed O&M cost) of a plant are recovered through the demand charge and the 

commodity cost of fuel and variable 0&M are recovered through an energy charge. This type of 

assignment recognizes the cost-causation relationship for the utility as it exists today. 

This approach protects the utility from changes in consumption patterns over what was expected. For 

example, if a baseload unit is installed and subsequently energy sales dropped off, the utility will still 

recover its fixed investment costs. Similarly, if peaking units are installed and energy growth exceeds 
demand growth, consumers will have paid for the increases in the cost of fuel. In a totally regulated 
environment this approach provides price signals to the consumer, Le. use more energy and your bill will 
increase as fuel costs increase, increase your demand and your bill will increase as investment costs 
increase. Also, this approach minimizes the risk to the utility, and the utility in essence becomes a 
conduit for providing service with all cost changes being born by the consumer. 

Energy Method. An alternative method to assigning power production costs is to assign all baseload 

generation investment costs to power supply - energy. The reasoning behind this assignment method is 
that baseload units are developed to produce kilowatt-hours. Therefore, the investment costs as well as 
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the fuel and variable O&M cost should be recovered through an energy charge (investment costs of 

peaking units under this methodology are normally assigned to the power supply - demand function). 

As the electric utility industry moves toward deregul&XI, the energy method of assigning investment 

costs for baseload generation is taking on greater prominence. Many merchant power producen are 
pricing their baseload products on a cents per kilowatt-hour basis. Under this scenario, utilities no longer 

provide direct price signals and conduits, but rather producers bear the risk and reward of making the 

proper investment decision. A power producer that builds a baseload facility prices his product based on 

the market. To the extent that all costs of producing power (both investment and fuel) are lower than the 

market, he receives the reward in increased profits. Similarly, to the extent that he misgauges the market, 

he bears the loss. 

Equivalent Peaker Method. The equivalent peaker method is based on the type of generation 

resource and not whether the costs are fixed or variable. Peaking units are installed to provide capacity 
and the investment costs associated with this type of generation are assigned to the power supply - 
demand function. On the other hand, a baseload resource is installed to provide capacity, but also low- 

cost energy. Therefore, the investment costs for these units should be assigned to both the power supply - 
energy and power supply - demand function. Only that portion of the investment cost that would have 

been incurred with the peaking unit is assigned to the power supply - demand function, thus the term 

equivalent peaker method. The remaining investment costs are more appropriately assigned to the power 

supply - energy function. The principals of the equivalent peaker method are (1) increases in peak 

demand require the addition of peaking capacity only, and (2) utilities incur the cost of more expensive 

baseload units because of the additional lower cost energy they provide. Thus, the cost of peaking 

capacity can be properly regarded as peak-demand related and classified as power supply - demand while 

all other investment costs can be regarded as energy-related and assigned to the power supply - energy 
function. 

In app!ying the equivalent peaker method to the Seminole system, Bums & McDonnell determined the 
date and cost of the installed baseload units. The cost of these units, expressed in dollars per kilowatt, 
was adjusted to 1998 using the Handy-Whitman Index of Public Utility Construction Costs. Installed 

costs for combustion turbines, taken from Resource Data International's POWERdat database, were 
similarly adjusted to 1998 costs. 
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The ratios ofthe investment cost of the equivalent peaker units (1998 dollars) to the investment cost of 

the baseload units (1998 dollars) were used to determine how much of the baseload investment cod 

should be allocated to the power supply - demand function. These ratios were: 

- Plant 
Coal 

Nuclear 

Percent of Investment Coat . 
Assimed to Power SUDD~V - Energy 

Percent of Investment Cost kuiened 
to Power SUUDIV - Demand 

46.3% 53.1% 
35.9% 64.1% 

All three methods of assigning production investment costs were considered in developing cost-based 

rates for Seminole. For this project, Burns & McDonnell selected the equivalent peaker method to assign 
generation investment costs. As the utility industry moves from a regulated to a deregulated business, we 
anticipate that there will be a shift from the traditional approach to the energy approach. Using the 
equivalent peaker method will prepare Seminole for expected changes in the future while recognizing that 

many traditional techniques are still appropriate or must still be employed. In the remaining sections of 

this report the equivalent peaker method provided the basis for subsequent analyses and rate design; 

however, summary results from the other two assignment methodologies have been included for 

comparison. 

Rate Base Assignment 
Rate base was assigned using the equivalent peaker method discussed above and is summarized on Table 

11-5. (The resulting rate base assignments for all three methods are compared on Table 11-6). The 
resulting assignment of rate base provided the basis for assigning investment-related costs in the year 

2000 budget (see following section). More specifically, the following assignments were made: 

Production plant was assigned by the equivalent peaker method, one of the three methods 

discussed above. 

Total transmission plant accounts were assigned directly to the transmission-demand function. 

Intangible plant was assigned in proportion to the subtotals for production and transmission plant. 

Office furniture and equipment were assigned to the consumer function. 

Communication equipment was assigned based on the proportion of the estimated utilization by 
each function. 

Miscellaneous equipment was assigned in proportion to the subtotals for production and 

transmission plant. 
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Table 11-6 

COMPARISON OF RATE BASE ASSIGNMENT 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Year 2000 
Assignment Method Budget kW KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL 

TRAOITIONAL $545,861,008 $394,431,055 $24,949.888 $4,198,152 $117,044,975 $4,057,656 $1,173,282 

EQUIVALENT PEAKER $545,861,008 $184,918,447 $234upS8,4SS $4,198,152 $117,044,975 $4,057,656 $1,173,282 

ENERGY $545.861,008 $1,343,291 $412,043,646 $4,198,152 $117,044,975 $4,057,656 $1,173,282 



Transportation equipment consists of fuel transportation equipment and was therefore assigned 

the power supply - energy function.. 
The depreciation reserves were assigned based on the corresponding plant. 

Working capital was assigned in the same ratio as the equivalent expense from the budget. 

Consumer deposits were assigned directly to the consumer function. 

0 

0 

Year 2000 Budget Assignment 
The budget costs identified in Table II-2 were assigned to the utility functions and sub-functions on Table 

11-7. Results of all three methods are compared on Table 11-8. In addition to the rate base assignments 

discussed above, several assignment methodologies were used for other costs. These included the use of 
a cost-of-service ratio, payroll ratio and total utility plant ratio. These ratios were developed by adding 
the costs assigned to each of the functional categories and then dividing by the total cost. The actual 
ratios are shown at the end of Table 11-7. In other cases, costs were directly assigned to specific 
functions. 

Table 11-7 summarizes the results from the Unbundle model that describe how the various costs in the 
year 2000 budget were assigned. More specifically, the costs were assigned as described below: 

Power Production Expenses 
Operations supervision and engineering, and steam and nuclear maintenance supervision and 

engineering were assigned to power supply - demand. It was assumed that large portions of these 
costs were salaries and that the number of employees was dependent on the size of the plants. 

Steam, electric and miscellaneous steam power expenses depend on the amount of energy 

generated and were assigned to the power supply - energy function. Maintenance related to these 

items is also an expense incurred to produce electricity and was assigned to energy. 

The costs of fossil and nuclear fuel are dependent on the amount of energy produced and were 

therefore assigned to the power supply - energy function. 

The maintenance ofsbuctures is dependent on the size of the plants and was classified as a fixed 
expense assigned to the power supp!? - demand function. 

Power plant rents apply only to Palatka 2 generating unit and were assigned to power supply - 
demand and power supply - energy based on the equivalent peaker method. 

0 
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Table 11-8 

COMPARISON OF YEAR 2000 BUDGET ASSIGNMENT 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Year 2000 
Assignment Method Budget kW KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL 

TRADITIONAL $553,789,741 $21 1,041.972 $290,308,500 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741 $4,036,067 

EQUIVALENT PEAKER $563,789,741 $171,056,692 $330,293,781 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741 $4,036,067 

ENERGY $553,789,741 $136,967,004 $364.383,468 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,476.741 $4,038,067 
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Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

Cost-of-Service shrdv 

Purchased Power 
Punhased power supply costs were assigned 55% to the power supply - demand function, 44.6% 

to the power supply - energy function and .4% to the consumer function consistent with 

Seminole's purchased power contracts. 
System control and load dispatch and other power supply expenses are fuced with res+ to 

capacity purchased and were assigned 100% to the power -supply - demand function. 

Transmission Operation Expense 
Operations supervision and engineering was assigned to transmission-demand since large 

portions of these costs are salaries and the number of employees is dependent on the capability of 
the facilities. 

Station expenses, miscellaneous transmission expenses and rents arc dependent on the capability 

of facilities, based on capacity requirements, and were assigned to transmission-demand. 

Transmission of electricity by others or to others was directly assigned to the transmission access 
function. 

Transmission Maintenance Expense 

Transmission maintenance expenses related to station equipment and overhead lines are 

dependent on the demand capability of the facilities and were therefore assigned to transmission- 

demand. 

Administrative a n d  General O&M Expense 
Based on a brief review of payroll provided by Seminole sfaff, administrative and general salaries 

were assigned to various functions. 

Office supplies and expenses, injuries and damages, and employee pension and benefits were 

assigned to all categories using the payroll ratio. 

Administrative expense-transferred credit and property insurance were assigned to all categories 
based on the total utility plant ratio. 

Outside services employed and general advertising and miscellaneous general were all Considered 
general services and were therefore assigned to that function. 

Maintenance of general plant was considered to be a general service and was therefore assigned 
to the general function. 
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Exhibit-- (Wss-1) 
Depreciation and Amortfzation Expense 

Steam depreciation and nuclear production depreciation were assigned with the equivalent peaker 

method (as well as the traditional and energy methods for comparison). 
Transmission plant is based on the capacity of the facilities and therefore, depreciation was 

assigned to transmission-demand. 

Depreciation transfemd, miscellaneous depreciation and amortization, and amortization of 

electric plant acquisition w m  assigned b a d  on the total utility plant ratio. 

. General plant was assigned to the general category. 

Amortization of leasehold improvements applies only to Palatka #2 and was assigned consistent 

with the equivalent peaker method. 

Other Expenses 

Property tax, overhead allocated tax transferred, miscellaneous depreciation and amortization, 

and amortization of debt discount and expense were assigned based on the total utility plant ratio. 

Payroll taxes (social security, state unemployment and federal unemployment) were assigned 

based on the payroll ratio. 

Other taxes and donations were assigned to the general category. 

' Annual Investment Cost 
Required margins and patronage capital were assigned based on the total utility plant ratio. 

Interest from non-operating margins and other non-operating margins were assigned using the 
cost-of-service ratio. 

Disposition of clean air allowances depends on the capability of the units and therefore, the gain 

was assigned to the demand function. 

Other capital credits and patronage dividends were assigned to the general function. 

Interest on long-term debt was assigned based on the total utility plant ratio. 

Revenue from nonmember sales was assigned to energy. 

Other electric revenues were assigned to the general function. 

COST ALLOCATION 
Generally, the next step in a cost-of-service study is to allocate the unbundled costs to the appropriate 
customer classes. In this part of a study, costs are allocated based on various classes use of different 

services, Le., kWh, kW, meters, etc. For this study, Seminole requested that all member distribution 

Seminole E l d c  Cooperafive, Inc. 11-2T Burns 6 McDonnell 
CostOlSefvica 6 Rate Oes@ Study 
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systems be considered as one class. To the extent that all member cooperatives receive the same level of 
service, this is an appropriate approach. Actual allocation between the various member systems then 

becomes covered in the actual rate design, which is discussed in Part I11 of this report. For these reasons, 

there were no allocation of costs in this hrdy. 

SUMMARY 
The unbundled costs listed on Table 11-7 were subsequently summarized into the following major areas: 

Power supply - energy - Power supply energy costs arc expected to vary directly with the 

production or purchase of energy measured in kilowatt-hours (kWh). The power supply 

energy portion of Seminole’s budgeted costs totaled $330,293,781. Power supply energy 

costs included Semgole’s expenditures associated with electricity generation and purchases. 
Power supply - energy costs were defined as the costs incurred to meet the encrgy needs of 
the consumers and consisted primarily of fuel costs and variable generation operation and 
maintenance (O&M) costs. 

Power supply -demand - Power supply - demand costs are expected to vary directly with 

the capacity installed or purchased to meet the demand requirements of Seminole’s system 

measured in kilowatts (kW). The power supply -demand portion of Seminole’s budgeted 

costs totaled $1 71,056,692. Power supply - demand costs were defined as the costs incurred 

to meet the peak demand needs of the customers and included Seminole’s expenditures 

associated with electricity generation and purchases. These costs consisted primarily of the 

equivalent peaker portion of investment costs for Seminole’s generation resources, fixed 

generation O&M costs, and demand-related purchased power costs. 

Transmission - Transmission costs are expected to vary directly with the transmission 

capacity installed or purchased to meet the transmission demand requirements of Seminole’s 

system measured in kilowatts (kw). The transmission demand portion of Seminole’s 
budgeted costs totaled $46,926,459. Transmission demand costs were defined as the costs 
incurred to transmit the peak demands of Seminole’s customers and consisted primarily of 
transmission facilities and operating expenses. 

Consumer - Consumer costs for the Seminole system totaled $1,476,741. Consumer service 

costs included expenditures that ate directly related to providing member services to 
Seminole’s ten dimibution cooperatives. 

! 
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General - General costs totaled $4,036,067. These general costs are necessary to support all 

of the above functions of the utility. For this reason, the general costs wre broken down into 

sub-functions in proportion of the subtotal of the costs for power supply -energy, power 
supply - demand, transmission, and consumer costs. 

These costs have been summarized in Table 11-9. The costs are expressed in total dollars and in cents per 

kilowatt-hours. Also, the costs have been expressed in dollars per unit cost where the applicable units 
are: kilowatt-hours for power supply - energy, coincident kilowatts for power -supply - demand, 

coincident peak demand kilowatts for transmission, and number of consumers for consumer costs. The 

general service costs. split up by their contribution to the other four functional categories (Power supply - 
energy, power supply - demand, transmission and consumer) are also shown on Table 11-9. These costs 

reflect the equivalent peaker method of assignment. Table 11-10 has been provided to compare the cost 

summary using the traditional and energy methods for assigning costs. The costs included in Table 11-9 

for the equivalent peaker method has provided the basis for designing rates which are discussed in the 

next part of this report. 

.. -- "".,,.I " I .  



Table 11-9 

SUMMARY OF COST-OFSERVICE 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

CatesorV 

Power Supply - Energy 

Power Supply - Demand 

Transmission 

Consumer 

General 
Power Supply - Energy 
Power Supply - Demand 
Transmission 
Consumer 

Total 

cost CentsikWh 
$330,293,701 2.71 

171.056,6W 1.40 

46,926,460 0.30 

1.476.741 0.01 

$2.424.002 0.02 
$1.255,020 0.01 

$344,515 0.00 
$10,&42 0.00 

$553,709,741 4.54 

Per sum of monthly coincident peak. 

Applicable 
Unt Cost 

2.71 

$5.79 

$1.59 

$12.306.10 

0.02 
$0.04 
$0.01 

$90.35 

Unit 

cents per kwh 

per k W  

per k W  

per consumer per month 

cents per kWh 
per k W  
per k W  
per consumer per month 

Bums 6 McDonnell 11-24 Seminole Elect& @miive, Inc. 
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Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 
Table 11-10 

SUMMARY OF COST-OFSERVICE FOR ALTERNATIVE METHODS 
Seminole Electric Cooperative. Inc. 

Traditional Method 

power Supply - Demand 

Transmission 

Consumer 

General 
Power Supply - Energy 
Power Supply - Demand 
Transmission 
Consumer 

bteg0rY 

Power Supply - Energy 

211,041,972 1.73 $7.15 per k W  

46,926,480 0.38 $1.59 per k W  

1 N6.741 0.01 $12.306.18 per consumer 

2.131.327 0.02 0.02 wntsperkWh 
1,549,384 0.01 $0.05 p e r W  

344,515 0.00 $0.01 perkW 
10.842 0.00 $90.35 per consumer per month 

$553.789.741 4.54 

Energy Method 

5364,383,468 2.99 2.99 

Unit 

cents per kwh 

Power Supply - Demand 136.967.004 1.12 $4.64 perkW 

TIXI-WT~SS~M 46,926,460 0.38 $1.59 perkW 

Consumer 1.476,741 0.01 $12.306.18 per consumer per month 

General 
Power Supply - Energy 2.675.155 0.02 0.02 cenbperkWh 
Power Supply - Demand 1.W5.556 0.01 $0.03 perkW 
Transmission 344,515 0.00 $0.01 perW 
Consumer 10,842 0.00 590.35 per consumer per month 

5553.789.741 4.54 

* Per sum of monthly coincident peak. 

Semi& Elecbic Cooperative, Inc. 11-25 Burns 6 McDomeII 
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PART 111 
Exhibit-. (WSS-1) 

WHOLESALE RATE DESIGN 

Having completed the cost-of-mice study as discussed in the previous part of this report, Bums & 

McDonnell's efforts then turned to developing wholesale rates for Seminole to charge its member 
distribution systems. Good cost infomation provides the basis for rate design. Other factors such as 
revenue stability, rate stability, practicality, social and environmental objectives, etc. should also be 
considered when rates are designed. However, Seminole requested that Bums & McDonnell only 
consider the cost of service for this assignment. Therefore, the rates discussed in this part of the report 
are cost-based only and did not consider other rate-making criteria. 

Costs developed in Part I1 of this report provided the basis for the rate design. Appropriate billing 
determinants were identified that provided the basis for applying rates to recover the costs previously 
discussed. Per unit rates were developed for wholesale service to the member distribution cooperatives. 

As a final step, the proposed rates were applied to the billing units so Seminole could see the effects that 

the proposed rates would have on each member cooperative. The remainder of this report describes in 

greater detail the methodology used to develop cost-based wholesale rates. 

COSTS 
For reasons discussed in Patt I1 of this report, Burns & McDonnell used the costsf-service study results 

that were based on the equivalent peaker method of assigning costs to design the proposed wholesale 
rates. The costs were combined into three major categories: commodity, capacity, and customer costs. 

These costs are summarized on Table 111-1. Commodity costs included the power supply - energy costs. 

Capacity costs included the power supply - demand and transmission costs. Customer costs included the 

consumer costs. General costs were included in each category based on the sub-.function breakdown 

discussed in Part 11. The three major categories of costs provided the basis for developing three separate 

charges to recover revenues from the member distribution cooperatives on a cost basis. 

Although the equivalent peaker costs provided the basis for the recommended rates, costs fmm the 

traditional method and the energy method were also evaluated. The resulting rates have been included at 
the end of this section of the report. 
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Table 111-1 

COST TO BE RECOVERED 
THROUGH WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Category cost 
Commodity $332,710,663 

Capacity 219,503,495 

Customer 1,487sa3 

Total Cost of Service $553.7a9,741 



Rate Desion Pari 111 

BILLING UNITS 

Having determined the costs to be collected, the next task in designing wholesale rates was to identify the 

billing units that would be applied to the resulting rates. Table 111-2 summarizes the billing units that 

were selected for recovering each of the three cost categories. 

The most common billing unit is kilowatt-hour sales to distribution members. As shown on Table 111-2, 

12,194,143,481 megawatt- hours of sales to the member cooperatives arc expected during the year 2000. 

Kilowatt-hour sales will be the billing units to which the commodity portion of the wholesale rate is 
applied. 

The sum of monthly coincident peaks provided the basis for developing the billing units for capacity 

costs. Since monthly capacity costs are a function of Seminole's monthly peak demand, it was felt that 
each cooperative's contribution to this peak demand should provide the basis for billing for this service. 
Table 111-2 not only shows Seminole's total system demand on a monthly basis, but also each member 
system's monthly contribution to this demand. 

The number of member systems was considered the unit by which to charge customer costs. As shown 

on Table 111-2, Seminole provides service to ten member cooperatives. 

PROPOSEDRATES 
Having defined the costs and the billing units, developing the proposed rates basically became a matter of 

dividing costs by billing units. The proposed cost-based rates for Seminole's member systems are 
summarized in Table 111-3. The commodity charge of 2.73 cents per kilowatt-hour is applied to all energy 

sales. The capacity charge is applied to the members' contribution to Seminole's monthly peak. The 
actual rate was developed by dividing the sum of monthly capacity costs by the sum of Seminole's 

monthly peak demand and then dividing this result by 12. Since the billing units used to determine this 
rate were the sum of the 12 months' demands, no ratchet is included in this rate. Finally, the customer 
charge is a monthly charge assessed to each member system. 

To provide an indication of how these rates would collect revenue from the 10 member systems, a table 

was prepared showing revenue from each cooperative. Table 111-4 shows the expected revenue that will 
be received from each cooperative each month during the year 2000. Revenues have been summed by 
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Part 111 

Table 111-3 

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Commodity 2.73 centsperkWh 

Capacity $7.43 kW per month 
Monthly member 
contribution to 
SECl peak. 

Customer Charge $12,397 per member 

Seminole Electric CoOpenrbLs, Im. I N 4  Bums6McDonnrll 
Cost-of-Service 6 Rate Deslgn Study 



Table 111-4 Page 1 of 2 

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Central 
Units Florida Clay Glades Lee Counly Peace River Sumter 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 

51,856,541 

1.481.331 

1,378,580 

1,227,159 

1,547,823 

1,626,952 

1,827,155 

1,783,708 

1,546,178 

1,266,492 

1.396.082 

1,812,149 

518,331,950 

51 0,195,388 

9,860,878 

8393,220 

7,483,793 

8,908,334 

10,087,907 

10,927,590 

10,996,674 

10,332,414 

8,387.213 

8.058.179 

9,482.148 

$1 12,893,517 

$1,214,475 

1,191,787 

1,121,879 

1,065,837 

1 .I 98,484 

1,122,408 

2,234,758 

1,205,653 

1 ,I 38,832 

1,115,749 

1,105,602 

1,200,418 

313,922,681 

S I  1,308,915 

9,933,126 

9,405,889 

7,993,188 

9,496,042 

10,465,147 

11,030,244 

11,298,872 

9,983,487 

9,101.109 

7,884,848 

9,494,855 

5117,391,303 

$1,884,852 

1,824,597 

1,475,112 

1,181,454 

1,454,206 

1,440,174 

1,488,897 

1.4m.500 

1,371,622 

1,320,078 

1,292,885 

1,488,160 

517.278.130 

57,239,933 

7,091.542 

5,881,887 

5,344.565 

5,797,851 

6,893,342 

6,764,058 

8,073,244 

6,834,014 

8,188,370 

8,120,190 M 

8,504,212 

$77,411.006 
3 cn 



Table 111-4 Page 2 of 2 

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Units suwennw Talquin TrcCounty \Illittllacoochw Tot4 

January $1,215,046 53,777.937 5755.694 513.127.872 $62,174,433 

February 1,057,005 3.507.823 688,617 12,509,221 W W B ~  

March 1,002,212 3,094,052 643.969 11,105,249 43,601,660 

April 850,145 2,401,014 523,224 8,184,651 36,326,028 

May 1,020,013 3,128,227 645,867 10,914,815 44,111,264 

June 1,358,290 3,481.41 0 738,004 11,754,541 48,771,178 

July 1.535.292 3,774,000 872.878 11.078.01 1 61.310.881 

August 1,461.487 3,659,002 796.122 12,390,266 62,039,337 

September 1,194,176 3,319,344 717,592 11,092,593 47,628,233 

October 902,073 2,533,270 555,755 9.231.077 40,679,184 

November 989.420 2,960,941 623,669 10,184,278 40,696,896 

December 1,203,908 3,578,195 . 727,487 12,828,330 48,106,881 

Total $13,780,167 $38295.216 58.200,877 $135,188,905 (663,789,741 
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columns to show each member's expected annual cost and by month to show how the revenue would be 

collected throughout the year. 

Rates Under Alternate Assignment Methodologies 
To provide an indication of how assigning the investment costs of baseload generation would affect the 

rates, rata wcrc also calculated using the traditional and energy methods. These rates have been 
summarized in a manner similar to the recommended rates on Table 111-5 and Table 111-6. Similarly, the 

affect of these mtes on the member systems has also been included and is shown on Table III-7 and Table 

111-8. 

Table 111-9 was included to compare the effect of using different assignment methods on each of the 

member systems. The average cost of service, expressed in cents per kilowatt-hour, was calculated for 

each member cooperative using each of the three assignment methods. 

As stated in Part I1 of this report, the equivalent peaker method was selected because it was felt that it 
would provide a fair allocation of costs between member systems. It was also felt that it would produce 

results that would allow Seminole to further its transition from the traditional utility world to the future, 
competitive electric power industry. 

Bums 6 McDonnel 1/14 Seminole Uecbic cooperefive, Inc. 
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Table 111-5 

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Traditional Method 

Commodity 

Capacity 

2.40 centsperkWh 

$8.80 kW per month 
Monthly member 
contribution to 
SECl peak. 

Customer Charge $12,397 per member 
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Table 111-6 

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Energy Method 

Commodity 

Capacity 

Customer Charge 

3.01 cents per kwh 

$6.27 kW per month 
Monthly member 
contribution to 
SECl peak. 

$12,397 per member 



Table 111-7 Page 1 of 2 

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Tradltlonal Method 

Central 
units Florida Clay 

Januaty 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 

$1.875.549 

1,508,050 

1.385.185 

1,222,810 

1,543,069 

1,824,828 

1.811.324 

1.748.219 

1,535,631 

1,280,424 

1,401,207 

510,255,418 

9,789,564 

8,410,072 

7,458,033 

8,854,875 

9387.437 

10,832,542 

10,897,836 

10,247,430 

8,328,028 

8,063,544 

Glades 

$1 ,209,142 

1.189.805 

1,108,896 

1.054,878 

1,180,581 

1,098,899 

1,208,820 

1,182,499 

1,113,190 

1,101,489 

1,098,850 

Lee county 

$11.515.179 

10,078,768 

9,378,788 

7,877,018 

9,383,839 

10,351.277 

10,866.392 

I 1  .I23.787 

6,839,107 

8,884,150 

7,742,520 

Peace River 

$1,716,791 

1,660,017 

1,480.1 82 

1,144,188 

1,433,107 

1,420,088 

1,441,628 

1,484,488 

1,353.334 

1,297,300 

1,281,005 

1,821,499 9,499,550 1,2OO,713 9,568,480 1,503.457 

Sumter 

$7,370,046 

7,285,400 

5,959,858 

5,327,109 

5,748.880 

8,891,612 

8,733,432 

8,952,972 

8,818,807 

8,157,579 

6,168,813 

8,611,529 

518,335,395 $1 12,820,130 $13,743,762 $116.705.082 $17,195,878 $77,802,015 
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MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Tradltlonal Method 

Units Suwannee Talquin Tri-County withlacaochee Total 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 

$1,228,203 

1,075,403 

1,008,080 

844,287 

1.001,919 

1,355,027 

1,520,381 

1,450,349 

1,192,516 

896,801 

995,113 

1,209,403 

$1 3,777,572 

53,845,041 

3,593,714 

3,148,710 

2,452,101 

3,110,445 

3,463,510 

3.738,374 

3,614,186 

3.307.208 

2,502,285 

3,001,032 

3.585,379 

$39,359,986 

$761,021 

700,928 

645.183 

514.451 

636,225 

732,037 

860,732 

783,353 

709.383 

546.885 

624.570 

726,046 

$6.240.613 

513,439,201 

12,878,680 

11,269.672 

8,116.031 

10,883,638 

11,710,285 

11,775,152 

12,329,768 

11.035.385 

9,216,401 

10,267,313 

13.087.585 

$136.009.1 12 

$63,016,691 

49,738,328 

43,788,626 

36,008,717 

43,776,157 

48,434,797 

60,789,078 

61,647,436 

47,149,991 

40,289,342 

40,639,967 

48,613.711 

5653,789,742 
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MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Energy Method 

Central 
Units Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter 

Jaw 

F-ry 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 

51,640,336 

1,460,257 

1,372,949 

1,231,037 

1,551,504 

1.632.640 

1,840,652 

1,776,913 

1,555,169 

1,271,866 

1,391.713 

1,604,176 

$18,329,014 

$10,144,172 

9,550,796 

8,376,852 

7,507,459 

8,954,081 

10.1 73,564 

1 1,008.623 

11,080,939 

10,404,868 

6,439,377 

8,053,604 

9,430,261 

$ I  13,126,596 

$1,219,022 

1,193,439 

1,134,282 

1,075,179 

1.21 3,747 

1,142,450 

1.256,873 

1,225,392 

1,158,987 

1,127,906 

1,113,065 

1,216.839 

514,075,182 

S I  1,129,358 

9,810,685 

9,430,326 

8,092,230 

9.591.873 

10,562,228 

11,169,937 

I 1,444,066 

IO, 106,542 

9,200,823 

8,006,193 

9,432,103 

$117,976,345 

$1,657,252 

1,594.399 

1,470,791 

1,176,164 

1,472,196 

1,457,299 

1,488.184 

1,523,809 

1,387,214 

1,339,494 

1,302.642 

1,475.1 19 

317,344,567 

57,129,004 

8,943,318 

5,815,414 

5.359.447 

5.839.248 

6,694,817 

6,790,164 

6,990,527 

6,848,665 

6,173.865 

6,080,441 

6,412,719 

577,077,649 

M x E? 



Table 111-8 

MONTHLY BILLS WTH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Energy Method 

Units Suwannee Talquin Td-county Wthlacoochea Total 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 

$1,203,828 

1,041.487 

997.208 

855.140 

1.035.440 

1,362,926 

1,548,004 

1,471,000 

1 ,I 95,591 

906.588 

984,567 

$3,720,727 

3,434,597 

3,049,159 

2,505,663 

3,143,308 

3,496,671 

3.804.373 

3,697,210 

3,329,691 

2,559,687 

2,926,761 

$751,153 

678,122 

642,934 

530,703 

654,087 

743,090 

883,234 

807,008 

724,590 

563,316 

622,902 

512,862,446 

12.1 94,237 

10,965,070 

8,261,679 

10,941,395 

11,792,272 

11,965,704 

12,441,844 

11,141.368 

9,243,589 

10,076,435 

$61,467,299 

47,901,317 

43,256,987 

36,694,701 

44,396,982 

49,067,967 

61,766,747 

62,468,709 

47,860,706 

40,826,291 

40,568,324 

1,199,146 3,572,070 728,715 12,603,595 47,674,744 

$13.800,~06 $39,239,987 $8,328,854 $134,489,633 $663,789,741 



Table 111-9 

COMPARISON OF COST TO MEMBER SYSTEMS WITH DIFFERENT ASSIGNMENT METHODS 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

(centdkwh) 

Central 
Uniis Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter 

TRADITIONAL 4.57 4.47 4.22 4.37 4.43 4.69 

EQUNALENT PEAKER 4.57 4.48 4.28 4.39 4.45 4.67 

ENERGY 4.57 4.49 4.32 4.42 4.47 4.65 

Units Suwannee Talquin Tfi-County Withlacaochee Average 

TRADI'IIONAL 4.55 4.60 4.44 4.72 $4.64 

EQUIVALENT PEAKER 4.56 4.59 4.47 4.69 $4.64 

ENERGY 4.56 4.58 4.49 4.67 $4.64 
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PART IV Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study was bascd on information provided by Seminole, including the 2000 budget numbers, and 

other sources. The information was also used by Burns & McDonnell to make certain assumptions with 

respect to conditions that may exist in the future. These assumptions provided the basis for this cost-of- 

service and rate design study. 

ASSUMPTIONS 
Important assumptions made in performing the cost-of-service study and rate design are that: 

1. energy and demand will be aiforecast for Seminole and its members; 

2. costs will be as budgeted by Seminole; and 

3. all member cooperatives will be considered as one customer class. 

CONCLUSIONS 
Based on the cost-of-service study and rate design, Bums & Mchnnetl  concludes that: 

1. Seminole will need to meet a load of 37,907 MW and produce 12,194,143,000 kWh for its members 

in 2000. 

2. The total cost of service for Seminole to provide service to its ten member distribution systems in the 

year 2000, will be $553,789,741; 

3. This total cost of service can be assigned to the major utility functions using the equivalent peaker 

method to: 
Commodity costs - $332,718,663; 

Capacity costs - S219,583,495; and 

Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

4. Using the traditional method of assigning costs transfers $40,278,836 from power supply - energy to 

power supply- demand. The total cost of service can be assigned to the major utility functions using 

the traditional method to: 



Commodity costs - $292,439,827; 
a 

8 Consumer cost - 31,487,583. 

Capacity costs - $259,862.33 1; and 

5. Using the energy method of assigning costs transfers $34,339,960 from power supply - demand to 

power supply - energy. The total cost of service for Seminole in the year 2000 using the energy 

method consists of: 
8 Commodity costs - $367,058,623; 

0 

8 Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Capacity costs - $185,243,535; and 

6. The following rates (based on the equivalent peaker method of assigning costs) are cost-based and 

can provide the basis for designing wholesale rates for Seminole's ten members systems: 

Commodity costs - $332,718,663; 

a 

a Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Capacity costs - $219,583,495; and 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on conclusions as stated above, it is recommended that: 

1. The equivalent peaker method be used for the assignment of costs; 

2. Assignments based on the equivalent peaker method be the basis for developing final rates; 

3. Seminole compare the cost-based rates with Seminole's existing rates to consider rate stability; 

4. Seminole compare the cost-based rates with its strategic plans and other long- and short-term goals; 

5. Seminole modify the rates, if necessary, after making comparisons with existing rates and Seminole 

and member goals; 

6. Seminole implement the rate among its member systems; 



7. Seminole’s cost of service be re-evaluated regularly to ensure full cost recovery; Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

8. Seminole continue to review the effectiveness of its rates, especially if changes in member status or 
the electric utility occur; 

9. Seminole continue to position itself to be prepared as changes occur through the deregulation of the 

electric utility indusiry; and 

10. Seminole continue to position itself to be p r e p e d  as changes occur through the deregulation of the 

electric utility industry and consider investigating the appropriateness of rate concepts in the future 
including time-of-use rates, performance-based rates and accelerated -very of investments. 

Seminole Electric Cooperalive, Inc. IV-3 Bums & McDofuteIl 
Cost-ofServce 6 Rate Design Study 

_ _ ~ ~ ~  - 





Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Source: RUS Form 12a. Section A. Statement of Operations, for Year Ended 1998 

~ 

Item 
1. Electric Energy Revenues 
2. Income From Leased Property (Net) 
3. Other Operating Revenue and Income 
4. Total Oper. Revenue b Patronage Capital (1 thru 3) 
5. Ooerations Expense - Production - Exdrrding Fuel 
6. Operations Expense - Production - Fuel 
7. Operations Expense -Other Power Supply 
8. Operations Expense -Transmission 
9. Operations Expense - Distribution 

10. Operations Expense - Consumer Accounts 
11. Operations Expense - Consumer Service B Information 
12. Operations Expense - Sales 
13 Operations Expense - Administrative 8 General 
14. Total Operation Expense (5 thN 13) 
15 Maintenance Expense - Production 
16. Maintenance Expense -Transmission 
17. Maintenance Expense - Distribution 

19. Total Malntenance Expense (15 thru 18) 
2 F  Depreciation and Amortiration Expense 
21. Taxes 
22. Interest on Long-Term Debt 
23. Interest Charged to Construction - Credit 
24. Other Interest Expense 
25. Other Deductions 
26. Total Cost of Electric Service ( 14 plus 19 thru 25) 
27. Operating Margins (4 minus 26) 
28. Interest Income 
29. Allowances for Funds Used During Construction 
30. Incomes (Loss) from Equity Investments 
31. Other Nonoperating Income (Net) 
32. Generation and Transmission Capital Credits 
33. Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends 
34. Extraordinary Items 
3 

Unbundle, Copyright 1998 
Burns B McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. 
All rights reserved 

. .. . 

CosmodelBF3.xls Form12 Financial 
Page 1 



Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 
BALANCE SHEET 
Seminole Elactrlc Coopntivr. Inc. 
Source: RUS Form 121. Saction 8. B a b m  Sheet. for Year Ended 1998. 

13 SwonlFunds 

15 Cash. O.nsn( Funds I 
14 Total m a r  Property Jnd Imoatnmtl (8 thru 13) I im,mwa 

~ ~~ ~~~ ~~ 

16. Cash - Conahdon Funds - T ~ . t e e  
17. SpdalFunds 
18. Temporary Invesbnenta 
19. Notes Recobble (Net) 
20. Accounta Racainbls - Sales Of EnerpY (N.1) 
21. Accounts Recelvrble - Mher (W 
22. FuslStock 
23. Materials and Supplies - Uedric and Ouar 
24. Pre~avmentf 

29. m e r  D e M  Debits I 4.747.783 
30. Armmulaad mkmd l n m m  Taes I - i r r r a r ,  
31 T O P I  Amah Jnd 0th.r D.bb (5*1&28 llm~ 30) I mS.e.07.m 

33. Patronage capital 
a. Assigned and Assignable 

50. TuesAccrwd 
51. lnkreuAccrwd 

Unbundle. Copyflght 1990 
Burns a McDonnell Englrmering Company. Inc. 
All rights resewed 
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Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

Unbundle. Copyriphi 1998 
Burns & McDonn-?U Engineerinp Cmwany. hr 

IbhU RSeNCd 



Exhibit-- wSS-1) 



ACCT DESCRlPnON 

l42.530 RETEN'IIO 
242,640 --. DEDUCllONS 

Unbundle. Ccpyrqht 1498 
Byma 6 McDOnneU Erqimnrq company. Inc. 
All rights r e w e d  



ACCT DESCRIPTION 
40UltlMERU UNEMPLOYMENT TAX 

Unbundb. CoWnphl ?eo8 
Bums h MCDOnmll Enpimmnp Cornpry. lllc 
All fighis rarewed 



Exhibit-. (Wss-1) 

512.047 

61204s 

612Qs8 
51209 
517-067 
612Ou 
512WS 

sizom 

. .  . .  . . .  
61Q.20) OVERHEM V E R S  
610.218 NEWWTRCJHI(0 . .- 
510.21S OYEIUIEU) TIVIWSFEIU'.' 
511917 CENaUopoUrurOSupP 
511.011 SAURIES ' ' . .  

.... 

GENERU OPERATINO SUPPLES n,n1 
s1zw-5 - ubsr 

OVERHEAD TRANSFERS 1 7 z n  

swlw Wm6 
OVERHEADTRU5FEW 1.OiK(lcso 
GENERAL OPEMllNO SUPPLES 36J,775 
W E 5  l46.m 

GENERAL opEmnNo SUPFUES sszm 

OVERHEII) llvlwFuS 461.171 

. . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  . .  

612017 GENERAL OPERITINO SUPPUS . . .  . . . . . .  

51201S CONlRACTUgOR . .  

. .  

. . . . . . .  . . .  2.311 . .  
. . .  l,oa&1.ta . .  . .  512011 

512027 GENERALOPERITIN0 SUPPUES' ' ' 

SUMIE.3 ' .  ' ' ~ 

. .  



Exhibit-- (JVSS-1) 

uzo10 YUNT ywc 
M6.1 00 arrwRUP'tl 
ssa.107 w€RRuPn 

665.117 PULL REW 
Mh.120 P u m U  W 
6 6 5 . 1 2 7 P * R T u L R E ~ - N u " ' ~ '  '~ 

664.160 MAREL WPTPURCMSES 
6M1W INTERCHANGE. NONNEL " '. 
555.207 INTERCHANGE. FUEL 

MS.VO ~ u ~ a u l  



r I I 1990YWEnd 

930.MO 
932.019 

ACCT DESCRIFTlON 1 EahW 
I 3M.m 

OTHER OWSIDE S-ES MU01 
OTHER OUTSIDE SERVICES 190.784 

. .  
. .  

- (?1,24tI 
mm 
ne.7.9341 

. .  . .  .. . .  
. . . .  

ru.019 LE& 
. . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . .  

S23.040 TEMPORARY HELP lSF - INDIRECT 
921.069 LlNIWL AN0 OTHER . .  
924.049 OMRHUOTRANSFERS . .  
924.069 OTHERPROPERTY , - . ., .' . .  ~ ~ .&ri 

ei4otl 
w7,awi 

9U.OlSINSURANCE '. ' .  : 

925.Q49 INSURANCE V D  OVERHEAD 
S25.0SS INSURANCE AN0 OVERHEAD lRANSFW 

' - '  

. .  
. ,  . , 
. .  
. . . .  

Unbundle. Cwyriphl1998 
Burns 6 McDonnell Ewpeering Company. IW 
AU nghb resewed 



Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

POWER REQUIREMENTS DATA BASE 
Semlnole Ehctric Coopentiw. InC. 
Sourw: RUS Form 12a. Saler of Ekdricily. for Year Ended 1998. 

6. Other S a k  

Unbund!e. Copytight 1998 
CosmodelBF3.xls Form 12 Class Data Bums b McDonnel Engineering Company, Inc. 

All righls resewed Page 1 



CLASS DATA VERIFICATION 
Semlnok Eklric CoopnUva. Inc. 
Cwnpares Form 121 Dola to Rab Class Summaries 

F m  12. C l l u M u t l m  
s.lss tW Rsrsle - RUS Bwromrr 

RUS Bwmwen 
.Sa& IM Resale. 
a t a s  to UHimanrls Conaumsn 
Other Saks to PuMic AU(h0rltlss 
Olher Sales 
TOW 

Sd8S fM ~ spedsl M I  IO 

Fwm 12a M a  SuMnarized Rak &sa Data V a h  horn Form 12a 
cod. Conrumen kyvhSOld Raverue Conrumen kyvhSOld RweM ConwmsnkMSold R s ~ n w  

1 10 8.%5,919.000 420.529.8(7 10 11.5B5.891.000 541.351.605 29.3% 28.7% 

2 2 53.143.000 1.863.599 -1w.on -1w.ox -100.0% 
3 27 2.786.908.000 128,202,131 -1w.ox - 1 w . w  -1w.ou 
4 
5 
6 

39 11,785,970,~ 548PJl.B71 10 11,585,891,000 541,351,605 -74.4% -1.9% -1.3% - 
~ ~ s l u . 1  FY i m  

C h U  
Surnnurlud In 

Form 12. 
Semlnok Ekc(rlc CoopnUva. IIIC. CIaaaMuUon 

Sales for Resals . Member Saks I 10 11.565.891.00(1 
Rate Cksses 6 OUur Splb Code Consumers kyvhSoM 

0 

RevsrWe 
541,351,60! 

F o m o w d  FY moo 

2.M2.345.000 
9.263.WJ9.oM) 

12.105.954.000 
a 11.565.891,000 

540.063.000 
4.46% 

P u c h d  Pavw ' 3.39(.m.000 

13.019.802.000 
T O W u l u  Sabs 12.194.143.481 

Unbundle. Copyrighl1998 .. ......... - " - .  . -  



I I 

Kw 

2,661,634 

f3.261.067 
5.428.515 

349.878 

2.287.813 

Accl t KWH ACC 

182.184362 
7,720.824 
1,694.210 

10.557.901 
15.360.570 

14,443,520 
1.105.938 
6.554.701 

848,Wo 

m 
501 
502 
505 
506 
507 
510 
51 1 
512 
513 
514 

1.185.1M 
5.409 

555 purchsl.dPo*sl 
556 
557 o l h a P a r s r ~ E X p M w S  

580 0pnUwu supfbisk4 And Elqlnesrlm 
562 SlaUonExpsnss 

566 MircouwMa Tnnunhrlon Expnssr 
567 Renla 

System Cmlml d Load Dlrpafch 

TRANSy198(ON 0PERAM)NS EXPENSES 

565 TnnrmMon Of Bsrmd(y GIWK 

TRANSMISSION WNTENANCE EXPENSES 
T-KW 
T-KW 

Mlinlenlnca of ShyOn Epupmenl 
Malnlenlnca OfOmimM Unr 
*DYNISTR*llVE AN0 OENERAL OPERATIONS EXPENBE 

FY 2WO 
Budgel 
Totals 

2.681.634 
162.184.282 

7.720.824 
1,694,210 

10.557.801 
28.641.857 
5,428,515 

349.878 
14.443.520 
1.105.936 
5.554.701 

640.000 
2.231.813 

218.750.478 
1.717.774 

48.481 

177.341 
9.604 

34.051.875 
1.285.816 

2.m 

1,195,105 
5.408 

10.845.074 
2.278.213 
(1.W7.8W 
1.B88.480 

35.944 
39.607 
58.308 

1.342.030 

120,700 

KWH 
Kw 

I I I 

1.285.816 T-KW 
2.500 T-KW 

I I I 

1.827.634 

12,812 18.515 
28.321 7.018 
41.892 10.329 

79,104 

8,837 
1.376 
2.028 

485.117 
51,853 
(4,405 

1 51 
899 

1.323 

1,078,420 P W  Fwdion 
114,696 PAYROLL RATIO 

(845) TOTAL UTILITY PUNT RATIO 

23 TOTAL UTlLlM PUNT RATIO 
1,680,480 GENL 

1.W PAYROLL RATIO 
2.935 PAYROLL RATIO 

1.342.030 GENL 4 120,700 GENL 

CosmodelBF3.xls Astnnl Cos1 5 
Pnw 1 



ASSIGNMENT OF COSTS 
Sunlnob Ebebis CwpmUvb. Inc. 

FY 2wO 
Budgel 

Acdt Tolals 
DEPREClAnON AND AY0RT)UTION EXPENSE 

403.1 Stem ProdwUm Plant 18,223,895 
403.2 Nuclear Produdion Wnl 1.061,449 
403.5 T r m n W  3,854,282 
405.7 OenanlPlanl 953.640 
980.0 mpmcmbn~mbned (23.785: 
404.0 AnmrUzathn Leuehold InrpoMmnIs 1.205.805 
405.0 M l S C a l l w  Dlpnd.tlonlAlIlMkaUw, 288.024 
408.0 A m o m a h  E k b k  Plant AwWbn 17.258 

408.1 PropellyTUer 8.618.067 
408.2 PaymPTuss 24.166 
408.3 Payroll Tams 1.731.795 
408.4 PaymYTaxes 15.116 

Bw.0 OwIhaDd Auwtlon and Tuea Transferred (10,212,085, 
425 Mlscel~news m p m d a ~ ~ a u o n  72 
426 hMbM 38.120 
428 AmorUnhl Of Dsbl DlrcoUnl snd Exwnse 3.780.688 

OTHER EXPENSES 

408.7 Taxe6.Cihe-r (12.2E2 

ACC 

0 

0 

I 
. .  

TOTAL OPERATINO EXPENSE I 543.444.477 
ANNUAL IWESTM€UT EDST? I 

~~ 

T-UW CONS 

3.854262 

(4.392) (104) 

53,295 1.282 

8.431.710 
381.060 

~8.346) 
558.195 

(5.137.708 I ~8.wB.085 

8,788,285 
680.389 

(10.928) 
647.410 

Non-O~mUnp Mwku 
419 
41 1 
421 
424 

427 IntcnSSl On L-T CbbI 

Non OpeceunO Matgins - Merest 

Non opsnunp Matqlns - OUmr 
Gah on MposlUon of Wean Alr A l l o w a m  

0Ih.w CapM Mils and Palmage Oiddendr 
bqulnd opntl~ Ylrglrn 

Total Irt.rut LOR Margins 
TOM Opamlinn Expenm 
Less Mhsr Rsvsnuar 

(7.010.135 
(lW.wO 
(493.662 
(1oo.m 

(5288,917 
30,145,557 
24.776.640 

543,444,477 

KW j K W  

(2.165.317) 
I 1 w . m )  
(lSZ.464) 

(4,181.01C 

(294.432: 

132.609 
11.081 

(425.280) 

(29.949) 

819270 1,072,767 + 819.270 1.072.767 

(168.738) (18.6931 

(11.883) (1,3161 

Mu(d solea 
OVulrEbWcRevanuer 

(5,137,708 
(8.0M.085, 

~62.80s 
(1.224.777 

24.008.987 I 219.290.024 

co~-of*rv*. Row 
Non-Power Supply COS RaUo 

SUMMARY OF COST OF SERVlCE 
PawrPmdudbn 
Purchased Paver 
Tnnrmirllon O p s n u M  Experuss 
Tranmmlmmlon Malnlenanm Expsnres 
Admh-ilslraw+ And 0art.l opmum Enpmlns 

120.311.80 I 07,435,770 
0 0 

1.000 
1.OOO 

243.299.01 1 
218.518.713 
35,528,936 

1.2W.514 
15.215.834 

0 

0 
0 

34,051,675 
0 
0 

0 709.055 
1.475.281 0 
1.200.514 0 

408.731 534.804 

60,164 

13 

698,114 

~~~ 

37.673 
549 

39.299 
343 

(44.641) 
0 

18.527 
1.354.766 

1 -  I 
10.207 
10.207 

0.707 0.078 

0 I 0 

GENL DescdpUon of Asslpnmenl 

W , K W  
K w . M  
T-Kw 

953.646 GENL 
(15) TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO 

185 TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO 
K w . w  

W . K w H  

5.518 TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO 
1,210 PAYROU RATIO 

67.189 PAYROLL RATIO 
761 PAYROLL RATIO 

(12.21u) GENL 
(6358) TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO 

0 TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO 
38.120 GEM. 
2,421 TOTAL UTILITY PUNT RATIO 

5.304.737 

1.485 TOTAL UTILITY PLAM RATIO 
1.495 I 

(51.CIBD) COS RATIO - PREL. 

(3.598) COS RATIO. PREL. 
Kw 

(1W.wO) GENL 
(153.193) 

(133.893) 
5.394.737 

1 0 . ~ 1  TOTAL m ~ m  PLANT wno 

M 
KWH 
KWH 

11.224.777) GENL 
4.058.087 

4,203,810 4 



Acct I 
Administrative And General MahleMnce Expnres 
Oeiuedation 
Taxes 6 OIher 
Told Inlorest a Op. Mqlnrr 
NoWp%sllna Marglm 
NM-Member Slks 
Inlempllbla Sales 
Marlel Sahs 
Olhor Op. Rawnus 
COS( Of SNk4 

COS Exctudlng P.ym(l6 Qmu W p h  Tu .  Rq'd yuglm, 6 InL 
Requted OperaUnp M . m b  
Total Op Exp 
Cost of Servlce ( e a .  ~noparaUng Wersrl and Mher h m m )  
COS Raw (PreaUm.) 
NorrPwer Supp4y COS RaUo IPreIim.) 

wnos 
Pmar Produdh 
Puchawd Power 
Trafmisslon 
Mmin. 6 0.ner.l 
Taxes (Payroll 6 Property) 
CostalSwvluRalio 
PAYROLL RATIO 
OperaUona Sup- And Enpinsew 
MahleMnm Supervbion and Enpheerlnp 
Mainlenancn Supervblon and Ein~inexsmg 
Operalions SqmMsbn And En@nwhg 
Admlnlslrauve 6 General Salarles 

Total 
P.vrotl RlUo 

FY2WO I 1 

25.581.072 
3.983.697 
32.480.437 
(7,703,787) 

(5.137.708) 
(62.808) 

(8.006.085) 

(1.224.777) 
553.7m.741 

I LT b b t  
32.280.437 
543.444.477 
561,293,538 

1.000 
1.000 

tm 
1 .wo 
1 .wo 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 

2.881.634 
5.428.515 
2281.873 

9.418.007 11.246.826 
2.033.742 1,318,458 

11398.032 14.923.223 
(2.417.601) (4,475.449 

0 (5.137.708 
0 (62.808 
0 0 

0 (8.wB.oB5 

171.058.802 330283.781 

lt.206.032 14.923.223 
182,017,881 333,052,805 
173,374,493 334,788,220 

0.309 0.696 
0.000 0.000 

0.099 o m 1  
0.551 0.4448 
0.wO 0.m 
0.407 0.245 
0.413 0.412 
0.308 0.586 

2.801.634 0 
5,420,515 0 
2.287.873 0 

177.341 I ..,;I 0 
10.005.074 4.890.317 3.787.480 
21,380,437 15,288.339 3,787,460 

1 .ooom 0.177 

(455.229) 
0 
0 
0 
0 

33,596,446 

0 
34.051.675 
34,051,675 

0.061 
0.OOO 

0.000 
0.000 
0.827 
O.Oo0 
0.000 
0.061 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.000 

3,903,185 

(180.620 
0 
0 
0 
0 

13,330,015 

5.oQ7.602 
7,513,032 
13,510,634 

0.024 
0.707 

0.wO 
0.000 
0.073 
0.031 
0.159 
0.024 

0 
0 
0 

177,341 
565,680 
743,021 

0.035 

(20.010) 
0 
0 
0 

(154;688) 
0 
0 
0 

0 11.224.777) 
1,478,741 4,038.M7 

1 1 

141.985 
1.354.768 
1,488,751 

0.00J 
0.078 - 
0.0w 
0.W 
0.000 
0.036 
0.008 
0.003 

179.204) 
5.384.737 
4.080.755 

0.007 
0.214 

0.000 
0.m 
0.000 
0.zu 
0.006 
0.007 

01 0 1  
0 
0 
0 

485.17'7 
485.177 

0.023 - 
1,076,420 
1,078,420 



Seminole Electrlc Cooperative. Inc. 

T-KWH CONS GENL Description of Assignment RATE BASE CALCUUTION Total kW kWh ACC T-KW 
0 3,857,448 564.973 PlUdhSeNk8 882.429.372 309.629.437 405.434318 0 162,942,997 TOW UUIIW Plant 

D.preciaUon Reserve: KW. KWH - 625 MW capacky 
KW, KWH - CR3 
omu 

KW. KWH - CR3 

108.1 Steam Plant (281,169,188) (t30.181.334) (150,987,854) 
108.2 Nuclear Plant (8.413.949) (3.020.608) (5,393,341) 
108.5 Tfanamission Plant 
108.7 General Plant (12,791254) (4.488233) (5376,976) 
108.9 cost of Remwal - Nudear (94.378) (33,882) (60,497) 

(23,444,300) (23.444.300) 111.1 TransportrtionLeaS3 
111.1 lntangibb Plant (HPSdcuera) (2.311.850) (818,W) (1,069,024) 
111.1 Leasehold Improvemsntr-UZ (8.650.31 I) (4,005.094) (4,645,217) 
115.1 Acguklfion Adbtment (42W0.2) (154,084) (275.118) 
)20.5 Nuclsar Fuel (6,504,475) (6,504,4753 

9,998,589 986,671 9,011,919 
8.980.139 4.944.324 4.004.210 

65,935 533,159 ~ m i n .  h General Ratio 
4,528,042 

1.279.342 914.809 226.632 0 44.460 0 29,032 
4.289 
76,697 11.233 Tdd UNlily Plant Ratio 0 3.239.766 

0 2,219,714 0 52,549 7,696 Total Utility Plant Ratio 

(49,002,883) (49,002,883) 
0 (2,361,940) 0 (55,916) (8.180) Total UUlHy Plant RaIio 

KW, KWN - 625 MW Capacity 
pmdl)(man Plant Ratb 
KW, Kw - 825 MW C a p W  

Mmd 

(424,81n) 

W, KWH - CR3 

Worklng Capltsl: OperaUrg Exwnse 
Operatlng Expanse Power Produdi~l 
T-KW Purchase Power Expan* 

TraMmlFdOn 
Admlnlslrative 6 General 
Payroll 6 Prowrty Tax08 

31.605 
0 4,198,152 329,880 

1.8so.8oa 770,173 463,750 57.789 0 0 
64.410 Tax Expense Rslb 

Died 4.289 
0 

135 Working Funds 
1% PlsnlMateriak andOperatlng Supplies 17,545,185 6,156,306 8,051,181 
165 Prepayments 12,021,018 4,217.970 5523,089 

(3.981) CONS - DeducUons: 
235 Consumer Deposita 3.981 

1 .ooo 0.339 
0 4,057,656 1,173282 

1 .ooo 545.d1.008) 184.918.447 234.468.495 4,198,152 117.M4.975 
0.430 0.008 0.214 0.000 0.007 0.002 TOTAL RATE BASE 

Rata Base RaUo . 



Exhibit - - (WSS - 2) 

LCEC COST OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 



Rate Base Assignment 
Seminole Eledric Coopemtive, Inc. 

i 

ACCOUIIt Year 20w 
Number Item Budget kW KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL Dercripuon of Assignmnt 

1.061.971 ProdudiowTransmission Plant 301-303 Total Intangible Plant 5,779.220 4.71 7,249 

320-325 
673,346,929 673,348.929 KW 
22,306,484 22.306.464 KW 

310.316 rota1 ~roducdon Plant - steam 
Total Produdan Plant - Nuclear 
Total Produdon Plant 701,434,633 700,372.662 1,061,971 

350 Land and Land Rights 16,406,249 16.406.249 - T-KW 
352 Slruclures and Improvements - T-KW 
353 Station Equipment - T-KW 

140,203,133 - 140,203.133 . T-KW 354-359 Other Transmission Plant 
Total Transmission Paint 156609.382 156,609,382 

Total P rWrans  Plant 858,044,015 700,372,662 . 157,671.353 

798,157 651,490 146,667 . ProductiowTransmission Plant 389 Land and Land rights 

391 Oiflce Furiture 8 Equipment 1,597.554 1,597,554 . CONS 
392 Transporntan Equipment 748.182 748,182 - KW 

398 Miscellanwus Equipment 
2,259,892 2,259.892 564.973 StandardlJudgement 397 Communication Equipment 5,649,731 225,989 338.984 

15,591,733 12,726,647 2,865,086 - ProductiowTransmission plant 
338,984 5.271.645 3,857,446 564,973 Tolal General Plant 24.385.357 14,352,308 

A11 Omer Utility Plant . PrOdMmsn Pslnt Ratio 

- ProdfXmsn Palm Ratio 107 Construction Work in Progress 

T O M  UlllHy Plant 882,429372 714.724.970 338,984 - 162.942.998 3.857.446 564.973 

0.44% 006% Utility Plant Ratio 100% 81 .W% 0.04% 0.03% 18.47% 

1012 





ACCOYnl 
Number item 

POWER PRODUCTION EXPENSE 
Mo Operations SUpeMoon and Engineering 

502 Steam Expense 
505 EisClriC Expenses 
506 MiKSteam pawe, Expenses 
507 power Plant R ~ ~ I O  
510 MainImam SUpeMsion and Engnsering 
51 1 Mainten- 01 stwdureo 
512 Maintenme d W a r  Piant 
513 Maintenme d Elenric Plant 
514 Maintenance 01 Mi% Steam Plant 
518 Nuclear Fuel Expense 
528 Maintenance Supewirian 2nd Enghcering 

501 Fud Expense 

veaur2Wo 

ACC T-KW CONS GENL Dewrlption o( Arslgnmenl Budget LW KWH 

- FERC PREOOMINANCE 
162,184,362 . FERC PREDOMiNANCE 

- FERC PREWMiNANCE 
1,694,210 - FERC PREOOMiNANCE 

10,557,901 - FERC PREOOMINANCE 
28641,657 . FERC PREDOMINANCE 

5,426,515 5.428.515 . FERC PREDOMINANCE 
. FERC PREWMiNANCE 

14,443,520 14,443,520 - FERC PREOOMINANCE 
1,105,936 - FERC PREDOMINANCE 

5,554,701 - FERC PREDOMiNANCE 
648.003 - FERC PREDOMINANCE 

2.287.873 . FERC PREDOMINANCE 

2,681,634 2.681.634 
162,184,362 

7,720,824 7.720.824 
1.694.210 

10.557.901 
28,641,657 

349,878 349.876 

1,105,936 
5,554.701 

848,OW 
2,287,873 

M x 
Cr  
E 
I. n- 

PURCHASED POWER 
555 Purchased Power 
556 System Control and Load Dispatch 
557 m e r  Powar Supply Emenrer 

560 O p e r a h s  S u p e M m  and Engineering 
562 Statimn E x p e n ~ s  
565 TranOmiErim d ElsClriey by m e n  
588 Miscellaneous Tranamiuion Expenses 
567 Rents 

570 Maintenance d Slation Equipment 
571 Maintenance d Overnerd Line6 

920 AdministaNe a General Salaries 
921 Onice Supplier and Expense 
922 Adminislarive Expenses TRnStemed . Credii 
923 Outside Sewices Employed 
924 Properm Insurance 
925 injuries and Oamageo 
926 Employes Penrims and Benele 
930 General AdvenYnQ and MiicelaneDUI General Expense 

AOMiHSTRATIVE AND GENERAL MAIMENANCE 
932 Maintenance M General Plant 

DEPREClATiON AND AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 

TRANSMSSION OPERATIONS EXPENSES 

TRANSHiSSiON MAiMENACE EXPENSES 

ADMiNISTRATIVE AND GENERAL OPERATIONS 

403.1 Steam Pmdudim Pian 
403 2 Nudear Produdion Piant 
403.5 Tranrmioolon Plant 
403.7 General Plant 
990.0 OepleCiatiCn Tiandelred 
401.0 Amofiizalim Learhdd Improvements 
405.0 Mirceilanaour Oepr~iat idAmonnat im 
406.0 AmOfiiialian Elentic Plam Acqequioltlan 

769,055 - KW. KWH. CONC- By Cantran 216.750.478 118,545,653 97435,770 
t , n 7 , n 4  1,717,774 . K W  

48,461 46,461 . KW 

1n.w 1n.w - T.KW 
9.604 9,604 . T-KW 

1.265.816 1,285,816 . T-KW 
2.503 2,5W . T-KW 

1,195,105 1.195.105 - T-KW 
5.403 5,409 - T-KW 

34.051.875 34,051.675 - ACC 

EXPENSES 

10,805.074 3.W.632 6,034,062 734.745 54,025 21,610 . O&M SUB-TOTAL 
2,276,213 1,627.634 403,224 79.104 51,653 114,598 PAYROU RATiO 
(1.037.W) (769.355) 1705) (228.771) (7.8611 (1.109) NETPLANTRATIO 
1,666,460 601,592 939.883 113.319 8.332 3,333 . OBM SUQTOTAL 

35,944 27.440 25 6,159 280 40 NET PLANT RATIO 
39.607 28,321 7.016 1.376 899 1,994 PAYROLL RATIO 
58.3I11 41,692 10,329 2.026 1.323 2.935 PAYROU RATIO 

484,473 756,905 91,258 6,710 2,684 - OBM SUB-TOTAL 1.3l2.030 
EXPENSES 

120.703 120,7W GENL 

18,223.995 . Steam Plant 18.223.995 
1,061,449 1,061,449 - NudeaPlanf 
3,854,282 3,854,262 - Transmissian Piant 
953.646 953,846 GENL 
(23.785) (16.157) (171 (5.399) (188) (26) NET PLANT RATiO 

288.624 220.336 202 65,516 2,251 317 NET PLANT RATIO 
- KW.KWH 

17.256 6,195 11,061 - KWKWH 

1,205,605 556,195 647,410 



TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE 

war P v w  
Budge4 kW KWH ACC 1-KW CONS GENL 

9.480 8,618,067 6,579,032 6,033 1.s56.mi 67.221 
24.186 17.294 4.284 841 549 1.218 

1,731,795 1,238,341 306,782 60.184 39.299 87.169 
761 15.116 10,609 2.678 525 343 

ANNUAL INVESTMENT COST: 
V T a w  Milrgvl Ddlilr mcwt 

Required Margins 6 Patronage Capfal 
Uon-optltaiq Ma-$ 

Gain on OiEpmlon d Clem Pi, AUwancen 
NmOpeltaiog Margins - Other 
nher Caoilal Crem and Patrmaoe Dividandr 424 

~escription n ~ ~ ~ ~ p m e ~ t  

NET PLANT RATIO 
PAVROURATIO 
PAYROLL RATIO 
PAYROLL RATIO 

Less &her Revenues 
Interruptable Sales 
Nm-Member Sales 
Manel Sales 

C o d  d Servlce (With a l l ~ ~ i t b n  10 GENL) 

(12.282) (12,2621 
(10,212,065) (7,795,890) (7.1481 (2,318,139) (79.6541 (11,233) 

0 
38.120 38.120 

29,469 4,159 

72 55 0 16 1 

3,780.688 2,886,177 2,846 858,216 

I Allocallon 01 Gene, 

GENL 
NET PLANTRATIO 
NETPLANTRATIO 
GENL 
NET PLANTRATIO 

TOTAL COSTOF SERVICE 

543,444477 208,730,825 290,430.773 34,990,997 7.079.083 902,290 1,310,507 

2,334,880 1,762,447 1,634 530.018 18.212 2.566 
2,334.880 1.782.447 1,634 530,018 16.212 2,566 

(18.693) (51,080) (7.010.135) (2,165,317) (4.181.016) (425.260) (168,738) 
iIW,wO) ~1W.wO) - 

(1 1,383) (1,316) (3.598) (493.662) (152,484) (294.434 (29,9491 
(1W.wol (1W.wO) 

(5,388,917) (635.354) (4,473,814) (455,229 1 349,397 (1.7971 (152,120) 
30,145,557 23.a13.11~ 21,102 6.943.MI 235,135 33,160 
24.776.640 z m . 7 6 5  (4,452.712) (455,229) 7,192,438 233.338 (118,960) 

541,444,477 208,730,825 290.430.773 34,990,991 7,079.063 902,290 1.310.M7 

NET PLANT RATIO 

COS RATIO - PREL. 
KW 
COS RATIO . PREL. 
GENL 

NET PLANT RATIO 

(5,137,708) (5,137,708) . 
(6006.085) (8.Wg.085) - 

(62.606) (62.8061 - 
(1,224,777) (1,224,777) 

553,789,741 231,108,590 272,771,462 34,535,768 14,271,521 1,135,629 (33.230) 

KWH 
KWH 
KWH 
GENL 

(13,866.89) (16,366.50) (2,07217) (856.30) (68.14) 

553.789.740 231,094 , 723 272,755 , 096 34,533,698 14,270 , 865 1 , 135,560 

COS Ratio 

RATIOS 
POWER PROOVCTWN EXPENSE 
O6M SUB-TOTAL 
PROOUCTlONlfRANSMlSSlON PLANT 

1 0041. 24 5% 75 5% 
10046 36 1% 564% 6 8% 0 5% 0 2% 
1 00446 81 62% 1638% 



Exhibit - - (WSS - 3) 

Cost Recovery Under SECI-7b 
Compared to 

Actual Cost from 
Cost of Service Study 



Cost Recovery Under SECIJb 
Compared to Actual Cost from Cost of Service Study 

Commodity (Energy Related) 
Capacity (Demand Related) 
Customer (Customer Related) 

LECE’s Percentage 
Cost of Service of Total 

Exhibit _- (WSS-3) 

Study cost SECI- 7b 
$ 272,755,096 49.25% 58.46% 

279.899.084 50.54% 41.54% 
1,135,560 0.21% 0.00% 

$ 553,769,740 100.00% 100.00% 



Exhibit - - (WSS - 4) 

Revenues Produced by 
LCEC’s Proposed Rate Alternatives 

Compared to SECI-7b 

(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 



Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Cornparision of Various Rate Alternatives 

12 Month Demand 30,602,146 
8 Months Demand 22,073,300 
Transmission Kw-Mo. 30,602,146 
Distribution Kw-Mo. 286.156 

Rate Alternative 1 Charges Revenue 
Demand Charge (Applied to all 12 months) - kW/Mo 5 9.126 5 279275.1 84 
Energy Charge - kWh 5 0.02243 5 282,670,370 
Distribution Delivery Charge = kW/Mo 5 1.260 5 360,557 

Total Revenue 5 562,306,111 

Rate Alternative 2 Charges Revenue 
Production Demand Charge (Applied lo 6 peak months) 5 10.566 5 233,667,954 
Transmission Demand Charae (Applied to all 12 months) 5 1.490 5 45,597,198 - . . .  
Distribution Delivery Charge (Applied to all 12 months) 
Fuel Charge 
Non-fuel Energy Charge 

Total Revenue 

5 
5 
5 

1.260 5 360,557 
0.01969 5 250,660,439 
0.00254 $ 32,009,930 

5 562,296,078 

Rate Alternative 3 Charges Revenue 
Production Demand Charge (Applied to 8 peak months) 5 8.500 5 187,623,050 
Production Fixed Demand Charge * 5 46,046,418 
Transmission Demand Charge (Applied to all 12 months) 5 1.490 5 45,597,196 
Distribution Delivery Charge (Applied to all 12 months) 5 1.260 5 360,557 

250,660,439 
Non-fuel Energy Charge 5 0.00254 5 32,009,930 
Fuel Charge 5 0.01989 5 

Total Revenue 5 562,297,592 

* allocated on the basis of the member system demands for 12 months 

SECI-7B Charges Revenue 
Demand Related Costs: 

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 5 8.500 5 167,623,050 
Transmission W w  -Mo. 5 1.490 5 45,597.198 
Distribution $/Kw 40. 5 1.260 $ 360,557 

Total Demand Related Revenue 5 233.580.804 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 
Production Fixed Energy 

5 
5 

0.01969 5 250,660,439 
0.00254 5 32,009.930 

5 46,046,418 
5 328,716.788 

Total Revenue 5 562,297,592 



Exhibit - - (WSS - 5) 

Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives 

Compared to SECI-7b 

(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 



Exhibit _- (WSS-5) 

Revenues Produced by LCEC's Proposed Rate Alternatives 
Compared to SECI-7b 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Member Systems 
Central Florida 
Clay 
Glades 
Lee County 
Peace River 
Sumter 
Suwannee 
Talauin 

SECI-76 
$ 18.424.552 . .  

11 4,208,590 
13,811,488 

11 6,950,590 
17,802,945 
79,128,390 
14,113,357 
40.063.1 94 

Alternative 1 
$ 18.580.113 

Alternative 2 
$ 18.426.665 . .  

11 4,337,255 
13,916,441 

117,446,519 
17,703,522 
80,042,527 
13,972,706 
40.096.245 

. .  
11 3,877,332 
13,626,860 

11 7,736,724 
17,725,899 
79,670,497 
14,123,320 
40.290.468 

Rate Rate Rate 
Alternative 3 

$ 18,456,887 
113,967,868 
13,683,912 

117,679,446 
17,721,475 
79,743,738 
14,093,630 
40.252.163 



Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Exhibit _- (WSS-5) 

Billinn - 
SECI-7B Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Total System 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 5 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. 5 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 

Production Fixed Energy 100.00% 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.00254 

Total Revenue 

Central Florida 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 3.23% 

Total Revenue 

Clay 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $IKw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 5 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel 5Kwh $ 0,01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 20.56% 

22,073,300 
30,602,146 

286,156 

12,602,334,814 
12,602,334,814 

$ 46,046.418 

714,004 
1,009,939 

41 7,450,261 
417,450,261 

$ 46,046,418 

4,379,619 
6,131,819 

2,602,687,225 
2,602,667,225 

5 46,046,418 

$ 187,623,050 
$ 45,597.198 
5 360,557 
5 233,580.804 

5 250,660,439 
5 32,009,930 
$ 46,046,418 
$ 328,716,788 

5 562,297,592 

$ 6,069,034 
$ 1,504,809 
$ 7,573,843 

$ 8.303.086 

$ 18,424,552 

$ 37,226,762 
$ 9,136,410 
$ 46,363,172 

5 51,767,449 
$ 6,610,826 
5 9,467,144 
$ 67,845,418 

Total Revenue $ 114,208,590 ______ 



Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Exhibit _- 0yss-5) 

Billina - 
SECI-7B Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Glades 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 2.56% 

Total Revenue 

Lee County 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0,01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 22.75% 

Total Revenue 

Peace River 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $IKw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. 5 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0,01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 3.18% 

476,587 
698,629 

336,190,488 
336,190,488 

$ 46,046.418 

4,439,930 
6,117,194 

2,747,258,419 
2,747,258,419 

$ 46,046,418 

665,019 
919,004 
255.625 

401,007,763 
401,007,763 

$ 46,046,418 

$ 4,050,990 
$ 1,040,957 
$ 5,091,947 

$ 6,686,829 
$ 853,924 
$ 1,178,788 
$ 8,719,541 

$ 13,811,488 

$ 37,739,405 
$ 9,114,619 
$ 46,854,024 

$ 54,642,970 
$ 6,978,036 
$ 10,475,560 
$ 72,096,566 

$ 118,950,590 

$ 5,652,662 
$ 1,369,316 
5 322,088 
$ 7,344,065 

$ 7,976,044 
$ 1,018,560 
$ 1,464,276 
5 10,458.880 

Total Revenu., $ 17,802,945 



Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Exhibit -- (WSS-5) 

Billing 
SECIJB Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Sumter 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate 5IKw - Mo. 5 8.500 

Transmission 5IKw -Mo. 5 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.01989 
Non-Fuel 5lKwh 5 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 13.44% 

Total Revenue 

Suwannee 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate 5/Kw - Mo. 5 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 5 1.490 
Transmission 51Kw -Mo. $ 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 2.51% 

Total Revenue 

Taiquin 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate 5 K w  - Mo. 5 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 5 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 6.82% 

3,226,628 
4,521,885 

1,728,747,415 
1,728,747,415 

5 46,046.41 8 

558,834 
755,003 
30,531 

314,047,252 
314,047,252 

5 46,046,418 

1,614,401 
2,212,654 

887.363.576 
887,363.576 

5 46,046,418 

5 27,426,338 
5 6,737,609 
5 34,163,947 

5 34,384.786 
5 4,391,018 
5 6,188.639 
5 44,964,443 

5 79,128,390 

$ 4,750,089 
5 1,124,954 
5 38,469 
5 5,913,513 

$ 6,246,400 
5 797,680 
5 1,155,765 
$ 8,199,845 

5 14,113,357 

5 13,722,409 
$ 3,296,854 
5 17,019,263 

5 17,649,662 
5 2,253,903 
5 3,140,366 
5 23,043,931 

Total Revenue 5 40,063,194 



Exhibit -- (WSS-5) Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Billing 
SECI-7B Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Tri-County 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - MO. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 

Production Fixed Energy 1.57% 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 

Total Revenue 

Withlacooche 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $IKw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 23.38% 

Total Revenue 

314,619 
429,236 

189,89i,a68 
189,891,868 

$ 46,046,418 

$ 2,674,262 
$ 639,562 
$ 3,313,823 

$ 3,776,949 
$ 482,325 
$ 722,929 
$ 4,982203 

$ 8,296,027 

5.683.659 $ 48,311,102 
7,806,783 $ 11,632,107 

$ 59,943,208 

2,977,690,547 $ 59,226,265 
2,977,690,547 $ 7,563,334 

$ 46,046.41 8 $ 10,765,653 
$ 77,555,251 

$ 137,498.460 



Individual Member Billings Exhibit _- (wss-5) 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Billing 
Alternative 1 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Total System 

Demand Related Costs: 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Energy Charge $/Kwh $ 0.02243 

Total Revenue 

30,602,146 $ 279,275,184 
286,156 

12,602,334,814 $ 282,670,370 

$ 562,306.1 1 1  _____ 

Central Florida 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 

Total Revenue 

Clay 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 

Total Revenue 

Glades 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 

Total Revenue 

1,009,939 $ 9,216,703 
$ 9,216,703 

417,450,261 $ 9,363,409 

$ 18,580,113 

6,131,819 $ 55,958.980 
$ 55,958,980 

2,602,687,225 $ 58,378.274 

$ 114,337,255 _____ 

698.629 $ 6,375.688 
$ 6,375,688 

336,190,488 $ 7,540,753 

$ 13,916,441 



Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Billing 
Alternative 1 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Lee County 
Customer Related Costs 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 

Total Revenue 

Peace River 
Customer Related Costs 

Demand Related Costs: 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 

Total Revenue 

Sumter 

9.126 
1.260 

$ 0.02243 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 

Total Revenue 

$ 0.02243 

Suwannee 

Demand Related Costs: 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

9.126 
1.260 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 

Total Revenue 

$ 0.02243 

6.1 17,194 

2,747,258,419 

919,004 
255.625 

401,007,763 

4,521,885 

1,728,747,415 

755,003 
30.531 

314,047,252 

$ 55,825,512 
$ 55,825,512 

$ 61,621,006 

$ 117,446,519 

$ 8,386,631 
$ 322,088 
$ 6,708,918 

$ 6,994,604 

$ 17,703,522 

$ 41,266,723 
$ 41,266,723 

$ 38,775,805 

$ 80,042,527 

$ 6,690,157 
$ 38,469 
$ 6,926,626 

$ 7,044,080 

$ 13,972,706 



Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Exhibit _- (WSS-5) 

Billing 
Alternative 1 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Taiquin 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 

Total Revenue 

Tri-County 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 

Total Revenue 

Withlacooche 

9.126 

$ 0.02243 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 

Total Revenue 

$ 0.02243 

2,212,654 

887,363,576 

429,236 

189,891,868 

$ 20,192,680 
$ 20,192,680 

$ 19,903,565 

$ 40,096,245 

$ 3,917,208 
$ 3,917,208 

$ 4,259,275 

$ 8.1 76,482 

7,806.783 $ 71,244,702 
$ 71,244,702 

2,977,690,547 $ 66,789,599 

$ 138,034,301 



Exhibit -- (WSS-5) 
Individual Member Billings 

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Billing 
Alternative 2 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Total System 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - MO. 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 
Production Fixed Energy 

10.586 
1.49 
1.26 

22,073,300 
30,602,146 

286,156 

$ 233,667,954 
$ 45,597,198 
$ 360,557 
$ 279,625,708 

0.01989 
0.00254 

0.00% 

12,602,334,814 
12,602,334,814 

$ 

$ 250,660,439 
$ 32,009,930 
$ 
$ 282,670,370 

Total Revenue $ 562,296,078 

Central Florida 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 
10.586 

1.49 
714,004 

1,009,939 
$ 7.558,446 
$ 1,504,809 
$ 9,063,255 Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 
Production Fixed Energy 

0.01989 
0.00254 

0.00% 

417,450,261 
417,450,261 

$ 

$ 8,303,086 
$ 1,060,324 
$ 
$ 9,363,409 

Total Revenue $ 18,426,665 

Clay 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $IKw - Mo. $ 10.586 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

4,379,619 
6,131,819 

$ 46,362,647 
$ 9,136,410 
$ 55,499,057 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 
Production Fixed Energy 

$ 0.01989 
$ 0.00254 

0.00% 

2,602,667,225 
2,602,687,225 

$ 

$ 51,767,449 
$ 6,610,826 
$ 
$ 58.378.274 

Total Revenue $ 11 3,877,332 



individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Exhibit _- ss-5) 

Billing 
Alternative 2 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Glades 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 

Transmission $ K w  -Mo. $ 1.49 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 

Production Fixed Energy 0.00% 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 

Total Revenue 

Lee County 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 

Production Fixed Energy 0.00% 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 

Total Revenue 

Peace River 

476,587 
698,629 

336,190,488 
336,190,488 

$ 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 

Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.26 
Transmission $IKw -Mo. $ 1.49 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 

Production Fixed Energy 0.00% $ 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 

$ 5,045,150 
$ 1,040,957 
$ 6,086,107 

$ 6,686,829 
$ 853,924 
$ 
$ 7,540,753 

$ 13,626,860 

4,439,930 $ 47,001,099 
6,117,194 $ 9.1 14,619 

$ 56,115,718 

2,747,258,419 $ 54,642,970 
2.747.258.41 9 $ 6,978,036 

$ 
$ 61,621,006 

$ 117,736.724 

665,019 $ 7,039,891 
919,004 $ 1,369,316 
255,625 $ 322,088 

$ 8,731,295 

401,007,763 $ 7,976,044 
401,007,763 $ 1,018,560 

$ 
$ 8,994,604 

Total Revenue $ 17,725,899 



Individual Member Billings Exhibit -- (WSS-5) 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b ~ 

Billing 
Alternative 2 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Sumter 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 

Production Fixed Energy 0.00% 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 

Total Revenue 

Suwannee 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.26 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 

Production Fixed Energy 0.00% 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 

Total Revenue 

Taiquin 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $IKw - Mo. $ 10.586 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0,01989 

Production Fixed Energy 0.00% 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 

3,226.628 
4,521,885 

1,728,747,415 
1,728,747,415 

$ 

558,834 
755,003 
30,531 

314,047,252 
314,047,252 

$ 

1,614,401 
2,212,654 

887,363,576 
887,363,576 

s 

$ 34,157,084 
$ 6,737,609 
$ 40,894,693 

$ 34,384,786 
$ 4,391,018 
$ 
$ 38,775,805 

$ 79,670,497 

$ 5,915,817 
$ 1,124,954 
$ 38,469 
$ 7,079,240 

$ 6,246,400 
s 797.680 
i 
$ 7,044,080 

$ 14,123,320 

$ 17,090,049 
$ 3,296,854 
$ 20,386,903 

$ 17,649,662 
$ 2,253,903 
$ 
$ 19,903,565 

Total Revenue $ 40,290,468 



Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Exhibit -- (WSS-5) 

Billing 
Alternative 2 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Tri-County 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% 

Total Revenue 

Withlacooche 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% 

314,619 
429,236 

189,891,868 
189,891,866 

$ 

5,683,659 

$ 3,330,557 
$ 639,562 
$ 3,970,118 

$ 3,776,949 
$ 482,325 
$ 
$ 4,259,275 

$ 8,229,393 

$ 60,167,214 
7306,783 $ 11,632,107 

$ 71,799,321 

2,977,690,547 
2,977,690,547 

$ 

$ 59,226,265 
$ 7,563,334 
$ 
$ 66,769,599 

Total Revenue $ 138,588,920 



Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECIJb 

Exhibit _- (WSs-5) 

Billina - 
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Total System 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 22,073,300 5 187,623.050 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 30,602,146 $ 45,597,198 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.260 286,156 5 360,557 

Total Demand Related Revenue $ 233,580,804 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.01989 12,602,334,614 5 250,660,439 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.00254 12,602,334,614 $ 32,009,930 
Production Fixed Energy 100.00% 5 46,046,418 5 46,046,418 

$ 328,716,788 

Total Revenue $ 562,297,592 

Central Florida 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate 5/Kw - Mo. 5 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 5 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 3.30% 

Total Revenue 

Clay 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate 5IKw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission 5/Kw -Mo. 5 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 20.04% 

714,004 
1,009,939 

417,450,261 
417,450,261 

5 46,046,418 

4,379,619 
6,131,819 

2,602,687,225 
2,602,687.225 

5 46,046.41 8 

5 6,069,034 
5 1,504,809 
5 7,573,843 

$ 8,303,086 
$ 1,060,324 
$ 1,519,634 
5 10,883,044 

$ 18,456,887 

5 37,226,762 
5 9,136,410 
5 46,363,172 

5 51,767,449 
5 6,610,826 
$ 9,226,422 
$ 67,604,696 

Total Revenue $ 113,967.868 



Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Exhibit _- (WSS-5) 

Billing 
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Glades 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 

Production Fixed Energy 2.28% 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 

Total Revenue 

Lee County 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0,01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 19.99% 

Total Revenue 

Peace River 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $n<w - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 3.00% 

476,587 
698,629 

336,190,488 
336,190,488 

$ 46,046,418 

4,439,930 
6,117.1 94 

2,747,256,419 
2,747,258.41 9 

$ 46,046,418 

665,019 
919,004 
255,625 

401,007,763 
401,007,763 

$ 46,046,418 

$ 4,050,990 
$ 1,040,957 
$ 5,091,947 

$ 6,686,829 
$ 853,924 
$ 1,051,213 
$ 8,591,965 

$ 13,683.912 
~ 

$ 37,739,405 
$ 9,114,619 
$ 46,854,024 

$ 54,642,970 
$ 6,978.036 
$ 9,204,416 
$ 70,825,422 

$ 11 7,679,446 

5,652,662 $ 
$ 1,369.31 6 
$ 322.088 
$ 7,344,065 

$ 7,976,044 
$ 1,018,560 
$ 1,382,806 
$ 10,377,410 

Total Revenue $ 17,721,475 



Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Billing 
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Sumter 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

8.500 
1.490 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 14.78% 

Total Revenue 

Suwannee 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Transmission $IKw -Mo. $ 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 
Production Fixed Energy 

Total Revenue 

$ 0.01989 
$ 0.00254 

2.47% 

Taiquin 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 
Production Fixed Energy 

$ 0,01989 
$ 0.00254 

7.23% 

3,226,628 
4,521,885 

1,726,747,415 
1,728,747,415 

$ 46,046,418 

558,834 
755,003 
30,531 

31 4,047,252 
314,047,252 

$ 46,046,418 

1,614,401 
2,212,654 

887,363.576 
887,363,576 

$ 46,046,418 

$ 27,426,338 
$ 6,737,609 
$ 34,163,947 

$ 34,384,786 
$ 4,391,018 

6,803,987 
$ 45,579,792 
$ 

$ 79,743,738 

$ 4,750,089 
$ 1,124,954 
$ 38 469 
$ 5,913,513 

$ 6,246,400 
$ 797,680 
$ 1,136,037 
$ 8,180,117 

$ 14,093,630 

$ 13,722.409 

$ 17,649,662 
$ 2,253,903 
$ 3,329,335 
$ 23,232,900 

Total Revenue $ 40,252,163 
~ 



Exhibit _- (Wss-5) >- 

Individual Member Billings u, 
urlder Proposed Rate Alternatives 

Bill ina - 
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Tri-County 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 1 .40% 

Total Revenue 

Withlacooche 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 25.51% 

314,619 
429,236 

189,891,868 
189,891,866 

$ 46,046,418 

$ 2,674,262 
$ 639,562 
$ 3,313,823 

$ 3,776,949 
$ 482,325 
$ 645.863 
$ 4,905,137 

$ 8,218,960 

5,683.659 $ 48,311,102 
7,806,783 $ 11,632,107 

$ 59,943,208 

2.977.690.547 S 59.226.265 .~ I ~~.~ . .  
2,977,690,547 i 7,563,334 

$ 46,046.418 $ 11,746,705 
$ 78,536,304 

Total Revenue $ 138.479.513 ______ 


