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Director, Division of Records & Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Re: In Re: Complaint and petition by Lee County Electric Cooperative, Inc. For

an investigation of the rate structure of Seminole Electric Cooperative,

Inc., Docket No. 981827-EC

Dear Ms. Bayo:

On May 30, 2000, Lee County Electric Cooperative, Inc. ("LCEC") filed,
under a Notice of Intent to Request Confidential Classification, exhibits to the
Direct Testimony of William Steven Seelye identified as WSS-1, WSS-2, WSS-3,
WSS-3, WSS-4 and WSS-5. LCEC filed that notice upon the request of counsel
for Seminole who advised the undersigned that the exhibits may contain
proprietary, confidential business information from the perspective of Seminole.
On June 26, 2000, counsel for Seminole advised that the information contained in
Mr. Seelye's exhibits is not confidential and can be made available publicly.
Accordingly, enclosed for filing on behalf of LCEC are fifteen (15) copies of the
exhibits to the Direct Testimony of William Steven Seelye.
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For our records, pleaée acknowledge your receipt of this filing on the
enclosed copy of this letter. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP
et
>Bruce May
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INTRODUCTION
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Seminole) has entered into an agreement with Burms & 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, Burns & 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 staff has limited their
involvement. Seminole or its member systems’ 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 of this 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 electric utility industry deregulates across the nation, Seminole should begin preparing itseif for a
more competitive business environment. While the effects that competition will have on the state of
Florida are still not known, Seminole and its members systems should move to position themselves for an

uncertain and competitive future.

COST-OF-SERVICE ANALYSIS
This analysis consisted of two primary steps: 1) 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

Seminocle Electric Cooperative, inc. ES-1 Bums & McDonnell
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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basis, a 12-month period was used to capture the seasonal impacts on Seminole’s financ ial results.
Seminole has requested that Burns & McDonnell develop rates based on its budget for the year 2000.
Given the advantages of using a future 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-1. 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 pravide 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 & McDonnel! 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 vartous 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.

Burns & McDonnell ES-2 Seminole Electric Cooperafive, Inc.
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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Table ES-1

YEAR 2000 BUDGET
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Exhibit__- (WSS-1)

Year 2000
item Budget
Utility Member Service Revenues $ 553,789,741
Non-member Sales 8,006,085
Interruptible Sales 5,137,708
Martel Sales 62,806
Other Operating Revenues 1,224,717
Total Operating Revenus and Patronage Capital $ 568,221,117
Production Expense $243,299,011
Cost of Purchased Power 218,516,713
Transmission Expense - Operation 35,526,936
Transmission Expense - Maintenance 1,200,514
Administrative and General Expense 15,336,534
Total Operation & Maintenance Expense $513,879,708
Depreciation and Amortization Expense $25,581,072
Taxes 164,817
interest on Long-Term Debt 30,145,557
Other Deductions 3,818,880
Tota! Expenses $573,590,034
Patronage Capital or Operating Margins {$5,368,917)
Non Operating Margins - Interest $7,010,135
Gain on Disposition of Clean Air Allowances 100,000
Non Operating Margins - Other 493,662
Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends 100,000
Patronage Capital or Margins $2,334,880

Seminole Electic Cooperative, nc. Es3 Bums & McDormol

Cost-ol-Service & Rate Design Study
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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 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).

The 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 methods are comparéd 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 electricity 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 of competition. With the nationwide movement toward dereguiation, and

the challenges undertaken by Seminole to b the future provider of choice, it will be important for

Bums & McDonnel! ES-4 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Tre.
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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Table ES-2

COMPARISON OF YEAR 2000 BUDGET ASSIGNMENT
Seminole Electric Cooperative, fnc. -

Lo 2 swng

Year 2000
Assignment Method Budget kW KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL
TRADITIONAL $563,789,741  $211,041,972  $290,308,500 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741  $4,036,067

EQUIVALENT PEAKER  $553,789,741  $471,056,892  $330,293,781 $33,596,446  $13,330,013 $4,476,741  $4,036,067

ENERGY $553,789,741  $136,987,004 $364,383468 $33,596,446  $13,330,013  $1,476,741  $4,036,067

(T-SSM) ~nqyxg
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Seminole to know the unbundled cost of service in order to realize its efficiency in each separate
unbundted category. In preparation for changes in the industry, the proprietary cost-of-service model
deveioped by Burns & 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:

s Power supply - 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.

s 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 $171,056,692. Power supply - demand costs were defined as the costs incumred
to meet the peak demand needs of the customers and included Seminole’s expenditures
associated with electricity generation and purchases. These costs consisted primari ly 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 uemand requirements of Seminole’s

Burns & McDonnell ES-6 Seminole Electric Cooperstive, Inc.
Cost-of-Sarvice & Rate Design Study
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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.

e Consumer — Consumer costs for the Seminole system totaled $1,476,74]1. Consumer service
costs included expenditures that are directly related to providing member services to

Seminole’s ten distribution cooperatives.

e 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

Burns & McDonnell used the cost-of-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 ES-3.
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 are
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 actual rate was developed by dividing the sum of monthly capacity costs by the sum of Semit.ole's

Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc. ES-7 Bums & McDonnel
Cost.of-Service & Rate Design Study
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Table ES-3

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

Equivalent Peaker Method

Category Cost
Commodity $332,718,663

Capacity - 219,583,495

Customer 1,487,583

Total Cost of Service $553,789,741

Burns & McDonnel! ES-8 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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Table ES-4

BILLING UNITS
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Central

Units Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter
kWh Purchased 401,047,635 2,522,169,.887 325,643,838 2,671,165,760 387,811,955 1.658,780,641
Sum of Monthly Coincident Peaks (kW) 873,941 5,808,709 657,585 5,966,874 880,409 4,304,641
Customer 1 1 1 1 1 1

Units Suwannee Talquin Tri-County Withlacoochee Total
kWh Purchased 302,701,398 856,509,058 185,508,871 2,882,794 ,637 12,184,143 ,481
Sum of Monthly Coincident Peaks (kW) 74,856 231,021 42,104 838,935 19,879,168
Customer 1 1 1 -1 10

(I-SSM) - nqryxg
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Table ES-5

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Equivalent Peaker Method

Commodity 2.73 cents per kWh

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

Customer Charge $12,397 per member

Bums & McDonnel ES-10 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Cost-of-Service & Rale Design Study
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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 genération would affect the
rates, rates were also calculated hsing the tmditionﬂ 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 assun;ptions 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 cost-of-service study and rate design, Bums & McDonnell concludes that:

I. 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;

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc, £5-11 Bums & McDonnell
Cost-o-Service & Rate Design Study
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Table ES-6

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

Apuning eagnaexy .

{cents/kWh)
Central

Units Fiorida Clay Glades Les County Peace River Sumter
TRADITIONAL 4.57 4.47 4.22 4.37 443 4.89
EQUIVALENT PEAKER 4.57 4.48 4.28 4,39 4.45 467
ENERGY 4.57 4.49 4.32 442 4.47 465

Units Suwannee Talquin Tri-County Withlacoochee Average
TRADITIONAL 4.55 4,80 4.44 472 $4.54
EQUIVALENT PEAKER 4.56 4,59 4.47 4.69 $4.54
ENERGY 4.56 4.58 449 467 $4.54

(I-SSM) - nqrgxyg
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_ This total cost of service can be assigned to the major utility functions using the equivalent peaker
method to:

e Commodity costs - $332,718,663;

o Capacity costs - $219,583,495; and

e Consumer cost - $1,487,583.

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;
e Capacity costs - $259,862,331; and
e Consumer cost - $1,487,583.

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;

e Capacity costs - $185,243,535; and

e Consumercost - §1,487,583.

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.
e Customer 312,397 per member
Saeminole Eiectric Cooperative, inc. £5-13 Burns & McDonnell
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Recommendations
Based on conclusions as stated above, it is recommended that:

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

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

2.

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 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 recovery of investments.

Bums & McDonnell ES-14 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Seminole) has entered into an agreement with Burns & McDonnell
to prepare a wholesale cost-of-service study for the Seminole system and to develop a wholesale rate for
application to all Seminole members. As part of this agreement, dated September 21, 1999, Bumns &
McDonnell has completed an electric cost-of-service analysis and wholesale rate design for Seminole

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

At Seminole’s request, this is an independent, cost-based study in which Seminole staff has 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 Bumns & McDonnell, nor did they provide existing or prior wholesale rate

schedules.

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

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

e to determine the revenue required to meet all operating and capital costs consistent with
Seminole’s 2000 budget;

e to perform a cost-of-service study for the Seminole system where individual member systems
are considered one customer class; and

e 10 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 compietely

known, Seminoie 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 Electric Cooperative, inc. -1 Bums & McDonnell
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study '
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design that 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:

e Central Florida Electric Cooperative

e Clay Electric Cooperative

e Glades Electric Cooperative

e Lee County Electric Cooperative

» Peace River Electric Cooperative

e Sumter Electric Cooperative

e Suwannee Valley Electric Cooperative
e Talquin Electric Cooperative

e Tri-County Electric Cooperative

e 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 efectric 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 Burns & McDonnell first consisted of the determination of
Seminole’s revenue requirement for the year 2000. This determination was made by use of Bumns &
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 functions (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 & McDonnell -2 Semincle Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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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 wholesale rate for 2ll 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 are categorized as production,
transmission, or administration expenses. This organization of accounting data is important in a cost-of-

service analysis for functionalizing costs, as well as assigning these costs to power supply - demand,

power supply - energy, transmission or consumer services.

Part 11 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 Il discusses the rate design for Seminole developed with their member systems treated as one

customer class. Results for two other methodologies are also shown here 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, §alcs, and revenues from the 2000
operating budget.

Burns & 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

Semincle Electnic Cooperalive, Inc. -3 Bums & McDonneif
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assumed will, in fact, 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.

8ums & McDonnel! -4 Serninole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
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PART Il
COST-OF-SERVICE 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 clectric 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 detai) 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, Burns & McDonnell made use of Unbundle, its proprietary cost-of-service
model, to assign costs. A complete copy of the output from the model is 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 prpvide unbundled cost data that will be of value to Seminole as it prepares

Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc. -1 Bums & McDonnell
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for desegulation. Unbundied 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 wholesale rate design recommendation. Simply stated, rates
must be designed to collect al/ 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 12-month 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 future 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
Guring 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.  This approach is also
useful when future conditions are expected to change or differ from actual historical year data.

Bums & McDonnell i-2 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
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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 future 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 actual costs. Therefore, Seminole's budget for 2000

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

Year 2000 Budget
Seminole provided budget information for the year that is summarized as Table II-1. 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.

The cost of operating the Seminole system consists of operation & maintenance expense, depreciation &
amortization expense, and other deductions. These costs total $573,590,034. 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 I1-2 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 detailed breakdown of the costs.

Production Expenses and Cost of Purchased Power were the two largest operating and maintenance
expenses and together accounted for over $461 million or nearly 90 percent of the $514 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 exceed $25
million and Interest on Long Term Debt to exceed $30 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.

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. I3 Bums & McDonnell
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Table 11-1

YEAR 2000 BUDGET
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

item

Year 2000
Budget

Utility Member Service Revenues
Non-member Sales

Interruptible Sales

Martel Sales

Other Operating Revenues

Total Operating Revenue and Patronage Capital

Production Expense

Cast of Purchased Power
Transmission Expense - Operation
Transmission Expense - Maintenance
Administrative and General Expense

Total Operation & Maintenance Expense

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

$ 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

Bums & McDonnell 14
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Table 112 Exhibit_- wss. )
DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Year
2000

Acct # Account Name Budget

PRODUCTION EXPENSES __
500 Operations Supervision And Engineering $2,681,634
501 Fuel Expense 162,184,362
502  Steam Expenses 7,720,824
505  Electric Expenses 1,694,210
506 Misc Steam Power Expenses 10,557,901
507 Power Plant Rents 28,641,657
510  Maintenance Supervision and Engineering 5428,515
511 Maintenance of Structures 349,878
512  Maintenance of Power Plant 14,443,520
513 Maintenance of Electic Plant 1,105,936
514  Maintenance of Misc. Steam Plant 5,554,701
518  Nuclear Fuel Expense 648,000
5§28  Maintenance Supervision and Engineering 2,287,873

COST OF PURCHASED POWER
555 Purchased Power $216,750,478
556 System Control and Load Dispatch 1,717,774
557  Other Power Supply Expenses 48,461

TRANSMISSION EXPENSE - OPERATIONS
560  Operations Supervision And Engineering $177.341
562 Station Expenses 9,504
565  Transmission of Electricity by Cthers 34,051,675
566  Miscellaneous Transmission Expense 1,285,816
567 Rents 2,500

TRANSMISSION EXPENSE - MAINTENANCE
570 Maintenance of Station Equipment $1,195,105
571  Maintenance of Overhead Lines 5,409

ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL EXPENSE
920  Administrative & General Salaries $10,805,074
921 Office Supplies And Expense 2,276,213
g22 Administrative Expenses Transferred - Gredit (1,007,800)
923 Outside Services Employed 1,666,480
924  Property insurance 35,944
925  Injuries And Damages 39,607
926  Employee Pensions and Benefits 58,306
930 _ General Advertising and Miscellaneous General Expenses 1,342,030
932 Maintenance Of General Plant 120,700

TOTAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSE $513,879,708

Seminole Electric Cooperalive, inc. -5 Burns & McDonneil
Cost-of-Service & Rale Design Study




- Cost-of-Sarvice Study - art i

Exhibit__- (WSS-1)

Table 1i-2

DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Year
2000
Acct # Acgount Name Budget
DEPRECIATION AND AMORTIZATION EXPENSE
403.1 _ Steam Production Plant $18,223,995
403.2 Nuclear Production Plant 1,081,449
403.5 Transmission Plant 3,854,282
403.7 Generai Plant 953,848
990 Depreciation Transferred (23,785)
404  Amortization Leasehold Improvements 1,205,605
405  Miscellaneous Depreciation/Amortization 288,624
406 Amortization Electric Plant Acquisition 17,256
TAXES
408.1 Property Taxes $8.618,067
408.2 Payroll Taxes 24,188
408.3 Payroll Taxes 1,731,795
408.4 Payroll Taxes 15,118
408.7 Taxes, Other . (12,282)
990.0 Overhead Allocation and Taxes Transferred {(10,212,065)
OTHER DEDUCTIONS
425 Miscellaneous Depreciation/Amortization $72
426  Donations _ . 38,120
428  Amortization of Debt Discount and Expense 3,780,688
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE $543,444,477
REQUIRED MARGINS & PATRONAGE CAPITAL
REQUIRED MARGINS & PATRONAGE CAPITAL $2,334,880
NON-OPERATING MARGINS
419 Non-Operating Margins - Interest {$7,010,135)
411 Gain on Disposition of Clean Air Allowances (100,000)
421 Non-Operating Margins - Other (493,662)
424  Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends (100,000)
_ INTEREST ON LONG-TERM DEBT
427.0 Interest on Long-Term Debt $30,145,557
OTHER REVENUES
Interruptible Sales {$5,137,708)
Non-Member Sales (8,006,085)
Martel Sales (62,808)
456  Other Electric Revenues (1,224,777)
TOTAL COST OF SERVICE $553,789,741
Bums & McDonnell 1-8 Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc.
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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 [I-3 summarizes the rate base for Semincle. The actual rate
base numbers shown are not truly cost of service and are not added to the cost of service. Rather, they

represent the investment needed to provide service and are used later to assign capital-related costs

included in the year 2000 budget.

As shown on Table II-3, total utility plant net of depreciation is $489 million. This amount is based on a
projected balance sheet for December 31, 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, Burns & McDonnell tumed 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 various 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:

° Power Supply
. Transmission
(] Consumer
] General
Semincile Electric Cooperative, Inc. -7 Bums & McDonnell
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RATE BASE SUMMARY
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Accaunt " Year 2000
Number ltam Budget
301-303 Total intangitle Piam $5.779.220
310-318 Total Production Piant - Steam 673,348,929
320-32§ Tota! Production Plant - Nuclear 22308484
Total Production Plant $701,434,833
50 Land and Land Rights $16,406,.249
352 Structures and improvaments -
353 Station Equipment -
354-359 Other Transmission Plant M
Total Transmission Plant $158,509,382
3e8g Land and Land Rights $798.157
3t Office Fumiture & Equipment 1,507,554
392 Transportation Equipment 748,182
397 Communication Equipment 5,849,731
398 Miscallaneous Equipment __ 15591733
Total General Plant $24,385,257
All Other Utility Plant -
107 Construction Work in Progress 0
Total Utllity Plant $882,429,372
Depreclation Reserve:
108.1 Steam Plant {$281,169,188)
1082  Nuclear Plant ($6,413,949)
108.5 Transmission Plant (49,002,883}
1687  General Plant (12.791,254)
108.9 Cost of Removal - Nudear (94.379)
1111 Transporiation Lease - (23,444,300)
111.1 Intangible Plant (HPS-Acuera) (2.311,850)
1.1 Leasehold improvements - U2 (8.650.311)
1151  Acquisition Adjustment (429,202)
120.5 Nuclear Fual 8,504 47
Total Dapreciation {$392,811,791)
Net Plant $439,617,581
Working Capital:
Power Production $5.958,589
Purchase Power Expensa 8,980,139
Transmission 4,520,042
Administrative & General 1,890,806
Payroll & Property Taxas 1,279,342
Working Funds 4,289
154 Plant Materials and Operating Supplies 17.545,183
165 Prepayments 12.021.018
Working Capltat $56,247,408
Deductions:
235 Consumer Deposits (3,981)
TOTAL RATE BASE $545,861,008
Bums & McDonnell -8 Seminole Bectiic Cooperative, inc.
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Table 11-4

UTILITY SERVICES
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Unbundled
Codes
1. Power Supply
Demand kW
Energy kWh
2. Transmission
Demand T-kW
Access ACC
3. Consumer CONS
4. General GENL
Saminole Electric Cooperalive, Inc. -9 Bums & McDonnell

Cost-of-Sarvice & Rate Design Study




C f-Service Study Part it

Exhibit__- (WSS.1)
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, 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. 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, Burns & 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 fuel 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 O&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 expecied. 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 excesds
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, i.e. 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 becornes 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

Bums & McDonnell f-10 Seminole Elactric Cooperative, Inc.
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the fue) 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 deregulation, the energy method of assigning investment
costs for baseload generation is taking on greater prominence. Many merchant power producers 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 ail costs of producing power (both investment and fue!} 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 applying the equivalent peaker method to the Seminole system, Burns & McDonneli 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 POWERGJat database, were

similarly adjusted to 1998 costs.

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. H-11 Bums & McDonnell
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The ratios of the 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 cost

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

Percent of Investment Cost Assigned Percent of Investment Cost -
Plant to Power Supply — Demand Assigned to Power Supply - Energy
Coal 46.3% 53.1%
Nuclear 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 preﬁarc Seminole for expected changes in the future while recognizing that
many traditional techniques are stili 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 [1-6). The
resulting assignment of rate base provided the basis for assigning investment-reiated costs in the year
2000 budget (see following section). More specifically, the following assignments were made:
s 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.
s Office furniture and equipment were assigned to the consumer function.
s Communication equipment was assigned based on the proportion of the estimated utilization by
each function.
s Miscellaneous equipment was assigned in proportion to the subtotals for production and

transmission plant.

Bums & McDonnell i-12 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
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RATE BASE ASSIGNMENT
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Equivalent Peaker Method
Azcount Yem 2000
Number kem Budget [ K ACC T-KW CONS GEML Dascription of Assigranent
301-303  Tolal iiangiie Pleni 35,179,520 32041878 L ET - 1061971 - - Proaiimsn Plant Ravo
310-318  Total Production Plani - Sleam 873,248.92¢ 293,551,261 379,797,688 - - - - KW, KOWH - 625 W
320-325 Tolal Production Pleni - Nucikesr 22,308,484 8,000,028 1432.45! - - - - KW, KWH - CR3
Total Production Plen| $701,434631  §303,604,167 $308,768 406 $0  $1.081971 5] $0
50 Land and Land Righls $18,408, 249 - - $16,408 240 - - KW
2 Siruckures and Improvements . - . a - . - T-KW
353 Siation Equipment - - - - . - - THW
354350 Other Tranamission Pleni 140,203,103 @ o - - 140200133 - - THow
Total Tranamission Plani $156,600, 363 30 0 %0 §158.600.302 0 0
3 Land and Land Righis 798,157 $282.414 WL, 076 » $148,867 [ ] 30 ProdfXmsn Plani Ratlo
»n Omce Fumiture & Equipment 1,597,554 . - . - 1,507 554 . CONS
a2 Transportation Equipmant 14082 - 748,182 - - - - KW
7 Comenunication 5640131 225,009 338,004 . 2,250,092 2,250,882 584,973 Standard/ Judgment
398 Miscallansous Equipment 15,591,733 5,516,867 7,200,760 - Z.%M . - Prod/Xman Plant Ratio
Total Genaral Plant 324,385 357 $6,025274 $3,080.022 [ 7] 211 RETAR $584 973
AR Other Uity Plani . - - o - - - Prod/Xman Plani Ratio
107 Conatruction Work in Progress [ o 1] [ o 0 0 Prod/Unsn Pleni Ratio
Total Utility Plant $882,429.272 $300,829.437 $405.434,518 $0 $162, 042,997 $3,857 448 $564,973
Deprecistion Ressrve:
108.1 Steam Plant {281.160,108) (130,181,334) (150,987 854) 1} 0o ] 0 KW, KWH - 825 MW Capac
100.2  Nuclear Plant (8,412,949} (3,020,008) (5,399,341} 0 0 0 0  KW.KWH-CR2
1088 Traowmvission Pland 149.002,883) 0 0 [+] {49,002,883) [+ 0 Toted Ulilty Plant Raio
108.7 Ganeral Plant {12,791,254) (4,408,233) {5.876,978) 1] (2,381,940) (55.816) 9,190)  Total ity Plarnd Ralio
108.9 Cost of Removal - Nutlear {64,279) (33,802} {60,497) 0 o 0 0 KW, v -CR3
1.1 Transporiation Lesse {23,444,300) 0 {23,444,300) [ 0 0 0 KW.XWH.CR3
111 Intangibie Plant (HPS-Aceve)} {2,314,850) {818.000) (1.089,024) [+] {424,818) [1] 0 KW, KWH-CRY
111.1 Leasshold improvemants - U2 (8630311 (4,005.084) HeAs 2Ty o 0 o 0 KXW XWH-CR)
151 Acquisition Adustmant (429.202) {154,084) (275,118) 0 0 0 0 KW, XWH-CR3
1205 Nuclear Fuel !6.504.415! ] E.W:ﬂﬁl 0 0 0 0 KW XWH-CR)
Tolal Depraciation { LBI,791)  ($142,701,243) ($164, 802) [T) (ﬁi.iﬁi) {$55,916) I“.lﬂl
Nat Plant $4089,817,581 $166,920,195 $207 177,718 $0 $111,150,354 3,801 51 4556, 784
Working Capital
Powsr Production 9.990, 589 986,61 9,011,919 0 0 0 0  Opsaling Expense
Purchase Power Expense $8.680,139 4,944,324 4,004,210 0 1] 31,605 0 Opensling Expsnse
Transmission 4,328,042 0 0 4,198,152 329,600 0 o THW
Admivisative L Genacel 1,800,806 non 483,750 0 51,709 65,935 532,1%  Admin. & Generai Ratio
Payroll & Property Taxes 1,279,342 914,800 226,632 0 44,450 20,032 684,410  Tax Expenes Ratio
Working Funde 4,269 1] 1] L] 0 4208 0 Dimct
154 Plard Mawrials and Opersiing Suppliss 17,545,182 8,156,308 8,081,181 [} 323,766 18,6897 11,233 Total Uity Plant Ratio
185 12,021,018 4,217,970 4,623,009 0 2219.7t4 52, 540 74800  Tolal Ukikty Plant Ralo
Working Capltal $66,245.997 315976.023 $38,302,858 4,190,152 §5,891.619 $260,108 $616,499
Deductions:
238 Consumar Deposits {3.961) 0 0 ] 0 3,081 0 CONS
TOTAL RATE BASE $545,881,000 $154.910.447 $234,400 495 $196,152  $117.044975  S4057856  §1.172.202
Rate Bass Ratio 100.00% 3380% 42 95% 0.77T% 21.44% 0.74% 021%
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Table 11-6

COMPARISON OF RATE BASE ASSIGNMENT
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Year 2000
Assignment Method Budget kw KwWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL
TRADITIONAL $545,861,008  $394,437,055 $24,040,888  $4,198,152 $117,044075  $4,057,656  $1,173,282

EQUIVALENT PEAKER  $545,861,008  $184,918,447  $234,468,495  $4,198,52 $417,044,975 $4,057,656  $1,173,282

ENERGY $545,861,008 $7.343,207 $412,043,646 §4,198,152 $117,0449756 394,057,656  $1,173,282
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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.

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

{I-7. Results of all three methods are compared on Table II-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 II-7. In other cases, costs were directly assigned to specific

functions.

Table II-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 empioyces 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 of structures is dependent on the size of the plants and was classified as a fixed
expense assigned to the power supply - 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.

Seminola Electric Cooperabive, Inc. 15 Bums & McDonnell
Cost-of-Service & Rata Design Study




HeUUOgoIN 3 Swng

gLl

Aprys UBISe(] e1ey P BONISS-JO-1S0D
"oUf "8ABISAO0D) 4)IRT SOUNLES

Table II-7 Pagetold

Year 2000 Budget Assignment
Seminola Electric Cooperalive, inc.
Equivalent Peaker Method
“FY 2000
Budgat >
Acct 8 Tolals KW L ACC T-kW CONS GENL Descripiion of Assignment
POWER PRODUCTION EXPENSES
$00 Operations Supervision And Engineering 2,881,034 2,081,634 0 0 0 0 0 [k
501 Fuel Expanse 182,184,382 0| 162,184,382 0 0 0 0 |KwWH
1120824 o 1,720 824 0 0 0 0 [
1,004,210 0 1,694,210 0 0 0 0 |KwH
10,557,904 0| 10,657,901 0 o 0 0 o
20.041,887 13,261,007 15,300,870 0 © 0 0 [KOW.IOWH
5420515 5,428,515 ¢ 0 0 0 0 [xw
0078 a8 0 (] 0 0 o |xw
14,443,520 [ 14,443,620 0 0 (] © o
1105936 0 1,105,938 0 0 0 0 [ww
5,554,701 0 8,554,70¢ 0 0 (] o jiow
648,000 ] 948,000 0 Q '] LR Y
2.207.873 2,207,873 0 [ 0 0 Jkw
218,750,478 | 118,545,653 97435170 0 o 760,085 0 [KW.XWH, CONS - BY CONTRACT
L7774 L2174 0 0 [} [ 0 jxw
48,481 48,481 0 [} (] o o
177344 ] o o 177344 0 0 |THw
9.604 0 0 0 9,004 0 0 |T-xw
585 Transmisslon of Eleckricily by Others 34,051,875 o o] 34051875 o 0 o [ace
586 Miscallansous Transmission Expenses 1285818 ¢ o 0 1,285,818 ] 0 |T-kW
587 Rents 2,500 0 0 0 2,800 0 0 |T-kW
| TRANSMISSION MAINTENANCE EXPENSES
570 Maintenance of Siation Equipment 1,195,105 0 0 0 1,195,105 0 0 {T-kwW
571 Mainlanance Of Overhaad Lines 5409 0 [} 0 5400 0 0 {T-kW
ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL OPERATIONS EXPENSES
920 Adminisirative § General Salaries 10.805.074 4,800,317 3,787,480 0 565,680 485177 | 1,076,420 [Personnel Funclion
921 Ofce Suppiles And Expense 2,216,213 1,627,804 403,224 (] 70,104 51,853 114,508 |PAYROLL RATIO
922 Adminisirulive Expenses Transiemed - Credh {1,007,800) (353,820) (463,028) 0 {186,003) (4,40%) (645)] TOTAL UTIITY PLANT RATIO
923 Outside Servicas Employed 1,868,480 0 [ 0 0 ol 1emem0
924 Property insurance 5944 12,812 18,515 ¢ 6,837 187 23 [TOTAL UTIITY PLANT RATIO
925 Injuies And Damages 39,807 20,321 7.018 0 1378 o9 1994 [PAYROLL RATIO
41,002 10,320 0 2,028 138 2,035 IPAYROLL RATIO
0 0 0 [ 0 1.342000 |GEML
] o 0 0 0 120,700 [GENL
403.1  S'sam Production Plant 10,223,005 8437110 £.708,285 0 0 0 0 [KWAKWH t‘Tl
4032  Nuclear Production Plant 1.061,449 381,080 880,389 o o 0 0 |Kkwiowm g.
403.3 Transmission Plani 1054282 9 [\] 0 3B54.282 0 0 |T-xkw (=N
4037  Gonerat Plant 953,640 0 o 0 0 0 953,048 |GENL o
9900  Deprecielion Transfered 23,765 (0.348) (10.928) 0 (4.302)J . (104) (15){ TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO o
4040  Amorizalion Lessshold improvements 1,205,605 550,105 41410 0 0 0 0 [ I
4050  hiscsllaneous Depraciation/Amoriization 208,824 101273 132,000 0 83,208 1,202 183 [TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO '
4080  Amockration Eleciic Plant Acuisiion 17250 8,108 11,081 0 0 ] 0 [Kwio g
7]
0
[
S’
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b g

Year 2000 Budgst Assignment
Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc.
Equivaient Peaker Maethod
FY 2000
Budget
Acct# Tolals KW KW ACC T-HW CONS GENL Dascripiion of Assignment
QTHER EXPENSES
408.1 Property Taxass 8,518,067 3.023.033 3850.504 0 1,501,350 37473 5,518 [TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
408.2 Payroll Tams 24188 17284 4,204 [} o841 549 1,218 |[PAYROLL RATIO
4083  Payroll Taxes 1,731,798 12383401 308,782 0 60,104 38200 87,189 {PAYROLL RATIO
408.4 Payroll Taxes 15,118 10809 20718 1} 525 Rk ] 781 [PAYROLL RATIO
408.7 Taxes, Other {12.282)) 1] (4] [} )] Q {12,282){GENL
pm.o Oveshead Allocation and Taxes Trensferred {10,212,083) (3.583,.240) (4,691,960) 1} (1,585 688) {44.841}) {8,538} YOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
425 Miscelanecus Depreciation/Amorntestion 72 b 33 [} 13 [} 0 [TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
426 Donalions 35,120 ] 0 0 0 0 38,120 |GEML
428 Amoriizalion of Debt Discount and Expense 3,700,088 1,328,578 1,737,047 0 658,114 16,527 2,421 |[TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE 543,444,477 162,077,681 333,052,605 | 34,051,875 7,513,032 | 1354708 5.304.737
_ ARNUAL SVEBTRENT COBT:
17 Target Margin Dollar Amount
Requined Margins & Pebonage Cw 2,334,880 820 1073787 ] 431.14_! 10,207 1.4_?6 TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
Raquired Margins & Patronage Capital 2,334,880 819210 1,072,767 [ 431,142 10, 1,493
Non-Oparaiing Margins
419 Non Opereling Margins - nlerest 7,010,1385) {2.1851n (4.101.018) (425,200) {108,738) {10,803)
411 Gain on Disposition of Clean Air Allowances {100,000) {100,000} 0 1] [\] 1)
421 Non Opersiing Margins - Other {493.662) {152.484) (204,433) (20.949) {11,83) (1.318)
424 Othar Capital Credits and Paronage Dividends {100,000) 0 [} 0 0 0
Requirsd Opsrsting Margins (3.388.917)]  (1.508.532) {458,229) 250522 {9,000
427 Inigrest on 1-T Dabl 30,148 847 10,577,583 0 5,880,460 MTI8
Total intsreat & Op, Margins 24,776,840 8,979,031 5918,081 121875
olnd Expensa 543444477 102.071#05 E.OEZ.BOG 3,051,075 7513,002 1.354.ﬁ
Lass Other Revenuea
Inlarrupiabie Sales {5.131.708) 0 (5,137,708) [} 1) ]
Non-Member Sales : {0,006,085) 0 (0,008,085) 0 0 1]
Martel Sales (82,808) [+] (82,008) 1] 0 0
438 Other Elaciric Revenues {1,224.7TT) 0 0 1] 0 0
TOTAL COST OF SERVICE 583,760,741 171,058,852 330,203,781 33,506, 440 13,330,013 1470741
1.000 0300 0.5 081 0024 0.003
1.000 0.000 0.000 $.000 0.767 (0
243.290,011 24000007 | 210,200,024 0 [ 0 (]
218,518,113 120,311 888 T A5TT0 /] 1] 760,058 ]
35,526,938 a 01 05,675 1,475,264 [} 0
1,200,514 0 1] [} 1,200514 [+] 4]
15,215,634 8,248 95T 3,161,527 ] 488,73 534,004 4,203 818
Administrelive Anhd Genasal Mainisnance Expenses 126,700 0 0 0 ] ) 120,700 =
|Depreciation 25,501,072 416087 11,248,826 0 3.903,185 1.158 951,818 )
Taxes & Other 1,083,607 200742 1,318,458 0 405341 49.750 118.400 E"
Tolal interest & Op. Margins 32,480,437 11,398,532 14,922,223 0 5907002 141,985 20,700 o
Non-oparaiing Marging @.703,797) (2.417,801) {4,475.448) {455,228} {180,820} (20,010} {154, 888) =L
Non-Member Sales (B,008,083) o {8,008,083) 0 0 0 ) ,
inlamupiible Salea {5,137,708) 0 (6,137,708} 0 0 o 0 1
Martel Salas {82,808) 0 {82,808) 0 L] 0 [/}
Othes Op. Revenue (1224777} 0 (1] ] 0 of (1.224.7TT) %
{Coet of Service 553,789,741 171.058,882 330,293,781 33,500 448 13330093 | 1476741 4,036,087 5]
72]
L]
—
M
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Table {I-7 Page3ol3

Year 2000 Budget Assignmant
Seminole Eleciric Cooperative, inc.
Equivalent Peaker Method
FY 2000 -
Budgel
Accl# Tolals Kxw K ACC T-KW CONS GENL Dascripiion of Assignment
{COS Excluding Payroll & Grosa Recelpls Tax, Req'd Marging, & Int. on LT Dabt
HRaquired Oparating Marging 32280437 11.206.832 14023223 0 5.007.602 141,985 (19,204)
Total Op Exp 543444477 182,077 681 333,032,605 | 4.051.875 7.513.032 | 1354788 5,384,737
Castof Servion (sl nonopareiing ktecast and olher incoma) 64203530 | 173374493 | 334789229 4050875 13J10BMM | 14AB871 | 4000785
]cos Rato (Prelém.) 1,000 0.308 0.5% 0.081 0024 0.003 0.007
Non-Power Supply COS Ratlo (Prelim.) 1000 0.000 0.000 0.000 o707 0.078 0.214
Power Production 1.000 0.000 0.901 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Purchased Power 1.000 0.551 0448 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.000
Transmisslon 1.000 0.000 0.000 o.nr 0073 0.000 0.000
Admin. & Genersl 1.000 0.407 0.245 0.000 0.031 0.03% 0.202
Tarwes (Payroll & Property) 1.000 0413 0412 ©2.000 0.15% 0.008 0.006
Cost of Service Ratia 1.000 0.309 0,508 0,081 0.024 0.003 0.007
PAYROLL RATIO
Opecations Supervision And Englnesriog 2,801,034 2,681,804 [} 0 0 0 °
Mainienance Supervision and Enginesring 5,420,515 5428515 0 0 ° 0 o
Maintenance Suparvision and Engineering 2,207,813 2261873 o 0 0 0 )
Opersions Supenvision And Enginesring 177,341 o 0 0 111 ] 0
Administralive & Genersl Salaries 10,805,074 A.090.317 3,787,400 0 568,600 485117 1,070,420
Total 21,380,437 15208359 4,787,480 0 T43.01 485177 1078420
Payroll Ratle 1.000 0715 oam 0.000 0.008 0.023 0.050
JOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
Production Planl Rello 1.000 043 0.507 0.000 0.000 0.000 ©.000
Transmission Piant Redio 1.000 0,000 0.000 0,000 1.000 0.000 000
ProdXmsa/Dist Pland Ratlo 1.000 0.354 0.462 0.000 0484 0.000 0.000
Total Uty Plant Ratic 1.000 0.351 0488 8.000 0.188 0.004 0.004
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Table 11-8

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

HeUUOgIN ¥ Suing

Year 2000 -
Assignment Mathod Budget kw KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL
TRADITIONAL $553,789,741  $211,041,572  $280,308,500 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741  $4,036,067

EQUIVALENT PEAKER  $553,789,741  $171,056,692 $330,293,781 $33,596446 $13,330,013 $1476,741  $4,0368,067

ENERGY $553,780,741  $136,967,004 $364,383,468 $33,506446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741  $4,036,067

(T-SSM) - nqryxg
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Exhibit_ - -
Purchased Power xhibit__- (WSS-1)

e Purchased 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 fixed with respect to
capacity purchased and were assigned 100% to the power —supply - demand function.

Transmission Operation Expense

e 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 are dependent on the capability
of facilities, based on capacity requirements, and were assigned to transmission-demand.

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

function,

Transmission Maintenance Expense
e 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 and General O&M Expense

» Based on a brief review of payroll provided by Seminole staff, 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.

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

e Outside services employed and general advertising and riscellaneous general were all considered
general services and were therefore assigned to that function.

e Maintenance of general plant was considered to be a general service and was therefore assigned

to the genera! function.

Bums & McDonnel} 20 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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Exhibit__- (WSS-1)

Depreciation and Amortization 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.

o Depreciation transferred, miscellaneous depreciation and amortization, and amortization of
electric plant acquisition were assigned based on the total utility plant ratio.

8 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 tota) utility plant ratio.

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

s Disposition of clean air allowances depends on the capability of the units and therefore, the gain
was assigned to the demand function.

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

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

s Revenue from non-member sales was assigned to energy.

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

Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc. i-21 Bums & McDonnell
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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Cost-of-Service Study - ' Part il

systems be considered as one class. To the extent that al! 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 III of this report. For these reasons,

there were na allocation of costs in this study.

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

o Power supply - 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 Seminoie’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.

e 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 $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 dernand-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.

o Consumer — Consumer costs for the Seminole system totaled $1,476,741. Consumer service
costs inciuded expenditures that are directly related to providing member services to

Seminole’s ten distribution cooperatives.

Burrs & McDonnell 122 Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc.
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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o 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 [1-9. 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 [1-9. These costs
reflect the equivalent peaker method of assignment. Tabie II-10 has been provided to compare the cost
summary using the traditional and energy methods for assigning costs. The costs included in Table II-9
for the equivalent peaker method has provided the basis for designing rates which are discussed in the
next part of this report.

Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc. 1-23 B & McDonnell
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study e
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Table 11-9
SUMMARY OF COST-OF-SERVICE
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Equivalent Peaker Method
Applicable
Category Cost Cents/kWh Unit Cost Unit

Power Supply - Energy $330,293,781 2.71 2.7 cents per kWh
Power Supply - Demand 171,056,602 1.40 $5.79  per kW’
Transmission 46,926,460 0.38 $1.59 per KW*
Consumer 1,476,741 0.01 $12,306.18 per consumer per month
Generai 7 .

Power Supply - Energy $2,424,882 0.02 0.02 cents per kWh

Power Supply - Demand $1,255,828 0.01 $0.04 per kW*

Transmission $344,515 0.00 30.01 per kW*

Consumer $10,842 0.00 $90.35  per consumer per month
Total $553,789,741 4.54
* Per sum of monthiy coincident peak.

Bums & McDonneli I-24 Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc.
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Table 1-10

SUMMARY OF COST-OF-SERVICE FOR ALTERNATIVE METHODS

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Cost-of-Service Study
Exhibit__- (WSS-1)

Traditional Method
plicable
Catagory Cost Cents/kWh nit Cost Unit

‘Power Supply - Energy $290,308,500 2.38 238 cents per kWh
Power Supply - Demand 211,041,972 1.73 $7.15  perkw*
Transmission 48,926,480 0.38 $1.586  perkwW"
Consumer 1,476,741 0.01 $12,306.18  per consumer
General :

Power Supply - Energy 2,131,327 0.02 0.02 cents per kWh

Power Supply - Demand 1,549,384 0.01 $0.05 per kw*

Transmission 344 515 0.00 $0.01 per kW*

Consumer 10,842 0.00 $90.35 per consumer per month

$553,789,741 4.54
Energy Method
Pd:plicable
Category Cost Cents/kWh nit Cost Unit

Power Supply - Energy $364,383,468 2.99 2.99 cents per kWh
Power Supply - Demand 138,967,004 1.12 $4.64 per kW*
Transmission 48,926,460 0.38 $1.58  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 cents per kWh

Power Supply - Demand 1,005,558 0.01 $0.03 per kWw*

Transmission 344,515 0.00 $0.01 per kW*

Consumer 10,842 0.00 $90.35  per consumer per month

$553,789,741 4.54
* Per sum of monthly coincident peak.
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. i1-25 Bums & McDonnell
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Part il : : Rate Design

Exhibit_- (WSS.1)
PART Il WSS-1)

WHOLESALE RATE DESIGN

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

- McDonnell's efforts then turned to developing wholesale rates for Seminole to charge its member
distribution systems. Good cost information 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 Burns & 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 II 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 Part Il of this report, Burns & McDonnell used the cost-of-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 I1I-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 II. 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 from 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.

Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc. Mi-1 Bums & McDonnel
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study '
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Table 1lI-1
COST TO BE RECOVERED
THROUGH WHOLESALE RATES
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Equivalent Peaker Method
Category Cost
Commodity $332,718,663
Capacity 219,583,495
Customer ' 1,487,583
Total Cost of Service $553,789,741
Bums & McDonnell 2 - Seminole Electric coopmﬁw. Inc.

Cost-of-Sarvice & Rate Design
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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 HI-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 I11-2,

12,194,143,481 megawatt- hours of sales to the member cooperatives are 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 I11-2 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 I1I-2, Seminole provides service to ten member cooperatives.

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 are
summarized in Table I1{-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 I1I-4 shows the expected revenue that will

be received from each cooperative each month during the year 2000. Revenues have been summed by

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. -3 T Bums & McDonnel
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Table 111-2

BILLING UNITS

Central

Units Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter
kWh Purchased 401,047,638  2,522169,887 325,643,638 2,671,185,760 387,611,955  1,658,790,641
Sum of Monthly Coincident Peaks (kW) 973,841 5,808,709 857,585 5,966,874 860,499 4,304 641
Customer 1 1 1 1 1 1

Units Suwannee Talquin Tri-County Withiacoochee Total
kWh Purchased 302,701,398 856,509,058 185,508,871 2,862,764,637  12,194,143,481
Sum of Monthly Coincident Peaks (kW) 74,856 231,021 42,104 838,935 19,879,166
Customer 1 1 1 1 10
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Table 11I-3

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Equivalent Peaker Method

Commeodity 2.73 cents per kWh
Capacity $7.43 kW per month
: Monthly member
contribution to
SECI peak.
Customer Charge $12,397 per member
Seminola Electric Cooperative, Inc. . -5 Bums & McDonnell

Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES

Table ili-4

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Equivalent Peaker Method

"ouf '8AgBISTO0D) 2UII0BIT BIOURLIES

Central
Units Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumler
January $1,656,541 $10,195,368 $1,214,475 $11,308,915 $1,684,652 $7,239,933
February 1,481,331 9,660,678 1,191,767 8,833,126 1,624,597 7,091,642
March 1,378,580 8,393,220 1,121,679 9,405,689 1475112 5.801.8'87
April 1,227,159 7,483,793 1,065,837 7,993,188 1,161,454 5,344,565
May 1,547,623 8,508,334 1,198,484 9,406,042 1.454,208 5,797,651
June 1,628,952 10,087,907 1,122,408 10,465,147 1,440,174 6,693,342
July 1,827,155 10,827,580 1,234,758 11,030,244 1,466,897 6,764,056
August 1,763,708 10,996,674 1,205,653 11,266,672 1,496,500 6,973,244
September 1,546,178 10.332.414 1,136,832 9,983,487 1,371,622 8,834,014
October 1,266,492 8,387,213 1,115,749 9,101,109 1,320,076 6,166,370
November 1,396,082 8,058,179 1,105,602 7,884,840 1,292,685 8,120,180
December 1,612,149 9,462,148 1,209,418 9,494,855 1,468,160 6,504,212
Total $18,331,950 $112,893,517  $13,922,661 $117,391,303 $17,276,138  $77,411,006

Page 10f2
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Table iil-4

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES

Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc.

Equivalent Peaker Method

Units Suwannee Talquin Tri-County Withlacooches Total
January $1,215,046 $3,777,937 $755,604 $13,127,872 $52,174,433
February 1,057,095 3,507,823 688,617 12.509.221‘ 48,745,799
March 1,002,212 3,094,052 643,969 11,105,249 43,601,850
April 850,145 2,481,014 - 523,224 8,194,651 36,326,028
May 1,020,013 3,128,227 645,867 10,814,815 44,111,284
June 1,359,280 3481410 738,004 11,754,541 48,771,178
July 1,535,292 3,774,000 872,878 11,878,011 51,310,881
August 1,481,497 3,658,002 796,122 12,390,266 52,039,337
September 1,184,176 3,319,344 717,592 11,082,593 47,628,233
October 802,073 2,533,270 555,755 9,231,077 40,679,184
November 989,420 2,860,941 623,669 10,164,278 40,595,896
December 1,203,908 3,678,195 - 727,487 12,826,330 48,106,861
Total $13,780,167 $39,285,216 $6,288,877 $135,188,005 $562,789,741

Page 2 of 2
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Rate Desion — . _Partit

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, rates were 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 [II-6. Similarly, the
affect of these rates on the member systems has also been included and is shown on Table III-7 and Table

111-8.

Table I1I-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 II 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 & McDonnell -8 Se - Nl
Cost-of-Service & Rale Design minols Electric Cooperative, inc
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Table l1I-5
PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Traditional Method
‘Commodity 2.40 cents per kWh
Capacity $8.80 kW per month
' Monthly member
contribution to
SECI peak.
Customer Charge $12,397 per member
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 19 Bums & McDonnell

Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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Table Ili-6

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES
Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc.

Energy Method
Commodity 3.01 cents per KWh
Capacity $6.27 kW per month

Monthly member
contribution to
SECI peak.

Customer Charge $12,397 per member

Bumns & McDonnell 110 Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc.
Cost-of-Setvice & Rate Design '
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Table lil-7

MONTHLY BILLS WIiTH PROPOSED RATES

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Traditional Method
Central
Units Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter
January $1,675,549 $10,255,418 $1,208,142 $11,515,179 $1,716,701 $7,370,048
February 1,508,050 9,789,564 1,189,805 10,076,766 1,660,017 7,265,400
March 1,385,185 8,410,072 1,166,896 9,376,788 1,480,182 5,859,856
April 1,222,610 7,456,033 1,054,878 7,877,018 1,144,198 5,327,109
May 1,543,089 8,854,675 1,180,561 9,383,639 1,433,107 5,748,880
June 1,624,626 9,987,437 1,098,869 10,351,277 1,420,088 6,881,612
July 1,811,324 10,832,542 1,208,820 10,866,392 1,441,928 6,733,432
August 1,748,219 10,897,838 1,182,499 11,123,787 1,464,468 6,952,972
September 1,535,631 10,247,430 1,113,190 9,839,107 1,353,334 6,818,807
October 1,260,424 8,328,028 1,101,489 8,984,150 1,297,300 8,157,579
November 1,401,207 8,063,544 1,086,850 7,742,520 1,281 .0b5 6,166,813
December 1,621,400 9,459,550 1,200,713 9,568,460 1,503,457 6,611,529
Total $18,335,305 $112,620,130  $13,743,762 $116,705,082 $17,195,876 $77,802,015

Page1of2
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Table I-7

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

‘ouf ‘engesedoos LIS SOULIES

Traditional Mathod
Units Suwannee Talquin Tri-County Withlacoochee Total
January $1,228,203 $3,845,041 - $761,021 $13,4308,201 $63,015,691
Febm;y 1,075,403 3,583,714 700,028 12,878,680 49,736,328
March 1,008,080 3,146,710 645,183 11,269,672 43,788,625
April 844,287 2,452,101 514,451 8,116,031 36,008,717
May 1,001,919 3,110,445 636,225 10,883,638 43,776,187
June 1,355,027 3,463,510 732,03’( 11,710,285 48,434,797
July 1,520,381 3,738,374 860,732 1,775,152 50,789,078
August 1,450,349 3,614,186 783,353 12,320,768 61,547,436
September 1,192,518 3,307,208 709,383 11,035,385 47,149,991
October 896,801 2,502,285 546,885 9,216,401 40,289,342
November 995,113 3,001,032 624,570 10,267,313 40,639,967
December 1,209,493 3,585,379 726,046 13,087,585 48,613,711
Total $13,777,572 $39,359,986 $8,240,813 $136,000,112  $8583,789,742

Page2 of 2
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Table lli-8

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Aprys ubiseq 8jey 3 BIAIBS0-1S0D
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Energy Method
Central
' Units Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter
January $1,640,336 $10,144,172 $1,.219,022 $11,120,358 $1,857,252 $7,120,004
February 1,460,257 9,550,796 1,183,439 9,810,665 1,594,300 6,843,318
March 1,372,849 8,378,852 1,134,282 9,430,328 1,470,791 5815414
Apiil 1,231,037 7,507,459 1,075,179 8,002,230 1,178,184 5,359,447
May 1,551,504 8,954,081 1,213,747 0,591,873 1,472,198 5,839,248
June 1,632,640 10,173,564 1,142,450 10,562,228 1457,200 6,604,817
July 1,840,652 11,008,623 1,256,873 11,169,037 1,488,184 6,700,164
August 1,778,913 11,080,939 1,225,392 11,444,066 1,523,808 6,080,627
September 1,655,169 10,404,868 1,156,887 10,106,542 1,387,214 6,848,685
October 1,271,666 8,439,377 1,127,906 8,200,823 1,339,494 6,173,865
November 1,391,713 8,053,604 1,113,085 8,008,193 1,302,642 6,080,441
December 1,604,176 9,430,261 1,216,839 9,432,103 1,475,119 8,412,718
Total $18,329,014  $113,126,596  $14,075,182 $117,976,345 $17,344.567  $77,077,649

Page 1 of 2
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Table lII-8

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Energy Method
Units Suwannee Talquin Trl-County Withlacooches Total
January $1,203,828 $3,720,727 $751,153  $12,662446  $51,457,299
February 1,041,487 3,434,567 678,122 12,194,237 47,901,317
March 997,208 3,049,159 642,934 10,965,070 43,266,987
April 855,140 2,505,663 530,703 8,261,678 36,604,701
May 1,035,440 3,143,388 654,087 10,041,305 44,396,962
June 1,362,026 3,496,671 743,000 11,782,272 49,057,957
July 1,548,004 3804373 883234 11,965,704 51,765,747
August 1,471,000 3,607,210 807,008 12,441,844 62,458,709
September 1,195,591 3,320,691 724,590 11,441,386 47,860,706
October 806,568 2,569,687 563,316 0,243,560 40,826,201
November 984,567 2,926,761 622,802 10,076,435 40,658,324
December 1,199,146 3,572,070 728,745 12,603,505 47,674,744
Total $13800908  $30200.007  $8.320,854 $134,480,633  $663,789,741

Page 2 of 2
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Table il{-9

COMPARISON OF COST TO MEMBER SYSTEMS WITH DIFFERENT ASSIGNMENT METHODS
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
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(cents/kWh)
Central

Units Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter
TRADITIONAL 4.57 4,47 4,22 4,37 4.43 4,69
EQUIVALENT PEAKER 4.57 4.48 4.28 4.39 445 4.87
ENERGY 4.57 449 4,32 4.42 447 485

Units Suwannes Taiquin Tri-County Withlacoochee Average
TRADITIONAL 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 4.67 $4.54

(1-SSM) -~ qrgxy

Il Hed

580 siey












- -.r*'

Partiv - ‘ ‘ s ) Lnciusions and Recommendations

PART IV Exhibit__- (WSS.-1)
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 ce_nain 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 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 cost-of-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

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;
e (Capacity costs - $219,583,495; and
e 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:

Seminola Electric Cooperative, Inc. -1 Bums & McDonnell
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study :
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¢ Commodity costs - $292,439,827;
e Capacity costs - $259,862,331; and
e Consumer cost - $1,487,583.

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

method consists of:
e Commodity costs - $367,058,623;
e Capacity costs - $185,243,535; and
e Consumer cost - $1,487,583.

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;
o Capacity costs - $219,583,495; and
o Consumer cost - $1,487,583.

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;

Bums & McDonnell -2 Saminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Cost-of-Service & Rate Design Study
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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 itseif 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 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 recovery of investments.

Seminole Electric Cooperative, inc. V-3 Bums & McDonneil
Cost-of-Service & Rate Dasign Study
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STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS

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

Item 1998 Year End
1. Electric Energy Revenues 548 631,877
2. income From Leased Property (Nef)
3. Other Operating Revenue and Income ‘ 11,308 10&
4. Total Oper. Revenue & Patronage Capital (1 thru 3) sss,sFﬁ
5. Operations Expense - Production - Excluding Fuel 202 83,911443:
6. Operations Expense - Production - Fuel ,291,838°
7. Operations Expense - Other Power Supply 20?,608.605
8. Operations Expense - Transmission 849,(
9. Operations Expense - Distribution
10. Operations Expense - Consumer Accounts
11. Operations Expense - Consumer Service & Information
12. Operations Expense - Sales
13. Operations Expense - Administrative & General - 414,842,878
14. Total Operation Expense (5 thru 13) 468 503,653
15. Maintenance Expense - Production o8
16. Maintenance Expense - Transmissicn
17. Maintenance Expense - Distribution
18. Maintenance Expense - General Plant b
18. Total Maintenance Expense (15 thru 18) 25 599 2149
20. Depreciation and Amortization Expense 15572 24,964,220,
21. Taxes 9,430
22. Interest on Long-Term Debt S TT34,150,418
23. Interest Charged to Construction - Credit (178, 522”
24. Other Interest Expense o 675,481
25. Other Deductions e 14 058,636
26. Total Cost of Electric Service { 14 plus 19 thru 25) 568,865,065
27. Operating Margins (4 minus 26) (8,927,283)
28. Interest Income 10 269 310
29. Allowances for Funds Used During Construction o T
30. Incomes (Loss) from Equity Investments L 254.070
31. Other Nonoperating Income (Net) 732.205
32. Generation and Transmission Capital Credits Lo e 5
33. Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends . 166,_7@4 7
34. Extraordinary ltems ' el
35. Net Patronage Capital or Margins (27 thru 34) 2,495,066

Unbundle, Copyright 1998
Bums & McDonneil Engineering Company, Inc. CosmodelBF3.xds Form12 Financiat

All rights reserved Page 1




BALANCE SHEET
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Saurce: RUS Form 12a, Section B. Balanca Sheet, for Year Ended 1598.

. Invest. in Assoc. Org. - Patronage Capital

. Invest. In Assoc, Org. - Other - Gen. Funds

10. Invest. In Assoc. Org. - Nongan. Funds

11. invesyments in Economic Development Projects
12. Cther Investments

13. Spacial Funds

ASSETS AND OTHER DEBITS 1998 Year End
1. Total Utility Plant In Service . 145,908,348
2__Construction Work in Progress 18,252,830
3. Total Utility Plant {1+2) 281,161,178
4__Accum. Provision for Depraciation & Amor. 337,141,968 |
5._Nat Utliity Plant (34) 524,019,208
6. Non-Ulilily Property (Net} L te
7. Investments in Subsidiary Companias
8
)

14. Total Other Property and investments (8 thru 13)

15. Cash - Generat Funds

18. Cash - Construction Funds - Trustes

17. Special Funds

18. Temporary Investments

19. Notes Recaivable (Net)

20. Accounts Receivable - Sales of Energy (Net)
21. Accounts Receivable - Other (Net)

22, Fuel Stock

23. Materials and Supplies - Elaciric and Other
24. Prepayments

25. Cther Currant and Accrued Assets

26. Total Current and Accrued Assets (15 thru 2§}

27. Unamortized Debt Disc. & Extraordinary Prop. Losses
28. Rsgulatory Assets

29. Other Defarrad Debits

30. Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes

31. Totai Assets and Other Debits (5+14+28 theu 30)

LIABILITIES AND OTHER CREDITS

32. Memberships
33. Patronage Capital
a. Assigned and Assignable
b. Retired This Year
c. Refired Prior Years
d. Net Patronage Capital
34. Operating Margins - Pricr Years

’ ,{_‘:,’;j,;,{;;i

(Payments-Unapplied)
40. Long-Term Debt - Other - Econ. Devel. (Net)
41. Long-Term Debt - FFB - REA Guaranieed
42. Long-Term Debt - Other - REA Guaranteed

35. Operating Margins - Current Year ]

36. Non-Operating Margins 11,255,588
37. Other Margins and Equities 31,748
38__Total Margins and Equities (32 pis 33d thru 37) 68,016,478
39. Long-Term Debt - REA (Net)

" 208,414,147

' -_7_.3!1.070

43. Long-Tern Debt - Other (Net)

44, Total Long-Term Debt (38 thru 43) 634,617,895 |
45. Qbligations Under Capita! Leases - Noncurrent -18.801.!00
46. Accumulated Operating Pravisions o 5.302.815
47. Total Other Noncurrent Liabilities (42+43) 23.974.315
48. Noles Payable o 1!,801’.040
49. Accounts Payshie u.m.nz
50. Taxes Accrued "¢ 101,034,
51. Interest Accrusd C U 19,881
52. _Other Current and Accrued Liabilities _ at.m;m :
53. Total Current & Accrued Liabilities (45 thru 48) 78,928,788
54, Deferred Credits 31,894,281
55. Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes | 2,675,843
56. Total Liabilitles and Other Credits (36+41+44+49 thre 51) 839,807,608

Unbundle, Copyright 1988
Burns & McDoannell Engineering Company, Inc.
All rights reserved

Exhibit__- (WSS-1)
CosmodeiBF3.ds Form12 Financlal (2)
Page 1



PLANT-IN-SERVICE

Hem Totsl kW [0 ACC T-KW CONS Description of Assigrimant
[ 1. Tolal Wangble Piard (307 363) 5779020 2044878 2612312 - 1061971 - Prodi{man Plert Rallo —
2. Total Production Part - Siasm (310 - 318) 673348629 ) 203551261 [ 370.707.688 : KW, KV - B25 MW Capacily
3. Totsl Produciion Piant - Nuclear (320 - 325) 22,308,484 8008028 | 14,208,458 KW, KWH - CR3
4 Tolal Procuction Plant -Hm(;a:-m) - KW
5. Tolal Production Plant . Other (340 - 349, - K
[ 6 BUBTOTAL - Production 'Jm[" 5y L | 307,089,309 | 04,088,154 5 . >
[~ 7. Land snd Land Rights (350 ) o 18,408,749 18,408,240 THW ]
8. Suuckunes et Improvemants {352) - THW
9. Station Equipmen (353) - T-KW
10._Ottwr Tranemission Plant (354 - 359 140,203,133 140,203,113 T
11, SUBTOTAL - Transwission Fant (7 vy
1 158,509,242 - o o 158,000,302 0
12" Land and Land fights (360) - OP-1, OP-§, 0P, CONg
12, Suciures and improvements (361) - OP-T, OP-8, OP-D, CONS
4. Sistion Equipment (362) - OF-T, OP-8, OP-D
15._ Other Distriustion Pant {363 - 373) o Diat Plart Ratio
18,
SUSTOTAL - Disktbution (12 ths 15} . . - - 0 g
17, Land and [and Fighis (389 798,157 82414 60070 5 146,607
18. Struckres snd improvementa {350) - Prodiman Plar Tallo
19. Office Fumiture & Equipmant (181 H 1,597,554 1,597,554 CONS
20 Transporiation Equipmen (352} 740,102 748,182 TR
21. Slorea, Tocls, Bhop, Qamge, and Lab
Equipment (393, 394, 345) - 9% 10 11 Funclional Aresy
2. Power - Operatsd Equbment (366) . % la 11 Functional Asaas
23. Communication Ecuipment (397} 5649731 220980 130,904 2,250,802 2,250,002 Standerd, ont
24 Miscelansous Equipnent (198} 15,591,733 5518867 | 7200780 2,085,086 W—‘-
25 Other Yangibie Property (399) . Prodmsn Plani Raiio
26_SUBTOTAL . Gensral Flant (16 thwg 34 YR TRT ) 103037 S ENAG ] T I G  RwT
27. Othwr Pland {101, 114, 120 - o 5 - - - [T
28, 'w_lm'nl' (i +85+12+16+26%3 | | _wazanaral 8,628,437 XTI - 102,042,007 ST | '
29, Constnucion Work in 107 - 5 5 5 . 5 re ‘i
LR 00— ST } MR
SUBTOTALS Total KW W ACC T-KW CONE-D
| Sublotal - Prodhclion P — GBS855,413 | 307,559,285 394,008, 124 S . -
Sublotal - Tranamission Piant 156,609,302 . - - 156,609,382 .
Tolal ProdiXmasnsDiel Piart 852264795 | 301,555,280 | 304,008,174 - |_1%a.609.383 Z
" Subloai - Generdl 24,385,357 6025271 4,668 07> . 5.271.645 3857 446
Intangibies 5,779,220 2044878 28123712 - 1,061,971 5
All Other Utiity Mt 0 5 o - . .
[ Youal Uiy pland 882429372 | 300839437 | 48034578 = | 020200 | ST | Sed T3]
RATIO CALCULATION
Productios Plant Ralio 1.000 0433 (Y7 5 . 3 P
Tranamission Plant Ratio 1.000 o o o 1.000 . .
ProcXmawDis{ Plant 1.000 0.354 w4 o 0.984 5 .
Tolat Uity Plant Ratlo 1.000 0.381 (7T . 0.184 0.004 0.00¢
Unbundie, Copyright 1968
Buma & McDonnel Engineering Conhpany, inc.

CosmocelBF3 xis Plant-in-Service
Page |
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TRIAL BALANCE

Semincie Elsctric Cooperative, nc. GAT Coopenative
Source: General Ledger Batanca, for Year Ended 1998,
Verify range names “Acct” and "Acct_Bai™ extend 10 battom of list

Add of delete accounts as necassary.

ACCT

11.120
11.920
114,100 A
115,100
120.100
120.200
120.300
120.400

Unbundie, Copynight 1998

108.500| DEPRECIATION WION
108.703|DEPRECIATION GENERAL PMHT
108.910[COST OF llllOVAl. NUCLEARCL!ARING
111103/ ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION

120.500/ACC. AMORTIZATION - |
123.105{PATRONAGE CAPITAL
123.440{SEC) mvzs‘rusm "

"128.335/ACRD INT REC DSR
128.400| TRANS sawlces
128.410|INTEREST - LLB® i
128.507{NUCLEAR nscouu musf FUND
128.517|NDTF INTEREST RECEIVABLE'
131.1111CASH, OPERATING. . "'
131.205{CAST, TRUST __
134.10T|NDTF TRADING -
135.100|PETTY CASH - o b
115.200{TRAVEL ADVANCES el
136.200/{CASH EQUIVILANT lwesmm s Sqfegfye @
136.210/CASH EQUIVILANT ACCR INTEREST - = .
142.105|ACCOUNTS RECEIVARLE . a.scmc; SEEE S
142.114|ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE - INTCH '~ .~ .
142.225| ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE - MEMBER wonxonnm
143.200[ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE - BY-PRODUCT SALES -
143.240{ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE - mcsu.aneoua - -, ©
143250/ ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE . RENT - T
143.270{ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE - PC LOAD REPAYMENT
143200/ ACCOUNTR RECEIVABLE - MEDICAL ¥
181.900]COAL - CURRENT YEAR -
151.108|COAL - CONSUMMED cunuarrmn
151.200|PETROLEUM COKE INVENTORY -~
151.209|PETCOKE - CONSUMED euumr
151.300|FUEL OX. - cURRENTYEAR_
151.309 [rues OlL - CONSUMED cmm‘rvm
451309 FUEL O - ACCUMULATED HISTORY "
152.100|FUEL STOCK EXP - cummvm
162,107| PETCOKE HANDLING . :
152.108|FUEL STOCK EXP TSF - cumm vm
154, 110IMATERIALS & SUPPLIES - 1A MMIS -
154.117[MATERIALS & SUPPLIES - LIMESTONE T AR s
184.120|MATERIALS & SUPPLIES - CRYSTAL RIVER

DESCRIPTION

101.000|ELECTRIC PLANT IN SERVICE - T
101.111/L EASED ASSET-TRANSPORTATIONLEASES /.
107.100/ CONSTRUCTION WORK IN PROGRESS
108.100[DEPRECIATION STEEAM PLANT -3

Burns & McDonnell Enginearing Company., Inc.

All ights reserved

" {129,379.042)

17 313.707
4,318,496
1,008 |

25013
$62,329

R . ]
188,538

P23

1‘3.2.7.720

10,001,842

N

Exhibit__- (WSS-1) _

CosmodelBF3.xis Trial Balance
Page )



154.145|MMIS CLEARING
154.300 {GASOLINE INVENTORY
165.100}PPD CR3 |
185.104|PPD FPC
185.108{PPD COAL : 2" B
185.200|PPD TRAVEL EXPENSE
165.300[PPD OTHER :

224188|PRTN LTD-REACS .
224.305[PRTNLTD-RUS ™ - . )
224.600|FINANCE OBL UNITILEASE ..
227.000]|NON-CURRENT CAPITAL LEASE -
228,400/ PROPERTY INSURANCE - S
223.300|FAS 112 PROV FOR PENSION & BENEFI'I’S
222.310{PROVISION FOR PENSION & BENEFITS -SERP .
228.320|FAS 104 SICK LEAVE POST RETIREMENT BENEFIT
220.328(FAS 108 MEDICALIOTHER POST RETIREMENT -
mmwclu QUTAGE RESERVES - CYCLE#{1 .. -
232.100[ACCOUNTS PAYABLE GENERAL -~ -
232200|ACCOUNTS PAYABLE POWER
232.300[ACCOUNTS PAYABLE CRIN
235.100| RENTAL SECURITY DEPOSITS
236.200{FUTA TAX PAYABLE
238.300|FICA/OASDI TAX PAYABLE
236.310/FICA/MEDICARE TAX PAYABLE ..
238.400|SUTA TAX PAYABLE )
236.500[STATE SALES TAX -
235.305[ACCR STATE SALES TAX - uz LEAS
236.550{ACCR HILLS CO SALES TAX
238.600/ACCR GROSS RECEIPTS TAX L4
236.700| ACCRUED STATE SALESTAX -
237.305|ACCR INTERESTPC -3 -
241.200|FED WAW - PAYABLE
242 200[ACCR PAYROLL . -
242.310| ACCR VACATION : RS
242.505]ACCR MISC FEE ' ‘

Unbundte, Copyright 1998
Burns & McDonnell Engineenng Company, Inc.
All nghts reserved

1998 Ywar End
ACCT DESCRIPTION Balance _ |
154.140| MATERIALS & SUPPLES BN 1,073,860
154.145|MATERIALS & SUPPLIES ) : 3.:::

" {83,916,264)
{18,581,800)
- {1a5,0e7)

.- (358,500
- (143,626)
(Z740,384)
{1,883,418)

{132,314)

Exhibit_ -

(WSS-1)

CosmodelBF3.xis Trial Balance

Page 2



ACCT OESCRIFTION

1998 Ywﬁl
Balance

242.510]ACCR CONTROLLABLE EDXP
242.527|ACCR CR3 - DISP COST - .
242.530|RETENTION - CURRENT CONTRACTS
242.540 [DEDUCTIONS

242.580]ACC LEASE - PMT - U2
2U2.563|ACC LEASE  °
242.570/ACCR PUR PWR PAYABI-E
242580/ ACCRUED FUEL INVENTORY nww.;
242.338[OTHER STL-U2 EST COMPL _
MMIS UNMATCHED RECEIPTS °

392.000| TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT -
193.000/ STORES EQUIPMENT - - :
334,000/ TOOLS, SHOP, lGMAGE EQUIPHENT
395.000 LABORATORY EQUIPMENT .
396.000/ POWER OPERATED EQUPHENT
357.000{| COMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT
398.000{MISC EQUIPMENT = - g °
399.000| OTHER TANGIBLE PROPERTY -
403.049{ DEPRECIATION EKPENSE-TRANSFERRED
403,108/ DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-SEC) COMMON..-
403.208| DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-CRYSTAL RIVER
401.508| DEPRECIATION EXPENSE

403.708| DEPRECIATION HDQTRS LEASED -

405,008 [AMORTIZATION EXPENSE.HPS INT .. 307
404.043| AMORTIZATION EXPENSE-CR3 AQUIS ADJ
408.049| OVERHEAD TRANSFERS :
408.108[PROPERTY TAX oMol &
408.113| PROPERTY TAX-HQ ALLOCABLE

Unbundle, Copyright 1998
Bums & McDonnell Engineering Company. Inc.
All rights reserved

404.018| AMORTIZATION OF LEASEHOLD WROVEMENTS ’

 (10.247,180)
- 8,558,081

. 194,180 |

Cosmode!BF3.xis Trial Batance
Page 3



ACCT DESCRIPTION

1998 Yaar End

408 318|FEDERAL UNEMPLGTMENT TAX
408.318|FEDERAL FICA TAXES -

408,418 | STATE UNEMPLOYMENT TAX
408.708[OTHER TAXES .

408.739{TAXES TRANSFERRED
409.040}INCOME TAXES . e
411.200| GAINS/DISP OF CLEAN AIR m.owmczs :
sotlcTcascre. e i
avoofusequry . -
419.021BOND FUNDS - _ R S

431.295 INTEREST wsnsz
447.140| MEMBER SALES
447.147|ACCRUED REVENUES . Ll
447.150|INTERRUPTIBLE POWER SAI..ES
447.180[MARTEL DEL AT REVENUE ] :
447.200|INTERCHANGE SALES © * -
447.300|LOAD Fouowmo SALBS
AS82110TFUC -

456.220|TFUC - 38 Nomms

456. 37| TFUC - m-lmmcm .
456247 |OFF.SYSTEM SALES WHEELING .
458304 MISCELL ANEQUS OPERATING R!VEN
500.017[15T AID SUPPLIES lsAFE'rv N
500.017/SALARIES & MEALS SR
500.019|EMPLOYEE MEMBERSHIP a ‘
500.208| TRAINING - EXISTING REQUIRﬂlENTS
$00.209|OVERHEAD TRANSFERS . -
800.218[NEW TRAINING .

501.017]ALLOCATION OF ACCOUNTS 151 AND ua
501.027|COST OF IGNITION OR. ‘ :
S04.037|/INBAND FUEL . ©
501.047|ALLOCATION OF PETCOKE
501.517 |GENERAL OPERATING suwuu ‘
501.518|MISCELL ANEOUS OPERATING sum.las 25
801.519/OUTSIDE SERVICES . : g ¢
501.52T|GENERAL OPERATING suwuss B o .
S01.528|SALARIES - A
501. 29/OTHER OUTSIDE senvsces e '

Unbundie, Copyrighl 1998
Bums & McDonnell Engineenng Company, Inc.
All rights reserved

800.219|APPLIED OVERMEAD ~ =~ .+ 17 "7

(544-.130.N6)
- (221,800)
(1.33&1”)

- (87,328)
{5,125,448)
(258,027}

. {808,368)
7. (30,741)
(m.sml
{17e,879)
mr.tm

.891.“'
1,301,700
10,828

EXthIt____- (WSS- 1)

CosmodeiBF.xls Trial Balancs
Page 4




Exhibit__- (WSS- 1)

ACCT DESCRIPTION

1998 Youar End

501.53T|EQUIPMENT FUELS

502.017|CHEMICALS AND FUELS -

S02.013|SALARIES -

$502.013|VENDOR LABOR

502.028|SALARIES :

502.02¢ OVE!HEADW PR HOURS
HISCEI.LAHEOU! Tt

$12.067| GENERAL OPERATING suwues
512.068{SALARIES 2 ,h__.
512,063 OVERHEAD TRANSFERS _
512077|GENERAL OPERATING SUPPLES
612.078 e

512.079
512,087
512088
512.089 :
512.087| GENERAL OPERATING SUPPLES
512.098{SALARIES s
£12.093| OVERHEAD TRANSFERS R
§12.107| GENERAL OPERATING SUPPLIES
512.108{ SALARIES :
512.109| OVERMEAD TRANSFER

Unbundie, Copyright 1998
Bums & McDonnell Engineering Comparny, Inc,
All rights reserved

501.999(TSFD S01.51, 601.52, 02.63 - @ il

- T,818

. ..‘..:._.,11,3“_‘
562,498

1018490
| a8,178

- 144,843
TS

U845

CosmadeiBF.xis Trial Balance
Page 5



1998 Year End

Balance

DESCRIPTION
GENERAL OPERATING SUPH.IES -
SALARIES

OVERHEAD TRANSFER

855117 [FULL REQUIREMENTS - FUEL i~ - :
§55.120|PARTIAL REQUIREMENTS - HON-FUE. oe 050
558127 |PARTIAL REQUIREMENTS - FUEL " - A,
655.160|MARTEL DEL PT PURCHASES '
$55.200/INTERCHANGE - NONFUEL "~
§55.207|INTERCHANGE - FUEL

Unbundle, Copyright 19838
Burns & McDonned Engineenng Company, Inc.
All rights resarved

127,228
124,810
2084221
38,579
1,147
8124

- 408,178
= ] ‘..-1&m—

Exhibit__.

(WSS.1)

CosmodelBF3.xds Trial Balance

Page &



DESCRIPFTION

$58230|RESERVES - NON-FUEL
558.257|RESERVES - FUEL
$55.300|LOAD FOLLOWING - NON-FUEL
585.307|LOAD FOLLOWING - FUEL
$56.010|0PS & LOAD CONTROL CR3
GENERAL orm'mc suwugs

925.019(INSURANCE - >
525.043{INSURANCE AND OVERHEAD TRANSFERS -
925,069 INSURANCE AND OVERHEAD TRANSFERS
926.018[BENEFITS - - .
926.049{OVERHEAD TRANSFERS
930.019(TRAINING . - PR
$30.029|OVERHEAD TRANSFER - PROPERTY TAXS PROPER‘IY rus
$30.043/MISC EXP TSFD - DIRECT R S
930.048(PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - -
930.069/0THER CUTSIDE SERVICES .. -
932.013|0THER QUTSIDE SERVICES

Unbundle, Copyright 1598

Burns & McDonnell Engmneering Company, Inc.

All rights reserved

Exhibit__- (WSS-1)

CosmodelBF3.ds Trisl Balance
Page?7



Unbundle, Copyright 1998

—

t

POWER REQUIREMENTS DATA BASE

Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Source: RUS Form 12a, Sales of Electricity, for Year Ended 1998,

Rate Class ] __Data iGin U
Cansumers _ - 10
1, Sales for Resale -RUS. fw Sald 8,945,819,000
rowe Revenue
Sales for Resale - Consumers
2. Special Sales to RUS  [kWh Sold
Borrowers Revenus
3 Sales for Resale - IWh gl:rs
" Others
Revenue
i Consumers
Sales to Ultimate
" Consumers lkWh Sold
Revenue
. Consumers
Other Sales to Public
s, A " kwh Sold
uthorities Revenue
Consumers
8. Other Sales kwWh Soid
Revenue

7. TOTAL No. Consumers (1a thru 6a)

8. TOTAL kWh Sold (1D thru 60)

9. TOTAL Revenue Received From Sales of
Electric Revenue (1¢ thru 6¢)

10. Total KWh Generated

11. Total kWh Purchased

12. Cost of Generation

13. Cost of Purchases

14. Cost of Purchases and Generation

$506,278,206
15. Interchange - kWh - Net o T
(21,303)
16. Wheeling - kWh - Net g
S 1,072
17. Total Energy Avaitable - kWh
_ 12,105.933,769
18. Total Energy Sold - kWh

19. Energy Fumished Without Chamge - KWh

11,785,970,000

20. Eﬁrgy Used - kWh

21. Total Energy Accounied For - KWh

11,785,970,000
22. Energy Losses - kWh
— _ 319,963,769
23. Energy Losses - Percantage
— 2.71%
24. Peak Demand - kW b
2,555,063

Bums & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.

All rights reserved

Exhibit__- (WSS-1)

CosmodeiBF3.xIs Form 12 Class Data

Page 1



CLASS DATA VERIFICATION

Seminota Electric Cooperative, inc,

Compares Form 12a Data to Rate Class Summaries

Unbundie, Copyright 1898

Foim {2a Dala Summarized Rate Class Data | Varance from Form 12a
Form 12a Classifications Code Consumers]  kwWh Sold Revenua | Consumers kWh Sold Revenue  JConsumers] kWh Sold Revenue

Sales for Resale - RUS Bomowers 1 10| 8,945919,000 420,529,047 10 | 11,565,891,000 541,351,805 29.3% 20.T%

Sales for Resale - Special Sales to

RUS Borrowers 2 2 53,143,000 1,809,580 - - - -100.0%| -100.0% -100.0%

Sales for Resale - Olhers 3 27| 2,786,908,000 | 128,202,131 - - - -100.0%| -100.0% -100.0%

Sales to Uilimale Consumers 4 - - - - - -

Other Sales to Public Authorities 5 - - - - . .

Other Sales -] - - o o o -

Tolal 38 | 11,785,970,000 | 548,831,677 10 1 11,565,881,000 541,351,605 -T4.4% -1.9% -1.3%

Actual FY 1008 Forecasted FY 3000 ]
Class ‘
Summarized In
Form 12a
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. | Classification Projected
Rats Classes & Other Splits Code Consumers]  kwh Sold Revenus | Consumers Caclulation of Tolal Sales for FY 2000
Salas for Resale - Member Sales 1 10 [ 11,565,891,000 | 541,351,605 10]. | FY1sos
: of - - - - - Purchased Power 2,842,245,000

of : - - - - - Generation 9,263,809,000
0 . - . - Energy Reqmis 12.105,954,000
o . - - - . Tolat Class Sales 11,585,801,000
0 - - - - Losses 540,083,000
0 - . s T Losses 4.48%
0 5 . - -
0 - - - - FY 2000
0 = - - . Purchased Power  * 3,304,850,000 -
0 - - - = Generalion 2,624,832,000
0 c - - = Energy Raqmis 13.010,682,000
0 o = - = Tolal Class Sales 12,194,143,4819
0 a o - S L% Assumed Losses 825,538,510
0 - - . -} e e ik Assumad Losses 6.34%

holal Salas 10| $1,565,881,000 | 541,381,805 10 | 12,104,143 481

(I-SSAV - quUxy



FY 2000
Budget
Acct# Tolals Kw KwWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL Descriplion ol Assignment
POWER PRODUCTION EXPENSES
500 Oparations Supervision And Engineering 2.681,5%4 2,681,634 KW
501  Fuel Expense 162,184,362 162,184,362 KwH
502  Sieam Expenses 7,720,824 7,720,824 KWH
505 Eleciric Expensas 1.694.210 1,604,210 KWH
506 Misc Siaam Power Expanass 10,557,901 10,557,001 KWH
507 Power Piant Rents - 28,641,657 13,261,087 15,280,570 KW.KWH
510 Mainlenance Supsivision and Engineering 5428 515 5420815 Kw
511 Maintanance of Siructures 349,878 340,078 KW
512 Maintenance of Boller Plant 14,443,520 14,443,520 KWH
513 Maintenance of Electric Planl . 1.105,938 1,105.938 HOWH
514 Maintenance of Misc. Steam Plant 5,554,701 5,554,701 KWH =
518 Nuclear Fuel Expense 848,000 648,000 KWH '
528 Mainisnance Supssvision and Engineering 2,287,813 2,287,873 KW
PURCHASED POWER
555 Purchasad Power 216,750,478 | 118,545853 | 97,435,770 760,055 KW.,KWH, CONS - BY CONTRACT
558 System Control and Load Dispatch 1,717,774 1,117,714 KW
557 Other Power s 48,481 48.481 Jiow
TRANSMISS! P! TIONS EXPENSES
580 Operations Supervision And Engineering 177,341 177,341 T-KW
582 Staton Expenses 9,604 9,604 T-KW
585 Transmission of Electricily by Others 34,051,675 34,051,675 ACC
568 Misceallaneous Transmission Expenses 1,285,816 1,265,816 T-KW
567 Rents 2,500 2,500 T-KW
TRANSMISSION MAINTENANCE EXPENSES
570 Maintenance of Station Equipment 1,185,105 1,195,105 T-KW
571 Maintenance Of Overhaad Lines 5,409 5,400 T-KW
ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL OPERATIONS EXPENSES
920 Administrative & General Salaries 10,805,074 4,890,917 3,787,480 0 565,680 485,177 | 1,076,420 [Parsonneal Function
321 Office Supplies And Expense 2278213 1,627,634 403,224 0 79,104 61,653 114,598 [PAYROLL RATIO
922 Administralive Expenses Transferred - Credit {1.007,800) {353,8620) {463,038) 0 {188,083) (4.405) (645)| TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
923 Outside Services Employed 1,666,480 1,666,480 |GENL
824 Properiv Insurance 35,944 12,812 16,515 i} 8,837 157 23 |TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
025 Injuries And Damages 38,807 28,321 7.018 0 1,376 809 1,884 JPAYROLL RATIO
Employes Pensions and Benefits 58,306 41,6892 10,229 0 2,028 1,323 2,935 JPAYROLL RATIO
General and Miscellanaous General Expensas 1,342,030 1,342,030 |GENL
| 120,700 120,700 (GENL

Unbundile, Copyright 1990
Bums & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.

(I-SSA) - NquUxy
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MO NMEIN I LD LD
Saminole Electric Cooperativs, inc.

FY 2000
Budget
Acct # Totals Kw KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL Description of Msgnmnl
DEPRECGIATION AND AMORTIZATION EXPENSE
403.1  Sleam Production Plan! 18,223,995 8,437,710 9,706,285 KW KWH
403.2  Nuclear Production Plant 1,061,440 381,060 680,389 KW, KWH
403.5  Transmission Plant 3,854,282 3,054,202 T-KW
403.7  General Plant 653,646 953,848 {GENL
1660.0 Depreclation Transfemed {23,785)) {3,348) {10,828) 0 (4,382) (104” (15)|TOTAL UTILITY PLANTY RATIO
4040  Amoriization Leasehold Improvements 1,205,605 558,195 647 410 KW, KWH
405.0  Miscellaneous Deprecistion/Amortization 288,624 101,273 132,609 0 53,205 1,262 185 [TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
4068.0  Amortizalion Eleciric Plant Acquisition 17,258 8,105 11,081 KW,KWH
OTHER EXPENSES
408.1  Properly Taxes 8,618,087 3,023,933 3,959,504 0 1.591,350 37673 5,518 ITOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
408.2  Payrolt Taxes 24,166 17,204 4,284 0 841 549 1,218 |[PAYROLL RATIO
408.0  Payroll Taxes 1,731,705 1,238,341 308,782 0 60,184 30,208 07,189 |PAYROLL RATIO -~
408.4  Payroll Taxes 15,118 10,809 2,878 0 625 43 181 [PAYROLL RATIO B
408.7 Taxas, Other (12,282} i {12,282)| GENL
§90.0 Overhead Aliocalion and Taxes Translerred (10.212,085)] (3,583,240)] (4,681,960) 0| (1.88s600) {44,641) {6,538)| TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
425 Miscallanacus Depraciation/Amortization 72 - 25 3 0 13 0 0 ITOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
426 Oonatlons 38,120 38,120 |GENL
428 Amortization of Debt Discount and Expensa 3,780,858 1,326,579 1,737,047 1) 658,114 15,527 2,421 {TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE 543,444,477 | 162,077,661 | 333,052,605 | 34,051,675 | 7513032 1354788 ] 52394737
ANNUAL INVESTMENT COST:
Y Target Margin Dollar Amount
Required Margins & Patronage Capital 2,334,880 819,270 1,012,767 0 431,142 10,207 1,485 JTOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
" Raquired Margins & Patronage Capital 2,334,860 819.270 { 1,072,767 0 431,143 10,207 1,405
Non-Opaerating Marginas :
419 Non Operating Margins - Interes! (7.010,135)]  (2.165.317)] (4,181,016) {425.280) {168.728) {18.6073) {51.00041COS RATIO - PREL.
411 Galn on Disposition of Clean Alr Allowances {100,000} {100,000) Kw
421 Non Operating Margins - Other {483,662) {152,484) (204,432) (29,049) {11,883) (1.318) {3,508){COS RATIO - PREL.
424 Other Capital Cradits and Patronaga Dividends {100,000) {100,000M GENL
Raquired Oparating Margins (5.386,947)1  (1,508,532)) (3,402,682) (455,229) 250,522 {9,803)] (153,183)
427 interast on L-T Debt 30,145,557 | t0.577, 13,850,458 0 5,566,480 131,778 | 19,301 JTOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO
lohl interest ‘__ Op. % 24.776&4_2_‘ 3,870,031 10,447,775 {455,220)] 5.418,981 121975 {133,883
Tolal Operating Expanse S43.444.477 1 162,077,881 | 333,052,805 ) 134,051,875 7,613,032 1,354,768 | 5,304,737 \
Less Other Revenues :
Interruplable Sales (5,137,708) {5,137,708) KWH
Non-Member Sales (8.006,085) (6,008,085) KWH
Marte! Sales {62,808) {62,808) KWH
456 Qther Electric Revenues {1 .32_4.777) {1.224,7TTYJGENL
TOTAL COST OF SERVICE 553,789,741 | 171,056,602 ] 330,293,781 33,508,448 | 13,330,013 1,476,741 | 4,038,087
Cost-of-Service Ratio 1.000 0.309. 0.596 0.081 0.024 0.003 0.007
Non-Power Supply COS Ralio 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.707 0.078 0.214 = =
[SUMMARY OF COST OF SERVICE & 7
Power Production 243.200,011 | 24,008,087 | 219,200,024 0 e 0 ] o
Purchased Power 218,516,713 | 120,311,888 { 07,435,770 o 0 769,055 0 =
Transmission Operations Expenses 35,526,938 0 0! 34,051,675 1,475,281 0 0 i l
Trsnsmission Maintenance Expanses 1,200,514 0 0 01 1200514 1] ] 4
Adminisirative Ang Genaral Operstions Expenses 15,215,834 8,246,057 3,761,527 0 488,721 534,804 | 4,203,818 a
o
v
=



£Y 2000

Budget
Acct # Tolals Kw KwH ACC T-KwW CONS GENL Descriplion ol Assignment
Adminisiralive And General Maintenance Expenses 120,700 0 0 Q 0 0 120,700
Depraciation 25,581,072 9.478 087 11,248,826 Q 3,903,185 1158 953,816
Taxes & Other 3,983,697 2,003,742 1,314,458 1] 465,341 48,750 116 408
Tolal intesest & Op, Margins 32,480,437 11,306,832 14,923,223 a 5,897,602 141,985 20,796
Non-oparaling Margins (7.703.797)]  {2,417.801)] (4.475.440) (455,229) {180,620) {20,010} (154,688)
Non-Member Sales {8.006,085) 1} {8,006,085) 0 0 a 0
intefruplible Sales (5.132,708) 0} (5.137,708) 0 0 0 0
Marle! Sales {62,806) Q {62,808) 1] 1] 0 0
Other Op, Revenue (1,224,777} 0 ] 1] i} 0] (1.224.177)
Cost of Sarvice 553,789,741 | 171,056,602 § 330,203,781 33,506,448 { 13,230,013 1476741 1 4,035,087
COS Excluding Payroil & Gross Recaipts Tax, Req'd Margios, & int. on L7 Debt
Required Oparating Margins 32,280,437 11,208,832 14,823,223 0 5,607,602 141,985 (70.204)
Total Op Exp 543,444,477 ] 162,077,661 ) 333,052,805 34,051,875 7.513,032 1,354,766 | 5,304,737
Cost of Service (excl. nonoperating interest and other income) 561,293,538 | 173,374,493 | 334,769,228 | 34,051675( 13510834 1,496,751 | 4,000,755
COS Ratlo (Preilm.) 1.000 0.30% 0.596 0.061 0.024 0.003 0.007
Non-Powar Supply COS Ratio {Prelim.} 1.000 0.000 ©.000 0.000 0.707 0.078 0.214
RATIOS .
1Power Production 1.000 0.09% 0.901 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Purchased Powar 1.000 0.551 0.446 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.000
Transmission 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.927 0.073 0.000 0.000
Admin. & General 1.000 0.407 0.245 0.000 0.031 0.03% 0.282
Taxes (Payroll & Property) 1.000 0.413 0412 0.000 0.158 0.008 0.008
Cost of Service Ratlo 1.000 0.308 0.508 0.081 0.024 0.003 0.007
PAYROLL RATIO
'Operations Supervision And Engineering 2,681,634 2,881,834 D 0 0 ] (1]
Walntenance Supervision ard Englneer©ing 5,428 515 5,428,515 1] 0 0 1+ 0
Maintenance Supervision and Engineering 2,287,873 2,287,073 0 0 9 0 0
Operations Supervision And Enginesring 177,341 0 0 0 177,341 0 0
Adminisirative & Generat Salaries 10,805,074 4,800,317 3,787,480 i) 585,680 408,172 { 1,078,420
Total 21,380,437 | 15,280,339 3,787.480 1] 143,021 485177 | 1,078,420
Payroll Ratio 1.000000 .78 0.177 £.000 0.035 0.023 0.050
2!
w
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RATE BASE

Semincle Electric Cooperatlve, Inc.

RATE BASE CALCULATION Total kw kWh ACC T-Kw T-KWH CONS GENL Description of Assignment
Total Utllity Plant 882,429,372 | 309,629,437 | 405,434,518 0| 162,042,997 0 3,857,446 564,973 [Plant in Sesvice
Depreclation Reserve:
108.1 [Steam Plant {261,169,188)| (130,181,334} {150,987 854) KW, KWH - 525 MW Capacily
108.2 {Nuclear Plant (8,413,949) (3,020608)] (5393,341) KW, KWH - CR3
108.5 |Transmission Plant (49,002,883) (49,002,883) Direct
108.7 |General Plant {12,791,254)] (4,488,233)] (5,876,976) 0 (2,361,940) ] (55.916) {8,180){ Tolal Utility Plant Ratio
108.9 |Cost of Removal - Nuclear (94,379) (33,882} {60,497} KW, KWH - CR3
111.1 {Transportation Lease (23,444,300) (23,444,300) KW, KWH - 625 MW Capacity
111.1 |intangible Plant (HPS-Acuera) (2,311,850) (818,008){ (1,060,024} (424,818) Prod/Xmsn Plant Ratio
111.1 {Leasehok! Improvemeants - U2 {8,650,311)] (4,005,004)] (4,645217) KW, KWH - 625 MW Capacity
115.1 ]Acquisition Adjustment (429,202) (154,084) (275.118) KW, KWH - CR3
120.5 |Nuclear Fuel {6,504,475) (6,504,475 Ditect
Working Capital:
Power Production 9,998,589 986,671 9,011,919 Opesating Expense
Purchase Power Expanse 8,980,139 4,944,324 4,004,210 31,605 Operating Expanse
Transmission 4,528,042 4,108,152 329,890 0 T-KW
Administrative & General 1,890,806 770,173 463,750 0 51.789 0 65,935 §33,159 | Admin. & General Ratio
Payroll & Property Taxes 1,279,342 914,809 226,632 0 44,460 0 29,032 64,410 | Tax Expense Rallo
135 |Working Funds 4,289 4,289 Direct
154 Plant Materials and Operating Supplies 17,545,183 6,156,306 8,061,181 0 3,239,768 1} 76,857 11,233 | Total Litility Plant Ratio
165 |Prepaymenis 12,021,018 4,217,970 5,523,089 0 2,219,714 0 52,549 7,696 | Total Utility Plant Ratio
Deductions:
235 |Consumer Deposits (3.981) {3,981) CONS
TOTAL RATE BASE 545,861,008 | 184,918,447 | 234,468,495 4,198,152 | 117,044,975 0 4,057 656 1,173,282
Rate Basa Ratio 1.000 0.329 0.430 0.008 0.214 0.000 0.007 0.002 1.000
=
)
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Rate Base Assignment
Seminole Eleciric Cooperative, Inc.

Account Year 2000
Number Item Budget kW KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL Description of Assignmant
301-303 Total Intangible Plant 5,779,220 4,717,249 - . 1,061,971 Production/Transmission Plant
310-316 Total Production Plant - Steam 673,348,629 673,348,029 - - Kw
320-325 Total Production Piant - Nuclear 22,306,484 22,306,484 - - KW
Total Production Plant 701,434,633 700,372,662 . - 1,061,971 - .
350 Land and Land Rights 16,408,248 168,408,249 T-KW
352 Structures and Improvements - - . - - (T-KW
353 Station Equipment S - . S . - T-KW
354-359 Cther Transmisslon Plant 140,203,133 - - . 140,203,133 - T-KW
Total Tranamission Paint 156,609,382 - - B 156,608,382 - -
Total Prod/Trans Plant 858,044,015 700,372,662 . 157,671,353 -
389 tand and Land rights 788,157 651,490 - 148,667 - - [Production/Transmission Plant
a Office Furituwre & Equipment 1,597,554 - - O 1,507,554 - JCONS
392 Transportation Equipment 748,182 748,182 - - - - W
397 Communication Equipment 5,648,731 225,989 338,984 2,269,892 2,250,892 564,973 |Standard/Judgement
398 Miscsllanaous Equipment 15,591,733 12,726,647 - 2 865,086 - - |Production/Transmission Plani
Total General Plant 24,385,357 14,352,308 338,984 5,271,645 3857446 584,973
Al Other Uttty Plant - - - . - |Prod/Xmsn Paint Ratio
107 Construction Work in Progress - - . - Prod/Xmsn Palnt Ralio
Total Utility Plant Q82,429,372 T14, 724870 338,984 - 162,942 998 3,857,448 564,873
Ulility Plant Ratio 100% 81.00% 0.04% 0.00% 10.47% 0.44% 0.08%

1ol2
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Rate Base Assignment
Seminole Elecliic Cooperative, Inc.

Account Year 2000
Number Itam Budget kw KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL Description of Assignmant

Depreciation Reserve:

108.1 Steam Plant {281,169,180) {281,169,188) 0 0 Q [} 0 (KW

108.2 Nuciear Plant {8.413,849) {8,412,949) 1] 0 o 0 0 [KW

108.5 Transmission Plant (49,002,883) 0 0 Q {49,002,883) 0 D |KW

108.7 General Plant {12,791,254) {10,360,295) (4,914) a (2,361,940} {55.916) (8.180)| Utity Plant Ratio

108.9 Cost of Remaval - Nuclear (94,379) (94,379) ¢ 0 0 0 KW

11141 Transporatalon Lease {23,444,300) (23,444,300} o 4] 0 0 |Kw

1M intangiola Flant {HPS-Acurea) {2,311,850) {1,887,032) 0 0 (424,818) b 0 |Production/Transmission Plant

111 Leasehold Improvements - U2 (8,650,311) {8.650,311) [V} 0 0 0 0 [KW

115.1 Acquisiton Adjustment {429,202) {4290,202) 0 1] 1] 4] 0 |[Kw

120.2 Nuclear Fue! (8,504,475) (6,504,475} 0 a [1] 0 0 [KW
Total Depreclation (392,811,791) (340,853,131) (4.814) o (51,789,641) {55,916) (8,190)
Net Plant 489,617,581 373,771,839 334,070 - 111,153,357 3,801,530 558,783
Net Plant Ratio 100% 76.34% 0.07% 0.00% 22.70% 0.78% 0 11%,
Working Cagpital:
Power Production 9,098,589 2,449,654 7,548,935 o - - - |Power Production Expenses Ratio
Pwichase Power Expense 8,880,129 4,944,324 4,004,210 o - 31,605 - |Operating Expanses
Transmission 4,528,042 - - 4,198,152 329,880 o - T-KW
Administrative & General 1,880,808 770173 483,750 ° 57,789 65,935 £33,159 |Admin & General Ratio
PayroX & Property Taxes 1,279,342 914,809 226,632 - 44,480 29,032 64,410 |Tax Expanse Ratlo
Working Funds 4,289 - - . 4,289 o Direct

154 Plant Materials and Oparating Supplies 17,545,183 6,156,308 8,061,181 3,239,766 78,697 11,233 [Total Uiikly Plant Ratio

165 Prepaymenis 12,021,018 4,217,970 5,523,089 o 2,219,714 52 549 1696 [Totat Utily Plant Ratio
Working Capital 58,247 408 19,453,236 25,827,797 4,198,152 5,001,619 260,107 616,498
Deductions:

235 Consumer Deposits {3.981) 0 [} 0 0 (3.981) 0 [CONS
TOTAL RATE BASE 545,061,008 393,225,078 26,161,867 4,198,152 117,044 876 4,057,656 1,173,281

2ol2
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Year 2000 Budget Assignment
Saminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Account Year 2000
Number Hem Budget W KwH ACC T-KW CONS GENL Description of Assigrnmant
POWER PRODUCTION EXPENSE
500 Operations Suparvison and Engingering 2,681,634 2,681,634 - - «  JFERC PREDOMINANCE
501 Fuel Expense 162,184,362 - 162,184,362 - = IFERC FREDOMINANCE
502 S1gam Expensa 7,720,824 1.720,824 - - - - |FERC PREDOMINANCE
505 Elactric Expensos 1,694,210 1.694,210 - - JFEAC PREDOMINANCE
508 Misc Steam power Expensas 10,557,801 10,557,901 - - o - |FERC PREDOMINANCE
507 Power Piant Rents 28,641,657 28,641,657 - o - - |FERC PREDOMINANCE
510 Maintenance Supervision and Engineering 5428515 - 5428515 o - IFERC PREDOMINANCE
511 Maintenance of Stuctures 349,878 349,878 - . o - |FERC PREDOMINANCE
512 Maintenance of Boiler Plant 14,443,520 - 14,443,520 - - |FERC PREDOMINANCE
513 Malntenance of Electric Plant 1,105,936 - 1,105936 o - - |FERC PREDOMWNANCE
514 Maintenance of Misc Sieam Plant 5,554,701 5,554,701 - o - |FERC PREDOMINANCE
518 Nuclear Fusl Expense 848,000 - 648,000 - - |FERC PREDOMINANCE
526 Malnienance %Mﬁm and Engineaering 2287873 2287873 - - - IFERC PREDOMINANCE
PURCHASED POWER
555 Purchasod Powsr 216,750.478 118,545,653 97,435,770 - - 769,055 ~  IKW, KWH, CONC- By Contract
558 System Conyrol and Load Dispaich 1, M7.774 L2, T4 - - - . KW
557 Cxher Power Suj E. 588 48 481 48 461 - - - -~ KW
TRANSMISSION OPERATIONS EXPENSES .
560 Opaerations Supervison and Engineering 177.041 - - 177,344 - T-Kw
562 Station Expanses 9,604 o 8,604 - AT-KW
565 Tranamission of Electricty by Others 34,051,875 34,051,675 - - - |acc
566 Miscel: Ti issi 1 1,285,816 o 1,285 816 - IT-KW
567 Renis - 2 500 2,500 - - |T-KW
TRANSMISSION MAINTENACE EXPENSES
570 Maintenance ot Station Equipment 1,195,108 - - 1,195,105 - |TKW
571 Maintenanca of Ovarhead Lines 5,409 . - 5400 o LE.
ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL OPERATIONS EXPENSES
920 Adminisiratve & Genesal Salaries 10,805,074 3,900,632 8,094,062 734,745 54,025 2160 - |O&M SUB-TOTAL
821 Office Supplies and Expense 2,276,213 1,627,634 403,224 o 79,104 51,653 114,588 [PAYROLL RATIO
922 Administarive Expanses Transierred - Credt {1.007,800) (769,355) (705) - {228,771) {7.861) (1,109)|NET PLANT RATIO
923 Quiside Services Employed 1,666,460 601,502 939,883 112,319 8,332 3333 - 1O&M SUB-TOTAL
524 Propeny Insurance 35944 27,440 25 o 8,159 280 40 |[NET PLANT RATIO
925 Injuries and Damages 39,607 28,321 7,016 1,376 899 1,984 [PAYROLL RATIO
926 Employes Pensions and Banelits 58,306 41,602 10,329 . 2,026 1,323 2,935 |PAYROLL RATIO
930 General Adverising £nd Miscellaneous General Expanse 1,342 030 484,473 758,905 91,258 8710 2,684 - 10AM SU8-TOTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL MAINTENANCE EXPENSES
932 Mainenance Of Genaral Flant 120,700 120,700 JGENL
DEPRECIATION AND AMORTIZATION EXPENSE
403.1 Sieam Produciion Plant 18,223,995 18,222,995 - - |Steam Plamt
4073.2 Nuclear Production Plant 1,061,449 1,061,449 - - - - |Nudear Plam
403.5 Yransmission Plant 3,854,282 - 3.854,282 Transmission Plant
403.7 Genesal Plant 951,646 . - - - 953,646 JGENL
$60.0 Depreciation Transterred (23,785} {18,157) (n (5,399) {186) {26)|NET PLANT RATIO
404.0 Amonization Leashold improvements 1,205,805 558,195 647,410 . - - - KW KWH
405.0 Miscallansous Deprecigtion/Amortization 208,624 220,338 202 85518 2.251 317 [NET PLANT RATIO
406.0 Amortization Electric Plam Acguistion 17,256 6,185 11,08% - - - - KW KWH

(@-SSM) -~ nqyxg
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Yaar 2000 Budgel Assignment

inole_leciric Cooperative, Inc.
Account Yaar 2000
Number ilam Budgel kW KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL Descriptinn of Assignment
OTHER EXPENSES
408.1 Property Taxes 8,618,067 6,579,032 6,033 1,956,301 67,221 9,480 NET PLANT RATIO
408.2 Payrolf Taxes 24,188 17,204 4,284 843 549 1,218 [PAYROLL RATIO
408.3 Payroll Taxes 1,731,795 1,238,341 308,762 60,184 39,209 87,189 |[PAYROLL RATIO
408.4 Payrol Taxes 15,116 10,809 2,678 525 343 761 [PAVROLL RATIO
408.7 Taxes, Other {12.282) . - o - {12, 282)1GENL
990.0 Overhead allocation and Taxss Transiered (10.212.065) (7.795,850) {7,148} (2,318,139) (79.654) {11,233}|NET PLANT RATIO
423 Miscellaneous Deprecianion/Amartization 72 55 0 16 1 0 INET PLANT RATIO
426 Donations 38,120 . - - - 38,120 [GENL
428 Amortization of Debt Discout and Expense 3,780,688 2886177 2,646 858,216 29,489 4,150 |NET PLANT RATIO
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE: 543 444 477 208,730 825 290,430,772 34 990,897 7,075,083 902,290 1,110,507
ANNUAL INVESTMENT COST:
¥ Target Margin Dollar Amounm
: Required Margins & Pavonage Capital 2,334,880 1,782,447 1,634 -530,018 18,212 2,568 |NET PLANT RATIO
Requited Margins & Pavonage Capital 2,334,880 1,762,447 1,634 530,018 18,212 2,568
Hon-Opentaing Marging
419 Non-Openaing Margins - Interes! (7.010,135) {2.165,317) 4.181,016) {425,200} {168,728) (18,6989) (51,080)COS RATIO - PREL.
411 Gain on Disposition of Clean Air Alowances (100,000} (100,000} . . . - - Kw
421 Non-Opedaing Margins - Cther {493,662) (152.484) (204,4232) (29.949) (11,883} (1,316} {3.598){COS RATIO - PREL
424 Other Capitat Credit and Patronage Oividends {100,000) - - - - - {100,000} SENL
Required Operating Marging {5,368 917) {635,354) (4,473.814) (455,229) 349597 (1,797) {152,120
427 Inferast on L-T Debt 30,145,557 23,013,118 21,102 o 6,843,041 235,135 33,160 [NET PLANT RATIO
Total Interest 8 Op. Margins 24,776,640 22,377 765 (4,452 712) {455 229) 7,192,438 233,338 {118 960)
Total Opertaing Expense 543,444,477 208,730,825 290,430,773 34,990,997 7,070,083 902,280 1,310,507
Lass Other Revenues
Inlarnsplable Sales {5,137,708) {5,157, 708) - KwH
Non-Mamber Sales {8,006,085) - {8,006,085) o - [KWH
Martel Sales (62,808) - [62,806) - - - lll(\l'w-l
458 Other Eleciric Revenues (1,224, 777) - - - - - {1,224 TTTHGENL
Cost of Service (With allocation to GENL) 553,789,741 231,108,590 272,771,462 34,535,760 14,271,521 1,135,629 {33,230)
Allocatlon of General (13,866 69) {16,366.50) (2,072.17) (856.30) {68.14) COS Ratio
TOTAL COST OF SERVICE: 553,769,740 231,094,723 272|755 006 34,533,696 14,270,685 l,iﬁ__
[RaTios
POWER PRODUCTION EXPENSE 100% 24.5% 75.5%
O&M 5UB-TOTAL 100% 36. 1% 56.4% 6.8% 0.5% 0.2% -
PRODUCTIONTRANSMISSION PLANT 100% B1.62% 18.38%
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Cost Recovery Under SECI-7b
Compared to
Actual Cost from
Cost of Service Study




Cost Recovery Under SECI-7b

(‘

Compared to Actual Cost from Cost of Service Study

Commaodity (Energy Related)
Capacity (Demand Related)
Customer (Customer Related)

r‘-—
Exhibit _ - (WSS.3)
LECE's Percentage
Cost of Service of Total
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%
$ 553,789,740 100.00% 100.00%




Exhibit _ - (WSS -4)

Revenues Produced by
LCEC’s Proposed Rate Alternatives
Compared to SECI-7b

(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)




Exhibi¢
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc.
Comparision of Various Rate Alternatives
Estimated 2001 Billing Determinants
12 Month Demand 30,602,146
8 Months Derand 22,073,300
Transmission Kw-Mo. 30.602,146
Distribution Kw-Mo. 286,156
Enefm! Kwh 1 2-602»334.81 4
Rate Alternative 1 Charges Revenue
Dernand Charge { Applied to all 12 months) - KW/Mo $ 8.126 $ 279,275,184
Energy Charge - kWh $ 0.02243 $ 282,670,370
Distribution Delivery Charge = kW/Mo $ 1.260 _§ 360.557
Total Revenue $ 562,306 111
Rate Alternative 2 Charges Revenue
Production Demand Charge {(Applied to 8 peak manths) 3 10.586 % 233,667,854
Transrmission Demand Charge (Applied to all 12 months) $ 1480 $ 45,597,198
Distribution Delivery Charge {Applied to all 12 months) $ 1.260 $ 360,557
Fuel Charge 5 0.01989 § 250,660,439
Non-fuel Energy Charge 3 0.00254 _§ 32,009,930
Total Hevenue $ 562,296,078
Rate Alternative 3 Charges Revenue
Production Demand Charge (Applied to 8 peak months) 8 8500 $ 187,623,050
Production Fixed Demand Charge * 5 46,046,418
Transmission Demand Charge (Applied to all 12 months) 3 1.480 § 45,597,198
Distribution Delivery Charge (Applied to afl 12 manths) 5 1.260 $ 360,557
Fuel Charge $ 0.01989 3 250,660,439
Non-fug! Energy Charge $ 0.00254 § 32,009,930
Total Revenue [ 562,297,592
* aliocated on the basis of the member systemn demands for 12 months
SECK78B Charges Revenue
Demand Related Costs:

Deman_d Bate $/Kw - Mo, 3 8.500 3 187,623,050
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 § 45,597,198
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.260 § 360,557

Total Demand Related Revenue s 233,580,804
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/KXwh $ 0.01988 $ 250,660,439
Non-Fuei $/Kwh $ 0.00254 § 32,009,930
Production Fixed Energy g 45,046,418

3 328,716,788
Total Ravenue g 562,267,592

— (WSS.g)



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

(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)




Revenues Produced by LCEC's Proposed Rate Alternatives

Compared to SECI-7b
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)

Exhibit __- (WSS-5)

Rate Rate Rate

Member Systems SECI-78 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Central Florida $ 18,424,552 18,580,113 18,426,665 $ 18,456,887
Clay 114,208,590 114,337,255 113,877,332 113,967,868
Glades 13,811,488 13,916,441 13,626,860 13,683,912
Lee County 118,950,590 117,446,519 117,736,724 117,679,446
Peace River 17,802,945 17,703,522 17,725,899 17,721,475
Sumter 79,128,390 80,042,527 79,670,497 79,743,738
Suwannee 14,113,357 13,972,706 14,123,320 14,093,630
Talquin 40,063,154 40,096,245 40,280,468 40,252,163
Tri-County 8,296,027 8,176,482 8,229,393 8,218,960
Withlacoochee 137,498,460 138,034,301 138,588,920 138,479,513

$ 5(12_&?,592 $ 562.306,111 562,296,078 $ 562,297,592




’ Exhibit __- e
- ' Individual Member Billings — (WS8-5)
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b

Billing
SECI-7B Charges Determinants Revenue
(Based on Estimated 2001 Biiling Units)
Total System
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 22,073,300 $ 187,623,050
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 30,602,146 3 45,597,198
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.260 286,156 $ 360,557

Total Demand Related Revenue ' 3 233,580,804
Energy Related Costs:
Fue! $/Kwh 3 0.01989 12,602,334,814 $ 250,660,439
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 12,602,334,814 $ 32,009,930
Production Fixed Energy 100.00% $ 46,046,418 $ 46,046,418
: $ 328,716,788
Total Revenue 5 562,297,592
Central Florida
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 714,004 3 6,069,034

Transmission $/Kw ~Mo. $ 1.490 1,009,939 3 1,504,809
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 7,573,843
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 417,450,261 3 8,303,086

Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 417,450,261 $ 1,060,324

Production Fixed Energy 3.23% 3 46,046,418 $ 1,487,299

5 10,850,709
Total Revenue 3 18,424,552
Clay
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 3 8.500 4,379,619 3 37,226,762

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 6,131,819 by 9,136,410
Total Demand Related Revenue 3 46,363,172
Energy Related Costs:

Fue! $/Kwh $ 0.01989 2,602,687,225 $ 51,767,449

Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 2,602,687,225 3 6,610,826

Production Fixed Energy 20.56% 3 46,046,418 $ 9,467,144

3 67,845,418
5 114,208,590

Total Revenue




' Individual Member Billings Exhibit __- (WSS-5)

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b

Billing
SECI-7B Charges Determinants Revenue
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)
Giades
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 476,587 L 4,050,990

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 598,629 $ 1,040,857
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 5,091,947
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.01989 336,190,488 $ 6,686,829

Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 336,190,488 3 863,924

Production Fixed Energy 2.56% 3 46,046,418 $ 1,178,788

' $ 8,719,541
Total Revenue 3 13,811,488
Lee County
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 4,439,930 $ 37,739,405

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 6,117,194 $ 9,114,619
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 46,854,024
Energy Related Costs:

Fuei $/Kwh $ 0.01889 2,747,258,419 3 54,642,970

Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 2,747,258,419 g 6,978,036

Production Fixed Energy 22.75% 3 46,046,418 $ 10,475.560

$ 72,096,566
Total Revenue $ 118,850,590
Peace River
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 3 8.500 665,019 3 5,652,662
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 919,004 $ 1,369,316
Distribution $/Kw -Mo, 3 1.260 255,625 3 322,088

Total Demand Related Revenue 3 7,344,065
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 401,007,763 $ 7.976,044

Non-Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.00254 401,007,763 $ 1,018,560

Production Fixed Energy 3.18% $ 46,045,418 3 1,464,276

3 10,458,880
Total Revenu.y 3 17,802,945




4 Exhibit _-
" Individual Member Billings
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b
Billing
SECI-7B Charges Determinants Revenue
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)
Sumter
Demand Related Costs:
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 3,226,628 $ 27,426,338
Transmission $/Kw -Mo, $ 1.490 4,521,885 $ 6,737,609
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 34,163,947
Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 1,728,747,415 3 34,384,786
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 1,728,747,415 $ 4,391,018
Production Fixed Energy 13.44% 46,046,418 $ 6,188,639
- 3 44,964 443
Total Revenue $ 79,128,390
Suwannee
Demand Related Costs: S
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 558,834 $ 4,750,089
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 755,003 % 1,124,954
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.260 30,531 5 38,469
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 5,913,513
Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 314,047,252 $ 6,246,400
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 314,047,252 $ 797,680
Production Fixed Energy 2.51% 46,046,418 $ 1,155,765
3 8,199,845
Total Revenue $ 14,113,357
Taiquin
Demand Related Costs:
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 1,614,401 3 13,722,408
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.490 2,212,654 3 3,296,854
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 17,019,263
Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 887,363,576 3 17,649,662
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 887,363,576 $ 2,253,503
Production Fixed Energy 6.82% 46,046,418 $ 3,140,366
3 23,043,931
Total Revenue $ 40,063,194

(WSS-5)



" Individual Member Billings Exhibit __- (WSS-5)

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b

Billing
SECI-78 Charges Determinants Revenue
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)
Tri-County
Demand Related Costs:
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 314,619 $ 2,674,262
Transmission §/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 429,236 $ 639,562
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 3,313,823
Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 189,891,868 3 3,776,949
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.00254 189,891,868 $ 482,325
Production Fixed Energy 1.57% $ 46,046,418 $ 722,929
: % 4,982,203
Total Revenue $ 8,296,027
Withlacooche
Demand Related Costs:
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 3 8.500 5,683,659 3 48,311,102
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 5 1.490 7,806,783 $ 11,632,107
Total Demand Related Revenue L 59,943,208
Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 2,977,690,547 $ 59,226,265
Non-EFuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 2,977,690,547 g 7,563,334
Production Fixed Energy 23.38% $ 45,046,418 3 10,765,653
3 77,555,251
Total Revenue $ 137,498,460




Individual Member Billings Exhibit __- (WSS-5)

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b

Biliing
Alternative 1 Charges Determinants Revenue
{Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)
Total System
Demand Related Costs:

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 9.126 30,602,146 $ 279,275,184

Distribution $/Kw -Mo, 1.260 286,156 $ 360,557
Total Demand Related Revenue S 279635741
Energy Related Costs:

Energy Charge $/Kwh 0.02243 12,602,334,814 3 282,670,370
Total Revenue ] 562,306,111
Central Florida
Demand Related Costs:

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 9.126 1,009,939 3 9,216,703
Total Demand Related Revenue S 9,216,703
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel S/Kwh 0.02243 417,450,261 3 9,363,409
Total Revenue 3 18,580,113
Clay
Demand Related Costs:

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 9.126 6,131,818 -] 55,958,980
Total Demand Related Revenue ] 55,958,980
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel §/Kwh 0.02243 2,602,687,225 ] 58,378,274
Total Revenue S 114,337,255
Glades
Demand Related Costs:

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 9.126 698,629 ) 6,375,688
Total Demand Related Revenue S 6,375,688
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 0.02243 336,190,488 $ 7,540,753

$ 13,916,441

Total Revenue




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)
Lee County
Customer Related Costs
Demand Related Costs:

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 5 9.126 6,117,194 3 55,825,512
Total Demand Related Revenue 3 55,825,512
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.02243 2,747.258,419 S 61,621,006
Total Revenue 3 117,446,519
Peace River
Customer Related Costs
Demand Related Costs:

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 9.126 915,004 3 8,386,831

Distribution $/Kw -Mo. S 1.260 255,625 3 322,088
Total Demand Related Revenue s 8,708,918
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.02243 401,007,763 3 8,994,604
Totai Revenue ] 17,703,622
Sumter
Demand Related Costs:

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. L 9.126 4,521,885 S 41,266,723
Total Demand Related Revenue S 41,266,723
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 1,728,747,415 s 38,775,805
Totat Revenue $ 80,042,527
Suwannee
Demand Related Costs:

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 755,003 S 6,890,157

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.260 30,531 S 38,469
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 6,928,626
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 314,047,252 5 7,044,080
Total Revenue s 13,972,706




- =
{ . (, o
. " Individual Member Billings Exhibit __- (WSS-5)
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b .

Billing
Alternative 1 Charges Determinants Revenue

(Based on Estimated 2001 8illing Units)

Taiquin

Demand Related Costs:
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 9.126 2,212,654 $ 20,192,680

Total Demand Related Revenue $ 20,192,680

Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 887,363,576 3 19,903,565

Totat Revenue s 40,096,245

Tri-County
Demand Related Costs:

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 9.126 429,238 3 3,917,208
Total Demand Related Revenue L 3,917,208
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel S/Kwh s 0.02243 189,891,868 L. 4,259,275
Total Revenue s 8,176,482

Withlacooche

Demand Related Costs:
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 9.126 7,806,783 S 71,244,702

Total Demand Related Revenue L 71,244 702

Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh s 0.02243 2,977,690,547 $ 66,789,599

Tolal Revenue 5 138,034,301




a Exhibit _- (WSS-5
Individual Member Billings — (WS5.3)
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. $ 10.586 22,073,300 $ 233,667,954
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. % 1.49 30,602,146 $ 45,597,198
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. 5 1.26 286,156 3 360,557

Total Demand Related Revenue $ 279,625,708
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.01989 12,602,334,814 $ 250,660,439
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 12,602,334,814 3 32,008,930
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% $ - 3 =

$ 282,670,370
Total Revenue $ 562,296,078
Central Florida
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 714,004 3 7,558,446
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.49 1,009,939 3 1,504,809

Totai Demand Related Revenue $ 9,063,255
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 417,450,261 $ 8,303,086
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 417,450,261 s 1,060,324
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% $ - 3 5

$ 9,363,409
Total Revenue 3 18,426,665
Clay
Dernand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 4,379,619 g 46,362,647
Transmission $/Kw -Mao. $ 1.49 6,131,819 $ 9,136,410

Total Demand Related Ravenue 3 55,499,057
Energy Retated Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 2,602,687,225 3 51,767,449
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 2,602,687,225 L 6,610,826
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% $ - $ -

$ 58,378,274
3 113,877,332

Total Revenue
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- (W SS-3)

it ___
- Individual Member Billings Exhib
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b
Billing
Alternative 2 Charges Determinants Revenue
{Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)
Glades
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 476,587 $ 5,045,150

Transmission $Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 698,629 $ 1,040,957
Total Demand Related Revenue 3 6,086,107
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.01988 336,190,488 $ 6,686,829

Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00234 336,190,488 $ 853,924
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% - $ -

$ 7,540,753
Total Revenue $ 13,626,860
Lee County
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 4,439,930 $ 47,001,099
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 6,117,194 $ 9,114,619

Total Demand Related Ravenue $ 56,115,718
Energy Related Costs:

Fuei $/Kwh 3 0.01989 2,747,258,419 $ 54,642,970
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 2,747,258,419 3 6,978,036
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% - $ =

3 61,621,006
Total Revenue $ 117,736,724
Peace River
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 665,019 3 7,039,891
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.49 919,004 $ 1,369,316
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.26 255,625 $ 322,088

Total Demand Related Revenue $ 8,731,295
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.01989 401,007,763 $ 7,976,044
Non-Fuel $3/Kwh 3 0.00254 401,007,763 $ 1,018,560
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% - 3 5

$ 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 3,226,628 $ 34,157,084
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 4,521,885 $ 6,737,609

Total Demand Related Revenue $ 40,894,693
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.01988 1,728,747,415 % 34,384,786
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.00254 1,728,747 415 3 4,391,018
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% $ - $ =

$ 38,775,805
Total Revenue 3 79,670,497
Suwannee
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 558,834 $ 5,915,817
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 755,003 $ 1,124,954
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.26 30,531 $ 38,469

Total Demand Related Revenue $ 7,079,240
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01589 314,047,252 $ 6,246,400
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.00254 314,047,252 3 797,680
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% $ - $ -

$ 7,044,080
Total Revenue $ 14,123,320
Taiquin
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 1,614,401 3 17,090,049
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.43 2,212,654 $ 3,296,854

Total Demand Related Revenue 3 20,386,903
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 887,363,576 $ 17,649,662
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 887,383,576 $ 2,253,903
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% $ - 3 =

5 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. 3 10.586 314,619 3 3,330,557
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.48 429,236 3 639,562
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 3,970,118
Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.01989 189,891,868 $ 3,776,949
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 189,891,868 3 482,325
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% - 3 =
$ 4,259,275
Total Revenue $ 8,229,393
Withlacooche
Demand Related Costs:
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 10.586 5,683,659 3 60,167,214
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.49 7,806,783 3 11,632,107
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 71,799,321
Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 2,977,690,547 g 59,226,265
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 2,977,690,547 3 7,563,334
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% - 3 c
$ 66,789,599
$ 138,588,920

Total Revenue




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

Billing
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)
Total System
Oemand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 3 8.500 22,073,300 3 187,623,050
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.490 30,602,146 5 45,597,188
Distribution $/Xw -Mo. 3 1.260 286,156 $ 360,557

Total Demand Related Revenue $ 233,580,804
Energy Related Costs:

Fuet $/Kwh 3 0.01989 12,602,334,814 $ 250,660,439
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.00254 12,602,334,814 $ 32,009,930
Production Fixed Energy 100.00% $ 48,046,418 3 46,046,418

$ 328,715,788
Total Revenue $ 562,297,592
Central Florida
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 3 8.500 714,004 3 6,069,034
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 1,009,939 $ 1,504,809

Total Demand Related Revenue h 7,573,843
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 417,450,261 $ 8,303,086
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 417 450,261 3 1,060,324
Production Fixed Energy 3.30% $ 46,046,418 3 1,519,634

s 10,883,044
Total Revenue $ 18,456,887
Clay
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw ~ Mo. $ 8.500 4,379,619 $ 37,226,762

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.490 6,131,819 3 9,136,410
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 46,363,172
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 2,602,687,225 $ 51,767,449

Non-Fuel $/Kwh 5 0.00254 2,602,687,225 3 6,610,826

Production Fixed Energy 20.04% $ 46,046,418 $ 9,226,422

$ 67,604,696
Total Revenue $ 113,967,868
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Individual Member Billings Exhibit __- (WSS-5)

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b

Billing
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue
{Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)
Glades
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 476,587 $ 4,050,990

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 698,629 3 1,040,957
Total Demand Related Revenue 3 5,091,947
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.01989 336,190,488 3 6,686,829
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 336,190,488 3 853,924
Production Fixed Energy 2.28% 3 46,046,418 3 1,051,213

3 8,591,965
Total Revenue 3 13,683,912
Lee County
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 3 8.500 4,439,930 ] 37,739,405
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.490 6,117,194 3 9,114,619

Total Demand Related Revenue $ 46,854,024
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 2,747,258,419 3 54,642,970
Nan-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 2,747,258,419 S 6,978,036
Production Fixed Energy 19.99% 3 46,046,418 3 9,204,416

$ 70,825,422
Total Revenue 3 117.679,446
Peace River
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 665,019 3 5,652,662
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 919,004 $ 1,369,316
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.260 255,625 S 322,088

Total Demand Related Revenue s 7.344 065
Energy Related Costs: .

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 401,007,763 $ 7.976,044
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 401,007,763 $ 1,018,560
Production Fixed Energy 3.00% $ 46,046,418 $ 1,382,806

3 10,377,410
$ 17,721,475

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

Exhibit __- (WSS-3)

Billing
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)
Sumter
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 5 8.500 3,226,628 3 27,426,338

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 4,521,885 3 6,737,609
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 34 163,947
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.01989 1,728,747,415 $ 34,384,786

Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 1,728,747 415 $ 4,391,018
Production Fixed Energy 14.78% 46,046,418 $ 6,803,987

% 45,579,792
Total Revenue 3 79,743,738
Suwannee
Demand Reiated Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 558,834 S 4,750,089
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.490 755,003 $ 1,124,954
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.260 30,531 $ 38,469

Total Demand Related Revenue $ 5,913,513
Energy Related Costs:

Fuel $/Kwh 8 0.01989 314,047,252 3 6,246,400

Non-Fuel $/Kwh 8 0.00254 314,047,252 3 797,680

Production Fixaed Energy 2.47% 46,046,418 $ 1,136,037

$ 8,180,117
Total Revenue 3 14,093,630
Taiquin
Demand Related Costs:

Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. L] 8.500 1,614,401 $ 13,722,409

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. $ 1.490 2,212,654 5 3,296,854
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 17,019,263
Energy Related Costs:

Fue! $/Kwh $ 0.01989 887,363,576 $ 17,649,662

Non-Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.00254 887,363,576 $ 2,253,903
Production Fixed Energy 7.23% 48,046,418 5 3,328,335

$ 23,232,900
- Total Revenue 3 40,252,163




Individual Member Billings Exhibit __. (WSS-5)

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b

Billing
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units)
Tri-County
Demand Related Costs:
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. 3 8.500 314,619 3 2,674,262
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 3 1.490 429 236 $ 639,562
Total Demand Related Revenue 3 3,313,823
Energy Retated Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.01989 189,891,868 3 3,776,949
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 189,891,868 3 482,325
Production Fixed Energy 1.40% 3 46,046,418 3 645,863
3 4,905,137
Total Revenueg 5 8,218,960
Withlacooche
Demand Related Costs:
Demand Rate $/Kw - Mo. $ 8.500 5,683,659 $ 48,311,102
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. % 1.490 7,806,783 3 11,632,107
Total Demand Related Revanue $ 59,943,208
Energy Related Costs:
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 2,977,690,547 $ 59,226,265
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 3 0.00254 2,977,680,547 $ 7,563,334
Production Fixed Energy 25.51% ) 46,046,418 3 11,746,705
3 78,536,304
Total Revenue 3 138,479,513




