
l aw  Offices 

Atlanta Northern Virginia 
Boston Orlando 

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP 
315 South Calhoun Streel Bradenton Providence 
S u i t e m  
PO. Drawer 810 (ZIP 32302-0810) 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

850-224-7000 
FAX 850-224-5332 
www.hklaw.com 

June 27,2000 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

Blanca S. Bay0 
Director, Division of Records & Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Capital Circle Office Center 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Chicago San Francisco 
Fort Lauderdals St. Petersburg 
Jacksooville Tallahassee 
Lakeland Tampa 
Melbourne Washington, D.C. 

West Palm Beach Mexico Cily 

I .-- d b m a y 3 h k l a w . 9 .  ,-I 

2 3. = .+ 
02 5 

0 - ci; 
w C? 

Re: In Re: Comulaint and uetition by Lee County Electric Coouerative, Inc. For 
an investiaation of the rate structure of Seminole Electric Coouerative, 
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. ,tpF . 
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For our records, please acknowledge your receipt of this filing on the 
enclosed copy of this letter. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP 

DBM:kjg 
Enclosures 

cc: William Cochran Keating 
David Wheeler 
Parties of Record 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

INTRODUCTION 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. (Seminole) has entered into an agreement with Bums & McDonnell 
to prepan a cost-of-servia study and to recommend an appropriate rate structure for Seminole. As part 

of this agmmmf, dated September 21,1999. B u m  & McDonnell has completed an clectiic 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 ofthis study are to perfonn an independent costof-service study for the Seminole 
system, where individual member cooperatjves arc considered as one customer class, and to recommend 

an appropriate wholesale rate sbucturc for Seminole. This rcport contains a description of the resuits 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 itself 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-OFSERVICE ANALYSIS 
This analysis consisted oftwo 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 

Seminole Ekbic  GxpmUve, Inc. ES-1 Bums 6 M d ) a n e l l  
Costolsenrics 6 Rate hs&n Shuy 



basis, a 12-month period was used to capture the seasonal impacts on Seminole's financial results. 
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. Therefore. Seminole's budget for 
2000 was used as the basis for identifying costs for this cost-of-service study. 

Seminole provided budget information for the year that is summarized as Table ES- I .  From this budget it 
can be seen that Utility Member Service Revenues are expected to be $553,789,741. This amount 
represents the revenue requirements that must be recovered from the proposed wholesale rates and thus 

the cost of service for the member dihbution cooperatives. Revenues from other sources result in a total 

Operating Revenue and Patronage Capital of S568,221,117. 

Rate Base 
In addition to identifying all the costs for the test year, it is also necessary to define the rate base. The rate 

base represents the total investment required by Seminole to provide service to its member systems. It 

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

working capital to operate the system. The rate base is not truly a cost and is not added to the cost of 
service. Rather, it represents the investment needed to provide service and is used later to assign capital- 
related costs included in the year 2000 budget 

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

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

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

costs arc 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 rrflect how each customer 

or customer class uses the various functions or unbundled services of the utility. The unbundled costs for 
Seminole were summarized into the following major areas: 1) power supply - demand; 2) power suppiy- 
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 arc assigned can significantly impact the rate design 

process. Three different approaches were considered in the assignment of investment costs. 



- 
i- I 

& ~ s m a l Y  

Exhibit-. (wss-1) 

Table ES-f 

YEAR 2000 BUDGET 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, InC. 

Item 

U t i l i  Member Service Revenues 
Non-member Sales 
Interruptible Sales 
Martel Sales 
Other Operating Revenues 
Total Operating Revenue and P8trunag. Capttal 

Production Expense 
cost of Purchased Power 
Transmission Expense - Operation 
Transmission Expense - Maintenance 
Administrative and General Expense 
Total Operation & Maintenance Expense 

Depreciation and Amorthation 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 A l M n c e s  
Non Operating Margins - Other 
Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends 

Patronage Capital or Margins 

$243,299,011 

35.526.936 
1.200.514 

15,336,534 
5513,879,708 

2ia.516~13 

s25,sai . o n  

3.aia.aao 

164,817 
30,145,557 

$573,590,034 

($5,368,917) 

$7,010,135 
t00.000 
493.862 
100.000 

$2,334,880 
L - 



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 0 & 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 arc developed to produce kilowatt-hours. Therefore the invesanent costs as 
well as the fuel and vm.able 0 & M  cost should be recovered through an energy charge (investment costs 

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

The recommended approach, the “Equivalent Pcaker“ method of assigning investment costs, is based on 

the type of genemtion resource and not whether the costs are fixed or variable. Peaking units are installed 
to provide capacity and tht investment costs associated with this type of generation arc 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 incurrcd with the peaking unit is assigned to the power supply - demand function, thus 
the term equivalent peaker method. The remaining investment costs arc more appropriately assign& to 
the power supply -energy function. 

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

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

discussed above, several assignment methcdologies 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 deregulation, and 
the challenges undertaken by Seminole to b the future provider of choice, it will be important for 



Table ES-2 

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

Year ZOO0 
Assignment Method Budget kW KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL 

TRADlTlONAL 3553.789.741 $21 1,041,972 $290,308,500 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741 54,036,067 

EQUIVALENT PEAKER $553,78S,741 $I71,056,6S2 $330,293,781 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741 $4,036,067 
x 

I ENERGY $553,789,741 $136,967,004 $364,383,488 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741 $4,036,067 



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

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

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

customer classes. In this part of a study, costs are allocated based on various classes use of different 
services, i.e., kWh, kW, meters, etc. For this study, Seminole requested that all member distribution 
systems be considered as one class. To the extent that all member cooperatives receive the same level of 

service, this is an appropriate approach. Actual allocation between the various member systems then 
becomes covered in the actual rate design. 

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

summarized into the following major areas: 

power 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 3330,293,781. 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 vm’able generation operation and 

maintenance (O&M) costs. 

Power supply - demand - Power supply - demand costs arc 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 

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

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

budgeted costs totaled 546,926,459. Transmission demand costs were defined as the costs 

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

Consumer - Consumer costs for the Seminole system totaIcd S1,476,741. Consumer service 

costs included exprnditum that arc directly related to providing member services to 

Seminole's ten distribution c~~petatives.  

0 General - General costs totaled 54,036,067. These gmcral costs an necessary to support all 

of the above functions of the utility. For this reason. the gmersl 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-mice study results that were based on the equivalent pcaker 
method of assigning costs to design the proposed wholesale rates. The costs wen combined into three 

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

included in each category based on the subfunction breakdown. T?te 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 identie 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 ESS. 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 pcak. 
The actual rate was developed by dividing the sum of monthly capacity costs by the sum of Scmii,ole's 

Smlnde ElecMc CooperaaVe. Inc. Es-7 B u m  6 McDamru 
cart.d-servlce 6 Rate D6dgn S W y  



Table ES-3 

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

Equivalent Peaksr Method 

Category cost 
Commodity $332,7ia.m 

Capacity . 219,583,495 

Customer 1,487,583 

Total Cost of Service $553,7a9,741 
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Table ES-5 

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Commodity 

Capacity . 

Customer Charge 

2.73 cents per kwh 

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

$12,397 per member 
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monthly peak demand and then dividing thii 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 M indication of how assigning the investment costs of baseload generation would affect the 
rates, rates wcrc also calculated using the traditional and energy methods. Table ES6 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 t h m  assignment methods. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study was based on information provided by Seminole, including the 2000 budget numbers, and 
other sources. The infomation was also used by Burns & McDonnell to make certain assumptions with 
respect to conditions that may exist in the future. These assumptions provided the basis for this cost-of- 

service and rate design study. 

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

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

2. costs will be as budgeted by Seminole; and 

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

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

I .  Seminole will need to meet a load of37,907 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; 



Table ES-6 

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

(cents/kWh) 

Central 
Units Florida Clay Glades Lee County Peace River Sumter 

T RA D Ill 0 N A L 

EQUIVALENT PEAKER 

ENERGY 

4.57 

4.57 

4.57 

4.47 

4.40 

4.49 

4.22 

4.28 

4.32 

4.37 

4.39 

4.42 

4.43 

4.45 

4.41 

Unils Suwannee Talquin Tri-County Wthlacoochee Average 

TRADITIONAL 4.55 4.60 4.44 4.72 $4.54 

EQUIVALENT PEAKER 

ENERGY 

4.56 

4.56 

4.59 

4.50 

4.47 

4.49 

4.60 

4.67 

S4.a 

54.64 

4.69 

4.67 

4.65 



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

Commodity costs - $332,718,663; 

Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Capacity costs - S219,583.495; and 

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

Commodity costs - $292,439,827; 

Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Capacity costs - $259.862,33 1; and 

5. Using the energy method of assigning costs transfen $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 - S367,058,623; 

Capacity costs - S185.243.535; and 

Consumer cost - SI ,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 2.73 cents per k W h  
Capacity 37.43 kW per month. 

Customer S12,397 per member 
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Recommendatiqns 
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 pcaker method be the basis for developing final rates; 

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

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

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

6. Seminole implement the rate among its member systems; 

7. Seminole’s cost of service be mevaluated 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 

IO. 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. 
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INTRODUCTION 
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Seminole ElecP cooperative, Ix (Seminole) has entered into an agreement with Bums & 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. Bums & 

McDonnell has complcted 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 werc not 
considered in this study. To further ensure an independent analysis, Seminole staffdid not provide 
guidance or direction to Burns & McDonnell. nor did they provide existing or prior wholesale rate 
schedules. 

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

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

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

Seminole’s 2000 budget; 

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

are considered one customer class; and 

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

The electric utility industry has undergone substantial changes in moving toward a more competitive 
business environment. The potential impacts of the impending deregulation of the electric industry are 

becoming clearer. While the effects that competition will have on Seminole are still not completely 
known, Seminole and its members should move to position itself for an uncertain and competitive future. 

As the electric utility industry deregulates, utilities and suppliers must have competitive rates. In 

response to this changing environment, Seminole should have a clear understanding of its current cost 

structure. This cost-of-service analysis will provide Seminole with information to continue addressing 
this changing environment. The knowledge gained from the cost-of-service analysis will result in a race 



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 sewice to ten member distriiution cooperatives: 

Central Florida Electric Cooperative 

Clay Electric Cooperative 

Glades Electric Cooperative 

Lee County Electric Cooperative 

Pace  River Electric Cooperative 

Sumter Electric Cooperative 

Suwannee Valley Electric Cooperative 

Talquin Electric Cooperative 

Tri-County Eleceic Cooperative 

Withlacoochec River Electric Cooperative 

Seminole’s primluy generating facility, the Palatka generating station, is located on the St. Johns River in 
Putman County and consists of two 625 megawatt coal-fired units. Seminole also owns 14.4 megawatts 

of Florida Power Corporation’s Crystal River 3 nuclear plant and approximately 345 miles of 

transmission line. While Seminole’s primary source of electric power purchases is provided through a 
long-term apernent with an independent power producer, Seminole also has contracts with other Florida 

utilities. 

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

McDonnell’s “Unbund1e”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 
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four. The ten member cooperatives in the Seminole system we= 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 all members. 

Seminole's financial and accounting data, provided as input for the analysis, closely followed the F d m l  
Energy Regulatory Commission's W R C )  Uniform System ofAccounts for elechic 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 functionalhg costs. as well as assigning these costs to power supply - demand, 
power supply - energy, transmission or consumer services. 

part 11 ofthis report discusses the costof-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 "quivalent peaker" methodology. Results are also shown for two other methods 

so that the reader can compare the equivalent p ike r  method to other alternative methodologies. 

Part Ill 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 1V summarizes this report and provides conclusions and recornmendations regarding the cost of 

service and recommended rate structure. 

SOURCES OF DATA 
Seminole's staffand 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 I2 data. The data for the year 

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

operating budget. 

Bums & 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 ofthis report, we make no representation that the conditions 
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assumed will, in faa. occur. In addition, while we have no reason to believe that the infomation 
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 muln will vary from those projected. 







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

many costs that arc s h a d  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 arc 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 severaI phases. These include identifying the costs necessary 

to provide service, assigning or unbundling these utility costs to functions provided by Seminole and 

summarizing the results in a succinct and meaningful manner. This part of the report has been written to 

follow the methodology outlined above and describes in detail the procedure used to identify, define, 

assign. and summarize Seminole's costs of providing wholesale electric power to its member distribution 

systems. 

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

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

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

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

information to Seminole to help manage and operate its system. 

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

cost-of-service study and ultimately the final wholesale rate design recommendation. Simply stated, rata 
must be designed to collect df ofthe costs of operating an elcctric 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 then 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 arc basically combinations 
of actual and projected cost information. Both historical and future test yean 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 regulaton 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 ra te  that 

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

implemented. 

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

during the period in which the rates are initially in effect. If reliable budgets are available, this approach 

produces rates that have a higher probability of producing the desired results. This approach is also 
useful when future conditions arc expected to change or differ fiom actual historical year data. 
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Seminole has requested that Burns & McDonnell develop rates based on its budget for the ycar 2000. 

Given the advantages of using a futurc test year and the relationship of bust 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 ycar-end actual costs. Therefore, Seminole's budget for ZOO0 

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

Year 2000 Budget 
Seminole provided budget information for the year that is summarized as Table 11-1. From this budget it 
can be seen that Utility Member Service Revenue are expected to be $553,789.74 1. This amount 

represents the revenue requirements that must k recovered from the proposed wholesale rates and thus 

the cost of service for the member didbution cooperatives. Revenues from other sources result in a total 
Operating Revenue and Patronage Capital of $S68J21.117. 

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

amortizaiion 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 nvenues must be subtracted. The budget was restated on Table 11-2 to 
show how this cost build-up produced the total COR of service (5553,789,741) 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 $5 14 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 arc expected 

to total less than $4 million. 

The most significant of other Non-Operating Margins is interest of slightly over 167 million. Other 

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

is budgeted to be $22 million. 
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Table 11-1 

YEAR 2000 BUDGET 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Item 

U t i l i  Member Service Revenues 
Non-member Sales 
Interruptible Sales 
Martel Sales 
Other Operating Revenues 
Total Operating Revenue and Patronage Capltal 

Production Expense 
Cost of Purchased Power 
Transmission Expense - Operation 
Transmission Expense - Maintenance 
Administrative and General Expense 
Total Operatlon Malntenance Expense 

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

Year 2000 
Budget 

S 553,709,141 
8,006,085 
5,137.708 

62,806 
1,224,777 

5568#221,117 

$243,299,01 I 
218,516,713 
35.526.936 
1,200,514 

15,326,534 
$51 3,879,708 

$25,561,072 
184.817 

30.145.557 
3,818.880 

Total Expenses 5573,590,034 

Patronage Capital or Operating Marglns 

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 

($5,368,917) 

$7,010,135 
100.000 
493,662 
100,000 

$2.334.880 



Table 11-2 

DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Year 
2000 

Account Name Budget Acd# 

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 

10,557.901 506 Misc Steam Powar Expenses 

510 Maintenance Supervision and Engineering 5,428.515 

512 Maintenance of Power Plant 14,443,520 
51 3 Maintenance of Elnbic Plant 1 ,105,936 
514 Maintenance of Misc. Steam Plant 5.554.701 

528 Maintenance Supervision and Engineering 2,287,873 

555 PurcharedPower $21 6,750.478 

557 Other Power Supply Expenses 48.481 

507 Power Plant Rents 28.641.657 

51 1 Maintenance of Strudure.9 349.878 

518 Nuclear Fuel Ewense 648.Ooo 

COST OF PURCHASED POWER 

556 System Control and Load Dispatch 1.717.n4 

560 Operations Supervision And Engineering sin.341 
562 Station Expenses 9.604 

TRANSMISSION EXPENSE -OPERATIONS 

565 Transmission of Electricity by Others 34,051,675 
566 Midaneous Transmission Expense 1.285.816 
567 Kenb 2.500 

570 Maintenance of Station Equipment 51,195,105 
TRANSMISSION EXPENSE - MAlNlENANCE 

571 Maintenance of Ovemead Lines 5.409 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL EXPENSE 

920 Administrative 6 General Salaries $10.805.074 
921 Office Supplies And Expense 2,276,213 
922 Administrative Expenses Transferred - Credit (1.007.800) 
923 Outside Services Employed 1,666,460 
924 Property Insurance 35.944 
925 Injuries And Damages 39.607 
926 Employee Pensions and Benefits 58.308 
930 General Advertising and Miscellaneous General Expenses 1,342,030 
932 Maintenance Of General Plant 120.700 

$51 3,879,708 TOTAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 
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Table 11-2 

DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Year 
2000 

Acct 11 Account Name Budget 

DEPRECIATION AND AMORflZATlON EXPENSE 
403.1 Steam Production Plant S18.223.995 
403.2 Nuclear Produdion Plant 1,081,449 
403.5 Transmission Plant 3,854.282 

95j.848 403.7 General Plant 
(23.785) 990 Depreciation Transferred 

404 Amorthation Leasehold Improvements 1,205,605 
405 Miscellaneous DepreciationlAmorthnon 288.624 
406 Amortization Electric Plant Aquisition 17.256 

TAXES 

408.1 Property Taxes 58,618,067 
408.2 Payroll Taxes 24.188 
408.3 Payroll Taxes 1.731.795 
408.4 Payrdl Taxes 15.116 

990.0 Overhead Allocation and Taxes Transfermd (1 0,212.065) 

$72 425 Miscellaneous DepreciationlArnortkation 
38.120 426 Donations 

428 Amorthation of Debt Discount and Expense 3.780.686 

408.7 Taxes, Other (12,282l 

OTHER DEDUCTIONS 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE $543,444,477 
REQUIRED MARGINS & PATRONAGE CAPITAL 
REQUIRED MARGINS 8 PATRONAGE CAPITAL 
NONQPERATING MARGINS 

Gain on Disposition of Clean Air Allowancss 

Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends 

$2,334,880 

41 9 Non-Operating Margins - Interest ($7,010.1 35) 
(lO0,oao) 41 1 
(493.662) 421 Non-Operating Margins - Other 
(~0O.Ooo) 424 

427.0 Interest on Long-Ten Debt $30,145,557 
OTHER REVENUES 
Interruptible Sales ($5,137,708) 
Non-Member Sales 
Martel Sales 

TOTAL COST OF SERVICE S553.789,741 

INTEREST ON LONG-TERM DEBT 

~8.ooS,OsS) 
(82.808) 

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

includes utility net of depreciation and an additional amount to recognize Seminole's investment in 
working capital to operate the system. Table 11-3 summarizes the rate base for Seminole. The actual rate 
base numbers shown arc 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 3 I ,  2000, the end of the test year. Although this information is 
"projected" it provides a good indication of the relative investment and plant equipment. Since these 
dollars will not be directly recovered, but rather used as the basis for assigning patronage capital cost, 
they are appropriate for use in this study. Working capital is expected to be 656 million. This represents 

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

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

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

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

the unbundling phase, in that total utility costs are broken out or unbundled by function. In this phase 
costs are assigned to the various functions or services that the utility provides. Breaking costs down into 
functions allows them to be used in rate design. Rates can then be designed to reflect how each customer 

or customer class uses the 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 
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Table 11-3 

RATE BASE SUMMARY 
Seminole Electric Cooperatie. Inc. 

389 
391 
392 
397 
398 

107 

108.1 
1083 
108.5 
108.7 
100.9 
111.1 
111.1 
111.1 
115.1 
120.5 

1% 
165 

235 

CansmrcliOn Work h Pmgmu 

Total Wlky Plant 

mpnslation R . H ~ :  
Sham Pbnt 
Nuclear plrnt 
Tmnsmissbn Plant 
General plrnl 
Cor1 of Removal ~ Nudear 
Transporlallon Lease 
Inlangible Plant (HPsAcueta) 
Leasehold Irnpmmmmts - U2 
AKIu*iiim Adjuslment 
Nudear Fuel 
T o b l  D.pmclitlon 

?&t Plant 

Wofitlng Ceplhl: 
Paver PmduQion 
Purchase Pomr Ex- 
Tranrmbsion 
Admlnistralive 6 General 
PaYrol.5 Proprty Tams 
Working Funds 
Plant Matarlalr and Open- suppuer 
Prupaymentr 

Worklng Caplnl 

Deductlolu: 
Consumer CeposiCt 

TOTAL RATE BASE 

5,649.731 
15.591.733 

124.385.3S7 

0 

$9.998.589 
8980.139 
4.528.042 
1.890.806 
1279.342 

4.289 
17.545.183 
12.021.01 0 

156347.40a 
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Table 114 

UTILITY SERVICES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

I .  PowerSupply 

Demand 

Energy 

2. Transmission 

Demand 

Access 

3. Consumer 

4. General 

Unbundled 
Codes 

kw 

k w h  

T-kW 

ACC 

CONS 

GENL 
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Assignment of Generation Investment Cost 
As can be seen from a brief review of the costs identified in the previous section, the generation 
investment costs, Le., 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 arc 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 ofthe resulting rates and arc not subject to fluctuation and energy sales. Using this method, 
the investment cost (and fixed 0&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 expected. For 

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

recover its fixed investment costs. Similarly, if peaking units are installed and energy growth exceeds 

demand growth. consumers will have paid for the increases in the cost of fuel. In a totally regulated 

environment this approach provides price signals to the consumer, 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 becomes a 

conduit for providing service with all cost changes being born by the consumer. 

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

generation investment costs to power supply - energy. The reasoning behind this assignment method is 
that baseload units are developed to produce kilowatt-hours. Therefore, the investment costs as well as 
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the fuel and variable O&M cost should be recovered through an encrgy 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 all costs of producing power (both investment and fuel) are lower than the 
market, he receives the reward in increased profits. Similarly, to the extent that he misgauges the market, 

he bears the loss. 

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

resource and not whether the costs are fixed or variable. Peaking units are installed to provide capacity 

and the investment costs associated with this type of generation are assigned to the power supply - 
demand function. On the other hand, a baseload resource is installed to provide capacity, but also low- 

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

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

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 capacily only, and (2) utilities incur the cost of more expensive 

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

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

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

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

costs for combustion turbines, taken from Resource Data International’s POWERdat database, were 

similarly adjusted to 1998 costs. 
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The ratios 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 beallocated to the power supply - demand function. These ratios were: 

- Phot 
Coal 

Nuclear 

Pereent of Investment Cost b i e n e d  
to Power SUDDIV - Demand 

Percent of Investment Cost 
Assieoed to  Power SUOD~V - Energy 

46.3% 53.1% 
35.9% 64.1% 

All three methods of assigning production investment CON were considered in developing cost-based 
rates for Seminole. For this project, Burns & McDonnell selected the equivalent peaker method to assign 

generation invesbnent costs. As the utility industry moves from a regulated to a deregulated business, we 
anticipate that there will be a shift from the traditional approach to the energy approach. Using the 

equivalent peaker method will prepare Seminole for expected changes in the future while recognizing that 
many traditional techniques are still appropriate or must still bc employed. In the remaining sections of 
this report the equivalent peaker method provided the basis for subsequent analyses and rate design; 

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

comparison. 

Rate Base Assignment 
Rate base was assigned using the equivalent peaker method discussed above and is summarized on Table 
11-5. (The resulting rate base assignments for all three methods are compared on Table 11-6). The 

resulting assignment of rate base provided the basis for assigning investment-related cons in the year 

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

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

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

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

Office furniture and equipment were assigned to the consumer function, 

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

Miscellaneous equipment was assigned in proportion to the subtotals for production and 
transmission plant. 
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Table 11-6 

COMPARISON OF RATE BASE ASSIGNMENT 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

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

TRADITIONAL $545,861,008 $394.437.055 524,949,888 $4,198,152 $1 17,044,975 $4,057,656 51,173,282 

EPUIVALENTPEAKER $545,861,008 $184,918,447 $234,468,495 $4,198,152 $117,044,975 $4,057,656 $1,173,282 

ENERGY $545,861.008 57343,297 $412,043,646 $4,198,152 $117,044,975 $4,057,656 $1,173,202 



Transportation equipment consists of fuel wansportation 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 II-2 were assigned to the utility functions and sub-functions on Table 

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

discussed above, several assignment mahadologies 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 findona1 categories and then dividing by the total cost. The actual 

ratios are shown at the end of Table 11-7. In other cases, costs were directly assigned to specific 

functions. 

Table 11-7 summarizes the results from the Unbundle model that describe how the various costs in the 

year 2000 budget were assigned. More spaifically, the costs were assigned as described below: 

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

engineering were assigned to power supply - demand. It was assumed that large portions of these 

costs were salaries and that the number of employees was dependent on the sue  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 fxed 
expense assigned to the power sup& - demand function. 

Power plant rents apply only to Palatka 2 generating unir and were assigned to power supply - 
demand and power supply - energy based on the equivalent peaker method. 
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Table 11-8 

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

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

TRADITIONAL $553,788,741 $211,041,972 $290,308,500 $33,596,446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741 54,036,067 

EQUIVALENT PEAKER $553,789,741 $171,056,692 $330,293,781 $33,696,446 $13,330,013 $1,476,741 $4,036,067 

$553,789,741 $136,967,004 $364,383,468 $33,596,446 $13.330.013 $1,476,741 $4,036,067 

z 
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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 fured with respect to 

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

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

portions ofthese 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. 

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

function. 

s 

Transmission Maintenance Expense 

Transmission maintenance expenses related to station equipment and overhead lines are 
dependent on the demand capability ofthe facilities and were therefore assigned to transmission- 

demand. 

Administrative and General 08M Expense 
s Based on a brief review of payroll provided by Seminole staff, administrative and general salaries 

were assigned to various functions. 

Of€ice supplies and expenses, injuries and damages, and employee pension and benefits were 

assigned to all categories using the payroll ratio. 

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

Outside services employed and general advertising and miscellaneous general were all considered 

general services and were therefore assigned to that function. 

Maintenance of general plant was considered to be a general service and was therefore assigned 
to the general function. 



Depreciation and Amortization Expense 
Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

Stcam 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 tansmission-demand. 

Depreciation transferred, miscellaneous depreciation and amortization, and amortization of 

electric plant acquisition were assigned based on the total utility plant ratio. 

. General plant was assigned to the general category. 

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

with the equivalent p d e r  method. 

0 

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 taxcs and donations w m  assigned to the general.category. 

Annual Investment Cost 

Required margins and patronage capital were assigned based on the total utility plant ratio. 

Interest from non-operating margins and other non-operating margins were assigned using the 

cost-of-service ratio. 

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

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

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

Revenue from non-member sales was assigned to energy. 

Other electric revenues were assigned to the general function. 

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

customer classes. In this part of a study, costs an allocated based on various classes use of different 
services, Le., kWh, kW, meters, etc. For this study, Seminole requested that all member distribution 

I 

i 



systems be considered as one class. To the extent that all member cwperatives receive the same level of 
service, this is an appropriate approach. Actual allocation between the various member systems then 

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

there were no allocation of costs in this study. 

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

Power supply - energy - Power supply energy wsts 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 $330,293.78 1. Power supply energy 
costs included Seminole’s expenditures associated with electricity generation and purchases. 
Power supply - energy costs WM 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 (08rM) costs. 

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

the capacity installed or purchased to meet the demand requirements of Seminole’s system 
measured in kilowatts 0. The power supply - demand portion of Seminole’s budgeted 

costs totaled $1 71,056,692. Power supply - demand costs were defined as the costs incurred 
to meet the peak demand needs of the customers and included Seminole’s e x p e n d i m  

associated with electricity generation and purchases. These costs consisted p r i m d y  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 CON are expected to vary directly with the hansmission 

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

system measured in kilowatts (kw). The transmission demand portion of Seminole’s 

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

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

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

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



,- Exhibit--iQVSS- 1) 
Pa# / I  ~ ~ N i w S t u d y  

General - General costs totaled S4,036,067. These general CON am necessary to support all 

of the above finctions of the utility. For this reason. the g c n d  costs wrc 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 II-9. The costs arc expressed in total dollars and in cents per 

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

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

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

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

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

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

next part of this report. 



Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

Table 11-9 

SUMMARY OF COST-OFSERVICE 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Applicable 
Category Cost C e n m  UnitCost 

Power Supply - Energy $330,293,701 2.71 2.71 

Power Supply - Demand 

Transmission 

Consumer 

General 
Power Supply - Energy 
Power Supply - Demand 
Transmission 
Consumer 

Total 

171,056.6Q2 

46,926.460 

1.476.741 

1.40 

0.38 

0.01 

55.79 

$1.59 

$12.306.10 

$2.424.082 0.02 0.02 
$1,255,028 0.01 $0.04 

$344,515 0.00 $0.01 
$10,842 0.00 $90.35 

$553,789,741 

Per sum of monthly coincident peak. 

4.54 

Unit 

cents per kVW 

per k W  

per k W  

per consumer per month 

cents per kWh 
per k W  
per k W  
per consumer per month 
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Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 
Table 11-10 

SUMMARY OF COSTQFSERVICE FOR ALTERNATIVE METHODS 
Seminole Electric Cooperative. Inc. 

Traditlonal Method 

CabPfY cmt cawkwl 
power Supply - E n e m  t290.308,x)(] 238 

Power Supply - Demand 211,041,972 1.73 

Transmission 48,926,480 0.38 

Consumer 1.476.741 0.01 

General 
Power Supply - Energy 
Power Supply - Demand 
Transmission 
Consumer 

Category 

Power Supply - Energy 

Power Supply - Demand 

Transmission 

Consumer 

General 
Power Supply - Energy 
Power Supply -Demand 
Tranrmisjon 
Consumer 

2.131.327 0.02 
1,549,384 0.01 

344.515 0.00 
10.842 0.00 

$553,789,741 4.54 

Energy Method 

Unit 

2.38 centsperkWh 

$7.15 

51.59 

512.306.18 

0.02 
$0.05 
$0.01 

$90.35 

per k W  

per Mnr 

per consumer 

ants per kWh 

per kW 
per consumer per month 

per w 

cost CenWkWh 9$222 Unit 

3364.383.468 2.99 2.99 cantsperkWh 

138,967,004 

48,926,480 

1.476.741 

1.12 54.64 p e r k W  

0.38 $1.59 perkW 

0.01 512.306.18 perconsumerpermonth 

2,675,155 0.02 
1,005,558 0.01 

344,515 0.00 
10.842 0.00 

5553.789.741 

* Per sum of monthty mimident peak. 

4.54 

0.02 centsperkWh 
$0.03 p e r k W  
$0.01 perkW 

590.35 per cunsumer per month 









PART 111 

WHOLESALE RATE DESIGN 

Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

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

McDonnell's efforts then turned to developing wholesale ra!es 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 am designed. However, Seminole requested that Bums & McDonnell only 

consider the cost of service for this assignment. Therefore. the rates discussed in this part of the report 

are cost-based only and did not consider other rate-making criteria. 

Costs developed in Part Il 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 II of this report, Bums & 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 111-1. Commodity costs included the power suppIy - energy costs. 

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

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

discussed in Part 11. The three major categories of costs provided the basis for developing three separate 
charges to mover revenues from the member distribution cooperatives on a cost basis. 

Although the equivalent pcaker 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 Elecbic COopera~e~ Inc 111-1 Bums & Md)cunel 
Cost-of-Sefviw 6 Rate Design Study 



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

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Category cost 
Commodity $332,710,663 

Capacity . 219,583,495 

Customer i04a7,5a 

Total Cost of Service s553,7a9,741 



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

billing units that would be applied to the resulting rates. Table 111-2 summarizes the billing units that 
were selected for recovering each of the three cost categories. 

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

12,194,143,481 megawatt- hoursofsales tothemembercoopemtivesm cxpeaedduringthe year2000. 

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 arc a function of Seminole's monthly peak demand, it was felt that 

each cooperative's contribution to this peak demand should provide the basis for billing for this service. 

Table 111-2 not only shows Seminole's total system demand on a monthly basis, but also each member 
system's monthly contribution to this demand. 

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

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

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

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

sales. The capacity charge is applied to the members' contribution to Seminole's monthly p d .  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 IO member systems, a table 
was prepared showing revenue from each cooperative. Table 111-4 shows the expected revenue that will 

be received from each cooperative each month during the year 2006. Revenues have been summed by 
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Table 111-3 

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Commodity 2.73 centsperkWh 

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

Customer Charge $12,397 per member 



Table 111-4 

Units 

January 

February 

March 

Apdl 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Equlvalent Peaker Method 

Central 
Florida May Glades lee County Peace River Sumler 

$1,856,541 51 0,195,368 $1,214.475 511.306,915 51,684,652 57,239,933 

1.401.331 

1.378,580 

1,227.159 

1.547.623 

1,828,952 

1,827,155 

1,783,708 

1,546,178 

1,266.492 

1,396,082 

1,612,149 

518,331,950 

W60.678 1,101,787 

8,393.220 

7,463,793 

0.908.334 

10,087,907 

10,927,590 

10,996,674 

10,332,414 

8,367,213 

8,058,179 

9,462,148 

51 12,893.517 

1,121,679 

1,065,837 

1.1 98,484 

1,122,408 

1,234,758 

1,205,653 

1,136.832 

1,115,748 

1,105,602 

1,208,418 

$13,922,661 

9,933,126 1,624,507 7,091,542 

9,405,68g 

7,993,188 

9,496.042 

10,465,147 

11,030,244 

11,296,672 

9,983,467 

9,101,109 

7,884,840 

9,494.855 

$1 17,391,303 

1,475,112 

1,161,454 

1,454,208 

1,440,174 

1,466,897 

1,496,500 

1.371,622 

1,320,076 

1,292,685 

1,488,160 

317,276,138 

5,881.887 

5.344.565 

5,787,651 

6,693,342 

6,764,056 

6,973,244 

6,834,014 

6,166,370 

6,120,190 

8,504,212 

577.41 1.006 



Table 111-4 

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electrlc Cooperative, Inc. 

Equivalent Peaker Method 

Unlts Suwannee Talquln Trl-County Wthlacoochee Total 

January 

FebNary 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

Odober 

November 

December 

TOM 

$1,215,046 

1.057.095 

1.002,212 

850,145 

1,020,013 

1.359.290 

1,535.292 

1,481,497 

1,194.176 

902.073 

989,420 

1,203,808 

513,780,187 

53.777,937 

3,507,823 

3,094,052 

2,481,014 

3,128,227 

3,401,410 

3,774,000 

3,659,002 

3,319,344 

2,533,270 

2,960,941 

3,578,195 

$39,295,218 

$755,604 

888.817 

~3.980 

523,224 

845.887 

738.004 

872.878 

798.122 

717.592 

555,755 

623,669 

727.487 

58,288,877 

51 3.1 27.872 

12,509,221 

11,105,249 

8,194,651 

10.914.815 

11,754,641 

11.878.01 1 

12,390,266 

11,092.593 

9.231.077 

10,164,270 

12,828,330 

$1 35,188,905 

$52,174,153 

48,746,7Bo 

43,601,660 

36,326,028 

44.1 11,264 

48,771,176 

61.310,881 

62,039,337 

47,628,233 

40,678,104 

40,695,896 

48,106,861 

$613,789,741 

Page 2 of 2 



columns to show each member's expected annual cost and by month to show how the revenue would k 

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, rats wcrc also calculatcd using the traditional and energy methods. These rates have been 

summarized in a manner similar to the recommended rata on Table III-5 and Table IU-6. Similarly, the 
affect of t h s e  rates on the member systems has also been included and is shown on Table III-7 and Table 

111-8. 

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

member systems. The average cost of service, expressed in cents per kilowatt-hour. was calculated for 
each member cooperative using each of the three assignment methods. 

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

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

Burn8 6 McDonnell 111-8 Sen&& Elecbic web, krc. 
Cost-of-Servke 6 Rate Design 
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Table 111-5 

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Traditional Method 

Commodity 

Capacity 

Customer Charge 

2.40 centsperkWh 

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

$12,397 per member 
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Table 111-6 

PROPOSED WHOLESALE RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Energy Method 

Commodity 

Capacity 

Customer Charge 

3.01 cents per kwh 

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

$12,397 per member 



units 

January 

February 

March 

Apcil 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 

Table 111-7 

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Tradltlonal Method 

Central 
Florida Clay Gledes Lee County Peace Rlver Sumler 

$1.875.549 

1.506.050 

1,385.185 

1,222,810 

1,543,089 

1,824,828 

1.811.324 

1.740,219 

1,535,631 

1,280,424 

1,401,207 

1,821,490 

$18,335,395 

$10,255,418 

9.789.564 

8,410.072 

7,456,033 

8,854,875 

9,987.437 

10,832,542 

10,897,836 

10,247,430 

8,328,028 

8,063,544 

9,499.550 

SI 12,820,130 

$1 ,209,142 

1.189.805 

1,108.896 

1.054,078 

1 ,I 80,581 

I .098.89g 

1,208,820 

1,182,499 

1,113,190 

1,101,489 

1,086.850 

1,200,713 

$13,743,782 

$1 1.515.179 

10,076,788 

9.378.788 

7,877,018 

9,383,839 

10.351,277 

10,886,392 

1l.123.707 

9.839.107 

8,984,150 

7,742,520 

9,588,480 

$118,705,082 

$1,716,791 

1,880,017 

1.480.182 

1,144,199 

1,433.107 

1,420.088 

1,441.928 

1,464,468 

1,353,334 

1,297,300 

1,281.005 

1,503,457 

517,195,878 

$7,370,046 

7,265,400 

5,959,858 

5,327,109 

5,748.880 

6,891,612 

8,733,432 

8,952,972 

8,818,807 

6,157,579 

6,186,813 

8,611,529 

$77,802,015 

Page1 of2 
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Units 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 

Suwannee 

$1.228,203 

1,075,403 

1,008,080 

844,287 

1,001,919 

1,355,027 

1,520,381 

1,450,349 

1,192,516 

808.801 

995,113 

1,209.493 

$13,777,572 

Table 111-7 

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Traditional Method 

Talquin 

$3,845,041 

3,593,714 

3,146,710 

2,452,101 

3,110.445 

3.463,510 

3,738.374 

3,614,186 

3,307,208 

2,502.285 

3,001.032 

3,585,379 

$39,359,966 

Tri-Counly 

$761,021 

700,928 

645.183 

514.451 

636,225 

732.037 

860,732 

783,353 

709,383 

548.885 

624,570 

726.046 

58,240,613 

Wthlacoochee 

$13,439,201 

12,878,680 

11,269,672 

8.1 16,031 

10,883,638 

11,710,285 

11,775,152 

12,329,768 

11,035,385 

9,218,401 

10,267 31 3 

13,067,585 

$138,009.1 12 

Total 

$63,016,691 

49,736,320 

43,700,626 

36,008,717 

43,776,167 

48,434,797 

60,709,070 

61,647,436 

47,149,991 

40,289,342 

4Q.639,SSl 

48,613.711 

$663,789,742 



Table 111-8 

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Energy Method 

Central 
Units Fbrlda Clay Glades Lee County Peace Rlver Sumter 

JanUaly 

February 

March 

AMI 

May 

June 

July 

August 

S e p t e rn be r 

October 

November 

December 

Total 

$1,640,338 

1,460,257 

1,372,949 

1,231,037 

1,551,504 

1,832,640 

1,840,852 

1,778,913 

1,555,169 

1,271,666 

1,391,713 

1.8O4.178 

$16,329,014 

$10,144,172 

9,550.796 

8,378,852 

7,507.459 

8,954,081 

10,173,564 

11,008,823 

11,080.939 

10,404,868 

8,439,377 

8,053,804 

9,430,261 

$1 13,128,596 

$1,219,022 

1,193,439 

1.134382 

1,075,179 

1,213,747 

1.142.450 

1,256,873 

1,225,392 

1,156,987 

1,127,906 

1,113,065 

1,216,838 

$14,015,182 

$1 1,129,358 

9,810,665 

9,430,328 

8,092,230 

9,591,873 

10,582,228 

11,189,937 

11,444,086 

10,106,542 

9,200,823 

8,006,193 

8,432,103 

5117,976,345 

$1,657,252 

1,594,399 

1,470,791 

1.176,164 

1.472.1Q8 

1,457,299 

1,488.184 

1,523,808 

1,387,214 

1,339,494 

1,302,642 

1.475.1 19 

$17,344,567 

$7,129,004 

8,943,318 

5.815,414 

5,359.447 

5,839,248 

8,694,817 

6,780,164 

6,990,527 

8,648,885 

6.173,865 

8,080,441 

6.412.719 

$77,077,649 



Units 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

JdY 

August 

S e p t e m be r 

Odober 

November 

December 

Tdal 

SuWannea 

$1,203,828 

1,041,487 

997,208 

855,140 

1,035,440 

1,362,028 

1,548,004 

1,471,000 

1.1~5.591 

806,588 

984,567 

1,199,146 

$13.800.806 

Table 111-8 

MONTHLY BILLS WITH PROPOSED RATES 
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Energy Method 

Talquin 

$3,720,727 

3,434,597 

3,048,159 

2,505.663 

3,143,388 

3.496.671 

3,804,313 

3,607,210 

3,329,691 

2,559,687 

2,926,761 

3,572,070 

$30,230,807 

Trl-Counly 

5751.153 

878.122 

842,934 

530.703 

654,087 

743,000 

083.234 

807,008 

724,590 

583,316 

822,902 

728,715 

S8,320,8M 

Withlacoochee 

$1 2,882,446 

12,194,237 

10,965,070 

8,261,870 

10,941,395 

11 ;102,272 

1 1365,704 

12.441,044 

11.141.368 

9,243,588 

10,076,435 

12,603,585 

$134,480,633 

Page 2 of 2 

f0b1 

$61,457,209 

47,001,317 

43,268,007 

36,604,701 

44,396,062 

49,067,967 

61,766,147 

62,468,700 

41,850,708 

40,826,291 

40,668,324 

47,674,7U 

$663,789,741 

I- - 
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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 Bums & McDonnell to make certain assumptions with 

respect to conditions that may d s t  in the h u e .  These assumptions provided the basis for this wst-of- 
service and ratc design study. 

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

I .  energy and demand will be as'foncast 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 costof-mice 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. T h i s  total cost of service can be assigned to the major utility functions using the equivalent peaker 

method to: 

Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Commodity costs - $332.71 8,663; 

Capacity costs - S219,583,495; and 

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

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



Commodity costs - $292,439,827; 

Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Capacity c o w  - $259,862,33 1; and 

5. Using the energy method of assigning costs transfers $34339,960 from power supply - demand to 

power supply - energy. n e  total cost of service for Seminole in the year 2000 wing the energy 

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

Consumer cost - $1,487,583. 

Capacity costs - $185,243,535; and 

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

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

Commodity costs - $332,718,663; 

Consumer cost - 61,487,583. 

Capacity costs - S219.583.495; and 

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

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

2. Assignments based on the quivalent 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-tern 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 ncovery; Exhibit-- (JVSS-1) 

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

the electric utility occur; 

9. Seminole continue to position itself to be preparcd 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 appropriatcm.ss of mte concepts in the future 

including timcof-use rata, performance-based rates and accelerated ncovery of investments. 





Exhibit-- (WSS-1) 

25. Other Deductions 
26 Total Cost of Electric Service ( 14 plus 19 thru 25) 
27. Operating Margins (4 minus 26) 
28 Interest Income 

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

14,058,636 
568,865,065 

(8,927,283) 
10,269,310 

12. Operations Expense -Sales 

14. Total Operation Expense (5 thru 13) 468,503,663 
15 Maintenance ExDense - Production 

13 Operations Expense -Administrative 8 General . 14,842$?8 

16. Maintenance Expense -Transmission 
17. Maintenance Expense - Distribution 
18. Maintenance Expense - General Plant . . .  

I Maintenance Exwnse 115 thru 181 

21. Taxes 
22. Interest on Long-Term Debt 
23. Interest Charged to Construction -Credit 
24. Other Interest Expense 

~. 

29 Allowances for Funds Used During Construction 
30 Incomes (Loss) from Equity Investments 
31. Other Nonoperating Income (Net) 
32. Generation and Transmission Capital Credits 
33. Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends 
34 Extraordinary Items I - 
35 Net Patronage Capital or Margins (27 vlru 34) 2,495.066 

Unbundle, Copyright 1998 
Bums 8 McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. 
All rights reserved 

CosmodelBF3.xk Form12 Financial 
pase 1 



r 
BALANCE SHEET 
Sominote Electrls Coop.nUw, Inc. 
Source: RUS Fonn 12.. s.Qla, 8. W a r n  Shmi, for Y u r  Endad I 998 
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UL200 ACCOUNTS PAYABLE PWR 
ZJ2.300 I ACCOUNTS PAVMLE CRU 
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I I l 1 9 9 8 Y u I E M I  

~ 406.708 OTHERTAXE3 
~a.rnr*XWmwsmwm . . 

41%- U B  EMUW 

41S.071 MISC INlZESl 
4lS.W IWTWITINCOU! 

U1.100 GAlNONDlSPOSUOf 
4 1 1 3 1  COUALLOW ' .. 

4 1 1 . ~ 7  (C~~TPAOINQSEC 

U6.104 D O U l W N ¶  

uoI(u C M C .  W 

U1.115 lNlZRwTEXPENS€-IIDII)ERysccLuI(EWS 
4lldo5 IHTUESTEXPEWE ' ' . . .. 
U7.140 UEMOER SMW 
U7.147 ACCRUED REVENUES 

447.160 LURTEL DEL PT REVENUE 

. .  . . :  

. .  

.~ 
. .  

. .. 
4 4 7 . 1 ~  INTERRUPTIBLE POVYZR SALES :. . . ~ ' 

~ . 
U1.115 lNlZRwTEXPh~--IIDII)ERwscuurcEWS 
4lldo5 IHTUESTEXPEWE ' ' . . .. 
U7.140 UEMOER SMW 
U7.147 ACCRUED REVENUES 

. .  . . :  

. .  
. .  

4 4 7 . 1 ~  INTERRUPTIBLE POVYZR SALES 
447.160 I LURTEL DEL PT REVENUE 

500.019 EMPLOYEE HEMBERM 
600.208 lRAlNING. UUTDM REOUIREUPITS 
5 0 o m  OVERHEAD n?ANsERs 

~ . .. .. . . . .  60011 8 I NEW TRIlYWQ - - 
-I - .  600.219 APPUED O M R I P I S  

601.017 AUOCAllON # ACCGiNlX $61 AND fS2 
501.027 COST OF IGNmOW OL 

601.047 A U o U T l O N  OF PETCOKE 
malm wB*)(D FUEL 

. . .  
601.517 G E N E R N . O P U U R M ~ T  ."'..';::...,. . .  
601.518 M l S C E L L I N E O W W € R 4 l l N O S ~ ~  . .  : . ' :' '.. .. . 
60ldl lO~lDESEEnnCr?S I '' . . .  . 
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POWER REQUIREMENTS DATA BASE 
Samlnob Elactrlc Coop.nthn. Inc. 
Source: RUS Form 12a. S a k  of Eledricity. fw Year Ended 1998. 

Sabr for Resale - RU 

6. Other Sales 

Unbundle. Copyright 1998 
BUM b Md)Onmll Engineering Company, Inc. 
All tights 

Exhibit-- (WSS-I) 

delBF3.xla Form 12 Class Data 
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CLASS DATA VERIFICATION 
Sominola Ekctrlc Coop.nUve. Inc. 
Compares Form 1Za Data lo Rate Class Summaries 

Actual Fy la 

Vadnnes hom Form 12. 

-1w.ox - l w . w  -lw.w 
-100.0% 100.0% -1W.OY 

I I 
-14.4XI -1.OXl -1.3% 

I F o n s u ( . P ~ ~  1 -? 

Unbundta. Copy~hl lS98  .. ..___.... - ..-. . ^ . . . . . . . .  



A m C  Kw 

2.801.e34 

13.281.M7 
5.428.515 

349.878 

237,873 

118,545663 
1,717,774 

48.431 

AOYNIBTRATM AND GENERAL OPERATIONS EWENSI 
920 AdmwlhuH 6 Gwnl S I W I s  

w ACC 

1e2.lM.MZ 
7.720.824 
1,894,210 

10.557.901 
15,380,570 

14,443,520 
1.105838 
5.554.701 

648,oao 

81,435,770 

FY ZOM) 

Tolak 
Budget 

2.681.634 
1e2.1M.MZ 

7.720.824 
1,694.210 

10,551,901 
28.641.057 
5.428.515 

349.878 
14.443.520 
1.105.938 
5.554.701 

648.W 
2.287.813 

21e.750.47a 
1.717.774 

48.461 

177.341 
0.801 

34.051.875 
1.28s.eie 

2 . m  

1,185,105 
5 m  

10.W5.074 
2.278213 
(1.007.aOC 
1.6€8.48E 

35,944 
39.601 
58.308 

1.342.03C 

120.7oE 
i - 

GWL 

1,076,420 
114,W 

(645) 
18aa,4W 

23 
1,904 
2P35 

1,342,030 

120,70Q 

ihUiptiM Of Asabtunent 

Kw 
)(yyH 

I(wH 
I(wH 
KWH 
K w . W  
Kw 
Kw 
KWH 
Kwd 
KWH 
I(wH 
Kw 

Kw.KwH. CONS - BY CONTRACT 
Kw 
hw 

1-Kw 
T-KW 
ACC 
1-Kw 
T-Kw 

T-KW 
T-KW 

P.noml  Fuvllon 
PAYROU RATIO 
TOTAL UTILITY P W  RATIO 
OWL 
TOTAL LlTlLlTY PLANT RATIO 
PAYROLL RATIO 
PAYROLL RATIO 
GENL 

OWL 

-\ 

4,890,317 
t.en.es, 
~353.820) 

12,812 
28.321 
4i.eez 

- 
CONS 

. .  
1.285.81f 

2 . w  

1.1Bs.10: 
SAM 

3.787.4W 0 sB5.w 
403,2!24 0 70.10 

(4e3.0~) 0 (108.08: 

16,515 0 e m  
7.018 0 1.371 

10.329 0 2.02 

788.065 

- 
- 

485.17i 

(4.40! 

1s 
881 

1.32: 

~ ~ . e s :  

- - 

unbtnldb. copyrlgu low 
E m  L L(CD0M.l Enphwdng Company. IK. ... . , .  

rn v 
CosmodelBF3.rlr Aimnl Cor1 



M 5 J I D I Y l l l t l .  I 3 1 -  CIua 1 5  

S8mlnoIa El8cMc CwpmnUv8, Inc. 

8,818,067 
24,188 

1.731.795 
15.118 

(12,282) 
(10.212.085) 

I 

3,023,033 
17294 

1.238.341 
1 0 , ~  

(3,583,240) 

. .... 
456 Omr uedrlc Revenues 

T O T U  COST OF SERMCE 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Budget 
Tolals 

-? 
80,184 39.299 87,180 PAYROLL RATIO 

625 343 161 PAYROURATIO 
(12.282) GENL 

(1.MS.W) (44,641) (8,538) TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO 
13 0 0 TOTAL UTILIN PLANT RATIO 

1.081148 I 381.080 I .600;389 
3,851,282 

3.780.888 
543,444.471 

953,648 
(23.785) 

1,205,805 
288.824 101,273 132.000 

17.258 11.081 

1.320378 1,737.047 
182,077,881 333.052.805 

2334.800 

38.120 7 2 1  . 261 

810.270 1.072.787 

(455.229) 
0 

(455.u91 
34.051.675 

. (1k.Wo)GENL 
250,522 (0.803) (163.193) 

5,56&480 131.778 10,301 TOTAL~JTILIWPLANTRAT~O 
6.818.961 121376 (133,8@3) 
1,513,032 1,351,788 5.394.737 7, 

K W  

(7.010.135) (2.165.317) (4.181.016) 

(493.662) (152.464) (294.432: 
~1w.m)  (1oo.Wo) 

33.508.448 
O.M1 
O.Oo0 

0 
0 

34.051.075 
0 
0 

(5.137.708) (5.137.708 
(8.008.085 

(82.808) 
(1224,777) 

0.000 

(1224.777) GENL 
13.330.013 1,478,741 4.M8.oB7 

0.024 0.003 0.007 
0.707 0.078 0.214 

m -  
# - 
5 
5 0 0 0 

0 789.055 0 R 

1,475,281 0 0 
1.2GU.514 0 0 1, 

468.731 534,804 4,203,816 

243.290.01 f 
218.516.713 
35,526,938 

1,200,514 
15.215.834 

ACC - 
0 

0 - 

24.001).967 219,290,024 
120.311.08 07,435.770 

0 0 
0 0 

8.248.057 3,701,527 

1-KW - 
3,051,282 

(4.391 

53.293 

CONS - 

0 I 1.591.z I 378771 0 1,218 PAYROU RATIO 
5.518 I TOTAL UTILITY PLANT RATIO 

34.051.675 I 7.513.032 I 1.354.788 I 5394.737 I 
I I I I 

0 I 431.M2 I 10.207 1.495 ITOTAL UTlUN PLANT RATIO 
0 431.142 10.207 1.495 

I I I I= 



6 

. 
FY 2000 
Budge1 
Tolalr KW Accf I 

120.700 0 Adminisnalhn, And Gamal Mahlensms Expenses 

Oepreaation 25.581.072 9.476.007 
Tams 4 OUler 3.983.697 2,033,742 
Told Inkrest 6 Op. M u p b  32.480.437 11,388d32 
NorropsnUng M u ~ b  (7.703.787) (2,417,001) 

(8.006.085) 0 Nwkmbsr %lea 
(5.137,708) 0 InlenupWe Sales 

(62.806) 0 W e l  Sales 
(1,224,777) 0 OUuiOp. Flewnus 

Coslof 5 .nka 553.789.741 l7l.OSbpO2 

COS Eacludlng Paydl  & Q m u  

A e I t W  OpenUnp Marplm 3z.zeo.437 i1.2m.e~ 

1.OOO 0.309 
1 .Qoo 0.OOO 

Tu. W d  ullr&s. b In: on LT b b l  

Tolrl Op Exp 543,144,477 182.077.Wl 
Cor1 of Sacvfce (exd. rmnoperallng hlsml and omr hcome) 561.293.538 173,374,403 
COS Raw (Pioh.) 
N W m v e r  suwly COS R.Uo [Pmllm.) 

mnas 
1 .m 0.DBB 
1 .m 0.551 
1.000 O.Oo0 
1 .a00 0.407 
1.000 0.413 
1 .m 0.308 

Pomr Produdlon 
PWdu84d Powel 
Tlrmmlukn 
Mmh. h OsMirl 
TWS (payion 4 PIOPS~)  

PArRoLL wno 
h 1  Of 8 O N h  ( W O  

OpemUor\lSupervhlonAndEnplruclrlrg 2,681,834 2,681,834 
Mahlonmw Suprvhion WJ €*kg 5,428,515 5,420,515 
Mahlsruncs Supr&bn and Enghaehp 2.287.873 2.287.673 

177.341 0 OpsraUoru Supervhlon md Engh.smp 
AdmlnlrlrpUw 6 Gsnsial Salaries . 10.1105.074 4.8W.317 

Total 21.380137 15,2118,339 
Piyml RmUo 1 .woow 0.715 

.1 .. 

K W  
0 

11,248,826 
1.318.458 

14.823.223 
(4.475.440) 
~S.we.005) 
(5.1 37,708) 

0 0 177,341 0 0 
3,781,480 0 565.080 4116.177 1,078,420 
3,747,480 0 743,021 485.177 1,076,420 

0.177 0.000 0.03 0.023 0.W I 

ACC T-KW CONS GENL Desaiplion O l & M  

0 0 0 120,700 
1.156 853,816 0 3.803.185 

48.750 118,408 0 465,341 
0 5.897.002 141.985 20.188 

(455.229) (180,620) (20.010) (151,688) 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

t62.11os) 
0 

30.zm.701 

14.923.223 
33.052.605 
34.789.229 

0.686 
0.0W 

0.w1 
0.446 
0.m 
0.245 
0.412 
0.588 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 (1.224.777) 

3 3 , ~ m . u ~  i3.m.013 1,476,7441 4,038,087 

0 6,897602 141.985 (78,204) 
34,051.675 7.513.032 1,354,788 5.384.737 
34,051.675 13,510,634 1.4W.751 4,090,755 

0.061 0.024 0.003 0.007 
0.OOO 0.707 0.078 0.214 

0.m O.OO0 0.m 0.000 
0.m 0.OOO 0.W 0.000 
0.927 0.073 0.W 0.000 
0.000 0.031 0.035 0.2112 
0.WO 0.159 0.W 0.008 
0.081 0.024 0.003 0.007 



RATE BASE 
Semlnole Electric cooperallve, Inc. 

T-KW T - W  CONS GENL Description of Assignment RATE BASE CALCULATION Total kW kWh ACC 
7ow UUJlty Plan1 882,429,372 306,629,437 405,434,516 0 162,942,897 
bpnclat lon Reserve: 

o 3,857.446 564,973 Plant in Sewice 

KW. K ~ H  - 625 MWCapaciIy 
108.1 Steam Plant 

Bred 108.2 Nudear Plant 
108.5 Tnrnmirslon Plant (49.W2W4 

KW.KWi-CR3 108.7 General Planl 
(94,379) (33.882) (60,497) KW, KWH - 625 MW Capleily 108.9 cost of Removal - Nuclear 

Pr&msn Plant RaUo 1 1 1.1 Tfanaporlalbn Lease (23.444,300) (23,444,300) 
(2.311.850) (818.m) (1,069.024) (424.818) 

111.1 lnlangibb Planl(HPsdw~ra) KW,W-625MWCi1plCi(y (8,650.311) (4.005.084) (4,645,217) 11 1 .I Leasebold hwwemnlr - UZ 
(429,202) (154.0&0 (275.118) 115.1 Acquklbn Adw=nent 

120.5 Nudear Fuel (6,504,475) (6.504.475) 

9,998,589 988.671 9.01 1.919 
8.980.139 4,944,324 4,004.210 31,605 

1,890,806 770.173 463,750 0 57.789 0 85,935 533,159 Admin. 8 General Ratlo 

4.289 4.288 135 Wolklng Funds 1 1,233 Tolal UUlily Planl Ratio 
154 Planl Malerlalr and Operallng Supplies 17.545.183 6,158,306 8,061,181 0 3,239,766 0 76,697 

52.549 7,690 Tolal Ulilily Planl Ralio 

(281,169,188) (130,181,334) (150,987,8543 
(8,415,949) (3,020,608) (5,393,341) KW, W - CR3 

(49.CO2.883) 
(8,100) Tots1 UuUty PI8nl Ratio (12,791,254) (4.486233) (5,878,978) 0 (2,381,940) 0 (55.916) 

KW, KWH - CR3 
D i  

Operatinu Expense 
Oprallno Expense 
T-KW 

WorWng Capital: 
Power Pmdudion 
purchue Power Expanse 
Transdsrion 
AdminktnUve 8 General 
Payroll 8 Propew Taxer 

4,528,042 4,198,152 329.890 0 

1.279.342 914.809 226,632 0 44.460 0 19.032 64,410 Tax Expense RaUo 
Dired 

165 Prepayments 12,021,018 4,217,970 5,523.089 0 2,219,714 0 

CONS DeducUonr: 
235 Consumer Deposits 

TOTAL RATE BASE 
(3,981) (3.981) 

545,861,008 184,918,447 234,468,465 4,198,152 117.W.975 0 4,057,858 1.173.282 
0.339 0.430 0.m I 0.214 0.WO 0.007 0.002 1 .ooo Rats Base Rauo 1 .m 
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Rale Bare Asrlgnmsnl 
S~minole Elennc Cwperative. Inc 

N u W r  Imm 
301-303 Tom1 Intangab Plan1 
31&3316 Tom1 Pmd- Plan(. Steam 
32&X?5 Total Pmddon Planl. Uudssr 

Tam1 Pmduc(im Phnl 

nudge1 kW KWH ACC 1-KW CONS GENL LlescrlpUM, 01 Assl~nnunt 
5.778320 4.717349 1.061.971 ProdwUm'TraMmirrm Plan1 

673.348.929 673,340,829 Kw 
n.308.494 22,308,484 KW 

101,434,633 700372.662 1.061.971 

. .... 
I 140.203.133 1 140~3.133 . IT* 

Tom1 Tnmmiulon Pald 158,609,382 156.609.382 

Tom1 P r o d T r a ~  Plan1 85~1~4.01s roo.372.e.2 . 157,671.353 

146.667 . Ploducuw7ramasm Plant 389 Land and L.nd riphe 798.157 651.490 

392 TrenrparuUon Eqvipnenl 748.182 748.182 . KW 
397 CmVnluUon Earpmsnl 5,649,731 
,390 MIsmIlarmoua Eqrlpmenl 15591,733 12.726.€47 

391 on- ~ u r i w e  6 ~qulpmeni 1.597.554 . ' 1.597.554 . CONS 

225.989 338,984 2.zsa.m~ 2.259.892 564.973 S ~ ~ C ~ J , , ~ Q O ~ M I  
2.885.086 . P-lWrkdMh f%nl 

Tom1 r3mraI PlDnl 24.305.357 14.352.308 338.984 5,271,645 3.857.446 584.973 

. Plodlxrnrn pahl RalIO 

. Prodnmrn Pslnl Raw 

AN ~ h a r  u w  plant 

107 ComlruCtlon Work In Progress 

TOW UUlnV PIUll 882.429.372 714,724,910 338.884 . 162,942,998 3,857,446 504.973 

UMliW Pb"1 Ratio 1 M *  81 WX 004% o m  18 47% 044% 006% 



, Rate Base Asslgnmnl 
Seminole Elechic Cooperalie. Inc 

Aecounl 
Nu-, IUm 

Dspsdsmn R~s%No: 
8.1 Seam P!mI 
8.2 N&m Ran1 
8.5 Trammlsshn Phnl 
8.7 G m r a l  Rant 
8.9 Cos1 01 R m v a l .  Nuclear 
1.1 T'an6pMaUk.l L*a% 

1.1 La.snhc4d lpmm(lllll~ u2 
5.1 Acqiiwm M~slnm"l 
'0.2 NUClUr Fusl 

1.1 i n m g b h  p m  (nPs.*curq 

TOW chpl&unr 

Y.W awo 
Bvdpel kW KWH ACC T-KW CONS GENL D.asrlpUon 01 Asslpnnunl 

(281.169.188) (281.169.188) 0 0 0 0 0 KW 

(49.M2.863) 0 0 0 (49.w2.883) 0 0 KW 
(12,791254) (10.360.295) 14.8141 0 (2.381.940) (55.916) (8.180) UWy RsnlRILh 
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Exhibit - - (WSS - 3) 

Cost Recovery Under SECI-7b 
Compared to 

Actual Cost from 
Cost of Service Study 
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Cost Recovery Under SECI-7b 
Compared to Actual Cost from Cost of Service Study 

Commodity (Energy Related) 
Capaclty (Demand Related) 
Customer (Customer Related) 

LECE'S Percentage 
Cost of Service of Total 

Study Cost SECI- 7b 
$ 272.755.096 49.25% 58.46% ~~ ~ . .  

279,699,084 50.54% 41 9% 
1.1 35,560 0.21 % 0.00% 

8 553,769,740 100.00% lW.Oo% 
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Exhibit - - (WSS - 4) 

Revenues Produced by 
LCEC’s Proposed Rate Alternatives 

Compared to SECI-7b 

(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 
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Seminole Electric Cooperative, InC. 
Cornparision of Various Rate Alternatives 

30,602,146 
22,073.300 
30.602.146 

286.156 

12 Month Demand 
8 Months Demand 
Transmission KW-MO. 
Distribution Kw-MO. 

Charnes Revenue 
s 9.126 S 279,275,184 

0.02243 s 282,670,370 
360.557 

S 

Rate Alternative 1 
Demand Charge ( Applied to all 12 months) - kWM0 
Energy Charge - kWh s 1.260 S 
Distribution Delivery Charge = kWM0 

Total Revenue 
S 562.306.1 11 

Charges Revenue 
10.586 s 233.667.954 

45,547,198 
360.557 

250.660.439 
32.009.930 

Rate Alternative 2 s 
1.490 S 

production Demand Charge (Applied (0 8 peak months) 

1.260 S 
rransmissiM Demand Charge (Applied to all 12 months) 

0.01989 5 
Distribution Delivery Charge (Applied to all 12 months) 

Fuel Charge s 0.00254 S 
Non-fuel Energy Charge 

s 
S 
S 

Total Revenue s 562,296,078 - 

Charges Revenue 
187,623,050 

Rate Alternative 3 
Production Demand Charge (Applied to 8 peak months) s 8.500 S 

46.046.416 S 
45,591,198 

Production Fixed Demand Charge - 
Transmission Demand Charge (Applied to all 12 months) s 1.490 S Distribution Delivery Charge (Applied to all 12 months) S 1.260 S 360.557 

s 0.01989 S 250.660.439 
32.009.930 

Fuel Charge Non-fuel Energy Charge S 0.00254 S 

Total Revenue 

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

S 562.297.592 

Charges Revenue SECI-7B 
Demand Related Costs: 

187,623,050 
45.597.198 

360.557 
S 233,580,804 

8 8.500 s Demand Rate W w  - Mo. 
Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 
Distribution W w  -MO. 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

s 1.490 S 
$ 1.260 S 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel W w h  
Non-Fuel W w h  
Production Fixed Energy 

Total Revenue 

S 
s 

0.01989 5 250.660.439 
0.00254 $ 32,009,930 

S 46,046.418 
s 328.716.788 

S 562297.592 



Exhibit - - (WSS - 5 )  

Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives 

Compared to SECI-7b 

(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 



Exhibit _- (WSS-5) 

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

Rate Rate Rate 
SECI-78 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Member Systems 

Central Florida $ 18,424.552 $ 18,580,113 $ 18,426,665 $ 18,456,087 
Clay 114,208,590 114,337,255 113,877,332 113,967,868 
Glades 13,811.488 13.91 6,441 13,626,860 13,683,912 
Lee County 118,950,590 117,446,519 117,736,724 11 7,679,446 
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 40,063.194 40,096,245 40,290,468 40,252,163 
Tri-Co~nty 8,296,027 8,176.482 8,229,393 8,218,960 
Withlacoochee 137,498,460 138.034.301 138,588,920 138,479513 

$ 562,297,592 $ 562.306.111 



Exhibit _- (Wss-3) 
Individual Member Billings 

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Billing 
SECI-76 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Total System 

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

Transmission $Kw 40. $ 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

$ 187,623,050 
$ 45,597,198 
$ 360,557 
$ 23330,804 

8.500 
1.490 
1.260 

22,073,300 
30,6GZ,146 

286.156 

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

$ 0.01989 
$ 0.00254 

100.00% 

12,602,334,814 
12,602,334314 

46,046,418 

$ 250,660,439 
$ 32,009,930 
$ 46.046.418 
$ 328,716,788 

Total Revenue $ 562.297,592 

Central Florida 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate %n<w - Mo. $ 

Transmission $Kw -Mo. $ 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

8.500 
1.490 

714.004 
1,009,939 

$ 6,069,034 
$ 1.504.809 
$ 7,573.843 

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

0.01 989 
0.00254 

3.23% 

417,450,261 
417,450,261 

$7 46,046,418 

$ 8,303,086 
$ 1,060,324 
15 1.487.299 
$ 10,850.709 

~ 

Total Revenue $ 18,424.552 

Clay 

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

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 
4,379,619 
6.1 31.81 9 

8.500 
1.490 

$ 37.226.762 
$ 9.136,410 
$ 46,363,172 Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh 16 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 
Production Fixed Energy 

0.01989 
0.00254 
20.56% 

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

15 46,046,418 

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

Total Revenue $ 114,208,590 



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

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

Glades 

Demand Related costs: 
Demand Rate SXw - MO. $ 8.500 

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

476,587 8 4,050,990 
698,629 $ 1.040.957 

$ 5,091,947 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 336,190,488 $ 6,686.829 
Non-Fuel $Kwh $ 0.00254 336,190,488 $ 853,924 

2.56% $ 46,046,418 $ 1.178.788 
$ 8.719.541 

Production Fixed Energy 

Total Revenue $ 13,811,488 

Lee County 

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

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel W w h  $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 22.75% 

Total Revenue 

Peace River 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $iUw - Ma. $ 8.500 

Transmission $lKw -Mo. $ 1.490 
Distribution $ K w  -Mo. $ 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel W w h  $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 3.18% 

Total Revenu..) 

4,439,930 
6,117,194 

2.747,258,4? 9 
2,747,258,419 

$ 46,046,418 

665,019 
919,004 
255.625 

401 ,007,763 
401,007.763 

$ 46.046.418 

$ 37,739,405 
$ 9.1 14,619 
$ 46.854.024 

$ 54,642,970 
$ 6,978.036 
$ 10,475.560 
$ 72.096.566 

$ 118,950.590 - 

$ 5.652.6Q 
$ 1.369.316 
$ 322.088 
$ 7,344.065 

$ 7,976,044 
$ 1,018,560 
$ 1,464.276 
$ 10,458,880 

$ 17,802,945 



Exhlblt -- 13%-5) 
Individual Member Billings 

Under Proposed Rate Alternafives Compared to SECI-76 

Billing 
Charges Determinants Revenue SECI-76 

(Eased on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Sumter 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate W w  - Mo. $ 

Transmission W w  40. $ 
Total Demand Related R~VenUe 

8.500 
1.490 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel W w h  $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 13.44% 

Total Revenue 

Suwannee 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate W w  - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission Ww 40. $ 1.490 
Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

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

Total Revenue 

Taiquin 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate W w  - Mo. $ 6.500 

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

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

3,226,628 
4,521,885 

1.728.747,415 
1.728,747,415 

$ 46,046,418 

558,834 
755.003 
30,531 

31 4,047,252 
314,047,252 

$ 46,046.418 

1.614.401 
2,212,654 

887,363.576 
887,363,576 

$ 46,046,418 

$ 27.426.338 
$ 6,737,609 
$ 34,163,947 

$ 34,384,786 
s 4.391.0ln ,~ . " 
16 6,188.639 
$ 44,964,443 

$ 79,128,390 _____ 

$ 4,750,089 
$ 1,124.954 
$ 38.469 
$ 5,913,513 

$ 6,246,400 
$ 797,680 
$ 1,155,765 
15 8,199,845 

$ 14,113,357 

$ 13,722,409 
s 3296,854 
$ 17,019,263 

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

Total Revenue $ 40,063.194 



i 

f 
Individual Member Billings 

Under Proposed R&e Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Exhibit _- (WSS-5) 

Billing 
SECI-78 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Tri-County 

Demand Related Costs: 

- 
Demand Rate W w  - MO. $ 8.500 314,619 $ 2,674,262 

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.490 429,236 $ 639,562 
Total Demand Related Revenue $ 3.313.823 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel W w h  $ 0.01989 189,891,868 $ 3,776,949 
Non-Fuel W w h  $ 0.00254 189,891.868 $ 482,325 
Production Fixed Energy 1.57% $ 46,046.418 $ 722.929 

8 4,982.203 

Total Revenue $ 8.296.027 

Withlacooche 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate W w  - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

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

5,683.659 $ 48,311,102 
7,806,783 $ 11.632.107 

$ 59,943,208 

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

$ 46.046.418 S 10,765,653 
$ 77.555251 

$ 137,498,460 Total Revenue 



Exhibit -- 0vss-5) Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Cornpad to SECI-7b 

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

Total System 

Demand Related Costs: 
Transmission $iKw -Ma. 0 9.126 30,602,146 $ 279.275.184 
Distribution $iKw 40. $ 1.260 286,156 $ 360,557 

Total Demand Related Revenue S 279,635.741 

Energy Related Costs: 
Energy Charge W w h  S 0.02243 12,602,334,814 S 282.670.370 

Total Revenue S 562.306.111 

Central Florida 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 

Transmission $/Kw -Ma. $ 9.126 

Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 

1,009,939 S 9.216.703 
S 9,216,703 

417,450,261 S 9.363.409 

Total Revenue S 18.580.113 

Clay 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 
Transmission $lKw -Ma. $ 9.126 6,131.819 S 55.958.980 

S 55,958,980 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.02243 2,602,687,225 S 58,378,274 

Total Revenue S 114.337.255 

Glades 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 

Transmission W w  -Ma. $ 9.126 

Fuel $Kwh $ 0.02243 

Total Revenue 

698.629 S 6.3 7 5.6 8 8 
S 6.375.688 

336.190.488 S 7.540.753 

S 13,916,441 



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

Exhibit -- (vr;SS-5) 

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

Lee County 
Customer Related Costs 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 

Transmission WKw -Mo. S 9.126 

Fuel SlKwh S 0.02243 

6,117,194 S 55.825.512 
5 55,825,512 

2.747.258.41 9 S 61,621,006 

Total Revenue S 117,446,519 

Peace River 
Customer Related Costs 

Demand Related Costs: 
Transmission S/Kw -Mo. 8 9.126 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. S 7.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh S 0.02243 

Total Revenue 

Sumter 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 

Transmission S/Kw -Mo. S 9.126 

Fuel $/Kwh S 0.02243 

Total Revenue 

Suwannee 

Demand Related Costs: 
Transmission SKw -Mo. S 9.126 
Transmission WKw -Mo. S 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel SKwh $ 0.02243 

Tolal Revenue 

919.004 S 8.386.831 
255.625 

. .  
S 322.088 
S 8,708,918 

401,007,763 S 8.994.604 

S 17,703,522 

4,527,885 S 41266,723 
S 41.266.723 

1.728.747.41 5 S 38,775,805 

S 80.042.527 

755,003 S 6.890.157 
30,531 S 38.469 

S 6.928.626 

314,047,252 S 7.044.080 

S 13,972,706 
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Individual Member Billings 
Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Exhibit -- (WSS-5) 

Billing 
Charges Determinants Revenue Alternative 1 

(Eased on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Taiquin 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 
Transmission WKw -M. s 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel S/Kwh 

Total Revenue 

9.126 

S 0.02243 

Trl-County 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 
Transmission S/Kw 4 0 .  s 9.126 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel S/Kwh 

Total Revenue 

Wlthlacooche 

S 0.02243 

Demand Related Costs: 

Total Demand Related Revenue 
Transmission WKw 4 0 .  s 9.126 

Energy Related Cosls: 
Fuel S/Kwh 

Total Revenue 

S 0.02243 

2,212.654 

887,363576 

429,236 

189,891,868 

0 20.192.680 
s 20,192,680 

S 19,903,565 

S 40,096,245 

S 3,917208 
0 3.917206 

0 4,259.275 

S 6.1 76.482 

7.806.783 S 71.244.702 
S 71,244,702 

2,977,690547 $ 66.789.599 

S 136,034,301 



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

Exhibit _- (TVSS-5) 

Billing 
Charges Determinants Revenue Alternative 2 

(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Total System 

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

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

Total Demand Related Revenue 

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

Total Revenue 

Central Florida 

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

Transmission $/Kw 40. $ 1.49 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

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

Total Revenue 

Clay 

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

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

10.586 
1.49 

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

22,073,300 
30.602,146 

286.156 

12,602,334,614 
12,602,334,814 

$ 

714,004 
1,009,939 

417,450,261 
417,450,261 

S 

4,379.61 9 
6,131,819 

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

$ 

$ 233,667,954 
$ 45,597,196 
$ 360,557 
$ 279,625,706 

$ 250,660,439 
$ 32.009.930 
8 
$ 282,670,370 

$ 562.296.078 

0 7,558,446 
$ 1,504,809 
$ 9,063,255 

$ 8,303.086 
S 1,060,324 
5 
$ 9,363.409 

$ 18,426,665 

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

$ 51,767,449 
$ 6,610,826 
$ 
$ 58,378,274 

Total Revenue $ 1 1  3,877,332 



(- 
Individual Member Billings 

Under Proposed Rafe Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

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

Glades 

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

Transmission W w  N o .  $ 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

10.586 
1.49 

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

Total Revenue 

Lee County 

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

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

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

Total Revenue 

10.586 
1.49 

$ 0.01989 
$ 0.00254 

0.00% 

Peace River 

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

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

Total Demand Related Revenue 

10.586 
1.49 
1.26 

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

476.587 
698.629 

336,190,488 
336,190.488 

$ 

4.439.930 
6,117.1 94 

2,747,258.41 9 
2,747,250.41 9 

$ 

665,019 
919,004 
255,625 

401,007,763 
401,007,763 

6 

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

$ 6,686,829 
$ 853,924 
8 
$ 7,540,753 

- 

8 13,626,860 

$ 54642.970 
$ 6,978,036 
$ 
$ 61,621.006 

$ 117,736,724 

$ 7,039,891 
$ 1,369,316 
$ 322,088 
$ 8,731,295 

$ 7,976,044 
$ 1,018,560 
$ 
$ 8,994.604 

Total Revenue $ 17.725.899 



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

Exhibit _- (KSS-5) 

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

Sumter 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate W w  - Mo. $ 

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

10.586 
1.49 

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

Total Revenue 

Suwannee 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate W w  - Mo. $ 

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 
Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

10.586 
1.49 
1.26 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0,01989 
Non-Fuel $!Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 0.00% 

Total Revenue 

Taiquin 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $n<w - Mo. $ 10.586 

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

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

3,226.628 
4,521,885 

1,728,747.415 
1,728,747,415 

$ 

558,834 
755.003 
30,531 

314,047,252 
314,047,252 

$ 

1.614.401 
2,212,654 

887,363,576 
887,363,576 

$ 

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

$ 34,384,786 
$ 4.391.018 
$ 
$ 38,775,805 

$ 79,670,497 

$ 5.91 5,817 
$ 1,124,954 
$ 38.469 
$ 7,079,240 

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

$ 14,123.320 

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

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

Total Revenue $ 40,290,468 



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

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

Tri-County 

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

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

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 0.WA 

Total Revenue 

Withlacooche 

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

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

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

314,619 
429.236 

189.891.868 
189,891,860 

$ 

$ 3,330,557 
$ 639,562 
$ 3,970,118 

s 3,776,949 
$ 482.325 
s 
$ 4,259,275 

$ 8.229.393 

5,663,659 S 60,167,214 
7,006,783 $ 11,632,107 

$ 71,799,321 

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

$ 66,789.599 
$ $ 

Total Revenue $ 138,588,920 



Exhibit _- @vSs-s) c 
Individual Member Billings 

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Billing 
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Total System 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $iKw - Mo. $ 

Transmission $iKw 40. $ 
Distribution $/Kw -Mo. $ 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

8.500 
1.490 
1.260 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh 8 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 100.00% 

Total Revenue 

Central Florida 

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

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

8.500 
1.490 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 3.30% 

Total Revenue 

Clay 

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

Transmission $Kw -Mo. $ 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

8.500 
1.490 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 20.04% 

22.073.300 
30,602,146 

286,156 

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

$ 46.046.418 

714,004 
1,009,939 

41 7,450,261 
417,450,261 

$ 46,046,418 

4,379,619 
6,131,819 

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

$ 46,046,418 

$ 187,623,050 
$ 45,597.198 
16 360.557 
$ 233,580,804 

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

$ 562,297.592 

$ 6.069.034 
16 1.504.809 
$ 7.573,843 

$ 8,303,086 
$ 1.060.324 
$ 1,519,634 
$ 10383,044 

~ 

$ 18.456.887 

$ 37,226,762 
$ 9,136,410 
$ 46,363.172 

$ 51,767,449 
$ 6,610.826 
$ 9,226,422 
$ 67,604,696 

Total Revenue $ 113.967,868 _____ 



Exhibit _- (WSS-3) r 
Individual Member Billings 

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

i- 

Billing 
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Based on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Glades 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate WW - Mo. $ 

Transmission $n<w -Mo. $ 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

8.500 
1.490 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 2.28% 

Total Revenue 

Lee County 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate SlKw - Mo. S 

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

8.500 
1.490 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 19.99% 

Total Revenue 

Peace River 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate $iKw - Mo. $ 

Transmission $/Kw -Mo. 15 
Distribution $IKw -Mo. 8 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

8.500 
1.490 
1.260 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 3.00% 

476,587 
698,629 

336,190,488 
336,190,488 

$ 46,046,416 

4,439,930 
6,117,194 

2,747.258.41 9 
2,747.258.41 9 

s 46,046,416 

665,019 
919,004 
255,625 

401,007,763 
401,007,763 

$ 46,046,416 

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

S 6,686,829 
$ 853.924 
$ 1,051,213 
$ 8,591,965 

S 13,663,912 

S 37,739.405 
S 9,114.619 
$ 46,854,024 

$ 54,642,970 
s 6,978,036 
s 9,204,416 
$ 70,825,422 

S 117,679,446 

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

$ 7,976,044 
$ 1.018.560 . .  
$ 1.382.806 
$ 10,377,410 

Total Revenue $ 17.721.475 



r Exhibit - ~ (wss-5) / 

t 
Individual Member Billings 

Under Proposed Rate Alternatives Compared to SECI-7b 

Billina - 
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Eased on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Sumter 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate W w  - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel WKwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 14.78% 

Total Revenue 

Suwannee 

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

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.490 
Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.260 

Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 2.47% 

Total Revenue 

Taiquin 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate W w  ~ Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 7.23% 

3,226,628 
4.521,885 

1,728,747.415 
1,728.747.415 

$ 46,046,418 

558,834 
755,003 
30,531 

314,047,252 
314,047,252 

$ 46,046.418 

1,614,401 
2,212,654 

887,363,576 
887,363,576 

$ 46,046,478 

$ 27,426.338 
$ 6,737,609 
$ 34,163,947 

$ 34,384,786 
$ 4,391,018 
$ 6.803.987 
$ 45,579,792 

$ 79.743,738 

d 4,750,089 
s 1.1 24.954 . .  
15 38,469 
$ 5,913,513 

5 6,246,400 
$ 797,680 
$ 1.1 36,037 
$ 8,180,117 

$ 14,093,630 

$ 13,722,409 
$ 3.296.854 
$ 17,019,263 

$ 17,649,662 
$ 2,253,903 
$ 3,329.335 
$ 23,232,900 

Total Revenue 8 40,252,163 



,- 
I Exhibit _- (Q-SS-~) 

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

Billing 
Alternative 3 Charges Determinants Revenue 
(Eased on Estimated 2001 Billing Units) 

Tri-CounIy 

Demand Related Costs: 
Demand Rate W w  - Mo. $ 8.500 

Transmission W w  -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 1.40% 

Total Revenue 

Withlacooche 

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

Transmission WW -Mo. $ 1.490 
Total Demand Related Revenue 

Energy Related Costs: 
Fuel W w h  $ 0.01989 
Non-Fuel $/Kwh $ 0.00254 
Production Fixed Energy 25.51% 

314,619 
429,236 

189891.868 
189,891,868 

$ 46,046,418 

$ 2,674,262 
$ 639.562 
$ 3,313,823 

$ 3,776.949 
$ 482,325 
$ 645,863 
15 4,905.1 37 

$ 8,218,960 

5383,659 $ 48,311,102 
7.806.783 $ 11,632,107 

$ 59,943.208 

2,977,690,547 $ 59,226,265 
2,977,690,547 s 7.563.33 

5 46.046.418 $ 11;746.705 
$ 78,536,304 

Total Revenue S 138.47933 


