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Asset Valuation in a Transitioning Electric Industry

The transition of the electric industry from the traditional vertically integrated system to a
competitive environrnent will most likely result in integrated companies divesting assets along
functional lines. The functionalities most often sited are generation, transmission, and
distribution. A major issue surrounding the divesture of assets is how those assets will be valued
at the time they are sold or transferred to affiliate companies, separate subsidiaries, or totally
independent organizations. In the case of generation assets which represent the largest percentage
of a utility’s total capital investment, this is a particularly important issue because of the potentiat
for gains or losses on sale as they are passed from a regulated environment to a more competitive
environment. How generation assets are valued as they pass from a reguiated environment to a
more competitive environment and how resulting gains or losses on sale are recovered has
resulted in considerable debate as restructuring is considered on a state-by-state basis across the
country.

Traditional Rate Regulation

Both the utility’s stockholders and consumers have an interest in the valuation of generation
assets as they pass from a regulated environment to a nonregulated environment. Traditionally,
regulated utility rates include an expense component and a return on investment component. The
expense component consists of the annual depreciation expense associated with each generating
asset. A return on investment is also allowed to be recovered and is calculated based on the
original cost of the generation asset less accumulated depreciation. Over time, as the generation
asset is depreciated, the annual depreciation expense remains constant while the return on
investment, in total dollars, declines. If, at any time over the life of the generation asset, the market
value changes, it has no impact on the regulatory valuation for rate setting purposes.

When a regulated company divests itself of generation assets, either through a transfer to an
affiliate company or an outright sale, the remaining book cost (less accumulated depreciation) is
removed from the company’s rate base and it will no longer eam a return on investment. The next
time rates are set they will be lowered by the annual depreciation expense and by the amount of
return on the divested generation assets, However, rates will be increased by the cost of
generation purchased from the market to replace generation from the divested generation assets.
Typically, in Florida, these purchased power costs are recovered through a cost recovery clause
rather than through base rates. Thus, the transfer of generation assets from the regulated system to
the competitive system can be expected to impact customers in several ways. First, the cost of
generation paid by the consumer is subject to market value rather than cost plus a retum
ratemaking. Second, these generation costs are immediately passed on to consumers rather than
included in base rates when, and if, a rate case is initiated. Depending on the state of the _
generation market, generation costs experienced by consumers may be higher or lower than those
prior to divestiture. '

Finally, in addition to these direct rate impacts, another significant issue is the market
value of divested generation relative to their regulated book cost. Traditional regulation values
capital assets, such as generating plants, at their original cost amortized over a period of time
equal to the “life of the asset,” usually from to 20-30 years but in some cases up to 40 years. Thus,
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depending on how old the asset is, its book value for regulatory purposes would be some
depreciated value of the original investment. On the other hand, the market value can and most
likely will be significantly different than book value depending on the age, technology type,
reliability, and condition of the generating asset. More importantly, market value is a function of
the cost of producing electricity from the generating asset relative to the cost of producing
electricity from other generating plants in the marketplace. If the book cost of generation assets are
significantly greater than their market value, stranded costs occur. Conversely if the book cost is
significantly less than market value, stranded benefits result. The question becomes -- Who should
bear the responsibility of recovering stranded costs or benefits: utility stockholders, consumers, or
both? ' .

Definition of Stranded Costs and Benefits

The transition of the electric industry from the traditional, vertically integrated monopoly to
a functionally divested system changes the rules of the game for all parties. The clear objective to
restructuring is to provide more efficient, lower cost service to electric consumers. It is believed
that competitive energy providers will be more efficient and innovative and that consumers will
benefit from competition in the generation markets at some time in the future, As a result of a
transition of this nature, the benefits, risks and obligations for customers, utilities and regulators
change.

Stranded Costs

Regulated utilities generally have a prescribed recovery period over which they can
recover their investment as a tradeoff for the traditionally limited risk they face. If assets are sold
or transferred out of the regulated rate base because of a legislative or regulatory mandate, then the
utilities become concerned about the ability to recover their investment. Utilities argue that their
investments were made to serve customers and with the expectation that the regulatory environment
would provide them an opportunity to recover costs and make a reasonable profit on the
investment. As such, if the rules are changed to require divestiture and if, at the time of the
transition, market value is less than book value, the utility will argue that it has stranded costs for
which it should be compensated.

Stranded Benefits

Suppose, however, the reverse is true and market value is greater than book value. In this
case, the utility will realize a gain on sale as a result of the divestiture. Consumer advocates argue
that this gain on sale is a stranded benefit and should accrue to the benefit of the customers of the
regulated utility. Curiously enough, in some cases, utilities have argued that even though
consumers have paid for the utility assets through rates, the consumers have no vested ownership
rights to the assets and, hence, should have no interest in the disposition of those assets on a going
forward basis.' '

'With regard to regulated utilities, however, any definition of book value of generation assets should include related tax
deferrals (provision for defetred taxes and unamortized investment tax credits). Most importantly, excess deferred taxes should be
retumned to consumers when assets are transferred. There may be other consideration when defining book value such as
Commission prescribed storm damage reserves.
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Consumer [ nterests

In a competitive nonregulated market, such as a discount department store, fio one would
argue that the customers of the store have an ownership stake. It is implicit that consumers are
paying all the costs necessary to provide the product at the price the market establishes.
Presumnably the consumer benefits from competitive market-based prices for goods that are close
to the marginal cost of production and therefore sold at the best available price. The customers
have no direct investment in the store and simply by purchasing commodities from the store have
no claim on the store’s assets. However, should the consumer become dissatisfied with a service
of product provided by the store, they have every right to take their business elsewhere. While
investment risk in the store is shouldered entirely by stockholders, there is no guarantee of fuil
recovery of cost and a return on investment.

In contrast, regulated utilities are granted monopoly status within a defined service
territory. Consumers do not have the ability to shop elsewhere if dissatisfied with the service
provided by an electric utility. The utility, by virtue of regulation and of a captive customer base,
enjoys a stable demand not generally subject to fluctuations from migrating customers, competition,
or economic conditions. In addition, it is provided an authorized range of return on investment.
Rates are set to provide that rate of return as closely as possible. Thus, the utility enjoys relatively
predictable and stable revenue streams. As a result, it also enjoys certain advantages in the capital
markets through improved credit and bond ratings. It is given predictable depreciation schedules
and recovery periods and this also serves to improve its ability to raise capital. In addition, the
utility enjoys insulation from investment decisions which become prematurely obsolete or no
longer cost effective. That is, in a reguiated environment, rates are set to provide an opportunity
for complete recovery of investment even if the asset does not remain productive.

Having drawn these distinctions between regulated and nonregulated products, is there any
characteristic of the regulated investor-owned utility industry that would confer some ownership
rights on consumers of utility service? It seems that there is a symbiotic relationship between
utility consumers and investor-owned utilities in which both parties receive some benefit and bear
some risk by virtue of regulation. It is not clear that any of those benefits or risks confer outright
ownership rights to customers. Stockholders clearly own the assets of the utility. However,
regulators and lawmakers have some responsibility to ensure reasonable outcomes for both the
consumers and utility stockholders. Should the stockholders engage in behavior regarding the sale
of assets that would in some way threaten the safety, reliability, and adequacy of utility service or
serve to increase stockholder vaiue while having a demonstrable negative impact on consurmers
and the rates they pay, public policy makers should exercise diligence to mitigate such actions.

Policy Implications

Moving to competition is an irreversible course that should not be embarked upon without
reasonable certainty that it offers greater benefits to consumers than traditional regulation. One
issue that must be carefully considered is the impact of stranded costs and benefits. Much has been
made of the so called regulatory compact and how it impacts these policy decisions. In short, the
regulatory compact provides the utility with an opportunity to make a reasonable return on its
investment and requires the utility to provide safe, adequate, and reliable service at a regulated
price. The compact provides the customer with safe, adequate, and reliable service ata
reasonable price and prevents monopoly abuse that would otherwise result in excessive prices and
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potentially inferior service. As previously noted, there are commensurate risks and protectlons
built into the process that work to the benefit of both customers and utilities.

Under the regulatory compact, consumers have a right to expect that regulators and public
policy makers are vigilant and will not permit actions that they believe will have a long-term
detrimental impact on consumers or utilities. In any transition to a more competitive market for
electric generation, the risks and benefits change for each party. The divestiture of generation
assets t0 a more competitive environment shifts the risk of investment recovery from customers to
generation owners and the marketplace. By maintaining the obligation to serve and removing
generation assets from the regulatory umbrella, the distributionutility incurs risk in ensuring power
delivery through purchased power contracts and in controlling the costs associated with such
contracts.

With respect to the treatment of stranded costs and benefits, what options do public policy
makers have? Several states have already addressed the issues of stranded costs and benefits. In
California, where divesture of generation assets were required, policy makers required recovery
of stranded costs from consumers. Most other states that have proceeded to a competitive
generation (and/or retail) energy market have permitted full or at least partial recovery of stranded
costs. Some states have time-limited that recovery, some have included periodic true-ups during
the transition, and several have required a showing of mitigation steps to minimize the level of
stranded cost. It should be noted that the majority of states that have been in the vanguard of
pursuing a rmore open energy market have, historically, had high cost generation. As such, these
states have primarily had to address the issue of stranded costs, not stranded benefits. One state
that has just recently addressed the issue of stranded benefits is the State of Oregon. The Oregon
Public Utilities Commission identified stranded benefits for at least one utility and has provided
for credits on consumers’ utility bills to reflect those benefits.

One way of expressly dealing with the issue of stranded costs and benefits that seems to be
gaining favor is to require generation assets to be valued in an open competitive auction. Many
believe that the actual sale of generating assets in an open bid type auction is the best way, and
perhaps the only way, to definitively define stranded costs and benefits. The issues that should be
considered in a divestiture auction include:

1. Timing - to maximize the proceeds you probably would not want to flood the
market all at once. Consideration should be given to whether generation assets
should be sold one at a time; in blocks; or by fuel type.

2. Structure -~ Most states have required their utilities to file a plan for approval
by the public utility commission. Typically if generation assets are sold, they are
sold in a closed RFP bid type process.

3. Dispersing the auction proceeds -- How should the proceeds of the auction be
dispersed? Obviously you would pay off the remaining debt on any generation
assets. If the proceeds are not enough to cover the net book value, you have
stranded costs; if the proceeds are greater than the net book value, you have
stranded benefits. Should customers or stockholders pay/receive the stranded
costs/benefits? What cost recovery mechanism should be used?




An additional potential benefit of the auction approach is the opportunity for non-a fﬁhated
generation providers to procure lower cost generation facilities such as coal and
nuclear. That would serve to add some competition in a segment of the market controlled, almost
exclusively, by incumbent investor-owned utilities.

Conclusion

It is not clear that current Florida law addresses the issue of stranded cost. At present, the
Florida Public Service. Commission does not have jurisdiction to approve or disapprove the
transfer of utility assets. As such, it appears that the Commission’s jurisdiction to address
stranded cost and benefit issues is limited to conventional after-the-fact prudence review and
ratemaking. It is clear, however, that for regulated utilities the law obligates the Florida Public
Service Commission to provide an opportunity for a return on prudent investment. Not doing so,
may constitute unlawful confiscation of property. As such, if the sale or transfer of utility
generating assets results in stranded costs, it appears reasonable for the Commission to allow for
the recovery of these costs.

With respect to stranded benefits, while consumers may not have direct ownership rights to
the utility’s assets, consumers do have a right to expect public policy makers to ensure reasonable
outcomes for both the consumers and utility stockholders. Assets sold or transferred at a cost
significantly below market value may provide competitive advantage to the ultimate buyer or
receiver of such assets. To avoid such profit taking, it may be desirable to confer the benefit of the
sale or transfer of such assets to consumers,




FPSC Depreciation Treatment
of Investor-Owned Generation Assets

The purpose of depreciation is to systematically spread the recovery of prudently invested
capital over the period the plant items represented by the capital are providing service. The
resultant depreciation expense is a component of the cost of providing service and, ideally, the
timing of the expenses matches the timing of the period of service as well as of the period of time
revenues are produced by the represented items. This matching principle is intended as an
assurance. that the cost related to the plant will be equitably disxibuted across the generations of
ratepayers that are receiving service from the plant.

From a ratemaking viewpoint, traditionally, regulated utility rates inciude an expense and
a return on investment component. In other words, both the depreciation expense associated with
a capital plant investment and a return on the remaining undepreciated portion of a capital plant
investment (remaining book cost) are included in the total revenue requirements used to determine
rates. Also, in the case of certain large scale, capital intensive technologies such as generating
power plants, overall depreciation rates may need to take into consideration the cost of
dismantling the plant at the end of its useful life and restoring the site to preconstruction conditions.
Therefore, overall depreciation expense may include a separate component for the removal and
disposal of generating stations upon retirement.

Depreciation Practices in Florida

Prior to the early 1980's, there was no regular depreciation study cycle required for
Florida electric utilities. Also, the whole life technique was the national standard used in the
development of regulatory depreciation rates. In 1982, the FPSC began using the remaining life
technique in the determination of depreciation rates. The remaining life technique provides
depreciation recovery of the net plant yet to be recovered over the determined remaining life of the
related assets. It self-adjusts for historic over or under recovery, as well as for changes in life or
salvage estimates. This self-correcting quality better ensures full recovery over the related
rematning period of service.

Beginning in 1988, the Commission required Electric Investor-Owned Utilities (10Us)
to submit depreciation studies, at a minimum, every four years. The utilities are permitted and
have been encouraged by the Commission to submit partial studies between the four-year cycle if
there has been a major change in planning, technology, government action, or other circumstances
indicating a need to revise depreciation rates for a particular account(s) or major installation(s).
All I0Us have requested and received off-period reviews as conditions warranted.

Also in the late 1980's, the Commission recognized that the nature and age of the equipment
and structures can vary between generating plants and between units of the same generating site. A
generating station or unit can be looked at as a box - a box containing an assortment of various
types of assets that can be expected to experience varied service lives. Identification of the nature
* of the separate components or groups of components and estimation of the expected lives of the
components provides a more accurate approach to determination of the required depreciation rate.
Thus, began the development of depreciation rates for electric production plants by plant site.



Besides the use of remaining life, the Commission has also utilized capital recovery
schedules (amortization) for plant prudently retiring early and for other exceptional perceived
imbalances in the depreciation reserve. The affected investment and depreciation reserve is
identified and depreciated (using an amortization schedule), ideally, over the plant’s remaining in-
service period. Where reserve imbalances occur as a result of historical failure to recover
technological or governmental impacts, the Commission has provided recovery over as short a
period of time as economically practicable for the utility. In some cases, this can be as short as
one year, Capital recovery schedules are tools used frequently with plant repowering (overhaul)
in which major portions of plant are subject to retirement.

The first time the use of capital recovery schedules was recommended for an electric
IOU’s planned production plant overhauls (1991), the 10U objected indicating that the effect on
earnings from the use of such recovery schedules could lead to a need for increased revenues. The
utility requested a formal hearing arguing that the use of capital recovery schedules was
unnecessary and inappropriate because the use of remaining life would provide recovery over the
remaining life of the associated plant, Utilities generally desired to keep depreciation expenses
low in order to keep expenses down and meet their financial goals. It was not until the mid 1990's
that electric [OUs began to address the need for higher depreciation rates and recovery of reserve
deficiencies. o :

Florida was also the first state in the country to establish a funded reserve for nuclear
decommissioning and a separate unfunded reserve for the removal and disposal of fossil fuel
generating stations upon retirement. The funded reserve for nuclear decommissioning was
established in 1982; the separate reserve for fossil dismantlement was established in 1987.
Nuclear decommissioning studies are submitted for review once every five years; dismantlement
studies are filed in connection with the utility’s comprehensive depreciation study.

The Commission’s approach to depreciation for electric IOUs considers the impact of
technology, government actions, and any other external changes causing some of the components of
an account or generating site or unit to become subject to a much shorter expected life than the
remaining components. The use of the remaining life technique, capital recovery schedules,
amortization of historic reserve imbalances, fossil dismantlement reserve, and nuclear
decommissioning reserve provide the tools necessary for utilities to assess their capital recovery
positions.

A reserve deficiency is the result of failure to properly recover in the past. Where the
deficiency relates to unforeseen factors such as governmental requirements or the introduction of a
new technology, the Commission has provided recovery as fast as economically practicable for the
particular utility. A similar situation occurs with plant which has had its expected remaining
service life substantially shortened, for example, by technological change. The Commission was
among the first of the state or federal regulatory bodies to recognize and separately handle such
reserve imbalances with amortization schedules.

In cases involving eamings investigations, historic overeamings, tax refunds, and
adjustments related to interest synchronization of investment tax credits, the Commission has often
allowed additional depreciation to correct reserve deficiencies in licu of reducing customer rates
or making one-time cash refunds. Additionally, accelerated depreciation recovery has, from time-
to-time, been afforded to certain plant costs being recovered through the Qil Back-Out tariff, the
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Fuel and Purchased Power Cost Recovery Clause, or the Conservation Cost Recovery Clause.
When deemed appropriate, this special recovery approach serves to provide incentives for
utilities to engage in certain cost-savings activities. In most cases where accelerated depreciation
has been permitted, the additional depreciation has been funded by a percentage of fuel savings
achieved. In this way consumers received the immediate benefit of reduced fuel savings and the
longer term benefit of paying down plant investment costs over a shorter period of time than the
period of service of the related assets. '

Depreciation Reserves of Florida Investor-Owned Utilities

The depreciation reserve reflects the amount of investment recovered to date. During a
period of technological change, reserves must be high enough to withstand large retirements as the
old technology is replaced by new. There is no “right” reserve number, and reserves may increase
or decrease for reasons other than inadequate depreciation rates. For example, high growth, such
as Florida is experiencing, can cause reserves to look low because of the large amounts of new
investment that must be added to accommodate the growth. The table below shows the
depreciated or recovery status as of January 1, 2000 for the Florida IOU production plants.

Table 1
IOU Depreciation Reserve Status Reflecting the Amount of Investment
Recovered as of 01/01/00

S '.

FPC 64.52% 57.46% 26.60% 41.16%
FP&L 73.14% 62.02% 44.58% 63.17%
Gulf 52.13% N/A 32.72% 51.83%
TECO 53.43% N/A 22.44% 55.38%

D
Source: FPSC Annual Status Report and FERC Form 1.
Nuclear does not include decommissioning.




As shown in the following two tables, nuclear generation accounts for about 10% and 17%
of the total generating capacity for FPC and FP&L, respectively, while representing about 24%
and 45% of the total generation investment for each company, respectively. It should also be noted
that FP&L filed an application on September 11, 2000 for renewal of the Turkey Point operating
licenses for an additional twenty years. Coal generation represents about 6% of FP&L's total
generation while representing 98% and 80% Gulf and TECO’s total generation. The IOU coal
units are 50% or more recovered.

Table 2 N
Percent Generation by Fuel Type
T "*Stnmnﬁ*‘% e O ol
FPC 47.50 10.08 42.42 100
FP&L 55.57 17.26 2717 100
Gulf 97.53 N/A 247 100
TECO 85.71 N/A 14.29 100

et
Source: Ten-Year Site Plans
Does not include the effect of fuel prices.
® This represents coal, natural gas, diesel, and oil.
** This includes combustion turbines, combined cycle, gas turbines, and waste heat.

Table 3
Percent Generation Investment by Fuel Type
YT " . TR
FPC 50.90 23.64 25.46 100
FP&L 37.67 44.88 17.45 100
Gulf 98.4420+ N/A 1.56 100
TECO 73.26 N/A 26.74 100
N L

R ——————
Source: Ten-Year Site Plans; 1999 Annual Status Report
*This represents coal, natural gas, diesel, and oil.
**This includes combustion turbines, combined cycle, gas turbines, and waste heat.
»*Investment information provided by site. Therefore, percent investment represents total steam (coal and
natural gas).




FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - SUMMARY OF AVERAGE BOOK COST OF GENERATION

ELORIDA POWER & LIGHT Summer MW |  Total Net Plant | Average Book Cost |
Capability | Invesiment ($) | of Generation |
($/KW)
TOTAL SYSTEM® 16,444 2,820,394 800 172}
Plant Sitgs: STEAM PRODUCTION
Cape Canaveral (2 units) 804 24,703,303 31
Cutler (2 units) 215 (1,686,425 (8)
Fr. Myers (Remaining) (2 units) 543 2,022,772 4|
Fi. Myers (Retiring) (2 units) 543 3,401,622 6]
Manatee (2 unils) 1,625 79,882,128 49
Martin (2 units) 1,631 356,385,922 219
Pt. Everglades (4 unils) 1,242 4,956,129 4
Riviera (3 units; 1 retired) 573 890,726 2
Sanford (Remaining) (5 unils; 2 retired) 934 23,447,310 25
Sanford (Retiring) (5 units; 2 retired) 934 6,686,362 7
Scherer (1 unit) 658 304,772,949 463
SIRPP (2 units) _ 254 156,053,961 614
Turkey Point (2 units) 810 34,304,813 42
Plant Sites: NUCLEAR PRODUCTION
St. Lucie (2 units) 1,553 1,030,376,051 T 663
Turkey Point (2 units) 1,386 393,090,752 4 284
Plant Sites:. QTHER PRODUCTION
Ft. Myers (12 units) 636 5,324,301 8
Lauderdale (24 units) 840 8,788,396 10|
Pt._Everglades (12 units) 420 2,046,049 ] 5
Lauderdale (combined cycles) (2 units) 860 328,878,426 382
Martin (2 units) 950 351,535,808 370
Putnam (2 units) 498 59,390,484 119)

*The total net plant investment amount does not include a nuclear decommissioning reserve amount of $1,411,276,582.
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FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - SUMMARY OF AVERAGE BOOK COST OF GENERATION

S

| ELORIPA POWER CORPORATION Summer MW | Tofal Net Plant | Average Book Cost
_ Capability Investment {$) | of Generation |
G/KW) |
TOTAL SYSIEM® 7,525 1,552,415,605 206
Anclote-Oil {2 units) %93 87,287,147 88
Bartow-0il (3 units) 44 23,341,607 53
Crysial. River 1 & 2 (2 units) 853 112,775,008 132
Crystal River 4 & S (2 units) 1,429 379,465,939 266 |
Suwannee-Oil (3 units) 143 {6,372,534) (a5
Higgins {4 units) SEE BELOW SEE BELOW SEE BELOW
Turner (4 units) SEE BELOW SEE BELOW SEE BELOW
Avon Park (2 units) SEE BELOW SEE BELOW SEE BELOW
Plant Sites: NUCLEAR PRODUCTION
Crystal River 3 (1 unit) 774 366,094,676 473
Avon Park (2 units) 52 1,736,857 33
Bartow (4 units) 187 7.031,210 38|
Bayboro (4 unils) 184 3,056,485 17
Debary (6 units) 324 20,377,607 63
Higgins (4 units) 122 2,148,850 18]
Intercession City (6 units) 204 9,537,446 ’ 32
Rio Pinar (1 unit) 13 (156,852) (12)
Suwannee (3 units) 164 10,548,540 64
Turner (4 units) 154 5,570,697 3%
Dcbary (New) (4 units) 319 73,750,925 31
Indercession City (New) (4 units) 152 76,234,808 - 217]
University of Florida (New) 35 28,148,147 T804
Intercession Cily - Siemens 0 19,560,178 N/A
Tiger Bay (2 units) 207 66,718,374 Ep7]
Hines Energy Complex (3 units) 482 253,062,178 525

*The (ol net plant investment amount does not include a nuclear decommissioning rescrve amount of $285,018,964.
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FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - SUMMARY OF AVERAGE BOOK COST OF GENERATION

TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY Summer MW Total Net Plant Average Book Cost

Capability | Investment ($) ion

(S/KW) B
TOTAL SYSTEM® 3,455 1,249,672,569 362
 Plant Sites: STEAM FRODUCTION o
_liig Bend (4 uniis) 1,707 635,362,359 372
Gannon (6 units) 1,120 128,760,051 115
Hookers Point-Oil (5 units) 196 {6,872.412) (35)
Dinner Lake-Oil (1 unit) 11 (247,251) (22)
Big Bend Station (3 units) 136 2,981,738 22
Gannon Station (1 unit) 12 131,007 1
Phillips Station (4 units) 38 19,525,751 s
Polk Station (1 unit) 250 445,187,435 1,781

*Total summer MW capability is 3,470. However, three uniis are currently on reserve shutdown (15 MW).
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 FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - SUMMARY OF AVERAGE BOOK COST OF GENERATION

. " o Bk G

M lnmtmgm_m of ﬁgngra_;ign _ ﬂ

($/KW) B

TOTAL SYSTEM 2,253 457,821,519 203
Plant Sites: STEAM PRODUCTION o
Daniel Plant {2 units) 523 115,362,817 220
Crist Plant (7 units) 1,020 176,937,385 173
Scholz Plant (2 unils) 92 1,448,746 16
Smith Plant (2 units) 352 42,612,511 1
Scherer Plant (1 unit) 219 111,486,435 ] 509
Plant Sites: OTHER PRODUCTION o]
Smith (1 _unit) 2 297,860 9]
Pace (Pea Ridge) (3 units) 15 9,675,765 645
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FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOK VALUE

(12/3111999 ' R T
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT - {8+ C+Df | /T
MW i) (B} (G [12]] . TOTAl. _AE
L DECEIETION N SERVICE | CAPABILOTY [ INVESIMENT |ACCUMULATED|DECOMMISSIONING® DISMANTLEMENT** | ACCUMULATED | ’
DATES S/ W DEERECIATION M_MM
Cape Canaveral ) —
Common 14,889,723 9,615,634 [} 2,351 916 11,967 380
Unit | Apr. 1965 400 / 406 77,831,582 56,132.875 [0 49642031 61,697 078 16,134 504
Unit 2 May 190 201 7 44 64,205,154 54,091,030 [ 44674681 58,558,498 "3.646.636
TOTAL Cape Canaveral 804 7 810 156,926, 459 120,499,535 0 11,781,617 132,223,156 | 24,703,303
oY i
Common - 10,146,768 1,155 410 0 18364 830043 T 1767725
Unit § Nov. 1954 nin 13,453,003 12,378.940 [} 2,128,029 14,506 969 (1,053 966)
Uan 6 Tl 1958 144 7 )d5 22,123.062 20,793,217 0 3.735.009 24,528,246 (3,400,184
TOTAL Cuxler A5 1 N7 5,783 41,327,567 ] 6086691 a7 a3k (1.686,425
Fi. Myers (Remaising) . R
Common 9,991.074 5,177,080 0 3268219 B,445 399 1,545,175
Usis ) Nov. 1958 141 7 142 7,975,780 6 184247 [ 4,573,084 H,757331] (2,781,551
Unit 2 . Jul_ 1969 402/ 402 30,815,410 11,195.734 0 6,361,188 17.55%.922| 3758548
TOTAL Ft. Myers (Remaining) $43 1344 38,782,324 22,557,061 0 14202492 36,759.55| T 1.0m,1M
Ft._ Myccs (Retineg) ' S
Common 6,724,861 3.918.270 0 0 5,918,290 806,591
Unit 1 Nov. 1958 SEE ABOVE 10,259,766 9,967,951 [1] 0 996791 T2 85
Unit 2 Jui. 1965 SEE_ABOVE 26,391,657 24,088,436 [} 1 24,088,436] 2,303,216
TOTAL Fr. Myers (Retiring) SEE ABOVE 43376279 39,574,657 ¢ ] 39,974,637 3,401,622
| Manaice ' N N
Common 104,078,157 69.665.299 0 8 468,733 18,134,032 23,944,123
Unit 1 Ot 1976 815 / 822 149,470,602 114,302 418 [ 7,530,462 121,832 R0 27,631,737
Unit 2 Dec. 1977 810 / 817 133,131,807 99,916,228 0 6,915,208 106,831,526] 26,300,281
(TOTAE, Manatec 1,625 7 1,639 386,680,566 283,883 945 0 22,914,493 306798438 79,882,138 ]
Common : 261,911,925 166,630,507 0 12,023,745 178,654 252 83,257 671
Pipeline 370,942 247,59 D 0| T T T daiseE) T 173,34
Uit | Dec. 1980 w217 736,803,383 177,280,724 [0 7 447 536 184,726,200 52,085,123
Uni 2 Jun. 1981 310 / £21 214,862,456 163,631,034 0 6,965,594 172596928 42,263,518
TOTAL Martin 1.631 7 1,654 713,938,706 309,189,861 [ 26.437.175 357572784 156.385.922

*Decommissioning is the expected cost 1o wally remove and dispose of a muciear power plani.
**Dismanticment is e expecied cost w wally remove and disposc of any other (coal, oil, gas, cic.) generatica plant.
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FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOK VALUE

127317199 E L
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT B+ ey p [T @
MW {4) (8) _ [0 o) RN _AE
DATES AT DEPRECIATION DEFRECIATION | VALUE
PALATKA (has beem retired) 2l ’
Common N/A 0/0 0 0 0 (3,545 G55 31,548
Unit J N/A 670 0 0 o 1,671,741 1,671,741 {1,671,74)
Uinit 2 NiA 0/0 0 [1] 0 4,087 463 4,087 463 4,097 463
TOTAL Palaka NIA b/0 [) [ 1) 5,765,659 | 5,763,659 (3,763,659
Pr._Everglades L - - -
Common 30,311,396 0028313 [ 4,699,302 27727615 2,583,781
Undil 1 Jun. 1960 i m 31,739,764 29,830,308 0 5,084,290 WIS (374804
Unil 2 Apr. 1961 221 7 122 30,682,273 71.891,154 0 495%.9% RN .17
Uni 3 Tul. 1964 EC 7] 71,574,065 63,149,020 0 6,104,863 69,253,887 3,330,183
Unit 4 Apr. 1963 410 ¢ 412 2,371.166 72,134,926 [ 5,890,422 780053500 " 4,%5 k16
TOTAE PL._Evergiaies 1202 7 1248 247,678,664 216,033,723 0 26,688,812 242.72.535] 49561
Riviers .. — |
Commin 13,011,082 9.784,067 0 2,469,786 12253851 757229
Unit 2 (Was been reticed) N/A 0/0 0 [} [ 168,462 168,461 | {168,351)
Una 3 Jun. 1962 m 7w 41,551,901 37,727,581 (] 4,339,441 2,067,004 (315,123}
Unit 4 Mar. 1963 0 1 292 15,197,086 30,766,360 0 4,113,684 3380004 RI7.041]
TOTAL Riviera 5111 518 89,760,065 77,778,008 1 11,091,333 88.869.343| 890,72
Sealord (Remaining) o
Common 28,423,535 14,057,423 0 1,085,993 15,143 416 13,280,119
Unit | (has beew resired) N/A o/ [ ] 0 _ 366,351 366.351]  (366,351)
Unit 2 (s been retired) N/A (¥ 0 0 0 366,351 6,351 (366,351}
Unit 3 May 1959 527154 8,086,365 6.125.443 0 4,073,157 10,198.600] " 4211223
Unit 4 Jul. 1965 391 /394 20,562 526 9,372,809 1 6,016,635 53894 5iT30e
Ui 3 May 1974 CTWE T 52,264 287 38,834,005 0 5.591.1% 44425240 7,830,046
TOTAL Saiford {Remaining) 934 7 2 109,336,713 68,389,680 0 JT499.23 T w5 ussadl] B3 4730
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FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOK VALUE

1373171999 &
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT : B+ C+D |
MW [L]] i8) (o] 7)) | TOTAL | {4 - E)T
| BENCRIETION | CAPABILITY | INVESTMENT |ACCUMULATED ) DECOMMISSIONING | IHSMANTLEMENT [ ACCUMULATEDR | B
BAIES (/W PREPRECIATION DEFRECIATION |~ YALUE
Sanford (Retiring ms) .
Commoa 3,207,775 2,058 866 0 0 2,058,866 1,148,909
Unit 3 - May 1959 SEE PREV. PAGE 9,712,711 8,750,121 0 0 8.7%0,7131 062 0
Unit 4 Jul._1969 SEE_PREY. PAGE 34,971,671 30,396,268 0 o] 30,396,268 4,573,403
TOTAL Sasford {Retiring 1 ts) SEE PREY. PAGE 47092217 41,208 BSS 0 0 ‘u.ms.ssst €.686,367
Scherer - — R
Coal Cars 27,075 403 10,002,973 [} 0 10,002,973 17,072,430
Comaon (Swe} 64,213,973 0,700,428 0 3.458.807 44,160,235 24081738
Common 3 & 4 17,958,337 9,066,227 0 763,55 9.819,78) 8,139,554
Unit 4 Jul. 1988 &8 / 666 455,228 9 206,650,926 0 1,070,029 209,720,955 245,304,154
TOFAL Scherer 658 / 666 568,472,922 266,4H,554 [ 1393391 2637005913 304.772.949]
SIRPP . | —
Coal & Limestone 18,885 667 16,670,842 0 888,505 17,559.347 21,326,300
Cosl Cans 2,342,146 2,703,519 [} [} 2,743,919 98,227
Common 41,774,435 18,859,280 0 2,275,935 20,135.215| 22,639,230
Gypass & Ash 18,976, 7M 10,513,180 [ 254,131 1076731 209423
Uit 1 Apr. 1987 1277 1% 117,615,540 57,315,090 0 #.300,571 65,615,761 ] 51999719
Unit 3 Jul. 1988 127 1 1% 104,643 460 43.412,683 0 4,451,783 52,864 468 £1,780,992
TOTAL SIRPP 254 1 260 326,739,962 154,514,996 0 16,171,075 (170,686,021 [ 156,053.961
Turkey Poind - _ i .
Common i 16,453,783 10,967,359 0 2.440,782 13,408,141 |~ 3,045,642
Uaic 1 Apr. 1967 410 / 411 77.896.235 54.825.014 0 6,039,141 60,864,155 17,092,080
Unid 2 Apr. 1968 400 / 403 55,296,184 35 464 082 [} 5,605 011 41,069,093 14,217,091
TOTAL Twkcy Vot 810 / 814 149,646,202 101,256,455 0 14,084,934 115.341,389] 34304813
Dissanticmest -All Power Plaoss a 31513232 | N .
TOTAL Sieam Production 9,289 / 9,49 2.924,979.936 1,943,562,900 0 212,513,577 2.161,096,477| 763,483 459
Landd and Land Righu 31,046,752 0 0 v o 0 31,046,752
Land and Misceibacous 0 1,119,547 0 [ ENTENT L TN L
TOTAL Secam Productioa Plant 2,956,026,688 1,944 ,682,047 0 217,531,517 2,i62,215,604]  H1811.064]



FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOK VALUE

(12/317199% o (&) .
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT MW . B+ )| TE
IN SERVICE CAPAMILITY 7] @ (] 0 _ _ | __{A-E
| RESCRIFTION RALS ¢ /Wy | INVESTMENT [ACCUMULATED | DECOMMISSIONING j DISMANTLEMENT | BOOK
REPRECIATION DEFRECIATION | ~ ¥ALUE
NUCLEAR PRODUCTION o
Common 343,936,877 07.637.018 0 0 207,637,078 136,20 7%
Unit 3 Dec. 1972 653 7 711 393.916.122 92,352,796 269.954.4% 0 562,307,235{ (168,391 113
Unit 4 Sep. 1973 693 7 7T 472,716,693 317.549.066 300,364,107 0 617,913,073 (145,136,480
TOTAL Turkey Poini 1386 / 14 1,210,629.692 817,532 340 570,318,546 [0 i, 387,857 486 ] (177,227, 799
S1._ Lucie -
Common 454,642 345 DUEP.085 15,751,766 0 250431151 204,211,354
Unit 1 May 1976 839 / 853 670,711,807 372,495,131 315,620,680 [} 68811591 (17.404, 104
Ui 2 Tun. 1983 T4 | 726 1,172, 428,690 660,232,375 231,844,753 0 BSZ,077.128] 280,351,562
Si. Lucie Toal 1,553 7 1,519 2,297,783.042 1,267,406,991 563,217,199 0 1.830,624, 190 | ~ “467,158 85
Sub-Toisd Nuclear Prod 2,939 / 3,013 3508412734 2.084,945,901 1,133,535,745 o]  3.218.481.076] 289 931,058
Laod and Land 12,5%.564 [ o[ 0 0] " 13390564
Unallocsied Nuclear Prodection 0 94,666,667 22,629,068 0 395,738 (121,295.735)
FAS 115 1] 0 255,110, 76% 0 255,111,769 (255.111,769
TOTAL Nuclesr Production Plan 3.521,003.298]  2.133,612,5%8 1.411,276.582 o] 350480 180]  (73.865.882




FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOX VALUE

299 -
FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT B 1 o)
. . MW (4} . i8) {0) _ Ay
DESCRIPTION JM SERVICE | CAPABILITY | INVESTMENT |ACCUMULATED T8
. DATES -] DEPRECIATION _ VALUE
OTHER PRODUCTION = -
= -
Fort Myers {12 units) May 1974 (all) 636 / TN 60,619,349 51,440,794 [0} REE
Lauderdale GTs (24 unity) Aug. 1970-Aug. 1972 B840 / 1,018 §2,730.809 TR E6 [ TIAB AN BTRE 39
PT Everglades GTs (12 units) Aug. 1971 (all) 420 1 508 44,434,141 42,149,006 0 I 7046049
TOTAL Gas Twrbine Product 1.896 7 2,296 187,334,299 168,768,696 0 5,158,146
COMBINED CYCLES
Latsderdnle -
Commoa 118,123,762 40,681,391 0 AL
Usk 4 May 1993 430 7 473 265,755,072 73,156,083 0 130,021,087
Unit § Jume 1993 430 7 475 197,256,293 71,826,665 0 T 414,968 |
TOTAL Combincd Cycles 860 / 950 521135127 187,664,139 0 [ 328,878,426
Mantin
Common 101,396 966 29,328,817 0 71 611,422
Pipeline 33,292,688 7,784 473 0 TS 308A413
Unit 3 Feb. 1994 4715 7 500 193,549,846 31,030,771 5 140,705,603
Unil 4 Apr. 1994 415 / 500 189,637,000 54,761,142 0 133,710,280
TOTAL Mwrtin 950 7 1,000 497,576,788 142,903 203 0 T 351,535 808
Puinam S
Comaon 33,305,882 21,928 847 [ 7,213,600 |
Unia { Ape. 1978 249 1 M7 63,482.804 36,633,347 [} 26231,
Unit 2 Aug. 1977 249 1 797 63,143,956 " 37.583.906 0 TTT249%9,181)
TOTAL Punam 498 1 394 159,932,642 96,146, 100 ] 59,350, 484
TOTAL Othes Production 4204 7 4.340 1,366,278 856 595.484.138 0 755,961,464
Land sad Land Rights 2,830,023 0 0 "1.830,021
TOTAL Other Productioa Plant 1,369,108 §79 595,484,138 [’} | 758,793 486
UNALLOCATED PRODUCTION PLANT [ 69,600 453 [0 T [
TOTAL Production 16432 / 17,222 * 7,846,138 865 4,723, 118,783 1,411,276 582 1,474,718, 668

#Numbers 4o ot jachede 12 MW msigned w0 Turkey Poit Unit 3.
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FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOK VALUE

19

23171999 ] - (£} T
FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION N T
1 MW {A) i iC) 1 (D) __IQAL ] &
_RESCRIFTION MMMMM_M ACCUMULATED | 8 o
_RAIES | /W REPRECIATION —|. REPRECIATION
T — S N S S S — e — .

Anclow-01 2 wnits) Oct. 1974 & O 1978] 993/ 1,044 250,102,084 130,488,913 0 12.926,022 1634149571 87,387,047
Barivw-Oil (3 units) Sep. 195K-Iul. 1963 4417 452 114,955.968 74,654 958 0 16,956,403 91,614,361 33,341 007
Crystal River | & 2-Coal (2 umits) Oct. 1966 & Nov. 1969 853 7 862 345,719,495 209,187,761 [ 23,756,736 _ZR.844,487] 413,775 008
Crysial River 4 & 5-Coal (2 unmity) Dec. 1962 & Oci. 1984] 1,429 7 1,454 882,547,647 472,268 301 1] 30,813,407 02,081 768] " 375363 939
Suwannce-0il (3_units) Nov, 1953-0c1 195 143 7 146 30,131,186 26.477,7133 0 10,026.9%7 36,504,720] " (6,372,534
Bartow-Anclowe Pipeline-Gil 16,713,649 7,533,136 0 1,841,597 9,374,731 " 5.348.8%
Cpstal River 1| & 2 Coal Pile 1,009,450 1,029,450 0 q 1,019,450 ~ =%,
Crystal River 4 & 5 Coal Pile 1,721,433 1,127,433 0 0 1,727.433 )
Sieam Symem 5 Yr  Amocization 1.D03.685 391,536 ] 0 91,536 612,149
Sicam Sysem 7 Yr_ Amortzation 130,518 35,17 0 ¢ BT i0s,198
Land 6,538,744 0 0 ] 0] 7 653,744
| Higgins (4 wnita) Mar. 1969-Jan. 1971 |SEE NEXT PAGE 0 [ 11,398,871 11398 871] (11,398.87)
Turser (4 uaits) Oct. 19%0-Avg. 1974 |SEE NEXT PAGE 0 0 0 8,345,012 _ (834500
Avos Park (2 usits) Dec. 1968 (both) |SEE NEXT PAGE ) 0 0 5,107,815 T T.109.815)
lnghs (has been retired) N/A 070 [i] (] 0 78| 831 (51,783
TOTAL Sicam Production 3,862 / 3,958 1,650,710 856 943,784,460 0 121,127,613 1,065.012,073 | 545 698,783
-|NUCLEAR PRODUCTION e
Crystal River 3 Mar. 1977 TH 2 766,651,112 400,556,436 265,018,964 0 685,575,400 81075 JE2
Land 41,218 [ 0 [ I T
TOTAL Nuckar Production TH i ™2 766,692 330 400,556,436 285,018,964 ] 685,575,400 #1.116,930]




FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOK VALUE

20

1273171999 . _ 8 -

FLORIDA FOWER CORPORATION (grc+p] | @
. MW {A) {8 © T Vo fAE T
RATES AL DEFRECIATION DEPRECIATION ]

OTHER PRODUCTION
Avon Park {2 wnits) Dec. 1968 (both) 52764 3.423,600 8,364,563 0 322181 6.686.746] 17136857
Banow (4 wis) May 1972-Jun. 1972 187 7 219 21,049,021 13.266,028 0 751,783 14017 811 7.031.210
Bayboro (4 waids) Apr_ 1973 all) 184 7 232 19,753,591 15,070,126 0 1,626,980 16,697,106 3,05 485
Debary {6 units) Dec. 1975-Apr. 1976 324 7 %0 48,151,982 26,706,77Q [} 1.067,605 TP 20:377 607
Higgins (4 wnits) Mar. 1965-lan. 197) 1227 14 16,282 438 13,517,224 0 616,381 14.133,605] 2,148 850
Imcrcessios City (6 unizs) May 1974 (al) 294 7 366 30,230,926 19,862,732 0 830,748] 20,697,480 9,537,446
Rio Pinar (1 umit) Nov, 19% 13716 2,330.652 1,939,484 0 568,020 2,507,504 (156,852
Suwamare (3 wairs) Oct. 1980-Nov. 1980 164 ¢ 201 28,420,113 17,469,213 0 402,350 17,871,573 10,548 540
Tumnes (4 wsiag) Ca. 190 154 1 194 RAMATI 14,293,342 0 690,434 14,923,776 5,570,697
Debary (Ncw)—(4 wnikts) Oct__1992 (all) 3/ 3n 96,138,754 20,674,663 [ 1,733,166 RATEB] 73,750,935
ton City (New) <@ wais) Oct, 1993 (all) 352 7 316 97,618,503 20,121,277 o 1,262,618 2,383,895 " 75.234.808
Gas Conversion Sies 14,476,370 o 0 7,299,489 7,299,489 7,176,881
University of Flotida (New) Ian. 1994 35 7 41 42,052,260 13,377,568 0 531,545 13,909,113 28,148,147
Intercession Cily - Sicmess Jan_ 1997 07170 22,239 980 2,679 302 0 0 2,679,802 19,560,178
Tiger Bay (2 units) Aug. 1997 (both) 207 / 223 78,135,158 11,107,831 ) 328,933 11,436,784] 66,718,774
Hiacs Escrgy Complci {3 unus) Apr_ 1999 (all) a7 263,235,004 10,176,516 ] [ 10.176,8i6] — 253,062,178
| System 5 year 30,217 3,030 [} 0 8,030 22,247
Pori_Si._foc (s beea retired) N/A 8/0 0 [} 0 489,803 489 803 (489,803
TOTAL 809,132,412 206,575,591 0 18,522,046 225097637 584.034.775]
Land and Land Kights 16,546,153 ] ] 0 Ol 16546153
TOTAL Othcr Production 2,889 7 3,517 825,678,565 206,515,391 [ 18,522,046 225,097,637] 600,580,974
TOTAL Production 1,525 1 8277 3,243,081,751 1,550,916.487 265,0i€,564 139,749.659 1.975.685,110( " 1,267,396,641
r



INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOK VALUE

FLORIDA
1213171999 j D) N
TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY g+ @\
- MW A (8) {0 1 _JOTAL | {4-D]
DATES 15/ W) DEPRECIATION .1 DE

STEAM PRODUCTION v
Big Bend Commoa 123,531,063 51,168,709 4,777,200 55,945,918] 67,585,145
Big Bend Unil 1 Oct. 1970 416 7 426 95,340,346 44,547,174 8,046,453 52,593,627 42,746,719
Big Bend Unit 2 Apr, 1973 416 / 426 90,868,366 39,265,635 5,433,832 44.699.467] 46,168,898
Big Beod Unit 3 May 976 433 / 443 152,135,233 78,338,344 4,911 820 83,270,164 68,865,069
Big Bend Unit 4 Feb. 1985 442 [ 447 383,327,247 144,277,747 13,262,518 157,540,265 235 786,982 ]
Big Bend Unit 4 FGD 175,262,783 66,962,273 5,494,207 72,456,480 102,806,303
Big Bend Tools Amoctization 2,136,406 1,268,035 0 1,268,035 868,371
Big Bend Units 1 & 2 FGD 80,135,184 {395,688) 0 (395,688) 80,534,877
TOTAL Big Bend Station - Coal 1707 7 1742 1,102,740,628 425,432,231 41.946.039 467,378.270] 635,362,359
Gannos Common 110,669,996 64,025,163 1,294,926 67,320,089 43,349,901 |
Gannon Unit | Sep. 1957 14/ 114 41,796,776 36,178,611 6,964,712 43,143,343 (1,346,566)
Gannon_Unit 2 Nov. 1958 98 / 98 45,083,505 38,819,779 5,466,535 44,286,314 797,192 |
Gannon Unit 3 OcL. 1960 143 7 i55 60,797,283 49,067,749 5,417,718 54,485,467 6,311,816
Gannon Unit 4 Nov. 1963 159 7169 64,588,900 49,167,096 4,639,009 53,796,105 10,792,794
Gannon Unit 5 " Nov. 1965 232 1 242 54,407,392 26,989,331 4,310,319 31,299.650( 23,107,742
Gannon Unit 6 Oct. 1967 372 1 392 87,075,670 37,556,305 4,298,106 41,854 41L] 45,221,259
Gannon Tools Amortization 1,524,989 999,076 0 999,076] 525,913
TOTAL Gannon Station - Coal 1120 / 1170 465,944,506 302,803,110 34,381,345 337.184.455| ~ 128.760,051

. [ d T

Hookers Poisd-0il (5 units) Jul. 1948-May 1955 196 / 204 53,458,562 49,693 83§ 10,637,136 60,330.974|  (6,872.412)
Dinncr Lake-0i) (1 unit)* Dec. 1966 /1t 3,621,251 3,465,202 403,300 3,868,502 (247,251)
Common 8,445,144 4,326,269 0 4,326,269 4,118,875
TOTAL Sicam 3034 7 3127 1,634,210,091 785,720,649 87,367,820 873,088.469| 761,121,622

*On reserve shutdown
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FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOK VALUE

(1273171909 . __ o
TAMPA ELECTRIC COMPANY (B+C | ®m
MW “) B ) . LOTAL | {4 -D}
DATES 5/ W) REPRECIATION -| DEPRECIATION | VALUE
OTHER PRODUCTION o '

Big Bend Station -
Combustion Turbine #1 Feb. 1969 12 /17 1,758,260 1,632,211 0 1,632,211 T 126,049
Combustion Turbine £2 & #£3 Nov. 1974 (boih) 124 / 160 20,792,179 17,936,489 343,940 17936,489| 2,855 6%

TOTAL Big Bend Station 136 / 17} 22,550,438 19,568,700 343,940 19,568,700 2,981,738

Gannon Station (i unit) Mar. 1969 12117 1,865,194 1,734,187 67,240 1,734.187 131,007

Phillips Sialion (4 units)** Jan. 1956-Jun. 1983 387 38 59,919,513 40,393,762 974,767 '40,393,7§g 19,525,751 |

Polk Station (| uait) Sep. 1996 250 / 250 512,070,603 66,883,168 3,865,705 66,883,168 | 445,187,435

TOTAL Ofther Production 436 / 482 596,405,748 128,579 817 5,251,652 133,831,469| "~ 462,574,280
Sub-Total Steam & Other Production 3,470 /7 3,609 2,230,615,840 914,300,466 92619472 914,300,466 | 1.316,315.374]
Non-Depreciable Property-Land 25.976.667 [} 0 O] 25,976,667
TOTAL Production 3,470 / 3,609 2,256,592,507 914,300,466 92,619472|  1,006,919,938] 1,249.672.569

i TOTAL Production accounting for rescrve

3,455 7 3.5

shutdowns (3 units: 15 MW)

**Two Phillips unitsi on reserve shutdown




FLORIDA INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES - NET BOOK VALUE

1213171999 o) .
GULF POWER COMPANY {8+ C E
MW “) {8) (€ _ | TOTAL | {4 -Dj
DESCRIPTION AN SERVICE | CAPABILITY | INVESTMENT |ACCUMULATED | DISMANTLEMENT | ACCUMULATED | Q0K
STEAM PRODUCTION [
Danicl Plant (2 uaits) Sep. 1977 & Jun. 1981 523 / 523 227.493,332 101,872 485 10,258,030 112,130,515 115,362 817
Crist Plant (7 uniis) Jan. 1945-Aug. 1973 | 1,020 7 1,020 389,194,660 179,546,590 32,710,685 212,257,275] 176,937,385
Scholz Plant (2 uaits) Mar. 1953 & Oc1. 1953 2 /9 29,249,232 20,733,185 7,067,301  27,800485| 1,448.746
Smith Plant (2 units) Jun. 1965 & Jun 1967| 352 1 352 113,563,160 8,397,368 12,553,290 ~ 70,950,658] 42,612,511
Scherer Plant (1 unif) Jan. 1987 219 / 219 176,032,622 60,587,918 3.958,269 64,546, 187] 111,485,435
TOTAL Sicam Production 2,206 7 2,206 935,533,015 421,137,546 66,547,575 487,685,121 | 447,847.8%4
OTHER PRODUCTION _ L L
Smith (1 unit) May 1971 32740 4,341,535 3,965,317 18,358 4,043,675 297,860
Pace (Pea Ridge) (3 units) May 1998 15715 10,481,919 806,154 [} 806,154 9,675,765
TOTAL Other Production 47755 14,823,454 3,771,4T1 78,358 4,849.8291 " 9,973,625
TOTAL Production 2,253 7 2.261 950,356,469 425,909,017 66,625,933| 492,534,950| 457.821.519
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