GAZIFÈRE INC.

QUESTIONS DE L’ACIG

CAUSE TARIFAIRE 2000


Question 1) GI-4, doc. 1, p. 1

A) Please provide a detailed description of each services provided to Gazifère Inc. by Enbridge Consumers.

B) Please provide, for each said services, details of the management fees charged by Enbridge Consumers Gas to Gazifère Inc. for the year 2000, which amount to $1,033,800.  Do not simply provide an update of exhibit GI-11, doc. 1.6.  Please provide complete details of all expenses found under the various headings of this last exhibit (Administration, Billing, I,S, Cost, Treasury, Operation Department and Directors – Eastern Region). 
Response :

Please see the response to the Regie’s interrogatory 5.1.

Question 2) GI-4, doc. 1, p. 1

Using the information requested above, please provide a table using the format below.  Again, please provide complete details of all expenses found under the various headings of exhibit I-11, doc. 1.6 (Administration, Billing, I.S. cost, Treasury, Operation Department and Directors – Eastern Region).

Response :

Please see the response to the Regie’s interrogatory 5.1.

Question 3) GI-4, doc. 6, p.3. 

Please provide the amount of costs not fully recovered, as well as any and all studies conducted to establish this amount.

Response :

Please see the response to the Regie’s interrogatory 2.1 for details of the amounts that have not been recovered from either the Ontario or Quebec ratepayer.  To the extent that Gazifere purchases services identified in the “direct billings” category from third parties, these amounts are not recovered as well.

Enbridge Consumers Gas is unwilling to provide “any and all studies conducted to establish this amount” for several reasons.  The volume of paper is substantial and while some aspects may be summarized, without knowing the purpose behind the request, Enbridge Consumers Gas would not be able to identify the appropriate summaries.  Enbridge Consumers Gas could not ensure completeness of the requested information due to the statement “any and all”. Information on the historical cost allocation process has been provided in the response to IGUA’s interrogatory 6.

Question 4)  

A) Is it your testimony that Ontario ratepayers presently subsidize Québec ratepayers? 

B)  If so, please provide details of the amount thus subsidized, as well as any and all studies conducted to establish this amount. 

Response :

The Ontario ratepayer is not subsidizing the Quebec ratepayer.  The fully allocated cost of Enbridge Consumers Gas providing services to Gazifere is removed from the Ontario Utility cost of service.  To the extent that the fully allocated cost is not recovered from Gazifere, it is the Enbridge Consumers Gas shareholder that is subsidizing the Quebec ratepayer.

Question 5)  GI-4, doc. 6, p. 3

Will the announced increase of $650,000 in the management fees charged by Enbrige Consumers Gas to Gazifère Inc. be used to reduce Enbridge Consumers Gas’ rates or will it go to its shareholders?

Response :

Please see the response to the Regie’s interrogatory 7.2.

Question 6)  GI-4, doc. 6, p. 3

Please provide any and all studies conducted in this regard. 

Réponse :

The Cost Allocation Manual prepared by Enbridge Consumers Gas and filed in its EBRO 497 proceedings is filed to the Régie for consultation from all interested parties at GI-4, doc. 6.6.  The manual describes how the fully allocated cost of services performed for Gazifere, prior to the 2000 Budget, would have been determined.  For the 2000 Budget of Enbridge Consumers Gas, the cost allocation study was not performed to determine the non-utility elimination due to the implementation of a PBR formula for the derivation of O&M, of which the non-utility elimination is a component.

To determine the fully allocated cost of providing services, where a market price could not be reasonably determined, Enbridge Consumers Gas department managers were given the following guidance:

Fully Allocated Cost

· to develop a fully allocated cost, calculate the direct labour and associated departmental overheads

· apply an overhead factor of $40,000 per FTE to the labour dollars

· the overhead factor takes into account fringe benefits as well as IT costs, office space, furniture and other corporate overheads

· for example:

Employee’s time spent on an affiliate’s project
300 hours


Total productive work hours of the employee
1,593 hours


Amount of the employee’s time expressed as an FTE
0.19 FTEs
(300 hours/1,593 hours)

Employee’s salary
$75,000


Employee’s hourly rate
$47
($75,000/1,593 hours)

Labour cost
$14,100
($47/hour * 300 hours)

Overhead factor
$7,600
(0.19 FTEs * $40,000)

Total cost based price before return
$21,700
($14,100 + $7,600)

Return on Invested Capital

· a return on invested capital must be included

· this return can be calculated by applying a capital factor of $50,000 per FTE to the FTE figure used for the application of overheads, any direct capital used in the provision of services should be added to this amount and the Board approved rate of return should be applied to the total capital

· the 2000 Budget requested rate of return is 8.57%

· an example of  the calculation of return on invested capital:

Amount of the employee’s time expressed as an FTE
0.19 FTEs


Capital factor
$9,500
(0.19 FTEs * $50,000)

Rate of Return
8.57%


Return on Invested Capital
$831
($9,500 * 8.75%)

Total Cost based price
$22,531
($21,700 + $831)

The $40,000 overhead factor and the $50,000 capital factor were developed from the historical cost allocation study.
Question 7)  GI-4, doc. 6, p. 3 

A) Does Gazifère Inc. intend to apply for such an exemption in view of the next rate case?

Response :

The Affiliate Relationships Code (the “Code”) governs Enbridge Consumers Gas.  It would be Enbridge Consumers Gas that would apply for an exemption if one were being sought.  Enbridge Consumers Gas is not applying for an exemption under Section 1.6 of the Code.

B) If not, why not?
Response: 

As stated in the written direct evidence (GI-4, Document 6, Page 3), an exemption is not being sought because the Ontario Energy Board would be unlikely to change the methodology for removing costs from the Ontario Utility cost of service for services provided to Gazifere.  Without this change, Enbridge Consumers Gas would continue to be faced with the situation of recovering less than the fully allocated cost of providing service.

Question 8)  GI-4, doc. 6, p. 3

Please provide any and all studies conducted to establish the fully allocated costs as they relate to services provided by Enbridge Consumers Gas to Gazifère Inc.

Response:
The fully allocated cost of services provided to Gazifere for the 2000 Budget have been developed by the responsible Enbridge Consumers Gas department based on the guidance reproduced in the response to IGUA interrogatory 6.

Question 9)  GI-4, doc. 6, p. 3

Please provide detailed documentation of the charges per unit of service rendered by Enbridge Consumers Gas to Gazifère.

Réponse :

Please see the response to the Regie’s interrogatory 5.1.  Where market prices have been used to price services, the unit prices can be found in the comment letter provided by Ernst & Young (Ernst & Young’s letter is filed at GI-4, Document 6.2).  Where fully allocated costs have been used to price services, the amounts have been determined based on the guidance reproduced in the response to IGUA interrogatory 6.

Question 10) GI-4, doc. 6, p. 7

A) Please pprovide said fee schedules, as well as any and studies conducted to support this finding.

Response:

Please refer to the response for the Regie’s interrogatory 7.2 for the fee schedule. Two (2) studies that are provided as part of this response are a position paper prepared by TMG Resources and Assistance dated August 9, 1999 and pre-filed evidence of Computer Science Corporation (CSC) to the Ontario Energy Board dated June 6, 1999.  

Gazifère a déposé l’étude auprès de la Régie pour consultation par toutes les parties.

B) Also, please provide a copy of the CIS Services Agreement for Gazifère Inc. and for Enbridge Consumers Gas.

Response :

The Company cannot file a copy of the CIS Services Agreement between Gazifère and Enbridge Commercial Services as the Company is currently negotiating the terms of the agreement with ECS. A copy of the draft CIS Services Agreement dated June 18, 1999 between Enbridge Consumers Gas and Enbridge Commercial Services is attached.  It is anticipated that the Company’s agreement will be in a similar format and contain similar content. Attachment 1 of this agreement describes the functionality of the CIS application.

Gazifère a déposé l’étude auprès de la Régie pour consultation par toutes les parties.

C) Do you agree that the CIS charges approved by the OEB for Enbridge Consumers Gas should be equal, in proportion, to the CIS charges requested from Gazifère Inc
Response :

The Company agrees that the CIS charges to be paid by Gazifère should be comparable to the fee that ECG has agreed to pay for CIS services on a per customer basis.  This fee should be in proportion to the ECG CIS fee with respect to the functional requirements of the two utilities.

Question 11)  GI-4, doc. 6, p. 8

Please provide the average « customer care » cost per customer for Gaz Métropolitain, Enbridge Consumers Gas and Pacific Northern Gas.

Response:
The Company is only able to provide the average “customer care” cost for Enbridge Consumers Gas. It is included in the Computer Science Corporation (CSC) study filed in response to interrogatory 10a on page 6. The Company does not have data available for the other two utilities. 

Question 12)  GI-4, doc. 6.1, pp. 4 and 5.

Please provide the criteria which Enbridge Consumers Gas applies to determine whether the management fees it charges to Gazifère Inc. fall within the ambit of section 2.2 of the Affiliate Relationships Code for Gas Utilities (Sharing of Services and Resources) of within section 2.3 of said Code (Transfer Pricing).

Response:

There is no difference in the activities underlying section 2.2 and 2.3 of the Affiliate Relationships Code.  Section 2.2 details the conditions under which services can be provided and Section 2.3 details how those services should be charged to an affiliate.

Question 13)  GI-4, doc. 6.1, pp. 4 and 5.

Please provide a copy of any and all Services Agreements entered into by and between Enbridge Consumers Gas and Gazifère Inc.

Réponse :

Gazifère a déposé le document auprès de la Régie pour consultation par toutes les parties.  Voir GI-4, document 6.1.2 10 pages.

Question 14)  GI-4, doc. 6.1, p. 5.

Please provide any and all tendering process and bids made pursuant to this section.

Réponse:

Il est à noter que l’article 2.3.2 du « Affiliate Relationships Code for Gas Utilities » vise les achats effectués par un distributeur ontarien assujetti au code.

Quant à Gazifère, elle n’a pas encore implanté de processus d’appels d’offres suite à l’entrée en vigueur du nouveau code.  Il faut reconnaître qu’il s’agit d’un processus exigeant en temps et en ressources qui prendra un certain temps à implanter.  De plus, il faut réaliser que pour Gazifère il ne sera pas possible et/ou avantageux de procéder par appels d’offres pour tous les services offerts par le groupe Enbridge.
The Affiliate Relationships Code (the “Code”) governs gas utilities in Ontario.  Section 2.3.2 of the Code is referring to situations where Enbridge Consumers Gas is purchasing services from an affiliate.  This section does not govern Gazifere’s determination of the appropriate price to pay for a service it purchases from an affiliate.

Question 15) GI-4, doc. 7, p. 1

Please document whether Gazifère has explored in-house production of the services currently provided by Enbridge Consumers Gas.  Please provide any information as to the costs of in-house production of these services.

Réponse:

Depuis déjà un certain temps Gazifère rapatrie sur une base régulière certains services auparavant offerts par Enbridge, lorsqu’il est avantageux de le faire (Voir aussi la réponse aux questions 1.1 et 1.3 de l’OC/ACEF).  Mais à cause de la petite taille de Gazifère, il n’est souvent pas avantageux et/ou pratique qu’elle effectue elle même certaines fonctions.  Plus spécifiquement, dès qu’une fonction exige une expertise pointue, des investissements considérables ou est requise sur une base irrégulière (par exemple lors d’urgence ou en périodes de pointe) il est habituellement avantageux pour un petit distributeur tel que Gazifère d’utiliser les services d’un gros distributeur tel qu’Enbridge.
Question 16)  GI-4, doc. 3, p. 4

Please document step-by-step how the derived productivity factor was calculated.  In particular, what input and output measures were used?  What price indices were used to calculate an inflation adjusted measure of the inputs?

Response:

As noted in A7, the derived productivity factor of 1.67% is derived by applying the proposed formula “in-reverse” over the historical O&M, customer and inflation data.

The proposed formula is:

O&Mt+1 = O&Mt X (1 + Growth – Productivity) X (1 + Inflation)

By rearranging this formula, one can solve for productivity as such:
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Applying this formula for each year of history results in the estimate of annual productivity.  The average over the 10 year history is 1.67%.  Calculations are shown in the following table.  Calculated in this fashion, there are no inputs or output measures that go into the productivity estimate in the way that is done using the direct Multi Factor Productivity methodology.

Calculation of Productivity










Fiscal
Total O&M
Total Customers
Canadian CPI
Calculated Productivity

Year
($)
(% chg)

(% chg)
(%chg)

(%chg)

1987
1952049

10462

4.38%



1988
2136466
9.45%
10668
1.97%
4.07%

-3.20%

1989
2140681
0.20%
10898
2.16%
4.73%

6.48%

1990
2393690
11.82%
11140
2.22%
4.83%

-4.45%

1991
2652169
10.80%
11783
5.77%
5.84%

1.09%

1992
3004889
13.30%
13338
13.20%
2.05%

2.17%

1993
3400625
13.17%
14792
10.90%
1.85%

-0.21%

1994
3723477
9.49%
16343
10.49%
0.62%

1.67%

1995
3825572
2.74%
17696
8.28%
1.64%

7.20%

1996
3958925
3.49%
18564
4.91%
1.58%

3.03%

1997
4199598
6.08%
19621
5.69%
1.87%

1.56%

1998
4383845
4.39%
20885
6.44%
0.98%

3.07%










Average

7.72%

6.55%
2.73%

1.67%

Question 17)  GI-11, doc. 3, p. 4

Please explain in detail why the gross margin method is best suited to allocate surplus earnings among customer rate classes.

Réponse :

Nous avons déjà décrit à la pièce GI-11, document 1, page 16 de 16, lignes 7 à 25 les raisons pour lesquelles nous recommandons l’approche de la marge brute.

Question 1) GI-4, document 7, page 1, ligne 9

Deduct : capitalized management fees : 220.1 (000$)

1.1 Est-ce à dire que Gazifère transfère dans sa base une partie des dépenses d’administration?

1.3 Est-ce qu’il y a d’autres dépenses capitalisées qui n’apparaissent pas dans la formule et qui se retrouvent dans la base de tarification?  Si oui, pourriez-vous détailler toutes les dépenses reliées aux charges d’exploitation qui sont capitalisées.

Réponse :

Tel que prescrit par l’ordonnance GC-1 du 24 octobre 1977 concernant la classification uniforme des comptes des distributeurs de gaz et modifiée par l’ordonnance GC-24 du 27 mars 1980, sous la rubrique « Installations acquises ou construites » Gazifère capitalise des charges telles que :

· Le coût de la main-d’oeuvre;

· Les frais généraux tels que les frais de génie, de surveillance et d’administration;

· Le transport des travailleurs;

· Le coût d’opération & d’entretien d’équipement lourd;

· Le coût du matériel & des fournitures.

1.2 Est-ce que le montant de 314.7 (000$) est déjà inclus dans le montant de la base tarifaire présenté dans le document initial?  Si non,  veuillez déposer une mise à jour de la pièce en questions.

Réponse :

Lors du dépôt initial du 28 juin 1999 le montant de 314,700$ n’était pas entièrement inclus dans la base de tarification, puisqu’à ce moment le code « Affiliate Relationships Code for Gas Utilities » qui imposait la valeur marchande 

comme prix de transfert pour toutes transactions entre sociétés affiliées n’était pas en vigueur.
Le montant des frais de gestion qui a été capitalisé lors du dépôt initial s’établit à 179,900$.  La pièce GI-8, document 2 a donc été mise à jour pour refléter l’écart entre le montant établi à la valeur marchande, 314,700$ et le montant inclus lors du dépôt initial, 179,900$, soit 134,800$.

Question 2.1) GI-4, document 6, question 5, page 2

Veuillez documenter cette affirmation. :

The following table details the amounts removed from the Enbridge Consumers Gas Ontario utility cost of service related to services provided to Gazifere.  This amount is compared to the amounts which may be included in Gazifere’s budget (see note below).  The difference is the amount which is not recovered in the cost of service of either entity:


1997 Board Approved

($000’s)
1998 Board Approved

($000’s)
1999 Board Approved

($000’s)

Amount removed from Enbridge Consumers Gas Budget:




Management fees, direct billings and inventory charge
1,285.7
1,536.6
1,440.3

Eastern Region
335.2
358.1
361.2


1,620.9
1,894.7
1,801.5






Amount included in Gazifere Budget:




Management fees
363.4
392.9
429.7

Direct billings1
73.5
214.0
250.3

Eastern Region
335.2
358.1
361.2

Inventory charge
259.0
300.7
275.0

Total Gazifere Budget
1,031.1
1,265.7
1,316.2






Difference
589.8
629.0
485.3

Note:
The services underlying the direct billings may be budgeted by Gazifere at an amount different from that forecasted to be billed by Enbridge Consumers Gas.  These are services that Gazifere is expected to need in the Test Year but may be provided by someone other than Enbridge Consumers Gas. As Enbridge Consumers Gas must eliminate costs on a forecast basis prior to Gazifere determining their budget, amounts are eliminated for services that may be provided by other parties at a different amount.

Question 3.1)  GI-4, Document 6, question 7, page 3

Veuillez expliquer en quoi la compagnie ne peut récupérer tous les coûts des services fournis qu’elle réclame?

Response :

Enbridge Consumers Gas’ historic transfer pricing methodology charged for direct labour and associated fringe benefits of the employees providing services, direct non-labour expenses and an appropriate share of department specific overheads directly supporting the provision of these services.  Other overheads such as the office operating costs relating to Enbridge Consumers Gas employees providing services are removed from cost of service under a fully allocated costing methodology, however theses costs were not charged to Gazifere.

Question 4.1) GI-4, document 6, question 8, page 3

Veuillez déposer la liste complète de toutes les informations (services, montants exacts, descriptions, etc.) qui ont été remises à Ernst & Young pour leur analyse en relation avec Gazifère Inc.

Réponse :

A meeting was held with Ernst & Young to initiate the review of the applicability to Gazifere of the market pricing work they had previously completed for Enbridge Consumers Gas.  Beyond discussions in that meeting on the analysis being requested and the similarity of services, there was no new information related to Gazifere that was provided to Ernst & Young.

Question 5) GI-4, document 6, question 9, page 4

5.1 Veuillez détailler chacun des trois postes mentionnés, et donner pour chaque item, la méthode utilisée pour obtenir le prix mentionné (« market price » ou « fully allocated price »), et veuillez expliquer / justifier les augmentations impliquées.

Response :








Demande 5.1














 1999 Rate Case ($000's) 
 2000 Rate Case ($000's) 
 Change ($000's) 
Pricing Methodology Applied in 2000 Budget
Explanation

Administration






Risk management
 7.9 
 12.5 
 4.6 
market price
7% increase in time estimate, remaining increase due to change in pricing methodology

Legal and corporate services, executive and area admin.
 36.5 
 10.5 
 (26.0)
market price
decrease due to a reduction in the level of service provided.  As well as the reclassification of executive time as an overhead which is already included in market prices for other services

Accounting, tax and payroll services
 13.3 
 11.5 
 (1.8)
Market price
decrease due to a reduction in the level of service provided

H.R.  Compensation
 20.4 
 30.0 
 9.6 
market price
increase due to change in pricing methodology

Operations services and litigation
 10.0 
 47.6 
 37.6 
fully allocated cost
direct departmental overheads previously not recovered ($15,000), remaining increase due to change in pricing methodology

Fringe benefits
 29.5 
 -   
 (29.5)

no longer required to bill separately because they are included in market prices or fully allocated costs

Meter reconditioning
 33.7 
 26.0 
 (7.7)
fully allocated cost
decrease due to a reduction in the level of service provided

Other
 3.8 
 4.6 
 0.8 
fully allocated cost



 155.1 
 142.7 
 (12.4)










Billing Services






Low and moderate volume customers
 99.7 

 (99.7)



Large volume customers
 1.6 

 (1.6)



Modifications to billing system
 49.4 

 (49.4)



Billing Services

 305.1 
 305.1 
market price
total price based on cost per bill

CIS

 185.7 
 185.7 
market price
total price based on cost per bill


 150.7 
 490.8 
 340.1 










Information Services






Equipment rental and network connections
 49.9 
 74.1 
 24.2 
market price
includes desktop support in 2000 not explicitly identified in the past, remaining increase due to change in pricing methodology

Central processing unit
 74.3 

 (74.3)



Maintenance of financial systems

 68.4 
 68.4 
market price
replaces CPU charge, incorporates the underlying CPU activity for the financial systems


 124.2 
 142.5 
 18.3 










Operation Department






Operations - Regulation and Measurement
 30.0 
 47.6 
 17.6 
fully allocated cost
increase due to change in pricing methodology

Operations - Administration
 25.4 
 40.5 
 15.1 
market price
increase due to change in pricing methodology

Maintenance - Regulation and Measurement
 38.4 
 60.9 
 22.5 
fully allocated cost
increase due to change in pricing methodology

Mains - Future survey plans
 108.1 
 111.0 
 2.9 
market price
increase due to change in pricing methodology

Mains - distribution planning
 70.4 
 129.5 
 59.1 
market price
increase due to change in pricing methodology

District measurement and regulation equipment
 41.6 
 74.2 
 32.6 
fully allocated cost
increase due to change in pricing methodology


 313.9 
 463.7 
 149.8 










Directors - Eastern Region






Operations
 27.9 
 56.3 
 28.4 
market price
increase due to change in pricing methodology

Maintenance
 12.3 
 21.2 
 8.9 
market price
increase due to change in pricing methodology

Commercial Sales
 7.1 
 8.8 
 1.7 
market price
increase due to change in pricing methodology


 47.3 
 86.3 
 39.0 










5.2 Veuillez préciser pour quels items le « Fully Allocated cost » était inférieur au prix du marché.

Réponse: 

5.2 The Affiliate Relationships Code requires that Enbridge Consumers Gas charge no less than a market price for services provided to affiliates and only where a market price is not available can Enbridge Consumers Gas charge a cost-based price.  As a result, the fully allocated cost of individual services has not been determined for services where a market price exists. .  The fully allocated cost of Information Services (IS) services were developed as part of the Ernst & Young work and compared to market prices and found to be comparable.

Question 6)  GI-4, document 1, question 11, page 5

6.1 Dans un contexte où le prix du marché lui est imposé, comment Gazifère reçoit-elle des bénéfices provenant de la non-duplication des coûts?

Response :

The benefits of non duplication of costs relate to the fact that Gazifère does not have to fully equip and train a workforce that is not fully utilized within Gazifère (vehicles, repair equipment, etc) to carry out this work.  Rather, it pays only for the services that it actually requires, whether this represents something less than a full time equivalent or not.

6.2 Pourriez-vous expliquer comment le service d’urgence (« emergency coverage  ») fonctionne, ce qu’il en coûte à Gazifère quand elle l’utilise, si cela arrive régulièrement, etc.  Veuillez détailler.

Response:

Both Enbridge Consumers Gas and Gazifère must ensure that they have the appropriate expertise available to respond to potential gas related emergencies at all times during the day and throughout the entire year.  The expertise required for this encompasses both field personnel and supervisory/management personnel.  This emergency coverage is provided by employees who for the most part are employed in the daytime operations of either Enbridge Consumer Gas or Gazifère .  A schedule is prepared where these employees are « On-Call » outside their normal working hours to be available to respond to emergency requests.  For most activities, such as Measurement and Regulation, the volume of work associated only with Gazifère does not allow for enough employees to be retained by Gazifère  to ensure a workable schedule to be prepared to respond to emergencies 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year.  Accordingly Gazifère does not have to gear up for this since they are able to rely on the coverage schedule that has been prepared for Eastern Region of Enbridge Consumers Gas.  Gazifère then will pay for these services only when they actually draw upon them  (i.e. only for the time spent in responding to actual emergencies for Gazifère with no standby charges).  Although, it may vary depending on the time of year, on average Gazifère  may draw on this emergency coverage in the order of less than five times per week.

Question 7)  GI-4, document 6, question 14, page 6

7.1 Est-ce que les services CIS seront fournis en tant que « shared service » par Enbridge Commercical Services Inc à Enbridge Consumers Gas?

Response :

Yes, Enbridge Commercial Services will contract with ECG to provide CIS Services.

7.2 Expliquer comment les coûts ont été calculés pour Gazifère?  Puisque Enbridge Commercial Services Inc acquiert un système déjà développé par Enbridge Consumers Gas, et que Gazifère a déjà beaucoup investi dans le système initial, comment reconnaît-on l’apport de Gazifère dans le coût de transfert?
Response :

Gazifère did not invest in the initial system. Therefore, there is no contribution by Gazifère reflected in the transfer price. The CIS fee to be paid by Gazifère, is a market price for the CIS services which Gazifère is receiving. 

The components of the total market price are detailed in the following attachment 3 and the fee schedule is shown in the following attachment 4. The individual unit rates are not disclosed for reasons of confidentiality.

Attachment 3: 
CIS Business Service Agreement










Activity Forecast
Between Enbridge Commercial Services and Gazifère Inc. 











Contract Term: October 1, 1999 - September 30 2005











Early Termination Pay-Out: Yes (1/3 of forecast Service Activity Fee for period from date of early termination to September 30, 2005.











Version:











Dated:













Contract Year
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
Total
















CPI

1.80%
1.90%
1.90%
2.00%
2.00%





% Growth








Set-Up























Account 


Volume
        23,238 
             349 
            354 
          359 
         364 
       370 
    25,034 

Customer


Volume
        21,987 
             330 
            335 
          340 
         345 
       350 
    23,686 

Meter


Volume
        22,755 
             341 
            346 
          352 
         357 
       362 
    24,514 

Premise


Volume
        22,755 
             341 
            346 
          352 
         357 
       362 
    24,514 

Service Activity























Profile


Total Meters
        22,755 
         23,096 
       23,443 
     23,794 
    24,151 
  24,514 
  141,753 

Measurement


Unlocked Meters
        21,987 
         22,317 
       22,652 
     22,991 
    23,336 
  23,686 
  136,969 

Delivery Billing


Unlocked Meters
        21,987 
         22,317 
       22,652 
     22,991 
    23,336 
  23,686 
  136,969 

Commodity Charge


Unlocked Meters less ABC Accounts
        21,987 
         22,317 
       22,652 
     22,991 
    23,336 
  23,686 
  136,969 

Bills Produced


Average Number of Bills
        23,238 
         23,587 
       23,940 
     24,299 
    24,664 
  25,034 
  144,762 

Rentals


Average Number of Rental Bills
        20,000 
         20,300 
         20,605 
         20,914 
         21,227 
         21,546 
       124,591 

Finance Contracts


Average Number of Finance Contract Bills
             800 
             812 
            824 
          837 
         849 
       862 
      4,984 

Miscellaneous


Average Number of Bills with Other Charges
          4,882 
          4,955 
         5,030 
       5,105 
      5,182 
    5,259 
    30,413 

Summary














Phase-In Credit
 $     (69,854)







Total Services Activity Fees



 $    185,804 
 $    264,164 
 $    273,130 
 $    282,420 
 $    292,330 
 $    302,600 
 $ 1,600,448 

Average Activity Fee Per Customer



 $         8.17 
 $        11.44 
 $        11.65 
 $        11.87 
 $        12.10 
 $        12.34 
 $        11.29 

Early Termination Fee (Optional)



 $            -   
 $             -   
 $    383,493 
 $    292,450 
 $    198,310 
 $    100,867 


Attachment 4: 
Fee Schedule
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Between Enbridge Commercial Services and Gazifère Inc. 


















Charge
Unit
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005












Set-Up Fees:


















Set-Up Fees:
Account 
One Time
 Account  
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   


Customer
One Time
 Customer 
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   


Meter
One Time
 Meter 
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   


Premise
One Time
 Premise 
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $                      -   












Service Activity Fees:

 Profile Fee Components:  

Customer - $3.00, Gas Distribution - $2.50, Misc. - $0.50




Service Activity Fees:
Profile
Each / Year
 Profile 
 $                 6.00 
 $                   6.11 
 $                 6.22 
 $                 6.34 
 $                 6.47 


Measurement
Each / Year
 Measurement 
 $                 2.00 
 $                 2.04 
 $                 2.07 
 $                   2.11 
 $                  2.16 


Delivery Billing
Each / Year
 Delivery Billing 
 $                 2.00 
 $                 2.04 
 $                 2.07 
 $                   2.11 
 $                  2.16 


Commodity Charge
Each / Year
 Commodity Charge 
 $                 0.50 
 $                  0.51 
 $                 0.52 
 $                 0.53 
 $                 0.54 


Bills Produced
Each / Year
 Bills Produced 
 $                 0.25 
 $                 0.25 
 $                 0.26 
 $                 0.26 
 $                 0.27 


Rentals
Each / Year
 Rental 
 $                 0.50 
 $                  0.51 
 $                 0.52 
 $                 0.53 
 $                 0.54 


Finance Contracts
Each / Year
 Finance Contracts 
 $                 0.50 
 $                  0.51 
 $                 0.52 
 $                 0.53 
 $                 0.54 


Miscellaneous
Each / Year
 Miscellaneous 
 $                 0.50 
 $                  0.51 
 $                 0.52 
 $                 0.53 
 $                 0.54 

Early Termination Fees:
Early Termination Fee:
Lump Sum
 $                      -   
 $                      -   
 $          383,493 
 $       292,450 
 $         198,310 
 $        100,867 











Other Service Fees:










Other Service Fees:









Consulting Services


per day
Time & Materials





System Enhancements


per day
Time & Materials





Systems Integration and Conversion Services


per day
Time & Materials




Question 8.1)  Lettre de Ernst & Young, page 6

Puisque les salaires et nombreux coûts sont supérieurs en Ontario, n’y aurait-il pas avantage pour Gazifère à contracter les services au Québec, ou à augmenter son personnel de facon à s’offrir elle-même certains services?

Réponse :

Voir réponses aux questions 1.1 et 1.3 d’Options consommateurs et question 15 de l’ACIG.

Question 9)  GI-11, document 1.13

9.1  M. Marois pourrait-il nous donner plus de détails sur ce que Gazifère a accompli pour résoudre son problème, et comment elle a pris en compte l’urgence de la situation?

Réponse:
La question fait référence à un « problème » et à « l’urgence de la situation ».  Nous présumons ici que la Régie se réfère aux nombreux changements qui se produisent en Ontario et des répercussions sur Gazifère.  Pour ce qui est des services informatiques offerts par Enbridge aux  activités réglementées de Gazifère, nous ne considérons pas qu’il y ait un « problème » ou une «urgence». Il est vrai que le passage à un prix du marché et l’entrée en vigueur de CIS feront augmenter les coûts de Gazifère.  Par contre, il est fort probable que toute solution alternative que pourrait identifier Gazifère serait aussi à la valeur du marché.  En effet, la preuve déposée par Gazifère au soutien du passage à la valeur marchande pour les frais de gestion payés par Gazifère démontre clairement que les frais reliés à l’informatique et au « Customer Care » sont raisonnables et compétitifs. Vois aussi la réponse à la question 9.2.

9.2 Quel montant a été impliqué dans les actions entreprises?  Pourquoi Gazifère n’a pas utilisé le montant accordé pour réaliser les études en question?

Réponse :

Le montant impliqué dans les actions entreprises est de 3,304$.

Tel qu’indiqué dans le préambule, Gazifère a décidé de poursuivre avec les systèmes d’Enbridge.  Par conséquent, il n’y avait plus lieu de poursuivre, du moins pour l’instant, les études en vue de trouver d’autres solutions informatiques.

La décision de poursuivre avec les systèmes d’Enbridge repose sur plusieurs facteurs dont les principaux sont les suivants :

· Les démarches entreprises par Gazifère pour identifier d’autres solutions informatiques sont venues confirmer ce que nous savions déjà, c’est-à-dire que les systèmes et procédures de Gazifère et Enbridge Consumers Gas (ECG) sont étroitement et intimement reliés.  Ceci rend la recherche d’une autre solution informatique beaucoup plus complexe et surtout beaucoup plus lourde de conséquence. 

· Peu importe la solution alternative que nous aurions pu retenir, il était peu probable que cette solution ait été implantée avant l’an 2000.  Ceci était vraiment problématique parce que les systèmes en place de ECG (systèmes « legacy ») n’étaient pas conformes à l’an 2000 et l’intention de ECG n’était pas de les rendre conformes à cause de l’arrivée de CIS.  Par conséquent, Gazifère a jugé qu’il était plus prudent, du point de vue du passage à l’an 2000, d’opter pour le système CIS d’Enbridge qui serait conforme à l’an 2000.

· Un des éléments les plus importants qui a milité en faveur de poursuivre avec les systèmes d’Enbridge était l’arrivée de CIS.  En effet, CIS promet d’améliorer grandement les systèmes actuels et ainsi fournir une solution informatique moderne et efficace à Gazifère.

En résumé, Gazifère n’a pas approfondi pour l’instant ses démarches pour trouver une autre solution informatique car elle est satisfaite que les nouveaux systèmes d’Enbridge lui fourniront une solution technologique adéquate.
Question 1)  GI-4, doc. 1, page 1 de 2

1.1 Does Gazifère consider the management fees charged to it by Enbridge to be controllable by Gazifère?

1.3 If it does consider these fees to be controllable, please support this view in light of the role the « Affiliate Relationship Code for Gas Utilities » adopted by the OEB as of July 31, 1999 has played in determining the fees for test year 2000.

Réponse :

Nous considérons que les frais de gestion payés à Enbridge sont partiellement contrôlables :

· Il y a une certaine flexibilité pour « négocier » certains frais;

· Lorsque le service est discrétionnaire, Gazifère a la flexibilité d’utiliser ou pas ledit service.

· Gazifère peut opter pour des solutions alternatives lorsqu’elles existent à des prix et à des conditions avantageuses.

Au cours des dernières années, Gazifère a rapatrier de nombreux services qui étaient auparavant offert par Enbridge Consumers Gas.  À titre d’exemple, Gazifère s’occupe maintenent de la conception et de l’impression de tous les encarts de facturation.

Par contre, certains changements prennent du temps.  Par exemple, il faudra sûrement un certain lapse de temps pour évaluer pleinement les conséquences du passage à une valeur marchande pour les frais de gestion et pour évaluer les solutions alternatives, si il y a lieu.

1.2 If it does not, please explain why the company considers it to be appropriate to exclude theses fees for test year 2000 but include them as of test year 2001.

Réponse :

Le 31 juillet 1999 la Commission de l’énergie de l’Ontario adoptait le code « Affiliate Relationships Code for Gas Utilities ».  Le code imposait la valeur marchande comme prix de transfert pour toutes transactions entre compagnies affiliées.  C’est donc dire que Gazifère sera maintenant facturé à la valeur marchande pour tous les services fournis par Enbridge Consumers Gas (ECG) ou toute autre compagnie affiliée au lieu d’être facturé au coût.  Les frais de gestion de ECG augmentent de 535,800$ ou 65,9% en 1999-2000 comparativement à 1998-1999, une augmentation considérable.  Voir GI-4, document 7, ligne 8, colonne 3.  C’est la raison pour laquelle Gazifère a jugé bon d’exclure les frais de gestion de la base de calcul de la formule pour établir les charges d’exploitation pour 1999-2000.  Pour l’année témoin 2000-2001 les frais de gestion pourront être compris dans la base de calcul de départ puisque ils y figureront déjà à la valeur marchande.

Question 2) GI-4, document 1, page 2 de 2

Please provide a detailed breakdown for line item 7, the $162,000 imputed to « rationalizaiton measures per D-99-166 ».

Réponse:

La Régie a statué sur le banc lors des audiences du 27 octobre 1999 que Gazifère n’a pas à produire ce détail.

Question 3)  GI-4 document 6, page 2 de 12

3.1 For both the 1999 and 2000 management fees, please provide a detailed breakdown of the transfer prices and corresponding services that have been priced according to fair market value, as well as those that have been priced according to fully allocated cost.

Response :

3.2 For both the 1999 and 2000 management fees, in the case of each service that has been priced according to the fully allocated cost method, please demonstrate that Gazifère cannot obtain equivalent services at a lower cost in the market.

Response:

In fiscal 1999, the management fees were priced according to Enbridge Consumers Gas’ historical transfer pricing policy, which was not a fully allocated cost.  In fiscal 2000, the guidelines of the Affiliate Relationships Code are being followed. The Affiliate Relationships Code requires that Enbridge Consumers Gas charge no less than a market price for services provided to affiliates and only where a market price is not available can Enbridge Consumers Gas charge a cost-based price.  Therefore, where Enbridge Consumers Gas has used a fully allocated cost, it is because no reasonable market equivalent can be determined.

3.3 For both the 1999 and 2000 management fees, in the case of each service that has been priced at fair market value, please provide support that Gazifère cannot obtain equivalent services at a lower cost in the market.

Réponse:

Gazifère n’est pas en mesure démontrer qu’elle n’est pas capable d’obtenir des services équivalents à ceux offerts par Enbrdige à un prix moindre.  Par contre, elle est en mesure de démontrer que les prix payés à Enbridge sont raisonnables et plus important encore, qu’Enbridge offre une grande souplesse à Gazifère, ce qui lui permet d’opérer efficacement son entreprise malgré les nombreuses contraintes imposées par sa petite taille.

In trying to determine a market price for services, Enbridge Consumers Gas may have identified a range of market prices for various services.  To select the most appropriate price within that range, Enbridge Consumers Gas would have ensured there was a reasonable match between the skills Gazifere required, timing, supply and demand in the market and other relevant factors and the market price selected.  Therefore Enbridge Consumers Gas and the Company are satisfied that the Company is paying Enbridge Consumers Gas a comparable price to what it would have cost Gazifere to obtain these services from a third party.

Question 4)  GI-4, document 6, page 3 de 12

4.1 For both the 1999 and 2000 management fees, please demonstrate that the charges to Gazifère are consistent with the revenues shown by ECG.

Response :

Enbridge Consumers Gas identified recoveries from Gazifere of $987,700 related to management fees, direct billings and inventory charges in its 1999 Board Approved budget.  Gazifere included management fees from Enbridge Consumers Gas of $429,700, inventory charges of $275,000 and may have budgeted for other services for approximately $250,300 in its 1999 Budget (see the response to the Regie’s interrogatory 2.1 for an explanation of other services).  The amounts included in Gazifere’s budget total $955,000 which is consistent with the recoveries identified by Enbridge Consumers Gas.  Recoveries of $361,200 related to charges from Eastern Region, underlying the 1999 Board Approved budget, are consistent with the amounts budgeted by Gazifere.

For the 2000 Budget, Enbridge Consumers Gas’ O&M expenses were calculated by applying a PBR formula to an O&M expense base amount.  The costs removed from the Ontario Utility cost of service are a component of the O&M expense base and as such no specific recoveries are identified with Gazifere in the 2000 Budget beyond that of applying the PBR formula to the 1999 base amount.

4.2 Prior to the imputation of these management fees, please indicate the amount of revenue that would have been foregone by ECG for providing these affiliate services.

Response :

Please see the response to the Regie’s interrogatory 2.1 for details of the amounts that have not been recovered from either the Ontario or Quebec ratepayer.  To the extent that Gazifere purchases services identified in the “direct billings” category from third parties, these amounts are not recovered as well.  Due to the application of a PBR formula to determine the 2000 Budget O&M expenses for Enbridge Consumers Gas it is not possible to isolate the impact of the change in pricing methdology for 2000.  The response to the Regie’s interrogatory 2.1 provides an indication of the impact in the 2000 Budget, assuming no changes to the determination of O&M or recoveries.

4.3 Please demonstrate that prior to the imputation of these management fees, ECG was assuming the burden of the additional cost of these services and, in effect, subsidizing Québec ratepayers.

Response :

Please see the response to the Regie’s interrogatory 2.1 for details of the amounts that have not been recovered from either the Ontario or Quebec ratepayer.  To the extent that Gazifere purchases services identified in the “direct billings” category from third parties, these amounts are not recovered as well.  As the unrecovered amounts reside in Enbridge Consumers Gas, Enbridge Consumers Gas has subsidized the Quebec ratepayer.

Question 5) GI-4, document 6, page 6 de 12

5.1 Please provide a detailed specification of the functionality (defined as the capabilities, or functions, that the system is able to perform, and will be used by Gazifère) that will be available to Gazifère in test year 2000 through the CIS Services Areement with Enbridge Commercial Services Inc.

Response :

Please refer to the Company’s response for IGUA’s interrogatory 10.b.

5.2 How were similar functions handled by Gazifère in test year 1999?

Response :

To the extent these functions were previously available, they were performed by ECG or the Company through the existing production systems. These systems will no longer be supported after the implementation of CIS.

5.3 Please compare the functionality that will be used by Gazifère in test year 2000 to the functionality used in test year 1999.

Response :

CIS system functionality that will be used by Gazifère in the 2000 test year will be implemented in phases as part of the CIS project. Release 1A is in production and is the new online customer inquiry component of CIS. The new window based navigation panels are easier to read and display information in a more logical format. The panels have been designed so that the most frequently required information would all reside in the same view. Release 1A results in fewer panels and a streamlined process that should translate to time savings. 

Release 1B will be implemented the first week of November. It consists of a new DB2 database, the integration of customer premise data into CIS, and the introduction of online updates for generic customer information. The integration of customer premise data will mean that staff will not have to 'jump' between two software applications. Since this is currently required by the existing production systems, this will result in time savings. The introduction of the online updates will start to reduce the need for manual transaction cards, which will reduce errors and also save time.

Release 1C will be implemented at the end of February 2000. It contains 'Window Billing', journaling, and more online update capability. Window billing is the capability to bill multiple cycles on the same day if a meter reading is present on file, reducing the lag time between meter reading and billing. This will shorten the collection period resulting in improved cash flow.

Release 2 will be implemented at the end of May 2000 and contains the remaining online update capabilities. Release 3 will be implemented in August 2000 and introduces new credit and collection functionality that will replace the existing Credit Management system. The new credit and collections system will have greater flexibility in terms of from whom and when the Company collects receivables. It also improves the Company’s ability to manage customer payment arrangements and receivables, and to eliminate some of the manual processes that are in place today, resulting in time savings, improved cash flow and more effective collection practices.

5.4 Please provide details of the benefits to Gazifère’s customers of the enhanced functionality and provide an estimate of the economic value of these benefits.

Response :

Refer to the response to interrogatory 5.3 for a description of the expected benefits of the enhanced functionality to Gazifère and its customers. 

While Gazifère expects to receive an economic benefit from the enhanced functionality, the exact amount of that benefit has not been currently estimated.

5.5 Please indicate whether Gazifère plans to initiate a bidding process for CIS services in order to ascertain whether the management fees relating to CIS from Enbride Commercial Services Inc. (ECSI) represent fair market value.  If not, why not?

Réponse :

Voir la réponse à la questions 9 de la Régie.

Question 6) GI-4, document 6, page 8 de 12, footnotes to Table 1

6.1 Please clarify whether Gazifère’s customer care costs in this table are based on test year 1999 or test year 2000 costs.

Response:

The table shown at GI-4 doc.6 page 8 de 12 has been corrected to reflect figures for Gazifère’s 2000 Fiscal Year. Please see the revised table below.

Table 1

Average “Customer Care” Cost Per Customer

Gazifère Inc. (1)
Gas Utility (2)
Electric Utility (2)
Utility Industry (2)

Total “Customer Care”
$60.58
$70.33
$68.76
$68.88

% Difference
0.0%
-13.9%
-11.9%
-12.0%

(1) Customer care calculation based on Gazifère’s 2000 fiscal year (October 1999 – September 2000)

(1) 2000 Estimate of total customers is 23,238

(2) 2000 total budgeted “Customer Care” costs are $1,407,847
(2) Industry customer care costs were based on a calendar year (January to December)

(2) Exchange rate of US $.690 was used to calculate industry averages

6.2 Please provided a breakdown of the « 1999 total budgeted « Customer Care » costs (that) are $1,407,847. »

Response :

The following is a breakdown of the 2000 total budgeted customer care costs of $1,407,847.

Call center, meter reading, customer communications and collection operating expenses

807.0

Uncollectible accounts

110.0

Management fees (1)
Basic billing services
209.1


Utility specific services
96.0


ECSI CIS fees
185.7







1,407.8

Note (1): See GI-4, document 6, page 10 of 12.

6.3 Please provide either the web site citation for the study supporting the FERC distribution utility customer care costs, if available, or a copy of the study if it is not available on the internet.

Response :

The FERC data for the total “Customer Care” costs was drawn from Resource Data International’s “PowerDat” and “GasDat” databases for the year 1997. Table 1 lists gas and table 2 lists electric utilities having less than 100,000 customers included in the sample. 

Table 1

FERC Sample Gas Utilities

Gas Utility

Customer Account Costs
Customer Service and Information

Costs
   Number of Customers

Morse Utility, Inc.

397
1,325
73

D & H Gas Co., Inc.

23,796
6,109
272

Woodsboro Natural Gas Corp.

23,233
677
495

Indiantown Gas Co.

45,462
8,711
653

City Gas Co.

238,895
90,063
4,104

St. Croix Valley Natural Gas Co., Inc.

131,728
15,112
4,701

South Beloit Water, Gas & Electric Co.

166,064
156,633
5,681

Lawrenceburg Gas Co.

505,577
21,113
5,724

St. Joseph Light & Power Co.

168,429
63,991
6,309

Pike Natural Gas Co.

364,533
4,060
6,350

Suburban Natural Gas Co.

91,426
26,260
6,705

Chesapeake Utilities Corp., Florida Div.

545,715
9,994
8,856

Chesapeake Utilities Corp., Maryland Div.

509,311
118,439
9,469

Midwest Natural Gas, Inc.

296,168
23,496
9,889

Superior Water, Light & Power Co.

270,013
461,356
11,031

Shenandoah Gas Co.

523,801
23,613
12,470

Citizens Utilities Co., Colorado Gas Div.

448,575
2,139
12,762

Corning Natural Gas Corp.

385,502
90,901
13,894

St. Lawrence Gas Co., Inc.

483,780
68,858
14,175

Chesapeake Utilities Corp., Delaware Div.

665,466
206,034
17,477

Great Plains Natural Gas Co.

690,384
31,744
21,424

West Virginia Power Co.

736,995
12,515
23,960

Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Co.

820,133
134,250
27,762

Columbia Gas of Maryland, Inc.

1,550,103
104,458
31,664

Northern Minnesota Utilities

1,186,926
171,012
33,238

Northern Indiana Fuel & Light Co., Inc.

1,068,828
216,096
33,424

Florida Public Utilities Co.

1,182,998
36
35,657

Northern Utilities, Inc.

1,059,717
190,819
43,009

Missouri Public Service Co.

1,364,912
70,441
44,758

Wisconsin Fuel & Light Co.

1,318,843
1,562,071
47,777

Roanoke Gas Co.

1,842,301
50,455
48,293

Interstate Power Co.

1,181,525
1,959,074
49,235

Valley Gas Co.

4,091,318
333,204
54,992

Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp.

1,982,189
600,386
61,430

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp.

1,591,496
346,542
61,579

Northern States Power Co. Wisconsin

1,742,994
3,464,618
70,309

Union Light, Heat & Power Co.

2,388,750
362,539
76,785

Enstar Natural Gas Co.

4,140,554
139,100
95,267

City Gas Co. of Florida, A Division of NUI Corp.

3,390,461
41
97,579

Sierra Pacific Power Co.

2,464,859
433,761
97,839







Totals

41,684,157
11,582,046
1,207,071

Table 2

FERC Sample Electric Utilities

Electric  Utility
Customer Account Costs
Customer Service and Information

Costs
Number of Customers

Douglas Electric Coop, Inc.
31,860
9,085
814

Kingsbury Electric Coop, Inc.
32,243
37,147
915

Naknek Electric Assoc., Inc.
101,197
6,841
989

Sac County Rural Electric Coop
54,740
25,571
1,073

Kotzebue Electric Association, Inc.
107,493
9,724
1,151

Osceola Electric Coop, Inc.
34,466
10,576
1,166

Union County Electric Coop, Inc.
51,918
40,998
1,168

Ida County Rural Electric Coop
46,918
72,994
1,178

Northern Electric Coop, Inc.
58,867
9,592
1,271

Nushagak Electric Coop, Inc.
109,171
4,593
1,334

Farmers Mutual Electric Co.
43,717
2,791
1,356

McCook Electric Coop, Inc.
46,132
43,214
1,392

Nyman Electric Coop, Inc.
62,836
53,513
1,420

Garland Light & Power Co.
47,231
9,747
1,455

Nespelem Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
70,993
20,876
1,467

Oneida-Madison Electric Coop, Inc.
52,581
6,134
1,600

Big Flat Electric Coop, Inc.
78,378
5,811
1,623

Tlingit-Haida Regional Electric Authority
212,455
4,529
1,624

Cordova Electric Coop, Inc.
104,890
5,829
1,635

Fox Islands Electric Coop, Inc.
44,839
18,842
1,650

Calhoun County Electric Coop Association
59,103
24,115
1,652

Adams County Coop Electric Co.
66,261
51,347
1,656

Glidden Rural Electric Coop
65,646
11,794
1,702

Southwestern Electric Coop, Inc.
139,495
7,364
1,711

Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
84,173
29,882
1,761

Gate City Electric Coop, Inc.
71,410
6,053
1,784

Mid-Yellowstone Electric Coop, Inc.
56,717
5,651
1,793

Hancock County Rural Electric Coop
92,279
12,758
1,795

Franklin Rural Electric Coop
97,792
14,195
1,817

Lyon Rural Electric Coop
82,494
69,996
1,834

Humboldt County Rural Electric Coop
81,305
12,407
1,835

Wright County Rural Electric Coop
93,789
81,565
1,846

Charles Mix Electric Association, Inc.
56,211
27,933
1,954

Renville-Sibley Coop Power Association
110,072
85,824
1,962

FEM Electric Association, Inc.
55,481
62,416
1,986

Winnebago Rural Electric Coop Association
87,107
7,043
2,018

Oahe Electric Coop, Inc.
90,719
44,519
2,086

Cam Wal Electric Coop, Inc.
57,325
73,610
2,203

Duncan Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
80,276
7,810
2,227

Grundy County Rural Electric Coop
61,289
10,579
2,269

Burke-Divide Electric Coop, Inc.
96,280
68,713
2,324

Okanogan County Electric Coop, Inc.
107,529
21,846
2,333

Chimney Rock Public Power District
67,887
21,619
2,406

Niobrara Electric Association, Inc.
91,255
18,619
2,413

Redwood Electric Coop
97,360
39,120
2,431

Lane-Scott Electric Coop, Inc.
114,511
24,146
2,504

Salmon River Electric Coop, Inc.
127,297
9,311
2,521

R S R Electric Coop, Inc.
134,264
111,785
2,556

White River Electric Association, Inc.
151,872
22,750
2,571

Traverse Electric Coop, Inc.
87,236
38,963
2,578

Rideta Electric Coop, Inc.
107,945
90,971
2,613

Sheyenne Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
159,550
67,911
2,652

Polk County Rural Public Power District
69,813
47,275
2,669

Codington-Clark Electric Coop, Inc.
102,928
75,016
2,678

Springer Electric Coop, Inc.
109,391
10,724
2,680

Raft River Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
149,702
48,447
2,682

Woodbury County Rural Electric Coop Association
85,586
115,655
2,716

Seward County Rural Public Power District
70,952
15,378
2,737

Idaho County Light & Power Coop Association, Inc.
174,400
20,816
2,739

Wayne County Public Power District
129,595
15,668
2,765

Howard Electric Coop Association
79,518
49,672
2,767

Smoky Hill Electric Coop, Inc.
115,209
59,197
2,837

McLean Electric Coop, Inc.
70,115
6,054
2,841

C & W Rural Electric Coop Assoc., Inc.
103,710
42,568
2,858

Brown-Atchison Electric Coop Assoc., Inc.
127,465
16,793
2,898

Cedar Valley Electric Coop
86,132
24,679
2,902

Stanton County Public Power District
88,407
14,622
2,945

N C K Electric Coop, Inc.
111,366
14,707
2,950

Tohono O'Odham Utility Authority
209,686
2,042
2,976

Tohono O'Odham Utility Authority
209,686
2,042
2,976

PUD No. 1 of Ferry County
137,071
15,048
2,979

Whetstone Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
63,753
57,944
2,979

Clay-Union Electric Corp.
88,423
76,992
3,004

Hot Springs Rural Electric Assoc., Inc.
176,349
89,299
3,009

Clay Electric Coop, Inc.
141,438
39,938
3,010

H-D Electric Coop, Inc.
52,356
43,964
3,053

Columbia Rural Electric Association, Inc.
113,154
29,329
3,055

Bon Homme-Yankton Electric Association, Inc.
70,839
159,037
3,058

Slope Electric Coop, Inc.
92,123
57,397
3,096

Big Horn Rural Electric Co.
136,181
72,334
3,124

Harney Electric Coop, Inc.
118,239
70,910
3,136

Harmon Electric Assoc., Inc.
117,513
29,740
3,167

Harrison County Rural Electric Coop
156,272
107,423
3,169

Copper Valley Electric Assoc., Inc.
318,006
108,472
3,187

Arrowhead Electric Coop, Inc.
64,605
100,830
3,190

Lake Region Electric Association, Inc.
86,528
17,545
3,192

P R & W Electric Coop Assoc., Inc.
127,364
62,470
3,200

James Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
89,590
84,727
3,207

Ninnescah Rural Electric Coop
85,200
16,403
3,226

Tri-County Electric Association, Inc.
130,819
61,651
3,232

Dakota Energy Cooperative, Inc.
99,031
92,808
3,253

Sheridan Electric Coop, Inc.
118,192
70,899
3,257

Hill County Electric Coop, Inc.
124,199
9,033
3,285

Morrisville Water & Light Dept.
90,272
83,760
3,294

KEM Electric Coop, Inc.
82,536
45,338
3,303

Western Illinois Electric Coop
113,109
6,494
3,308

K B R Rural Public Power District
108,573
13,974
3,329

Wheatland Rural Electric Association, Inc.
91,982
37,730
3,329

Intercounty Electric Association, Inc.
64,665
86,025
3,333

Clatskanie Peoples Utility District
228,956
85,717
3,351

Butte Electric Coop, Inc.
116,010
85,216
3,391

Crawford Electric Coop
110,598
57,969
3,415

Panhandle Rural Electric Membership Association
120,042
21,957
3,429

Tanner Electric Coop
66,428
37,952
3,436

Anza Electric Coop, Inc.
220,894
4,961
3,441

Big Horn County Electric Coop, Inc.
138,186
41,285
3,458

Richland Electric Coop
83,469
40,341
3,505

Brown County Rural Electric Association
59,525
96,754
3,511

Marion Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
98,899
42,082
3,520

Radiant Electric Coop, Inc.
99,501
20,760
3,533

Lincoln Electric Coop, Inc.
234,896
93,794
3,546

Columbia Basin Electric Coop, Inc.
182,242
6,016
3,557

Northern Rio Arriba Electric Coop, Inc.
206,371
14,010
3,566

Hickman-Fulton Counties RECC
128,438
-3,607
3,632

Atchison-Holt Electric Coop
92,835
8,821
3,638

Oliver-Mercer Electric Coop, Inc.
93,114
45,542
3,652

Lower Yellowstone Rural Electric Association, Inc.
192,111
55,021
3,656

PKM Electric Coop, Inc.
114,038
103,505
3,661

Marias River Electric Coop, Inc.
88,312
4,513
3,664

Burt County Public Power District
94,318
30,681
3,716

Otsego Electric Coop, Inc.
99,827
29,940
3,717

North Central Power Co., Inc.
125,863
11,496
3,728

South Central Electric Association
100,564
29,281
3,752

Lyon-Lincoln Electric Coop, Inc.
117,710
85,444
3,782

Columbus Electric Coop, Inc.
206,578
82,963
3,788

Murphy Electric Power Board
122,923
9,145
3,795

Turner-Hutchinson Electric Coop, Inc.
101,938
115,105
3,797

Philadelphia Utilities
76,063
923
3,808

North Central Public Power District
89,293
27,315
3,815

Mississippi County Electric Coop, Inc.
251,409
25,713
3,857

Greenbelt Electric Coop
145,082
48,553
3,859

United Rural Electric, Inc.
12,710
112,201
3,882

St. Mary's Municipal Light & Power
116,388
19,399
3,951

Lincoln-Union Electric Co.
123,587
180,209
3,959

Wyrulec Co.
94,964
27,607
3,983

Logan County Coop Power & Light Association, Inc.
169,007
18,944
3,989

West Oregon Electric Coop, Inc.
237,821
25,998
4,002

Goodhue County Coop Electric Association
117,811
62,142
4,010

Victory Electric Coop Assoc., Inc.
104,902
40,450
4,039

Park Electric Coop, Inc.
90,398
60,604
4,044

West Point Electric System
89,359
8,962
4,057

Pike County Light & Power Co.
161,388
10,852
4,072

Sumner-Cowley Electric Coop, Inc.
176,956
40,343
4,099

Ontonagon County Rural Electric Association
114,961
10,081
4,146

Wasco Electric Coop, Inc.
203,103
61,941
4,148

Grand Electric Coop, Inc.
88,450
47,146
4,154

Covington Municipal System
132,233
1,638
4,207

Pella Municipal Power & Light Dept.
47,922
52,910
4,242

Marshall County Rural Electric Coop
152,306
78,069
4,256

North Central Missouri Electric Coop, Inc.
130,906
3,118
4,263

Western Coop Electric Assoc., Inc.
151,293
67,812
4,317

Clarke Electric Coop, Inc.
205,826
51,614
4,338

Red River Valley Coop Power Association
187,029
134,152
4,365

Missouri Rural Electric Coop
144,731
39,956
4,389

Federated Rural Electric Association
148,433
174,179
4,407

North Itasca Electric Coop, Inc.
103,117
120,288
4,438

J-A-C Electric Coop Association
88,161
9,463
4,455

Tongue River Electric Coop, Inc.
227,521
2,726
4,462

Southern Iowa Electric Coop, Inc.
151,489
49,833
4,465

Pataula Electric Membership Corp.
135,349
21,581
4,480

Delaware County Electric Coop, Inc.
106,151
20,828
4,493

Sedgwick County Electric Coop
84,615
27,771
4,509

Wheat Belt Public Power District
128,827
57,368
4,519

Kimble Electric Coop, Inc.
149,487
24,463
4,520

PUD No. 1 of Mason County
162,540
16,333
4,550

Twin Valleys Public Power District
98,117
71,787
4,571

Jewell-Mitchell Coop Electric Co., Inc.
123,850
30,092
4,607

Coop Light & Power Association of Lake County
110,494
97,236
4,625

Southeastern Michigan Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
129,218
21,268
4,652

McCone Electric Coop, Inc.
177,087
82,759
4,671

Head of Lakes Electric Coop
254,926
99,111
4,676

Ark Valley Electric Coop Association, Inc.
176,555
39,144
4,685

Darke Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
114,171
47,514
4,690

Guthrie County Rural Electric Coop Association
226,483
64,822
4,705

Cherry-Todd Electric Coop, Inc.
149,796
45,245
4,716

Winchester Power System
110,172
3,612
4,717

Belfalls Electric Coop, Inc.
137,959
14,480
4,722

McDonough Power Coop
141,974
51,994
4,726

Hartselle Utility Board
120,969
4,429
4,727

Butler County Rural Electric Coop
161,597
79,237
4,752

Agralite Electric Coop
249,503
224,036
4,768

Humboldt Utility Dept.
103,645
11,644
4,774

Etowah Utilities Dept.
135,338
6,185
4,779

SE-MA-NO Electric Coop
128,341
21,272
4,784

Ashley-Chicot Electric Coop, Inc.
209,522
1,585
4,786

Red Lake Electric Coop, Inc.
123,634
124,176
4,786

Farmers Electric Coop, Inc.
146,168
123,143
4,809

C M S Electric Coop, Inc.
197,048
8,750
4,850

Okolona Electric Dept.
114,933
6,223
4,862

Sun River Electric Coop, Inc.
152,541
87,309
4,865

Nobles Coop Electric
135,081
101,343
4,885

Ralls County Electric Coop
144,357
84,122
4,909

McKenzie Electric Coop, Inc.
105,614
124,505
4,921

Wabash County R.E.M.C.
180,977
68,616
4,950

B-K Electric Coop, Inc.
140,824
15,366
4,996

Clinton County Electric Coop, Inc.
136,571
22,946
4,996

Carbon Power & Light, Inc.
223,251
71,729
5,007

Midwest Electric Coop Corp.
205,267
40,868
5,019

North Plains Electric Coop, Inc.
288,084
18,877
5,049

Rosebud Electric Coop, Inc.
178,908
63,868
5,065

Brownsville Utilities Board
144,228
6,527
5,112

Rush County R.E.M.C.
247,141
123,614
5,145

Worthington Public Utilities
153,386
42,941
5,145

Farmers Electric Coop Corp.
189,577
24,063
5,166

Minnesota Valley Coop Light & Power Association
147,104
257,779
5,169

Jay County R.E.M.C.
211,290
109,695
5,184

Western Iowa Power Coop
244,620
209,673
5,189

Surprise Valley Electric Corp.
244,327
62,736
5,222

Caney Valley Electric Coop Assoc., Inc.
124,803
24,339
5,226

North Western Electric Coop, Inc.
128,388
104,361
5,226

Northfork Electric Coop, Inc.
120,181
34,143
5,228

Rural Electric Convenience Coop
213,593
84,739
5,237

Sullivan County Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
140,564
64,685
5,240

Fergus Electric Coop, Inc.
246,345
32,731
5,251

Wells Rural Electric Co.
652,365
348,440
5,261

Lewisburg Electric & Gas
153,621
19,516
5,274

Rock County Electric Coop Association
124,663
84,497
5,279

Rita Blanca Electric Coop, Inc.
221,058
37,858
5,306

Northern Electric Coop, Inc.
183,469
161,494
5,307

Moreau-Grand Electric Coop, Inc.
241,244
29,923
5,390

Monroe County Electric Coop, Inc.
128,463
40,169
5,412

Roosevelt County Electric Coop, Inc.
226,790
63,573
5,418

Steuben Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
232,084
89,218
5,468

Cape Hatteras Electric Membership Corp.
137,787
895
5,487

LaCreek Electric Association, Inc.
254,522
57,623
5,494

Harrison Rural Electric Association, Inc.
184,869
67
5,507

Union Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
243,337
146,562
5,524

Chariton Valley Electric Coop
211,895
72,814
5,539

Freeborn-Mower Electric Coop
154,567
1,359
5,550

Hillsdale Board of Public Utilities
44,972
3,428
5,562

Chanute Electric & Gas Dept.
192,905
322,800
5,606

West Plains Electric Coop, Inc.
203,268
58,618
5,621

McCulloch Electric Coop, Inc.
172,307
26,214
5,630

McLeod Coop Power Association
218,423
221,008
5,638

Barton County Electric Coop, Inc.
239,703
108,259
5,656

Kodiak Electric Association, Inc.
375,133
10,280
5,659

Tri-County Electric Coop Association
175,737
14,127
5,663

Fulton County R.E.M.C.
164,540
57,789
5,665

Mor-Gran-Sou Electric Coop, Inc.
263,674
122,520
5,710

JO-Carroll Electric Coop, Inc.
220,816
169,577
5,726

Midwest Electric Coop, Inc.
351,599
71,069
5,758

Pemiscot-Dunklin Electric Coop, Inc.
194,458
45,130
5,773

Flint Hills Rural Electric Coop Association
138,084
35,060
5,777

Kiwash Electric Coop, Inc.
187,215
14,784
5,793

Jackson Electric Coop, Inc.
228,793
249,094
5,802

Hudson Municipal Electric Dept.
37,777
14,207
5,818

Lockhart Power Co.
244,177
4,615
5,870

Kay Electric Coop
308,942
50,248
5,883

Slash Pine Electric Membership Corp.
239,128
45,711
5,907

Marshall County R.E.M.C.
183,510
121,360
5,947

Chippewa Valley Electric Coop
135,619
103,000
5,972

Lewis County Rural Electric Coop Association
189,653
24,588
5,976

Craig-Botetourt Electric Coop
216,450
17,028
5,983

Butler Rural Electric Coop Assoc., Inc.
304,816
116,270
5,994

Marlboro Electric Coop, Inc.
245,232
62,559
5,994

Hutchinson Utilities Commission
120,717
19,874
6,012

Guntersville Electric Board
270,552
34,998
6,020

Hawkeye Tri-County Electric Coop
183,466
234,145
6,030

K C Electric Association, Inc.
250,910
60,838
6,052

Orrville Municipal Utilities
220,337
96,042
6,131

Muscle Shoals Electric Board
172,195
45,864
6,134

West Central Electric Coop, Inc.
195,964
183,084
6,142

Union City Electric System
171,354
23,502
6,154

St. Croix Electric Coop
108,452
103,728
6,180

Middle Georgia Electric Membership Corp.
164,172
53,864
6,208

Alaska Village Electric Coop, Inc.
380,239
124,105
6,211

Springfield, City of
180,513
33,646
6,247

Fannin County Electric Coop
261,391
7,555
6,272

Citizens Electric Co.
233,159
1,000
6,276

Black Hills Electric Coop, Inc.
264,340
86,569
6,295

Bailey County Electric Coop, Inc.
203,039
1,371
6,382

La Grange County R.E.M.C.
197,600
61,711
6,426

Mountrail-Williams Electric Coop, Inc.
269,118
246,375
6,430

Plumas-Sierra Rural Electric Coop
322,804
221,622
6,452

Decatur County R.E.M.C.
226,601
52,897
6,516

Lyon-Coffey Electric Coop, Inc.
228,332
36,101
6,526

Morgan County Rural Electric Association
257,865
126,643
6,572

Orange County R.E.M.C.
193,742
70,905
6,575

Adams Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
293,189
50,847
6,640

North Star Electric Coop, Inc.
171,996
157,692
6,655

Dewitt County Electric Coop, Inc.
236,861
32,817
6,660

Central Wisconsin Electric Coop
204,564
52,217
6,703

New River Light & Power Co.
356,811
22,673
6,724

Rural Electric Co., Inc.
254,432
61,599
6,752

Todd-Wadena Electric Coop
173,788
456,813
6,757

Vigilante Electric Coop, Inc.
242,478
19,960
6,762

Bartlett Electric Coop, Inc.
222,523
11,277
6,770

D S & O Rural Electric Coop Assoc., Inc.
166,649
18,181
6,785

Carthage Water & Electric Plant
139,104
2,043
6,793

Leavenworth-Jefferson Electric Coop, Inc.
146,100
75,231
6,795

North Central Electric Coop, Inc.
215,990
175,642
6,819

Ripley Power & Light Co.
177,770
4,675
6,843

Ravalli County Electric Coop, Inc.
270,333
97,450
6,858

Sylacauga Utilities Board
132,641
56,277
6,866

Beatrice Board of Public Works
63,188
73,415
6,915

Miami Dept. of Public Utilities
58,713
42,686
6,934

Radford Electric Dept.
0
165,902
6,937

Consolidated Electric Coop Association
160,374
75,362
6,944

Bayfield Electric Coop, Inc.
106,847
60,194
6,993

Southwest Rural Electric Assoc., Inc.
240,599
168,701
7,041

Jasper County R.E.M.C.
183,619
144,907
7,064

Kandiyohi Coop Electric Power Association
234,535
468,421
7,093

Ketchikan Public Utilities
0
235,917
7,096

Rich Mountain Electric Coop, Inc.
289,071
52,227
7,112

Meeker Coop Light & Power Association
246,732
256,311
7,137

Riverton Valley Electric Association, Inc.
352,182
364,295
7,172

Swisher Electric Coop, Inc.
200,968
68,770
7,174

Dunn County Electric Coop
135,045
68,708
7,186

Kaw Valley Electric Coop Co.
247,060
55,339
7,228

Sweetwater Utilities Board
150,225
8,072
7,232

East Central Iowa Rural Electric Cooperative
325,526
51,891
7,241

South Beloit Water, Gas & Electric Co.
316,252
250,550
7,256

Lighthouse Electric Coop, Inc.
350,040
23,614
7,257

McMinnville Electric System
241,119
66,487
7,258

Concord Municipal Light Plant
158,530
73,871
7,265

Garkane Power Association, Inc.
309,753
71,371
7,312

Franklin Electric Coop
289,214
80,368
7,333

Steele-Waseca Coop Electric
215,358
164,406
7,375

Shelby County R.E.M.C.
183,994
190,381
7,416

White County R.E.M.C.
331,197
85,523
7,441

Frontier Power Co.
146,495
79,810
7,460

Jump River Electric Coop, Inc.
189,450
56,262
7,491

Daviess-Martin County R.E.M.C.
268,132
13,446
7,501

Fort Payne Improvement Authority
224,578
9,257
7,563

Clark Electric Coop
106,055
98,484
7,575

Oconee Electric Membership Corp.
394,842
277,873
7,581

Price Electric Coop, Inc.
157,752
7,504
7,586

Sangre de Cristo Electric Association, Inc.
217,899
84,256
7,608

Milan Dept. of Public Utilities
209,300
9,988
7,672

Alexandria Light & Power
280,784
5,162
7,710

Gascosage Electric Coop
302,327
31,297
7,715

Vera Irrigation District No. 15
324,236
94,287
7,727

Scottsboro Utility Board
310,310
39,120
7,735

Oconto Electric Coop
246,261
52,740
7,750

Y-W Electric Association, Inc.
360,290
84,156
7,762

Shelbyville Power System
241,412
12,097
7,824

Grant-Lafayette Electric Coop
273,277
175,621
7,834

Alfalfa Electric Coop, Inc.
261,029
179,794
7,861

SE Iowa Coop Electric Association
245,717
128,727
7,864

Coffeyville Municipal Power & Light System
0
188,750
7,900

Firelands Electric Coop, Inc.
216,040
65,551
7,909

McPherson Board Public Utilities
139,563
3,241
7,918

Cullman Power Board
349,653
27,589
7,950

Southern Indiana Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
271,305
93,059
7,950

Cornhusker Public Power District
241,091
114,855
8,046

M J M Electric Coop, Inc.
275,794
118,130
8,049

Lamb County Electric Coop, Inc.
371,375
48,506
8,070

Grundy Electric Coop, Inc.
202,965
191,559
8,076

Prairie Land Electric Coop, Inc.
372,034
74,195
8,077

Upson County Electric Membership Corp.
180,769
26,895
8,156

Easton Utilities Commission
261,002
5,346
8,230

Bedford Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
240,201
191,293
8,280

Erwin Utilities
205,151
33,571
8,292

Allamakee-Clayton Electric Coop, Inc.
217,793
132,180
8,318

Midland Power Coop
303,577
26,001
8,375

Prince George Electric Coop
294,401
57,654
8,380

Barry Electric Coop
305,730
16,881
8,409

Macon Electric Coop
265,408
75,979
8,460

Lebanon Electric & Gas Systems
139,675
404
8,530

Escambia River Electric Coop, Inc.
370,377
109,921
8,551

Central Missouri Electric Coop, Inc.
273,718
4,102
8,563

Douglas Electric Coop, Inc.
393,294
37,597
8,644

Gillette Municipal Power Dept.
47,459
135,640
8,653

Vernon Electric Coop
230,437
95,693
8,668

Warren Electric Coop, Inc.
190,729
48,799
8,669

Hannibal Board of Public Works
156,186
30,916
8,676

Albertville Utilities Board
326,604
35,348
8,763

Mora-San Miguel Electric Coop, Inc.
296,715
1,087
8,781

Washington Electric Coop, Inc.
331,775
346,907
8,811

North Central Electric Coop, Inc.
182,577
99,257
8,814

Capital Electric Coop, Inc.
186,108
71,528
8,830

Alger Delta Coop Electric Association
244,468
5,247
8,856

Clearwater Power Co.
316,936
61,223
8,858

Traverse City Light & Power
5,746
364,243
8,880

Community Electric Coop
271,019
46,123
8,953

Pointe Coupee Electric Membership Corp.
471,530
70,092
8,971

Northern Wasco County Public Utility District
215,592
214,127
8,977

Little Ocmulgee Electric Membership Corp.
362,912
72,707
9,005

South Central Arkansas Electric Coop, Inc.
261,374
14,933
9,020

Yazoo Valley Electric Power Association
300,759
73,315
9,031

Crawfordsville Electric Light & Power
287,673
40,107
9,058

Altus Electric Light Dept.
270,720
133,339
9,071

Plattsburgh Municipal Lighting Dept.
71,652
147,335
9,075

Highline Electric Association
215,194
4,791
9,093

Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
616,852
180,263
9,098

Midwest Electric, Inc.
262,993
139,218
9,121

Butler Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
375,479
278,605
9,125

Forked Deer Electric Coop, Inc.
248,810
5,374
9,179

United Electric Coop, Inc.
355,146
97,227
9,196

Menard Electric Coop
370,893
65,554
9,203

Jefferson Davis Electric Coop, Inc.
403,677
5,502
9,246

Albemarle Electric Membership Corp.
221,294
32,473
9,287

Washington Electric Coop, Inc.
241,631
136,702
9,290

San Patricio Electric Coop, Inc.
338,521
2,721
9,294

Owatonna Public Utilities
358,937
40,284
9,300

Southeast Colorado Power Association
397,796
118,122
9,313

San Miguel Power Association, Inc.
503,601
100,690
9,321

San Luis Valley Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
442,394
93,722
9,382

United R.E.M.C.
354,995
247,997
9,391

McLennan County Electric Coop, Inc.
209,603
27,649
9,416

Tullahoma Utilities Board
211,094
17,082
9,430

Verendrye Electric Coop, Inc.
216,088
403,512
9,468

Sac-Osage Electric Coop, Inc.
241,433
13,918
9,511

Coastal Electric Coop, Inc.
371,359
64,433
9,524

Rio Grande Electric Coop, Inc.
425,870
64,377
9,540

Northwestern Electric Coop, Inc.
333,983
46,415
9,572

PUD No. 1 of Klickitat County
451,271
108,332
9,572

Starkville Electric Dept.
187,164
35,248
9,644

Tombigbee Electric Coop, Inc.
550,365
67,918
9,658

Nantucket Electric Co.
578,264
193,978
9,711

Central Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
420,926
45,294
9,718

Fox Creek Rural Electric Coop Corp.
354,638
89,941
9,730

Navarro County Electric Coop, Inc.
425,152
8,893
9,856

Fall River Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
334,747
6,916
9,868

Terrebonne Parish Consolidated Utilities
0
424,398
9,868

Heartland Rural Electric Coop.
407,438
31,090
9,911

Lassen Municipal Utility District
313,793
97,975
9,963

Irwin County Electric Membership Corp.
325,667
40,837
9,980

Wadsworth Municipal Light & Water Dept.
205,906
394,037
9,998

Ocmulgee Electric Membership Corp.
355,302
226,599
10,021

Illinois Rural Electric Co.
331,115
672
10,037

Monroe County Electric Power Association
247,984
33,831
10,062

Hancock-Wood Electric Coop, Inc.
363,568
24,495
10,073

West River Electric Association, Inc.
488,042
467,371
10,101

Grand Valley Rural Power Line, Inc.
300,674
94,671
10,116

A & N Electric Coop
330,019
61,405
10,175

Gallatin Electric & Gas
307,554
24,501
10,178

Socorro Electric Coop, Inc.
340,241
24,324
10,272

Connecticut Valley Electric Co., Inc.
333,508
188,591
10,306

Elizabeth City Dept. of Public Utilities
0
213,276
10,308

Halifax Electric Membership Corp.
496,260
130,242
10,350

Orcas Power & Light Co.
385,649
95,038
10,417

Newberry Electric Coop, Inc.
279,536
34,145
10,429

Missoula Electric Coop, Inc.
468,787
130,805
10,451

Callaway Electric Coop
220,390
33,642
10,472

Sussex Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
397,298
182,619
10,492

Carroll Electric Coop, Inc.
281,158
36,175
10,495

Northern Plains Electric Coop, Inc.
465,146
229,039
10,556

Albemarle Electric Distribution System
0
288,902
10,578

Muscatine Power & Water
294,005
136,123
10,643

Southeastern Electric Coop
221,585
53,737
10,647

Big Sandy Rural Electric Coop Corp.
376,823
82,690
10,652

Blue Earth-Nicollet-Faribault
312,311
331,597
10,735

Bolivar Electric & Gas Dept.
332,838
22,158
10,749

Runestone Electric Association
305,247
286,394
10,798

BARC Electric Coop
228,468
13,780
10,825

Harriman Power Dept.
396,293
17,294
10,832

Tri-County Electric Coop, Inc.
397,141
278,147
10,852

Edgecombe-Martin County Electric Membership Corp.
467,720
222,315
10,905

Farmers Electric Coop, Inc.
387,473
80,612
10,945

Coastal Electric Membership Corp.
333,609
397,708
10,948

Northwestern Wisconsin Electric Co.
377,946
78,651
10,978

Thumb Electric Coop Michigan
266,631
100,734
11,007

Chickasaw Electric Coop, Inc.
244,234
18,629
11,070

Dubois Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
230,008
14,004
11,080

Nueces Electric Coop, Inc.
381,268
87,692
11,083

Benton Rural Electric Association
612,367
270,307
11,129

Farmers Electric Coop, Inc.
254,504
139,485
11,139

Umatilla Electric Coop Association
681,867
349,657
11,207

Parke County R.E.M.C.
339,839
137,900
11,245

Shelby Energy Coop, Inc.
381,955
123,355
11,290

Cimarron Electric Coop
291,378
82,323
11,307

Red River Valley Rural Electric Association
764,692
131,358
11,316

West Central Electric Coop, Inc.
357,135
91,589
11,323

Little River Electric Coop, Inc.
289,486
214,304
11,370

Clay County Electric Coop Corp.
391,535
63,677
11,458

Austin Utilities
284,679
57,732
11,461

Washington Electric Utility
402,979
194,042
11,501

Middleborough Gas & Electric Dept.
1,177,759
32,715
11,506

Groton Dept. of Utilities
213,025
9,142
11,510

Wild Rice Electric Coop, Inc.
456,927
111,770
11,520

Concordia Electric Coop, Inc.
374,693
16,310
11,550

Lane Electric Coop, Inc.
482,770
273,355
11,577

Tri-County Electric Coop
342,000
72,744
11,632

Eastern Maine Electric Coop
425,136
60,195
11,656

Harrison County Rural Electric Coop Corp.
355,273
85,504
11,787

Dyersburg Electric & Gas
358,716
33,214
11,788

Somerset Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
378,086
130,131
11,807

Western Michigan Electric Coop
306,592
81,902
11,807

Yellowstone Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
386,756
76,072
11,809

Taylor Electric Coop, Inc.
491,007
132,029
12,015

Salem Municipal Electric Light Dept.
0
232,519
12,039

Valley Electric Association, Inc.
832,785
124,651
12,040

Jackson Electric Coop, Inc.
347,323
70,218
12,060

Hastings Utilities
317,734
33,511
12,136

Maquoketa Valley Electric Coop
273,181
398,846
12,326

Tippah Electric Power Association
395,307
28,846
12,359

Twin County Electric Power Association
359,622
46,160
12,368

Nodak Electric Coop, Inc.
355,136
462,542
12,386

Rockwood Electric & Gas Utility
374,821
9,881
12,388

Mille Lacs Electric Coop
324,072
336,000
12,430

Hamilton County Electric Coop Association
378,181
5,985
12,500

Morrow Electric Coop, Inc.
496,852
613,176
12,522

Egyptian Electric Coop Association
498,714
32,425
12,593

Logansport Municipal Utilities
154,459
25,190
12,677

Three Notch Electric Membership Corp.
385,826
32,382
12,709

Tri-State Electric Membership Corp.
431,629
20,573
12,821

Washington Electric Membership Corp.
670,407
124,226
12,864

Pulaski Electric & Gas Systems
345,234
68,918
12,910

Lea County Electric Coop, Inc.
684,198
33,538
12,988

Osage Valley Electric Coop Association
317,489
18,318
13,013

Cookeville Electric & Gas
313,985
27,904
13,022

Eastern Illini Electric Coop
460,221
420,912
13,028

Lorain-Medina Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
304,084
262,059
13,048

Pioneer Electric Coop, Inc.
427,028
91,492
13,134

Johnson County R.E.M.C.
337,448
74,295
13,139

Coosa Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
468,755
295,883
13,142

Oakdale Electric Coop
393,007
485,172
13,157

Moorhead Public Service Dept.
309,364
332,216
13,201

Grayson Rural Electric Coop Corp.
363,369
73,697
13,214

North East Mississippi Electric Power Association
421,853
29,421
13,227

Bessemer Electric Service
379,980
6,308
13,243

Pioneer Electric Coop, Inc.
441,944
393,543
13,280

Central New Mexico Electric Coop, Inc.
851,002
12,733
13,291

Mountain Parks Electric, Inc.
566,050
73,375
13,291

Northern Lights, Inc.
725,831
121,170
13,326

Otero County Electric Coop, Inc.
844,326
169,355
13,330

Wyandotte Municipal Service Commission
385,240
224,584
13,397

Wayne-White Counties Electric Coop
371,133
94,734
13,416

Peoples Coop Power Association
353,118
225,606
13,465

Roanoke Electric Membership Corp.
518,821
170,129
13,465

Norris Public Power District
420,882
272,095
13,475

Norris Public Power District
420,882
272,095
13,475

Empire Electric Association, Inc.
665,816
174,024
13,513

Glades Electric Coop, Inc.
722,288
82,897
13,584

Arab Electric Coop, Inc.
398,156
8,718
13,649

Guernsey-Muskingum Electric Coop, Inc.
399,743
179,630
13,665

Lamar Electric Membership Corp.
304,032
164,474
13,705

Midstate Electric Coop, Inc.
836,875
152,688
13,818

North Platte Municipal Light & Power
362,351
165,341
13,844

Planters Electric Membership Corp.
657,203
173,085
13,859

Webster Electric Coop
366,519
73,892
13,894

Holmes-Wayne Electric Coop, Inc.
347,634
27,257
13,946

Superior Water, Light & Power Co.
498,781
420,937
13,998

South Alabama Electric Coop, Inc.
556,392
158,280
14,048

Central Electric Membership Corp.
551,384
136,936
14,134

PUD No. 1 of Douglas County
448,142
49,161
14,191

New-Mac Electric Coop, Inc.
752,024
103,377
14,197

Pioneer Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
303,401
311,153
14,283

Cookson Hills Coop, Inc.
470,193
373,392
14,473

Plateau Electric Coop
486,661
5,774
14,512

Marquette Board of Light & Power
391,068
25,579
14,543

Central Rural Electric Coop
668,663
393,580
14,547

Oak Ridge Electric Dept.
346,519
5,288
14,660

San Marcos, City of
965,514
79,861
14,693

Platte-Clay Electric Coop, Inc.
517,879
308,795
14,780

Kootenai Electric Coop, Inc.
818,757
291,087
14,813

Licking Valley Rural Electric Coop Corp.
398,857
34,613
14,844

Tupelo Water & Light Dept.
423,182
38,081
14,846

Cherokee County Electric Coop Association
571,255
101,994
14,982

Carroll County Board of Public Utilities
551,568
6,693
15,023

Bristol Utilities Board
474,790
5,046
15,050

Comanche County Electric Coop
437,500
105,445
15,128

Choctaw Electric Coop, Inc.
584,732
394,659
15,136

Natchez Trace Electric Power Association
514,899
75,598
15,155

East Point Electric Utilities Dept.
0
218,207
15,203

Tri-County Electric Membership Corp.
496,125
195,116
15,263

Tri-County Electric Coop, Inc.
725,716
19,296
15,299

Gulf Coast Electric Coop, Inc.
970,647
151,337
15,316

Grady County Electric Membership Corp.
555,204
173,635
15,334

Rayle Electric Membership Corp.
444,660
43,836
15,364

Cedar Falls Utilities
388,649
183,100
15,414

Northern Neck Electric Coop, Inc.
428,180
122,387
15,442

Kankakee Valley R.E.M.C.
200,940
105,291
15,461

Wheatland Electric Coop, Inc.
583,052
1,345
15,486

PUD No. 2 of Pacific County
512,296
101,853
15,522

Murray City Power Dept.
375,835
239,693
15,532

Caddo Electric Coop
532,518
147,231
15,535

Fayetteville Electric & Gas Systems
411,832
82,280
15,591

Fayetteville Electric & Gas Systems
427,088
78,321
15,591

San Isabel Electric Association, Inc.
876,098
95,570
15,605

Claiborne Electric Coop, Inc.
667,390
112,590
15,644

Canoochee Electric Membership Corp.
636,323
138,242
15,672

Broad River Electric Coop, Inc.
600,854
110,154
15,753

Panola-Harrison Electric Coop, Inc.
438,304
8,228
15,819

Northcentral Mississippi Electric Power Assn.
545,940
25,103
15,887

Houston County Electric Coop, Inc.
470,987
71,417
15,945

Cloverland Electric Coop
359,522
68,812
15,985

Altamaha Electric Membership Corp.
767,669
92,010
15,994

Ponca City Municipal Light Dept.
0
197,540
16,013

Sumter Electric Membership Corp.
691,971
106,004
16,027

Crawford Electric Coop, Inc.
437,804
112,506
16,118

Victoria Electric Coop, Inc.
435,611
52,694
16,125

Pea River Electric Coop
564,907
318,519
16,191

South Louisiana Electric Coop Association
506,689
132,027
16,369

Claverack Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
433,385
288,110
16,409

Petit Jean Electric Coop Corp.
388,501
109,557
16,411

Edisto Electric Coop, Inc.
853,598
133,470
16,515

North Alabama Electric Coop
499,423
106,975
16,524

Emerald People's Utility District
855,973
158,995
16,528

Utilities District of Western Indiana R.E.M.C.
437,967
214,248
16,660

Rusk County Electric Coop, Inc.
771,635
53,841
16,686

Excelsior Electric Membership Corp.
344,618
186,592
16,773

Wiregrass Electric Coop, Inc.
488,537
226,596
16,786

Tri-County Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
492,793
200,116
16,790

Tipmont R.E.M.C.
651,263
156,563
16,841

People's Electric Coop, Inc.
506,606
86,400
16,845

Buckeye Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
445,697
163,304
16,849

Tillamook Peoples Utility District
645,859
362,986
16,867

Tillamook Peoples Utility District
645,859
362,986
16,867

United Electric Coop, Inc.
578,148
279,718
16,903

Dawson County Public Power District
447,258
65,974
16,916

Hagerstown Light Dept.
499,355
15,471
17,066

Hagerstown Light Dept.
499,355
15,471
17,066

Indian Electric Coop, Inc.
825,841
75,377
17,102

Richland Energy Services Dept.
638,872
332,491
17,131

Loup River Public Power District
562,573
86,133
17,215

Sioux Valley Empire Electric Association
541,986
141,469
17,229

Tennessee Valley Electric Coop
549,103
147,027
17,369

Harrison County R.E.M.C.
385,694
113,060
17,374

Woodruff Electric Coop Corp.
740,090
104,894
17,465

PUD No. 1 of Franklin County
705,670
-70,316
17,473

Stearns Coop Electric Association
402,496
494,041
17,493

Fairfield Electric Coop, Inc.
509,958
60,008
17,602

Maryville Utilities Board
452,893
1,361
17,619

Lynches River Electric Coop, Inc.
709,784
234,550
17,724

Northwestern Rural Electric Coop Assoc., Inc.
824,508
242,917
17,790

Henderson-Union Rural Electric Coop Corp.
632,623
87,254
17,870

Sheffield Utilities
621,241
34,696
17,896

Northeastern R.E.M.C.
485,647
203,031
17,947

Three Rivers Electric Coop
335,562
112,613
17,995

Kerrville Public Utility Board
447,702
107,194
17,999

Pickwick Electric Coop
446,669
181,026
18,027

Pee Dee Electric Membership Corp.
590,443
85,338
18,147

Lawrenceburg Utility System
636,241
74,947
18,148

Newport Utilities Board
663,261
8,913
18,176

Cass County Electric Coop, Inc.
679,603
329,889
18,206

Cotton Electric Coop
723,283
117,158
18,370

Lyntegar Electric Coop, Inc.
615,492
122,288
18,446

Paris Board of Public Utilities
441,367
47,394
18,486

Suwannee Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
489,570
44,636
18,572

Ames Municipal Electric System
0
865,351
18,583

Clarke-Washington Electric Membership Corp.
656,220
226,758
18,657

Southern Pine Electric Coop
436,230
83,664
18,759

Valley Rural Electric Coop, Inc.
283,744
248,872
18,788

Thomasville Water, Gas & Light Dept.
180,092
260,763
18,908

La Follette Utilities Board
539,135
34,797
18,960

Tallapoosa River Electric Coop, Inc.
764,220
91,804
19,001

Burlington Electric Dept.
1,387,360
374,931
19,006

Tri-County Electric Membership Corp.
465,679
300,248
19,017

Erath County Electric Coop Association
667,677
256,009
19,058

C & L Electric Coop Corp.
718,268
44,042
19,094

Fleming-Mason Rural Electric Coop Corp.
740,750
32,429
19,149

Canadian Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
812,738
213,542
19,178

Tri-County Electric Association, Inc.
1,064,893
141,966
19,195

Lexington Electric & Gas Systems
465,409
31,236
19,273

Jasper-Newton Electric Coop, Inc.
747,089
109,678
19,304

Southern Nebraska Rural Public Power District
429,468
103,555
19,307

New Braunfels Utilities
364,580
18,841
19,315

Farmers Rural Electric Coop Corp.
506,828
328,968
19,341

Haywood Electric Membership Corp.
734,329
224,718
19,370

Weakley County Municipal Utility System
553,045
37,769
19,448

Lake Region Electric Coop, Inc.
630,609
110,799
19,512

PUD No. 1 of Okanogan County
537,592
10,892
19,520

Cherokee Electric Coop
879,932
188,912
19,571

Blue Grass Rural Electric Coop Corp.
569,918
261,757
19,592

Tideland Electric Membership Corp.
610,407
199,529
19,870

Trico Electric Coop, Inc.
782,109
109,996
19,907

Inter-County Rural Electric Coop Corp.
692,405
181,057
19,958

Cumberland Valley RECC
537,871
95,174
20,042

Eastern Iowa Light & Power Coop
602,388
129,758
20,345

Southwest Central Rural Electric Coop Corp.
607,630
145,997
20,405

Howell-Oregon Electric Coop, Inc.
519,514
75,717
20,407

Yampa Valley Electric Assoc., Inc.
993,034
267,730
20,424

Taylor County Rural Electric Coop Corp.
460,236
30,516
20,594

Covington Electric Coop, Inc.
880,300
140,937
20,662

Southeastern Illinois Electric Coop, Inc.
698,015
34,288
20,733

Jackson County R.E.M.C.
428,208
276,987
20,902

Minnesota Valley Electric Coop
405,513
286,808
20,909

Columbia Power System
385,072
69,834
21,077

Clark Energy Coop, Inc.
800,575
99,638
21,138

Edison Sault Electric Co.
952,006
24,064
21,156

Loveland Water & Power Dept.
712,073
83,072
21,385

Southeastern Indiana R.E.M.C.
647,087
134,983
21,406

Richmond Power & Light
731,441
133,642
21,506

Continental Divide Electric Coop, Inc.
608,077
23,263
21,553

Homer Electric Association, Inc.
1,723,524
236,052
21,594

Idaho Falls Electric Light Division
1,005,907
13,365
21,604

Medina Electric Coop, Inc.
808,874
170,182
21,626

Peace River Electric Coop, Inc.
727,959
120,320
21,694

Lake Region Coop Electric Association
618,518
283,048
21,728

Meade County Rural Electric Coop Corp.
659,200
208,755
21,973

Black River Electric Coop
672,308
176,219
22,005

Kit Carson Electric Coop, Inc.
601,120
13,790
22,123

Piedmont Electric Membership Corp.
821,767
284,381
22,191

Surry-Yadkin Electric Membership Corp.
803,166
129,916
22,219

Wallingford Public Utility
1,039,877
27,275
22,363

Citizens Electric Corp.
689,605
158,321
22,373

Alcoa Utilities
621,743
751
22,448

Southwest Mississippi Electric P A
640,311
18,206
22,496

Holland Board of Public Works
245,960
154,047
22,719

Boone Electric Coop
1,002,940
451,886
22,855

Fort Loudoun Electric Coop
692,603
57,949
22,867

Central Electric Coop, Inc.
656,599
179,984
23,166

Tallahatchie Valley Electric Power Association
743,553
174,269
23,363

West Florida Electric Coop Association
903,223
288,885
23,508

Southwest Arkansas Electric Coop Corp.
734,677
47,158
23,602

Ozark Electric Coop, Inc.
523,341
63,804
23,786

Nolin Rural Electric Coop Corp.
792,645
314,540
23,978

Magnolia Electric Power Association
807,986
7,417
24,046

Verdigris Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
966,895
571,400
24,152

Habersham Electric Membership Corp.
711,455
271,458
24,313

Black River Electric Coop, Inc.
704,531
-73,979
24,324

Delta-Montrose Electric Association
1,231,524
196,115
24,326

Craighead Electric Coop Corp.
841,576
73,881
24,344

Mountain View Electric Association, Inc.
855,395
262,919
24,522

Okefenoke R.E.M.C.
1,189,400
548,921
24,608

Adams Electric Coop, Inc.
774,436
102,466
24,690

Powell Valley Electric Coop
544,446
44,158
24,763

Holston Electric Coop, Inc.
766,108
157,382
24,764

Jackson Purchase Electric Coop Corp.
904,908
153,181
24,767

Black Warrior Electric Membership Corp.
766,239
13,726
24,811

Poudre Valley REA, Inc.
714,266
215,327
24,952

Central Texas Electric Coop, Inc.
886,440
49,404
24,977

Fruit Belt Electric Coop
1,280,589
129,945
24,992

Wood County Electric Coop, Inc.
1,049,779
111,312
25,212

Co-Mo Electric Coop, Inc.
961,323
185,190
25,245

Central Florida Electric Coop, Inc.
808,521
101,020
25,299

Decatur Utilities
556,544
19,519
25,364

Chicopee Electric Light Dept.
732,455
101,210
25,450

Pee Dee Electric Coop, Inc.
951,298
275,883
25,646

Cleveland Utilities
669,638
104,627
25,714

York Electric Coop, Inc.
842,432
52,441
25,774

Central Virginia Electric Coop
887,915
119,920
25,854

Cherryland Rural Electric Coop Association
585,088
367,052
26,096

Fitchburg Gas & Electric Light Co.
1,140,050
880,826
26,206

Concord Electric Co.
923,119
590,863
26,207

Dickson Electric Dept.
1,083,047
34,453
26,243

Dickson Electric Dept.
1,024,579
12,022
26,243

Riviera Utilities (Foley Board)
540,466
28,769
26,291

PUD No. 3 of Mason County
1,168,940
356,295
26,358

East Central Oklahoma Electric Coop, Inc.
1,017,132
142,572
26,366

Randolph Electric Membership Corp.
980,513
83,179
26,476

Clinton Utilities Board
864,510
68
26,505

Jemez Mountains Electric Coop, Inc.
1,265,155
48,256
26,521

Laclede Electric Coop, Inc.
1,012,514
124,449
26,530

Edmond Electric Dept.
320,595
238,308
26,631

Caney Fork Electric Coop, Inc.
767,395
383,095
26,639

Intercounty Electric Coop Association
635,271
276,533
26,678

Longmont Electric Utility
0
1,308,994
26,778

Sand Mountain Electric Coop
898,420
275,316
26,793

Four County Electric Membership Corp.
936,351
401,555
27,015

Springfield Utility Board
1,134,016
1,336,611
27,315

PUD No. 1 of Clallam County
1,183,979
-77,927
27,432

Central Electric Power Association
1,085,536
150,314
27,447

Vero Beach Municipal Utilities
433,284
433,284
27,483

Mountain Electric Coop, Inc.
739,918
143,474
27,639

Mecklenburg Electric Coop, Inc.
940,332
153,817
27,672

Mohave Electric Coop, Inc.
935,217
113,282
27,685

Oregon Trail Electric Consumer Coop, Inc.
826,578
353,623
27,717

Valley Electric Membership Corp.
948,187
154,462
27,768

Jefferson Electric Membership Corp.
1,005,509
256,377
28,167

South Central Indiana R.E.M.C.
1,046,828
283,877
28,224

Navopache Electric Coop, Inc.
1,315,284
139,519
28,227

La Plata Electric Association, Inc.
1,307,505
274,654
28,381

Provo City Power
1,160,113
105,603
28,404

Choctawhatchee Electric Coop, Inc.
1,052,569
496,421
28,471

Amicalola Electric Membership Corp.
1,087,971
187,564
28,517

Sequachee Valley Electric Coop
811,881
135,756
28,534

Hart Electric Membership Corp.
1,227,074
509,678
28,769

North Arkansas Electric Coop, Inc.
1,047,990
241,811
28,774

French Broad Electric Membership Corp.
1,103,227
248,298
29,189

Green River Electric Corp.
879,320
205,771
29,289

Anchorage Municipal Light & Power
2,684,576
133,008
29,456

Wright-Hennepin Coop Electric Association
605,108
1,149,635
29,542

Jackson Utility Division
824,380
172,922
29,695

Bristol Tennessee Electric System
503,684
50,726
29,775

Central Georgia Electric Membership Corp.
892,957
85,755
29,816

Adams-Columbia Electric Coop
672,441
265,577
29,935

United Power, Inc.
1,184,079
534,214
30,124

Athens Gas & Electric Utility
604,371
646
30,165

Athens Gas & Electric Utility
615,964
23,207
30,165

Carteret-Craven Electric Membership Corp.
752,691
347,117
30,265

Shenandoah Valley Electric Coop
765,930
113,458
30,336

Dixie Electric Power Association
1,072,503
250,366
30,412

Golden Valley Electric Association, Inc.
2,201,459
619,249
30,709

Southwest Electric Coop, Inc.
661,846
220,118
30,787

Meriwether Lewis Electric Coop
1,251,602
278,190
30,907

Bowie-Cass Electric Coop, Inc.
896,851
99,048
30,944

Salt River Rural Electric Coop Corp.
1,053,723
82,022
31,216

Crow Wing Coop Power & Light Co.
486,757
568,599
31,267

White River Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
1,140,116
277,549
31,366

East Mississippi Electric Power Association
1,248,882
251,073
31,489

Northeast Oklahoma Electric Coop, Inc.
1,123,526
465,409
31,530

Central Alabama Electric Coop
946,682
89,283
31,801

Greeneville Light & Power System
859,134
51,804
31,942

Gibson County Electric Membership Corp.
959,012
355,961
31,978

Blue Ridge Mountain Electric Membership Corp.
1,117,399
96,408
32,152

Alameda Bureau of Electricity
1,277,990
341,716
32,482

High Point Electric Utility Dept.
838,699
675,748
32,637

Central Lincoln Peoples Utility District
1,233,501
242,842
32,800

Johnson County Electric Coop Association
1,025,949
483,926
33,234

South River Electric Membership Corp.
1,476,780
308,903
33,272

Washington-St. Tammany Electric Coop, Inc.
971,810
4,287
34,137

Carroll Electric Membership Corp.
1,063,280
189,754
34,310

West Kentucky Rural Electric Coop Corp.
1,298,343
10,408
34,346

Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power Co.
1,045,380
170,863
34,540

Deep East Texas Electric Coop, Inc.
756,331
51,967
34,606

Tombigbee Electric Power Association
1,331,280
62,670
34,866

Aiken Electric Coop, Inc.
1,401,112
38,897
34,896

Farmington Electric Utility
1,239,893
42,864
34,898

Newport Electric Corp.
1,106,871
1,477,667
35,018

Upshur Rural Electric Coop Corp.
1,103,644
24,230
35,198

Maine Public Service Co.
1,129,385
251,767
35,269

Midwest Energy, Inc.
1,371,228
450,861
35,270

Horry Electric Coop, Inc.
1,453,237
367,151
35,361

Davidson Electric Membership Corp.
878,226
100,363
35,739

Appalachian Electric Coop
1,055,764
170,143
35,812

Granite State Electric Co.
1,775,424
2,343,054
35,910

Rochester Public Utilities Dept.
1,078,006
119,447
36,057

Cullman Electric Coop
855,399
234,899
36,394

Union Electric Membership Corp.
722,329
564,543
36,449

PUD No. 1 of Chelan County
897,000
758,000
36,818

Laurens Electric Coop, Inc.
1,460,090
478,238
37,349

Joe Wheeler Electric Membership Corp.
2,017,157
299,466
37,438

Mid-Carolina Electric Coop, Inc.
2,016,781
305,055
37,932

Exeter & Hampton Electric Co.
977,990
695,565
38,193

Lumbee River Electric Membership Corp.
1,745,109
52,153
38,261

Choptank Electric Coop, Inc.
1,022,818
204,492
38,351

PUD No. 1 of Grays Harbor County
1,810,820
195,115
38,423

Sulphur Springs Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
1,729,917
337,040
38,499

PUD No. 2 of Grant County
2,150,889
413,726
38,538

Owen Electric Coop, Inc.
1,331,100
248,991
38,556

Clarksville Electric & Gas Dept.
1,301,556
116,653
38,717

Santee Electric Coop, Inc.
1,537,590
113,565
38,761

PUD No. 1 of Benton County
1,449,603
175,786
39,158

East Central Electric Association
1,324,713
1,539,882
39,382

Upper Cumberland Electric Membership Corp.
1,190,042
241,689
39,771

Pennyrile Rural Electric Coop Corp.
1,214,670
146,929
39,956

Baldwin County Electric Membership Corp.
1,193,241
253,385
40,033

Southwest Tennessee Electric Membership Corp.
1,324,888
52,107
40,131

Holy Cross Electric Assoc., Inc.
1,349,305
143,505
40,204

Navajo Tribal Utility Authority
1,622,919
5,122
40,713

Navajo Tribal Utility Authority
1,622,919
5,122
40,713

Southwestern Electric Service Co.
2,018,760
83,009
41,473

Southside Electric Coop, Inc.
1,577,397
312,404
41,546

Wheeling Power Co.
2,185,502
765,816
41,665

Naperville Electrical Dept.
357,066
519,572
42,420

Satilla R.E.M.C.
1,206,909
141,938
42,540

Palmetto Electric Coop, Inc.
1,661,004
911,599
42,637

PUD No. 1 of Cowlitz County
1,914,285
448,710
42,713

Ocala Electric Utility
844,493
287,881
42,889

Kingsport Power Co.
1,576,198
765,704
43,039

Florence Utilities
1,119,364
56,638
43,408

Florence Utilities
1,091,253
64,360
43,408

Arkansas Valley Electric Coop Corp.
1,257,033
41,046
43,613

Kissimmee Utility Authority
2,243,451
822,036
43,859

Jackson Energy Coop
1,481,752
321,769
43,999

Talquin Electric Coop, Inc.
1,588,443
160,991
44,082

Tri-County Electric Membership Corp.
1,739,243
410,514
44,697

Cambridge Electric Light Co.
2,197,325
1,490,293
44,907

Colquitt Electric Membership Corp.
1,573,455
608,523
45,849

Fort Collins Light & Power
2,135,104
464,452
45,885

Ozarks Electric Coop Corp.
1,630,953
238,219
46,326

Coweta-Fayette Electric Membership Corp.
1,839,418
992,426
48,041

Top O'Michigan Electric Co.
905,637
149,727
48,048

Warren Rural Electric Coop Corp.
1,517,040
178,184
48,213

Blue Ridge Electric Coop, Inc.
1,876,451
1,070,819
49,568

Crescent Electric Membership Corp.
1,478,282
499,936
50,181

Independence Power & Light Dept.
1,841,309
238,482
51,116

South Kentucky Rural Electric Coop Corp.
1,512,532
282,663
51,807

Singing River Electric Power Association
2,559,826
409,633
52,985

Rutherford Electric Membership Corp.
2,502,166
412,198
52,999

Lafayette Utilities System
1,793,630
-660
53,258






Maui Electric Co., Ltd.
2,180,669
3,140,221
54,163

Delaware Electric Coop, Inc.
1,551,467
110,610
54,302

Brunswick Electric Membership Corp.
2,015,630
270,232
54,342

Southern Pine Electric Power Association
1,645,116
55,460
54,637

Coast Electric Power Association
2,024,043
763,933
54,755

Duck River Electric Membership Corp.
1,773,993
314,251
54,825

Northwestern Public Service Co.
1,386,405
1,596,952
55,840

Black Hills Corp.
2,835,619
833,153
56,151

Magic Valley Electric Coop, Inc.
1,261,546
273,657
56,241

Nantahala Power & Light Co.
1,760,428
56,864
56,421

Blue Ridge Electric Membership Corp.
1,464,697
1,027,435
56,586

Carroll Electric Coop Corp.
1,411,432
279,405
56,875

Flint Electric Membership Corp.
2,344,837
915,141
57,232

Berkeley Electric Coop, Inc.
1,700,616
585,261
57,828

Pasadena Water & Power Dept.
1,095,403
303,456
57,965

Johnson City Power Board
1,765,756
96,779
60,551

UGI Utilities, Inc.
2,686,436
567,529
60,722

St. Joseph Light & Power Co.
1,541,569
622,368
61,445

First Electric Coop Corp.
2,685,539
646,394
61,532

Upper Peninsula Power Co.
1,522,769
282,695
62,396

Garland Power & Light System
735,090
2,570,871
65,123

GreyStone Power Corp.
2,201,170
119,946
66,007

Springfield Water, Light & Power
3,800,482
531,874
66,195

Chugach Electric Association, Inc.
4,323,929
631,909
66,594

Rockland Electric Co.
2,926,312
302,463
66,813

Cumberland Electric Membership Corp.
2,054,377
448,719
67,424

Rappahannock Electric Coop
3,032,327
624,391
68,050

Dixie Electric Membership Corp.
2,218,929
223,994
68,521

New Hampshire Electric Coop, Inc.
2,196,227
218,006
69,183

Fayetteville Public Works Commission
1,166,976
887,609
69,550

Southwest Louisiana Electric Membership Corp.
2,962,870
263,301
71,019

Eugene Water & Electric Board
3,641,971
1,122,160
74,925

Gainesville Regional Utilities
1,657,126
81,540
75,349

North Georgia Electric Membership Corp.
2,752,672
100,526
79,524

Green Mountain Power Corp.
2,688,893
318,055
82,738

Sawnee Electric Membership Corp.
2,737,989
833,076
83,135

Volunteer Electric Coop
2,679,533
429,091
85,938

Connexus Energy
3,857,118
1,456,446
86,793

Springfield City Utilities
2,045,000
383,000
87,431

South Central Power Co.
2,393,319
1,685,885
88,512

Northern Virginia Electric Coop
1,175,453
1,114,202
88,978

Riverside Utilities Dept.
5,074,004
872,216
89,943

Sumter Electric Coop, Inc.
3,075,983
335,091
89,954

Modesto Irrigation District
3,773,559
414,531
90,201

Blackstone Valley Electric Co.
3,227,954
3,199,920
90,308






Totals
518,868,282
151,328,881
15,240,211






6.4 Please provide a comparison of call centre costs for Gazifère and the FERC sample.

Response :

A direct comparison of Call Centre costs cannot be made between Gazifère Call Centre costs and FERC.  The FERC sample provided in response to interrogatory 6.3 Tables 1 and 2 include Call Centre costs in the “Customer Accounts Expenses” and does not include a specific breakdown of Call Centre costs that can be directly compared to Gazifère’s cost. Gazifère customer care costs including Call Centre costs were matched, as closely as possible, to those reported in FERC. 

Question 7) GI-4, document 7, page 1 de 1

7.1 With respect to the billing, please provide a detailed description of how the 1999 rate case and 2000 budget figures were determined.

Response :

Please see the response to the Regie’s interrogatory 3.1 for a description of the transfer pricing policy used by Enbridge Consumers Gas for the 1999 rate case filing.

The 2000 budget for “billing” of $305.1 in document 7 page 1 of 1 is broken down into two categories; $209.1 for Basic Billing and $96.0 for Utility Specific Services. Please refer to the response to Interrogatory 6.2. 

Prices for billing services provided by ECG were developed in compliance with the Affiliate Relationship Code for Gas Utilities. Basic Billing figures were determined based on a market price of $.75 per bill using the process described in the Ernst & Young letter (GI-4 Document 6.2).

Utility Specific Services were not covered by the Ernst & Young study. The description of Utility Specific Services provided in GI-4 Document 5 page 10 answer 21 should have stated that they consist of meter reading, large volume billing and third party remittance processing costs. Meter reading services include the assignment of routes to the hand-held system, scheduling, distribution of printed meter reading reports and hardware/ software maintenance.  Large volume billing includes maintenance of the customer database for customer, billing and contract information, and the management of activities related to accounts receivable, customer information, reporting, transportation service banking and bill calculation and printing. Third party remittance processing costs include the cost of processing all Gazifère customer payments. Fees for Utility Specific Services related to billing are based on a fully allocated cost including a return on invested capital as required under the Affiliate Relationship Code for Gas Utilities.

7.2 Please confirm that the increase in billin costs for Gazifère does not correspond to an increase in the non-utility eliminations permitted Enbridge by the OEB; hence, the increase in fees represents an Enbridge shareholders’ benefit.  If this is not confirmed, please explain your position

Response:

For the 2000 Budget, Enbridge Consumers Gas’ O&M expenses were calculated by applying a PBR formula to an O&M expense base amount.  The costs removed from the Ontario Utility cost of service are a component of the O&M expense base and as such no specific recoveries are identified with Gazifere in the 2000 Budget beyond that of applying the PBR formula to the 1999 base amount.

The Ontario Energy Board requires that the non-utility elimination from the Ontario Utility cost of service of Enbridge Consumers Gas be calculated on a fully allocated costing methodology, which was performed in determining that component of the O&M base amount.  The Affiliate Relationships Code requires that market prices be used to price services provided to affiliates (and only where a market price cannot be reasonably determined, is a cost-based price to be used).  There is no connection between the costs removed from cost of service and the amounts charged to affiliates for services provided by Enbridge Consumers Gas.  The increase in the billing services results from the application of the Affiliate Relationships Code and goes towards recovering the fully allocated cost of providing the services which has already been removed from the Ontario Utility Cost of Service.  Once the fully allocated costs are removed from cost of service, it is the responsibility of the Shareholder to recover those costs.  The implementation of the Code may result in the Shareholder recovering costs that it would not have recovered under the historical transfer pricing methodology.  The implementation of the Code is not designed to provide the Shareholder with benefits, its objective is to enhance a competitive marketplace.
Original: 1999-10-28
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